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TOWARDS AN INFORMATION SOCIETY? 

An official presentation of the European history "Towards an Information 
Society" can be found on the ISPO archives website (Information Society 
Project Office - 'Project' becoming 'Promoting' in 1998). It covers the 
period 1993-2000. This 'history' is just a sequence of documents, plans, 
events, and programmes, drawn from different initiatives within the 
European Commission, and which do not necessarily follow the same 
objectives and goals. The logic needs to be restored! The first part of this 
history has to be complemented by what is now under the responsibility of 
the European Commission General Directorate 'Information Society'."^ 

We can distinguish two periods in which we note a clear discontinuity, 
even in the names of the programmes, although no one would believe that 
the second is a complete re-build of the first! Two periods that may be 
associated with two names: the first with the former Commissioner Martin 
Bangemann^ and the second with the former President of the Commission, 
Romano Prodi."* When referring to 'policy', the official presentation opens 
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with the second period, although some documents of the first are still 
mentioned. In other words, for people acquainted with the history, the ISPO 
site is today no longer considered as anything other than archives. 

Is it a "European way for the Information Society"? That was, at least, 
the conviction of the Information Society Forum in its 1999 Report.^ We 
shall assess the answers. 

FIRST PERIOD: 1994-1999 

The first period of European policies is surely rooted in the decision of the 
European Council (Corfu, June 1994), which adopted the Bangemann 
report. But the main events and documents that accompany it are as famous 
too: the July 1994 Europe's way to the information society, An Action Plan. 
The report to the July 1996 Dublin Council meeting. Information Society: 
From Corfu to Dublin - The new emerging priorities that resulted, in 
November 1996, in a new Rolling Action Plan.^ Four other major initiatives 
shaped the landscape of the emerging European Information Society: the 
February 1995 Brussels G7 Conference on the Information Society, the 
Report Building the European Information Society for Us All, First 
Reflections of the High Level Group of Experts (HLEG) (Interim Report in 
January 1996, Final Report in April 1997), the 3 annual Reports (1996, 1997 
and 1999) of the Information Society Forum, and also the Green Paper 
Living and Working in the Information Society: People First. Finally, other 
policies also emerged to support the development of the European 
Information Society, namely the Research Programmes of the Commission 
(Framework Programmes) where large funds were allocated to the field of 
information and communication technologies - it is still the case in the 
current (sixth) Programme. 

The Bangemann Report 

There is no doubt that the Report Europe and the Global Information 
Society, Recommendations to the European Council, known as the 
Bangemann Report (1994) is one of the major signposts in the landscape of 
the European Information Society.^ But we should remember that this report 
was already requested by a so called 'high-level group of experts' (it would 
be better to say a high-level of industrialists among whom the future 
President Romano Prodi) as a follow-up to the 1993 President Jacques 
Delors' White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness and Employment: The 
Challenges and Courses for Entering the XXIst century^ 
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This Report is also clearly an answer to the U.S.A. National Information 
Infrastructure: Agenda for Action of President Bill Clinton and Vice-
President Al Gore whose announcement was made in September 1993.^ 

It is worth noting that where the USA speak of 'infrastructure', the 
Europeans seem to prefer a more global approach: A global Information 
Society. Six chapters: 1. The information society - new ways of living and 
working together, 2. A market-driven revolution, 3. Completing the agenda, 
4. The building blocks of the information society, 5. Financing the 
information society a task for the private sector, and 6. Follow-up. Some of 
the pervasive ideas that could not be missed: A challenge for the deciders. 
All together for employment! A social challenge: improve the quality of life, 
improve the efficiency of our social and economic organisation. Urgent? A 
market-driven revolution. New markets? But, more seriously, it is important 
to have a look at Section 22, 'Blazing the Trail - Ten Applications to 
Launch the Information Society.' Those applications and their objectives 
should be compared later to those of the eEurope initiative: 

Teleworking - More jobs, new jobs, for a mobile society; 
Distance Learning - Life-long learning for a changing society; 
A Network For Universities and Research Centres - Networking Europe's brain 
power; 
Telematic Services for SMEs - Re-launching a main engine for growth and 
employment in Europe; 
Road Traffic Management - Electronic roads for better quality of life; 
Air Traffic Control - An electronic airway for Europe; 
Healthcare Networks - Less costly and more effective healthcare systems for 
Europe's citizens; 
Electronic Tendering - More effective administration at lower cost; 
Trans-European Public Administration Network - Better government, cheaper 
government; 
City Information Highways - Bringing the information society into the home. 
In an IFIP-WG9.2 Working Conference (Corfu, 1997), where we 

intended to discuss the 'Culture and Democracy revisited in the Global 
Information Society,' we had made a rough statistic of the interests of the 
Bangemann report and associated documents about such themes, in terms of 
wording. The result: Democracy is not mentioned; Culture is present 7 
times, but about the cultural industries; language, linguistics are not worth 
noting, whilst 'market' is present 110 times. It has even a chapter about it: 
Chapter 2 is 'A market-driven revolution'!^^ 

Later our Technology Assessment research team (CITA) went further in 
this first perception. We elucidated some indicators on the basis of the 
occurrence of associated keywords. For instance we derived the indicator 
'Public sphere' from the occurrences of words such as public, 
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administration, government, citizen, city, local, etc. The result is confirming 
our first perception, as stated in Table 1.̂ ^ 

Indicators 

1 Economic Values 

Information and Communication Technologies 

1 Infomiation/Knowledge Society 

Public Sphere 

Actors 

Uses 

1 Methodology 

User's representation 

Social Values 

European Values 

Ranking 

21.7 

17.3 

14.2 

10.8 

10.7 

9.5 

7.1 

6.0 

5.3 

2.5 1 

Table 1: Indicators in the Bangemann Report 

Observing the ranking of these "European Values", we may have some 
doubts about a specific 'European way for the Information Society'! 

From an Action Plan to a Rolling Action Plan 

The 1994 Action plan covered 4 areas: the regulatory and legal framework 
(54 actions); the Networks, Basic Services, Applications and Content (27); 
the Social, Societal and Cultural Aspects (5); and some Promotion Activities 
(11).'^ 

The main area was that of the regulatory and legal framework, but in 
domains where the economic aspects were prevalent: a competitive 
environment; standardisation, interconnection and interoperability; tariffs, 
intellectual property rights; electronic protection, legal protection and 
security; media ownership; privacy. Whereas the actions related to the 
social, societal and cultural aspects included orientations towards the 
flexible firm, proposals for the language industries, and agreements of 
regional cooperation for promoting a common information society 
approach, that is to say, with very loose link to real social, societal and 
cultural aspects. 

