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1. INTRODUCTION 

On 20 February 2013 the European Commission published the Communication “Towards 
Social Investment for Growth and Cohesion – including implementing the European Social 
Fund 2014-2020”, COM(2013)83 final as key part of the so-called “Social Investment 
Package”. It is a part of a wider approach to modernise Europe’s social system and it is 
considered a long-term guidance on national reforms needed to make progress towards the 
objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy. 
 
The Social Investment Package (SIP) consists of the Communication “Towards Social 
Investment for Growth and Cohesion”, a Recommendation “Investing in Children” and a 
number of Staff Working Documents, including on “Long-term care in ageing societies – 
Challenges and policy options”, on “Investing in Health”, on the follow up on the 
recommendation on active inclusion of people excluded from the labour market as well as 
the “3rd Biennial Report on Social Services of General Interest”. All documents, including the 
communication and the recommendation and except for a 2 page Citizens’ Summary, are (at 
least for the time being) available in EN only. 
 
The European Commission is proposing with this new comprehensive initiative 

(http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=89&langId=en&newsId=1807&moreDocuments=y
es&tableName=news) to focus welfare state and social policy reform on social 
investment, more efficiency, more effectiveness, better targeting and on poor people 
and vulnerable or disadvantaged people or groups. One important aspect is also how 
these reforms are or should be embedded into structures of European Economic 
Governance. 

 
2. AN OVERVIEW 

The main document of the Social Investment Package (SIP) is the Communication. The 
following section summarises main contents of the key elements for EPSU: 
 
2.1. Main elements of the Social Investment Package 

 According to the Communication on Social Investment for Growth and Cohesion, 
current societal challenges make the SIP necessary: the economic and financial crisis 
(poverty, high unemployment and youth inactivity), demographic changes (increased 
ageing and dependency ratios and projected skill mismatches) and fiscal constraints 
(deficit reduction efforts and refocusing of public spending). The framework offered by 
the SIP is social investment throughout an individual’s life, activating and enabling 
policies through targeted and efficient support, and increasing the sustainability and 
adequacy of social systems through simplification of administration and delivery of 
services and benefits. 

 As a part of the SIP, the recommendation on Investing in Children: breaking the cycle 
of disadvantage paper focuses on alleviating child poverty and active support for 
childhood development from an educational and developmental perspective. The 
report stresses the importance of parental employment in relation to the wellbeing of 
the child, ensuring adequate childcare, and increasing educational opportunities 
children, especially disadvantaged children. The paper also calls for the need to 
tackle factors that have a large social impact on children, such as the issues of 
adequate housing, healthcare, and sufficient nutrition for childhood development. The 

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=89&langId=en&newsId=1807&moreDocuments=yes&tableName=news
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=89&langId=en&newsId=1807&moreDocuments=yes&tableName=news
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9761&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9762&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9762&langId=en
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report calls for funding through programs such as the European Social Fund, Horizon 
2020, and the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived. The paper ultimately calls 
for engagement of all stakeholders on a national, regional and local level to combat 
child poverty. 

 A working document on a Follow-up on the implementation by the Member States of 
the 2008 European Commission recommendation on active inclusion of people 
excluded from the labour market analyses progress on the 2008 active inclusion 
recommendation by the EC. It examines how active inclusion principles have been 
implemented in Member States and finds that there has been uneven development 
between regions for myriad factors. Northern European countries have fared better by 
providing more comprehensive minimum income schemes, better incentives to work 
while also providing ample social benefits, and in general have more inclusive labour 
markets. The report also examines barriers to inclusion, such as disincentives to 
work, in-work poverty and insufficient access to service. The document calls for 
national reference budgets to better determine minimum income schemes but notes 
that the crisis and changing demographics have hampered progress on active 
inclusion implementation.  The report concludes by offering recommendations and 
providing country specific examples that may be implemented successfully 
elsewhere.  

 As part of the SIP, the Staff working document (SWD) Long term care in ageing 
societies – Challenges and policy options deals with social protection against LTC 
risks that affect women and men when growing old. The document describes how 
LTC needs may develop given the trends in demography and health. It describes the 
diversity (strengths and limits) of LTC provision across the EU. The document 
analyses the consequences of how LTC is organised in the member states. Then it 
analyses policies and it gives examples of good practices in terms of preventive 
approaches, successful rehabilitation, improving capacity for independent living, 
support of informal carers and the use of ICT. The report calls for improving the work 
between stakeholder, additional research programmes and public-private 
partnerships. Moreover a new JRC-IPTS project 2013-2014 will be developed. 

