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the theories of participatory democracy and deliberative democracy.

The Transformation of the EU Co - decision Procedure — with Trilogues
as an example

ZHANG Lei

Co —decision procedure is one of the most important legislative procedures in the
European Union which is experiencing transformation. Although the Treaties ( for—
mal rules) have set up a general framework for the principal EU actors a large
number of Trilogues that is the informal tripartite meetings involving the Euro—
pean Parliament the Council and the Commission have become substantially cru—
cial to agreements made under the co — decision procedure. Trilogues speed up the
legislative process and improve the decision — making efficiency through reaching
early agreements. They also have impacts on the formal rules resulting in the e-
volution of the Treaties. But Trilogues have some negative impacts on democracy
in the European Union. With the extension of the scope of the co —decision pro—

cedure the use of informal Trilogues will be increased continually.

Origins Developments and Transformations of the Idea of the Nordic
Model — A Social Policy Perspective

ZHANG Jiahua

As a much discussed topic in the European social policy debates the idea of
the Nordic model is in fact a theoretical construction of the practice in the Nor—
dic countries since the 1930s. Based on and inspired by the Anglo — Saxon wel-
fare — state typology in the 1960s and 1970s the scholars from the Nordic
countries have expanded this idea based on universalism comprehensiveness e—
galitarianism and social solidarity in the 1980s to include gender equality and
social service in the 1990s. In the 21st Century social investment that empha—
sizes family policy and active labor market has been incorporated into the idea
of the Nordic model in order to cope with the knowledge economy and a post —
welfare — state era. However the research on the idea of the Nordic model
should be treated only as an exploration of an ideal type since the social poli—

cy practice in the Nordic countries may not be identical to this model.

UK Youth Employment Policies: Transformations and Implications
DAl Mao YANG Weiguo

Youth unemployment as a global phenomenon has become a great constraint to
economic development which has attracted attention from both the academic
and political circles. In this field the UK has accumulated extensive experi—
ences and a quantity of literature on youth employment has been published

since the World War II. Based on the UK’ youth employment policies since