The 1996 Rolling Action Plan tried to balance the trend, and to build the 
church in the middle of the village, or as underlined by many documents of 
the time "People at the Centre".^^ It covered four areas: Improving the 
Business Environment, Investing in the Future, People at the Centre, and 
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Meeting the Global Challenge. Area 1 included, in July 1997, 45 actions; 
area 2, 13; area 3, 26, and area 4, 16. The weight is still on the same side, 
but it seemed that some new balance was being sought. Unfortunately, it 
was purely a game of shifting some action from one category to another. 
Many of the actions of the area 'regulatory and legal framework' of the 
Action Plan had been shifted, in the Rolling Action Plan, to the area 'People 
at the Centre'. It would have been more honest to consider that they might 
have been better suited to the area 'Improving the Business Environment'! 

Other major initiatives 

G7 Conference on the Information Society -- Information Society and 
Development (ISAD) Conference 

Following the G7 Naples Summit in July 1994, Ministers from the G7 
countries and Members of the European Commission met in Brussels on 25 
and 26 February 1995 in the G7 Ministerial Conference on the Information 
Society.̂ "̂  In their conclusions, eight core principles were endorsed for 
promoting new computer, telecommunications and media networks. The 07 
identified 11 international pilot projects whose aim was to demonstrate the 
potential of the Information Society and stimulate its development.^^ 

The Brussels conference emphasised the need for all countries, 
including developing nations, to be integrated. President of the Republic of 
South Africa, Nelson Mandela, and Executive Deputy President, Thabo 
Mbeki, convened the "Information Society and Development conference 
(ISAD)" in Midrand, South Africa, on 13-15 May 1996. 

Sentences of the keynote address of Executive President Thabo Mbeki 
to the G-7 Conference remain in all our memories: "There are more 
telephone lines in Manhattan than in all of sub-Saharan Africa", and "half of 
humanity has never made a telephone call." 

Social Issues? The High Level of Experts and the Information Society 
Forum 

Mentioning the Bangemann report and the efforts directed by the techno-
economic paradigm without paying attention to other directions with more 
specific social accents cannot be a well-balanced presentation of the 
European way towards the Information Society. Among these other 
directions, we should mention first the so-called High Level Group of 
Experts (HLEG) established by Padraig Flynn, Commissioner for 
Employment and Social Affairs - i.e. another Directorate General (DG5) 
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than the DG in charge of the 'Information Society' programme. We should 
also mention the Information Society Forum. 

The Executive Summary of the HLEG "Interim Report" mentioned: 
"Social policy therefore merits equal if not more weight than economic 
policy in formulating our approach to the Information Society (IS). We 
believe that the Commission has paid insufficient attention to these issues so 
far, and in the following sections we elaborate these arguments in more 
detail." (...) "The Group welcomes the Commission's initiative to provide a 
major impulse into the broader policy debate surrounding the emerging IS, 
by setting up the HLEG. So far, the IS policy debate has been dominated by 
technological issues and, more recently, the appropriate regulatory 
economic environment, neglecting by and large some of the broader issues 
implicit in the 'society' notion."^^ 

A set of 12 recommendations structures the final report, touching all the 
questions which are still prominent in the building up of the Information 
Society: education, regulation, efficiency of public services, development of 
flexible working arrangements, managing time, reprioritising 'full' 
employment, including everyone, European diversity, democracy. 

Another initiative must be mentioned: the Information Society Forum, 
Its main purpose was to "provide the opportunity for representatives from a 
variety of different groups, including the social partners, to contribute to 
open debate and reflection on the challenges of the Information Society, 
including the social and societal aspects, as well as to raise the level of 
public awareness. The Forum will work on the framework for implementing 
the Information Society. The Forum should also indicate to the Commission 
the priority projects that need to be implemented...".^^ The Information 
Society Forum has published 3 reports (1996, 1997, 1999).^^ The 
recommendations encompass Internet for all, economic, framework for the 
information society, global governance, consumers and citizen rights, 
cultural sustainability, the role of the public sector, environmental 
sustainability. "The ISF proposes that there is a distinctive European Way 
which has much to offer the world in meeting the challenges of the global 
information society. This is rooted in the search for dynamic equilibrium 
between different and sometimes competing concerns and goals. Its 
principles could be summarised as liberty, equality, fraternity, solidarity, 
and sustainability." (We underline) 

The idea of a 'European way' may be found again in the last part of the 
Green Paper 'Living and Working in the Information Society: People First' 
(July 1996).̂ ^ "The Member States have developed social models with many 
common features including strong social rights and independent social 
partners, able to take responsibility for working conditions and for fair 
distribution." (...) "The European social model is buih both on competition 
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between enterprises and solidarity between citizens and Member States. The 
European Information Society must draw strongly from this economic, 
social and cultural strength, linking technological, economic and social 
aspects together in the creation of new opportunities for all its citizens." 

Supporting Research Programmes and Promotion Activities 

Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) have always received 
the lion's share of funding in the Research Programmes initiated by the 
European Commission, namely in the Framework Programmes (FP). 
Everybody calls to mind ESPRIT (European Strategic Programme for 
Research and Development in Information Technologies) or RACE 
(Research and Development in Advanced Communications Technologies 
for Europe), ICT Research Programmes counted for 42% of the budget in 
the 2nd FP (1987-91, 5,400 millions ECU), 39% in the 3rd FP (1990-94, 
5,700 millions ECU), 39% in the 4th FP (1994-98, 12,300 millions ECU). 
The programme 'User friendly Information Society' (1ST) has been funded 
up to 3,600 millions Euros during the 5th FP (1998-2002), out of a total 
budget of 13,700 millions Euros. It first covered 4 key actions: systems and 
services for the citizen, new methods of work and electronic commerce, 
multimedia content and tools, essential technologies and infrastructures. 
After this came research and technological development activities of a 
generic nature: future and emerging technologies; and finally the support for 
research infrastructures: research networking. Information Society 
Technologies (1ST) priority of the 6thFP is funded at a level of 3,984 
millions Euros out of a total of 17,883 millions Euros. But there are also 
other 1ST related activities that can be funded by other budgetary lines. 

On the side of the supporting promotion activities, in November 1998, 
ISPO, the Information Society Project Office, became the Information 
Society Promotion Office. 

Finally, among the promotion activities, let us mention that, on 30 
March 1998, the multi-annual Community programme (1998-2002) to 
stimulate the establishment of the Information Society in Europe was 
adopted. The programme Promoting the Information Society (PROMISE) 
was launched.^^ The programme aimed at: increasing public awareness and 
understanding of the potential impact of the Information Society; optimising 
the socio-economic benefits of the Information Society in Europe; and 
enhancing Europe's role and visibility within the global dimension of the 
Information Society. We shall see later that this programme is still waiting 
for a "successor" in the new European policies. 
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SECOND PERIOD: FROM 1999 AND BEYOND, eEurope 

eEurope^ An Information Society for All 

eEurope was initiated in 1999 by the new DG, Information Society, directed 
by the Finnish social-democrat commissioner Erkki Liikanen, under the 
then Commission presidency of Romano Prodi. Rather than a document 
derived from long-lasting stakeholders viewpoint confrontation, eEurope 
initiative presentation was written by three executives attached to the new 
DG. The arrival of a new commission team naturally raises the opportunity 
and the 'necessity' for the launching of such ambitious global policy 
documents, belonging to the category of visions more than to that of 
programmatic policies.^^ eEurope is a remainder of the Bangemann Report 
and of all the other documents that preceded it. Furthermore, at a more basic 
level, those few years around the turn of the century were also years of 
significant Internet growth among the public at large. Thus, in order to 
avoid uncontrolled, anarchical or undesired development, public authorities 
felt it necessary to transform their vision of the Information Society, 
becoming increasingly conscious of the fact that, regardless of the 
importance you may give to the term, the Information Society was 
becoming reality and no longer just a dream for the future. 

eEurope was adopted at the European Council of Lisbon in March 2000. 
The declared purpose was to take a unique opportunity to shape the 
Information Society, with respect to specific European values, principles 
and strengths.^^ The overall and declared objectives of the eEurope initiative 
were: 

to bring every individual, household, school, enterprise and 
administration into the digital age, put prosaically, online; 
to create a digitally literate Europe sustained by an entrepreneurial 
culture ready to finance and develop new ideas; 
to ensure that the programme as a whole is socially inclusive, builds 
consumer trust and strengthens social cohesion.̂ ^ 
The initial eEurope document stated ten priorities for the 

implementation of this ambitious project that are worth being compared to 
the objectives of the ten applications of the Bangemann Report, which we 
mentioned earlier: bring European youth into the digital age; ensure cheaper 
Internet access; accelerate electronic commerce; provide researchers and 
students with high-speed Internet access; ensure secure electronic access 
through the use of smart cards; make risk capital readily available for high-
tech SMEs; increase the eParticipation of disabled people; maximise the use 
of digital technologies for healthcare; develop intelligent transport; and 
boost on-line government. 

44 



Perspectives and Policies on ICT in Society 

The programme presented targets associated with deadlines ranging 
from March 2000 until the end of 2003. So, despite its characteristic of 
being a visionary plan more than a very pragmatic policy, eEurope 
endeavoured to define and consolidate a procedure of benchmarking. 

eEurope 2002^ An Information Society for All, Action Plan 

As was the case for the Bangemann report, an Action Plan was produced 
immediately after the release of the original eEurope. The necessity for 
writing and adopting such a plan had been stressed during the first hasty 
evaluations, and officially requested by the Lisbon summit. Prepared in 
cooperation between the Council and the Commission and adopted during 
the European summit of Feira in June 2000, it was called An information 
society for all. The declared aim of this Action Plan was to define measures 
to achieve the goals that were set in Lisbon. 

Some of the initial objectives present in the original eEurope document 
were modified, some withdrawn, and some added: the concept of 'working 
in the knowledge-based economy', as well as the idea of 'European digital 
content for global networks'. All objectives underwent a cosmetic change 
and were classified under more generic titles and presented in an "e-
manner": QUQahh, eLearning, eWorking, einclusion, etc. All the major 
actors were identified for each action line and the final term was reduced to 
end 2002. 

More importantly, eEurope 2002 was a more precise document than the 
initial version of eEurope. The sought-after logic was to evoke the policy as 
a dialogue between challenges posed and answers carried out. Three 
working methods were implemented to achieve the goals: the building of an 
appropriate legislative framework, the support to selected new services and 
infrastructures, a coordination and a comparative benchmarking of State 
performances (with a dedicated Council which should be held each spring). 

eEurope 2002 reinforced the will present in eEurope of a strong 
benchmarking procedure. Commission and Council together defined a list of 
indicators.̂ "^ These were designed for both calibrating changes and 
measuring the impact of the application of eEurope. 

The Evaluation of the eEurope 2002 Initiative 

In December 2000, the European Council in Nice adopted an update of 
eEurope 2002. While noting the progresses made in different fields of the 
eEurope policy, the document formalised the concept of benchmarking and 
proposed structural indicators in order to make performance comparison 
possible between Member States, and to underline best practices. At the 
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occasion of the Nice Council, it was asked that a first assessment of the 
impact and priorities of this programme should be presented at the spring 
2001 Stockholm European Council. 

During the Stockholm summit, the report eEurope 2002: Impacts and 
Priorities was presented. This summit also gave the opportunity to ask for 
eEurope to be raised to a higher priority level within the political agenda. 
But why this sudden preaching, since eEurope had already been ennobled 
one year before as the 'knowledge-based economy credo'? The truth is that 
at the March 2001 Council meeting in Stockholm, eEurope was already no 
longer "flavour of the month", according to Frank Mather, a member of the 
DG Information Society and one of the three authors of the eEurope 
document.̂ ^ In a few months, priorities had radically changed. Since the 
breakdown of the so-called new economy, the assertion was severely 
countered that it might one day provide a solution to almost every economic 
and social woe in Europe. Whereas this assertion had a central role in the 
eEurope reasoning, did this contribute to a renewed and more mature 
eEurope policy? We will analyse this question later. As one could have 
expected, the Stockholm evaluation gave a high satisfaction note to the 
completion of the first main tasks assigned to eEurope. 

The next intermediary evaluation was undertaken in February 2002^^ 
and the final evaluation of the eEurope 2002 process took place in February 
2003, while the new eEurope process {eEurope 2005) was launched in June 
2002 in Sevilla. 

Which are the most significant points in this evaluation? Among the 11 
action areas and the 64 targets to be achieved before the end of 2002, the 
Commission points out a rapid growth of Internet connectivity, concerning 
"more than 90% of schools and businesses [...] and more than the half of 
Europeans".^^ This fact would be linked to the decrease in access prices 
(considered as another satisfactory point), the establishment of the widest 
and fastest research backbone in the world (called GEANT) and the 
availability of basic eGovernment services in each Member State. Another 
satisfactory element, according to the Commission, lies in the 
implementation of a complete legislative regulatory framework for 
electronic communications and commerce - even if we personally would 
not give the main credit of this performance to eEurope.^^ We shall return to 
this subject in the conclusion. 

"The goal of a competitive knowledge-based economy is still some 
distance away, but eEurope has laid solid foundations."^^ The main declared 
dissatisfaction in the assessment of the eEurope 2002 action plan comes 
from the remaining differences in connection rates between social groups 
(for instance, the gap between men and women remained proportionally 
constant) and Member States, from a stagnation of digital literacy among 
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work forces or from a disappointing use rate of ICT and eBusiness by 
European SMEs. 

eEurope 2005 Action Plan -An Information Society for All 

The new action plan, adopted at the Sevilla Summit in June 2002, is focused 
on five main issues: 

Modern and on-line public services (eGovemment, eLeaming, eHealth) 
to strengthen their productivity and accessibility; 
The promotion of a dynamic environment for eBusiness; 
A secured information infrastructure (eSecurity); 
Substantial availability of broadband access with competitive prices; 
Comparative benchmarking and the diffusion of best practices.^^ 
This new action plan, covering the period 2003-2005, focuses on a more 

limited number of actions and targets. These remain clearly located in the 
Lisbon strategy of making Europe the most competitive and dynamic 
knowledge-based economy by 2010. The credo is clear: there is a great but 
uncultivated potential lying in the Information Society, to improve 
competitiveness and quality of life. And broadband as well as multi-
platform access is considered as the key factor to enlarge this potential. The 
task to be assigned to eEurope is to stimulate service and infrastructure 
creation and development, to create a favourable environment for private 
investment, capable of creating and sustaining a reciprocal positive feedback 
effect.̂ ^ 

So, the purpose is to stimulate services (eGovernment, eLeaming, 
eHealth, eBusiness) as well as the necessary infrastructure for them 
(available and affordable broadband access, security). Four intervention 
tools are privileged to achieve this general goal: general policy measures of 
legislative nature, measures aimed at facilitating good practices exchanges, 
comparative benchmarking and an overall coordination of existing policies 
(led by a steering group). 

As far as services are concerned, the accent given is on the production 
of (relevant) content in order to get people interested. In this regard, 
eEurope 2005 is going to pursue the eContent programme initiated with 
eEurope 2002. Its purpose is to support "the increased availability, use and 
distribution of European digital content" and to improve "access for all to 
high-quality digital content on the global networks, in a multiplicity of 
languages", including - and above all - governmental content, but excluding 
massive digitisation of already existing content.^^ The budget to be 
requested for years 2003 and 2004 from the European Parliament is 
envisaged as 51.5 million Euros. 
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What about social inclusion issues? Whereas eEurope 2002 underscored 
the problem of extending Internet connectivity across Europe, this 
connectivity seems to be considered as granted, in the reasoning of eEurope 
2005. In the Action Lines, very little is currently said about support or 
measures favouring social inclusion! Even the fundamental concern of 
digital literacy is hardly mentioned, no more than either Public Internet 
Access Points (PIAPs) or public websites accessibility. So, although Erkki 
Liikanen stated as a principle petition that every eEurope 2005 action had to 
be "integrative in order to be efficient" and that "every citizen no matter his 
personal or geographical situation should benefit from opportunities offered 
by the knowledge-based society", our concern is that there is a clear 
mismatch between declared goals and chosen action tools.^^ The 
Information Society for All concept is viewed almost entirely through 
support to broadband and multi-platform access - the latter justified by the 
assertion that not everyone will be able to buy and use a PC, though 
eEurope 2005 mid-term revision, which occurred in 2004, seems to pay 
more attention to this inclusion aspect, according to the conclusions of 
various ad hoc consultations. 

The evaluation paper of the eEurope 2002 initiative itself declared that 
"increasing effective use of the Internet is the focus of the next step, 
eEurope 2005": more eCommerce, more effective use in the classroom, 
more use by governments, etc.̂ "* This argumentation about effective use is 
quite curious and disturbing.^^ Can we imagine countries pushing the 
equipment of households in television sets and then asking people to really 
use them? We must realise, that since eEurope deliberately chose to be a 
market-push initiative, this reasoning is anything but logical: if you want the 
industry to develop and promote new uses, whatever the final goal may be 
(employment, competitiveness, social inclusion, or all three), you merely 
have to pay to help the content pipes fill up. 

This is currently an axial argumentation in eEurope 2005: a more 
effective use of computers requires the improvement of education and skills 
in order to improve productivity and competitiveness in the EU economy as 
a whole. The ultimate goal of the eEurope policy clearly remains mostly 
mechanical and economic, but in no way directly political: it is to improve 
the competitiveness of Europe.̂ ^ 

eEurope 2005 Updates 

As we have elucidated here, there was a lack, in terms of cohesion, of an 
integrated IS European policy, as well as in terms of financial pan-European 
support for the eEurope Action Plan. A 2003-2005 programme called 
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MODINIS has been launched, which is intended to provide "financial 
support for the implementation of the eEurope 2005 Action Plan."^^ 

The MODINIS program also appears as an attempt to complete the 
benchmarking procedure with more qualitative indicators; such an 
observation was also made by the Commission (and endorsed by the 
Council in February 2004), in recognition of a relative weakness in the 
benchmarking procedure in the eEurope mid-term evaluation, at least with 
regard to a weak linkage between indicators and the objective completion 
evidence of the eEurope 2005 measures. 

However, we regret the absence of a general questioning of the initial 
eEurope 2005 objectives. Open consultations that were undertaken should 
have observed the lack of such a will. Thus the 'Update' of the Action Plan 
is officially limited to a 'Readjustment'. Yet writing the contrary would 
have sounded like a disavowal. It is also true that this Update remains an 
update, being only "a series of preparatory steps towards the establishment 
of a new policy framework for ICT policy in Europe."^^ 

The Update contains a formal switch in the rhetoric: it proposes the 
adoption of a demand-based approach, in addition to stating the will to 
measure the impact of the Information Society in terms of efficiency gains 
as well as of quality of work ... and life (including citizenship and 
governance aspects). 

Let us hope that their concept of demand and einclusion will not remain 
too instrumental in the future. For instance, there is talk in the mid-term 
evaluation of sustaining demand shortages in rural and isolated regions by 
measures appealing to EU structural funds, in a curiously Keynesian-like 
approach... Even if we agree that taking inclusion for a goal in itself makes 
no sense we may still wonder whether the Lisbon strategy is the most 
comprehensive, socially-oriented approach to dealing with such inclusion 
and demand... 

The new policy fragments finally seem to reinforce the role and the 
presence of multi-level stakeholders in the definition of policies, in a so-
called tradition within our European way to the Information society... The 
eEurope Advisory Group should work as such a gathering place, as well as 
the MODINIS programme, which should concentrate on spreading good 
practices and building stakeholders networks. 

Overall Appreciation of the eEurope Assessment Process 

Concerning the evaluation of eEurope 2005, we note that the European 
Telecom Council of December 2002 has adopted the renewed methodology 
and the list of benchmarking indicators proposed by the Commission. 
Compared to the eEurope 2002 indicators, the new ones seem to be more 
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precise.^^ They also include direct comparison with countries outside the 
EU. As in the past, benchmarking and yearly assessments are intended to 
take place each spring. 

As a general consideration, a significant flat note to this evaluation 
process comes from the fact that these indicators cannot properly be linked 
to eEurope actions."*^ They are general indicators, insufficiently well-
designed to provide a satisfactory benchmarking of directed policies: the 
proper influence of measures deriving from the eEurope action plan can in 
no way be isolated from other major factors, such as economic issues of 
purchasing power or inflation. For instance, it seems difficult to link in any 
real way the percentage of individuals regularly using the Internet with any 
single item of the eEurope action plan. Using such generic, one-dimensional 
tools may lead to over-subjective interpretation. 

Furthermore, the fact that the main controller is the controlled person 
itself (the Commission), rather than research institutes or independent public 
bodies, raises questions. The Council should engage in promoting and 
committing rigorous control, such as could be achieved by delegating the 
control power - including the definition of the benchmarking indicators - to 
an independent committee. A strengthened eEurope steering group - the 
group to which eEurope has given the charge of coordinating existing 
policies about Information Society - could be the basic core from which to 
derive a specific assessment organisation. This steering group is a concrete 
application of what political scientists have called 'new governance': it 
involves representatives from official instances and from so-called 
interested groups, or 'civil society' - even if it has no deep democratic 
legitimacy. This should be scrutinised carefully. 

A very good score should nevertheless be given to the eEurope 
evaluation process, since exchange of good practices and comparative 
benchmarking are simply added to the action tools of eEurope among two 
far more classical tools (policy measures and overall coordination of 
existing policies). According to the action lines, selected good practices 
would be enhanced to broaden their applicability, transformed into 
guidelines, analysed and disseminated."^^ Well-functioning benchmarking 
would ease the making of this selection. 

Information Society: How to Achieve a Well-Balanced Diffusion Across 
all Member States and Candidate Countries? 

No specific action has been carried out by the successive versions of the 
eEurope action plans to ensure their harmonious development and 
expansion among the different Member States. Indeed, we have to 
acknowledge the existence of a centre and of a periphery concerning the 

50 



Perspectives and Policies on ICT in Society 

extent of the deployment of the Information Society. Greece, and to a lesser 
extent Spain, Portugal, Italy and France, are far from presenting the same 
figures as the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark, or Ireland."̂ ^ 

At least this problem is mentioned in the eEurope 2005 Action Plan: the 
Member States should support broadband deployment in less favoured 
areas. We will add no comment to this, except that broadband is really 
considered in eEurope 2005 as a universal panacea. 

The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) has developed a 
policy for boosting regional competitiveness - besides the structural funds 
that might be awarded to some eProjects. For the period 2000-2006, the 
ERDF decided to support measures relating to one or more of three specific 
domains: knowledge-based regional economies and technological 
innovation; eEuropeRegio: the information society and regional 
development; regional identity and sustainable development."^^ Some 400 
million Euros are planned to be budgeted until 2006, mainly in co-financing 
regional projects and in respect of the subsidiarity principle. The emphasis, 
according to Commissioner Bamier, is clearly set on competitiveness and 
sustainable development. Peripheral regions - both geographically and in 
terms of their position on an eDevelopment level - should feel concemed.'̂ '̂  

As regards new Member States to be integrated in 2004, an important 
measure was announced in Stockholm in June 2001: the launching of the 
eEurope + 2003 Action Plan."̂ ^ It claimed to "mirror the priority objectives 
and targets of eEurope", but to "provide for actions which tackle the specific 
situation of the Candidate Countries". It seems evident that there is an 
important emphasis on liberalisation and implementation of the already 
acquired EU legislative framework. The accent is on the initial eEurope 
priorities: cheaper - some price regulation would be allowed - and faster 
Internet access, skills development and use stimulation. Since the funding 
that these countries could provide to such policies is not necessarily high, 
they are encouraged to seek funds in the PHARE programme and support 
from the international financial institutions. A progress report has been 
made public in June 2002 and it brought to light crucial disparities between 
joining Member States (and candidate countries such as Bulgaria, Romania 
and Turkey) in terms of inclusion in an Information Society - or whatever 
we want to call it. A fundamental problem is the cost of telephone calls and 
the reliability of traditional analogical connections, added to the fact that no 
other massive connectivity infrastructure has yet been developed or even 
planned. Among others, Lithuania, Latvia, Slovakia and Hungary also 
present dramatic figures on access costs as well as on digital literacy or 
computer penetration in schools. One may pretend that there are more 
important and urgent matters than this. But without taking a position on this 
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assertion, this situation is nonetheless symbolic of the challenges that the 
enlargement process will have to cope with.'*^ 

The EU policy towards peripheral States may be considered as a 
subsidiarity action and as a legitimate worry about foresight and cohesion 
since important gaps - in various policy areas - may hinder the continuation 
of the enlargement process. But, while enthusiastic literature has given 
credit to the idea that the arrival of the Information Society should solve 
regional disparities, some rudimentary or elementary political economy 
principles and market realities demonstrate this is far from being the case: 
oligopoly structures, cultural, legal or economic barriers, play a negative 
role. Paschal Preston pleaded for less "economism" in EU strategy. Have 
such voices been heard?"̂ ^ 

The Information Society: Policy Elements Besides eEurope 

To whom are documents of so-called policies such as eEurope addressed? 
They challenge Member States to make ambitious commitments. They 
address invitations to the private sector to collaborate with the Commission 
and the Member States to share the same objectives. They indicate the 
initiatives the Commission will take or is willing to take. And, finally, they 
describe a kind of idealistic coordinated approach to European policies on 
the so-called Information Society ."̂^ 

But no specific fund is directly allocated to eEurope! The vocation of 
successive eEurope plans has voluntarily remained general policy 
documents aimed at underlining certain European priorities. But they have 
to be put in concrete form by specific research programmes, initiated by a 
European DG other than the Information Society DG, the Member States or 
other decision levels, so that European-wide actions may derive from 
existing programmes or programmes to come. 

Concerning eEurope 2005, new programmes will be proposed and fund-
raised by the Commission. The Action Plan also counts on programmes that 
are likely to be continued and that the Commission will sustain for that 
purpose. This, for instance, is the case of eContent."*^ The eTEN programme 
initiated in 1997 is also mainly aimed at helping launch and develop 
eServices - mainly public services - for trans-European goals and on a 
socially inclusive basis.^^ This programme is derived from the Trans-
European Network policy. The IDA programme, devoted to interoperability 
between different administrations, is another major programme which has 
been launched and which will continue to be used to put eEurope into 
concrete actions. The eEurope 2005 Action Plan also expects to keep the 
heritage of the 1998-2002 PROMISE programme which aimed, as we 
mentioned in the analysis of the first period, at promoting and stimulating 
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the Information Society and its most promising applications among the 
public at large, at analysing relationships between all the Information 
Society tenants (societal, economic, legal), and at working on collaborations 
between different levels of governments and private partners. 

The new (sixth) Framework Programme of the European Union (FP6) 
presents an ambitious Information Society Technologies (1ST) priority and 
programme, which will be endowed with no less than 3,984 million Euros. 
This thematic priority will in a large part be dedicated to the implementation 
of European Information Society policies. Its ambition is even to go far 
beyond the eEurope 2005 priorities. This kind of programme is helpful to 
gain the lasting support of industrial sectors as it favours major partnerships 
included in broad and firm concepts and tools like integrated projects and 
so-called networks of excellence. The global objective of the 1ST thematic 
priority of the FP6 seems even more comprehensive and ambitious from the 
societal point of view than the eEurope Action Plan itself Reality will show 
us how these good intentions translate into projects and practices, but the 
goal of strengthening social cohesion appears at the same level as growth 
and lasting competitiveness and not as an estimated and hoped for 
consequence of the invisible hand as it is the case in eEurope.̂ ^ 

And, importantly, besides these trans-European programmes, eEurope 
2005 has to rely on its persuasive power and on a large-scale adoption of its 
beliefs and objectives to become reality. Most Member States have already 
adopted national plans that are more or less based on eEurope ideology, and 
this is also the case for all 10 new Member States. 

Besides all these elements linked to eEurope, the Information Society 
landscape in Europe is shaped by a consequential legislative framework 
which has - or is going to have - a deep impact on European, national and 
sub-national policies and actions.^^ The purpose for developing an 
appropriate legislative framework is to ensure harmonious development and 
the expansion of policies - such as eEurope - throughout all Member States. 
In that respect, we have to acknowledge a particular efficiency of the 
European Union. It has succeeded in developing a complete regulatory 
framework that is far more integrative than the American one.̂ ^ The latter -
as with almost every American legislation, because they are by nature 
reactive - was underpinned by a confrontational logic and has therefore 
encountered far more resistance. So far, the European approach has 
demonstrated better and more long-lasting results than the American one in 
issues such as telecom liberalisation, privacy or intellectual property, 
although the European approach may be felt as formal. This is probably 
partly due to the nature of European legislation, which is more 
accompanying than binding or forbidding.^^ But this does not mean that 
critical voices are not heard, to which we shall return later. Let us note that 
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the tragic 9/11 tragic terrorist attacks on the USA have led to still more non-
constructive legal developments - such as, for instance, those included in 
the "Patriot Act". 

A TENTATIVE ASSESSMENT: WHICH POLICIES AND 
FOR WHAT? 

General Philosophy 

As it emerges from our analyses, the Information Society has been 
conceived from the start with very little concern for cultural, social, and 
even governmental, political, and societal aspects. It has been mostly a 
market-push initiative or, as we have observed, mostly technological, 
mechanical, and economic. A group of CEOs of computer firms in the USA 
declared just before the 1995 Brussels meeting: "Let's put the private sector 
in the driver's seat."^^ 

There is also a belief that the 'digital age' or the 'Information Society' is 
inevitable, inescapable: we have to lead people into it, and it is their interest 
for the future. The eManner is the law: eEducation, eLearning, eHealth, 
eWorking, eGovernance,... are the buzzwords which dominate current 
rhetoric! 

At the same time, we have noted the weakness of social indicators in the 
benchmarking. Everything is thought of in terms of markets, and expansion 
of the economic model, even given the lukewarm economic improvement 
we have mentioned. 

We could say the same of the regulatory framework.^^ Let us briefly 
evoke the logic of development of the European Regulatory Framework. It 
is said to build confidence, but in what and in favour of whom? The first 
legal intervention was to protect intellectual property and related rights, or 
as said by the Bangemann report itself, it was about protecting the agreed 
investments by those who tomorrow will become the providers of services 
and information. Protecting investors guarantees the presence of content on 
the Internet. The transactions still have to be developed, between 
professionals (B to B) or with consumers (B to C). To do this, the issue is 
one of reassuring partners about the identity of their opposites in a 
transaction, about the authentication of messages and the assurance of 
confidentiality. The legislation, as on the subject of electronic signatures, 
granting them the same value as written signatures and granting electronic 
documents the same value as written ones, answers this concern. Next step: 
the protection of investments and transactions, this equally demands the 
possibility of detecting illicit schemes on the Internet and of efficiently 
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punishing their perpetrators. The Convention on Cybercrime adopted by the 
Members of the Council of Europe, as well as by Australia, Canada and the 
USA makes the Internet more reliable and confident !̂ ^ 

The biggest differences between Europe and the USA could be on the 
questions of freedom of expression and on privacy protection. 

First Reflections on the First Period: A Market Europe 

The first five years of the so-called Information Society Programme have 
been decisive in shaping our European Society of today. Alvaro de Miranda 
and Morten Kristiansen analyse them in terms of tension between 'Social 
Europe' and 'Market Europe'.^^ We share their analysis not only for the first 
period, but also for what we have called the second one. The Bangemann 
report, from a pure lexicographic point of view, is an argument, as we have 
shown earlier. The analysis of eEurope programmes reinforces the result. 
But more than words are at issue. Europe has chosen to speak of 'the global 
information society' whereas others (USA and G7) were mentioning 
'national or global information infrastructure'. The pace to 'Society' 
indicates a kind of technological, mechanical, and economic determinism 
that everybody has to face. If not, we are at risk, even promised, to a quick 
societal decline. The Bangemann report title itself makes explicit the link 
between the concept of 'Information Society' and 'global' (in French 
'planetaire').^^ 

As soon as the concept of information society is accredited, the next 
message, on the role of the private sector, affects the role of the social, 
societal, and public authorities. A. de Miranda et al. insist on the decisive 
character of the 1993 White Paper of Jacques Delors on growth, 
competitiveness, and employment, which in their view is the most influent 
paper on the Information Society, a paper which is the source of "all the 
documents to come".^° This White Paper faces the dramatic rate of 
unemployment in Europe, but answers that unemployment is essentially due 
to social policies (regulation and protection of the labour market, welfare 
policies,...) that reduce European competitiveness. Therefore, liberalisation 
has become the major keyword. 

Social policies will no longer be at the forefront of Information Society 
policies, and reports such as of the High Level Group of Experts (HLEG) or 
of the Information Society Forum (ISF) are initiatives "from outside" or 
"snatched" as the opportunity presented. Curiously, the HLEG and the ISF 
have disappeared from the scene of the new eEurope. As stressed by 
Bernard Cassen, eEurope was destined to mean 'Europe, Inc.': he was 
commenting a paper of the Financial Times A corporate Plan for Europe, 
Inc.^^ Although the HLEG and the ISF have insisted on the choices to be 
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made, it seems that the Commission is now just offering 'to adapt ourselves' 
to that situation. 

In official documents the words People First, or People centred are a 
tissue of misleading metaphors, which hide underlying interests behind 
particular policies. It is ideology that now justifies policies. The traditional 
Social Europe has largely opened the doors to the Market Europe, without 
keeping the usual balance between both. The current debate on the European 
constitutional treaty reinforces our perception. 

About the Legitimacy of eEurope 

Europe is now equipped with a general Information Society policy mainly 
through the succession of the eEurope Action Plans. We have to wonder 
where the legitimacy of such a policy lies, a policy that claims to cause a 
profound change in the life of all the European citizens. 

Why does Europe's Information Society policy remind us of modern 
States from the 1930's with their Keynesian entrepreneurial attitudes? Have 
the markets failed to provide an autonomous and self-regulated solution to 
these concerns of societal adoption of ICTs (partly due to problems of 
scale)? And must the EU then be forced to act as the most appropriate 
political level to make things change? Has Europe become, like others, a 
political system where intervention in technological development is 
considered unnatural, because each political trend tries to position itself as 
an outside bidder to the others on such subjects? Is Europe a system 
captured by power groups or class interests?^^ 

The EU policy is a logical consequence and continuity of traditional 
European research, competition and industrial policy initiatives. We 
consider that it is also an heir of what has become a real European way of 
doing politics: strong law building, prospective policy with hard agenda 
setting and calendars, binding political commitment. 

Is there any democratic control? No more than in other aspects of 
European policies. In the first months of eEurope, the DG "InfSo" let 
visitors to its website review eEurope and give their comments. 
Unfortunately, it was a clumsy attempt to involve citizens - or at best users 
or concerned people. Beyond the fact that this looked more like a way to 
give oneself a good conscience than a democratic measure, no procedure 
had really been foreseen to evaluate and use this feedback. Few reports start 
to be published for assessing, for instance, the impact of eEurope strategy 
on growth and employment.̂ ^ 

Thus legitimacy cannot lie in the assessment procedures that have been 
implemented, since these are not known or public. While assessment is not 
an ancient tradition in the European Commission - there has for instance 
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been no official assessment of the Bangemann report - methods and 
indicators have in all seriousness been built in order to evaluate the effects 
of eEurope action plans. Furthermore, there is a clear formal continuity 
between the two plans in terms of concepts and benchmarking methods 
employed, of seemingly continuous guidelines. Nevertheless, not enough 
lessons are taken from all the benchmarking and assessments, as if most of 
the commitments taken in eEurope 2002 were considered as definitely in 
place at the moment of writing eEurope 2005. 

One may also have one's own appreciation of the benchmarking 
indicators. Do they go further than an evaluation of the penetration rate of 
Information Society policy? Adoption, penetration, connection are not 
primary concepts for appropriation! Moreover, it seems as if every new 
policy statement gives rise to a switch to a next and subsequent point in a 
reasoning that should have been decided from the start and which should 
mechanically be followed. So, even if one accepts the assertion developed in 
Lisbon that we are on "the way to the most competitive knowledge-based 
economy", is it a reason not to question the methods that are chosen and the 
resulting societal evolution? Should we not also question the timing, as well 
as the effect these policies have on ICT take-up? As Ducatel, Webster and 
Herrmann stated already three years ago, "if we want the 'society' in 
Information Society to be more than a rhetorical device, [it is necessary] to 
develop a more sophisticated appreciation of these social issues". And thus 
we must accept lessons and failures from the past, instead of repeating over 
and over that this time, conditions are really different.̂ "̂  This means than the 
social and societal aspects should be reflected in the indicators. 

As stressed before, the first period of the Bangemann report was already 
'Market Europe oriented', but the HLEG and ISF reports, for instance, still 
manifested a preoccupation with social values, social challenges, social 
policies, etc. In short, the insistence on People First, People Centred 
policies, showed, at least in words, the conviction that a European Social 
Model of the Information Society was possible, that the emphasis could be 
put on Society rather than on Information. But was social cohesion never a 
genuine concern? Today, even the so-called 'socially inclusive issues' seem 
to have disappeared from the action lines of eEurope 2005. 

One might argue that legitimacy comes from the kind of a 'natural 
balance' included in EU policies: although the Commission (the European 
bureaucracy) is quite monolithic and may seem to function as an 
autonomous power, there is plenty of national and external influence in its 
decisions. Furthermore, the Commission is far from being the single centre 
of political forces in European decisions. Every EU presidency (rolling 
every 6 months to another Member State) wants to leave its own mark in 
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each policy domain, though this does not necessarily work in favour of the 
coherence and permanence of such a policy. 

Anyway, it is true that a large number of interests are represented in the 
decision process and, moreover, that a certain common ground of European 
political culture exists, which works in favour of non-openly competitive 
decisional processes. The latter is usually based on achieving satisfactory 
compromise even before the political issue treated gets formally discussed. 
While one could argue that this way of acting rather diminishes both the 
transparency of the process and the inclusion of interest groups, we 
nonetheless observe that in the eEurope initiative - originally prepared by 
three experts - the Commission's impulsion has never been seriously 
disputed or challenged. 

One lesson from such an evaluation of EC-policy as ours is that 
academic people and EC decision-makers seem to live in two separate 
worlds.̂ ^ While the former "have repeatedly observed that discourses about 
ICT are driven by technological determinism", the latter do not seem to 
bother about such ivory tower appreciation, or to question their beliefs in 
this, or in other external regards. Maybe a disenchanted vision of things 
does not suit the political discourse, aimed as it is at pushing forward 
'positive' visions.^^ Another way of seeing things is that we enter the 
Internet galaxy at full speed, but fully confused, as Manuel Castells 
describes: evolution has been so fast that research has struggled to keep up 
and been unable to produce enough empirical on about the how, the what 
and the why, leaving empty spaces for futile discourse.^^ This way of 
thinking cannot satisfy scientific requirements, neither does it accord with 
the democratic principles which characterise Social Europe, as long, that is, 
as it is not pervaded by the laissez-faire of Market Europe. 

About European Policies at Large 

On a wider basis, all this raises questions on the nature of mostly proactive 
European policies, which do not benefit from strong popular adherence. 
With Dominique Wolton, we would like to highlight the paradox between, 
on the one side, all these policies that work for more and more 
communication between peoples and between groups and, on the other, the 
fact that the ongoing trend of more communication and information in no 
way eases the rise of a unified European conscience.^^ Policy makers and 
citizens do not share the necessary minimal common representations for a 
dialogue to be initiated and built. And this is even truer when information 
and communication are co-substantial to discourses on Europe. Indeed, as 
Wolton points out, from a certain point of view, information and 
communication are Europe. Yet the more it seems technically easy to build 
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a communication-Europe, the more the difficulty appears on the actual 
content level of this Europe.^^ The effort the European Union has to make 
on its communication should, according to Wolton, polarise in two 
dimensions: a more explicit - and transparent - communication on the forces 
and weaknesses of Europe and European policies; a less institutional, 
formal, promotional communication than demonstrated by previous models 
of the last thirty-five years. If identity may have been, for past decades and 
centuries, a precondition of communication, communication must nowadays 
help to strengthen identity7^ From a more prosaic standpoint, does the 
eEurope jargon and its 'Information Society' sound good - or even sound at 
all - to the lambda citizen? 

On the Nature of the eEurope Initiative 

1999 and eEurope has meant a gearshift to a greater density and political 
consistence of the European discourse on Information Society. While the 
market aspect of eEurope is seemingly less pregnant than in its 
predecessors, we cannot avoid thinking that social and societal 
considerations have been sprinkled on what mainly remains a market-driven 
plan. In our opinion, the market-driven option has never been questioned 
since it was chosen as a central pivot in the Delors White Paper. Indeed, 
some statements clearly show an in-depth, long-lasting inclination of 
policies that will remain difficult to change. As a piece of evidence, we 
notice that the matter of efficient uses comes in every official reasoning, far 
after questions concerning the 'critical mass' of users and the availability of 
broadband pipes.̂ ^ It seems as though mass ICT adoption is the only way to 
be considered for the only problem that would really be handled: escaping 
from the 'classic chicken-and-egg scenario' and entering the Internet 
economy P 

The latest elements of European policy on Information society maintain 
the same convergent discourse. eEurope shares with its predecessors -
which were in a certain measure, as shown, linked to US discourses - a 
common cognitive map.̂ ^ Do we remain in the same main trend that 
characterised the 90's, the building of large-scale infra-structural projects at 
the inter-sectoral level, which followed another trend consisting of political 
intervention in meso-industrial development?^"* Anyway, beyond the 
fulfilment of the Lisbon strategy, our point is that eEurope has failed to 
formulate a clear political and citizen-oriented strategy. We see eEurope 
heading for something, but what precisely? Some even claim that eEurope 
would be a 'Commission's brand' rather than a strategy.. J^ 

Despite regretting some significant elements, this policy is above all a 
discourse that has to exist in order to pose a welcome European vision and 
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challenge. Few would want it to remain merely 'flavour of the month'. This 
is even more true, now that we must acknowledge a heavy trend to 
immaterialisation of everyday activities, backed by an accumulation of 
knowledge, an increase of electronic devices, interconnectivity and 
accelerating diffusion of digital technical applications across an increasing 
panel of sectors.^^ So there is indeed a crucial role for technical progress -
which we certainly do not restrict to so-called technological determinism! 
And thus there is an even more crucial need for (adequate) policies on these 
concerns. 

To recapitulate, the nature of eEurope action currently remains 
modelled by the obstinate classicism of a vision generated within inner 
administrative circles and seeking legitimacy through reliance on chosen 
expert groups, a vision translated into vague action plans and embellished 
with some social or democratic concerns. And despite a will to make things 
change on a wider level, despite ambitious and various action plans, the 
range of ground-level action remains tight and often limited to small-scale 
demonstrators.^^ The relevance of this policy will be shown at the local 
level, while on the other side it will have also to work for harmonious global 
development. Regarding this, it may be less appropriate to set up a number 
of new international instances, than to buttress those already existing with 
clear, sustainable rules and guidelines. 
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