 The Staff working document (SWD) Investing in Health shows how investing in health 
contributes to the Europe 2020 Objective. The document stresses the challenges that 
have been compounded by the economic crisis: an aging population, an increase in 
chronic diseases, a greater demand for healthcare and the high cost of technological 
progress. The emphasizes lies on spending money efficiently (smart spending) 
through financial consolidation and structural reform of health systems. Therefore 
policies to improve the efficiency of health systems  are presented: new technologies, 
assessment  tools, new partnerships (e.g.  EIP) and examples of good practice. 
Moreover, the activation in the health sector and reducing inequalities in health needs 
to be tackled. Finally, the EC puts forward a new Health programme as part if the 
Multiannual Financial framework 2014-20 to strengthen a link between economic 
growth and a healthy population. 

 Other documents of the SIP: Staff Working Document (SWD) (2013) 38 on Evidence 
on Demographic and Social Trends, Social Policies' Contribution to Inclusion, 
Employment and the Economy; Staff Working Document (SWD) (2013) 42 on 
Confronting Homelessness in the European Union, Staff Working Document (SWD) 
(2013) 44 on Social investment through the European Social Fund 

 
2.2. The links to other strategies and initiatives 

The Communication mentions a number of related policy strategies and initiatives and 
explains their links and interfaces with the SIP: 

 Most importantly: Europe 2020 Strategy, European Semester, Employment Package 
(COM(2012) 173), and Recommendation on Active Inclusion (REC 2008/867/EC). 

http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9767&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9767&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9767&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9769&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9769&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9771&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9765&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9765&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9765&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9770&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9770&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9772&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9772&langId=en
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 But also: Youth Employment Package (COM (2012) 727), Open Method of 
Coordination in the field of social policy/protection, White Paper on Pensions 
(COM(2012) 55). 

 
2.3. Announced initiatives and actions 

The Communication also lists a broad range of initiatives the European Commission 
announces to take in 2013 and 2014 to follow up to the SIP. We have included in this paper 
those we consider most relevant for the future work of EPSU 

 Following the mandate from the Council and as announced in its 2013 Work 
Programme, the Social Protection Committee (SPC) will work on the financing of 
social protection systems and efficiency and effectiveness of social protection 
expenditure. 

 Setting up, in the course of 2013, an expert panel/multi-sectoral stakeholder 
group to provide independent advice on effective ways of investing in health => 

Commission Decision 2012/C 198/06 of 5 July 2012 on setting up a multi-sectoral 
and independent expert panel to provide advice on effective ways of investing in 
health. 

 In 2013 elaboration of reference budgets to help designing efficient and 
adequate income support. This should be part of NRPs and their adequacy will be 

monitored. 
 Monitoring reforms towards active inclusion in the framework of the European 

Semester (p. 12) 

 Directive on better application and enforcement of free movement rights. 
 In 2013 work (EC in cooperation with SPC) on a report on long-term care policies 

to support healthy and active ageing and raise the capacity for independent 
living of people of all ages. 

 Development of a methodology to measure the socio-economic benefits created 
by social enterprises (p. 18/19) 

 
 
3. FIRST ASSESSMENT 
EPSU welcomes that the EC recognises the importance of social investments. However, the 
non-binding character, the lack of specific resources and inconsistency with current 
European economic policies presents obstacles to achieve the 2020 Strategy goals. The SIP 
provides policy recommendations but often clear indicators to monitor the implementation are 
lacking. 
 
3.1. General political context: a non-binding strategy of social investment vs. imposed 

fiscal austerity 

 EPSU deplores that the SIP will not bring the needed balance to EU governance. The 
new tools of economic governance1, primarily focus on sound public finances and 
competitiveness, risk precluding policymaking from taking the social investment strategy 
seriously. EPSU recalls that social policy can only reach its goal if it is embedded in 
macroeconomic governance and financial regulation that support durable and balanced 
growth of wellbeing in the real economy. 

 Furthermore the social investment strategy will only work when it is sufficiently ambitious 
and consistent. The lack of additional resources hollows the credibility of the SIP. EPSU 
calls for an additional investment of 1-2% of European GDP (See DGB’s call for a 
European Marshall Plan; ETUC’s call to invest in growth and jobs) to break out of the 
vicious circle of austerity.  

                                                 
1
 Since the 2008 a series of regulations and directives and the Treaty on Stability, Coordination and 

Governance in the Economic and Monetary Union (TSCG) have implemented a more deep and strict 

coordination of fiscal policies in the Member states, especially those of the Euro-Zone. 

http://www.fesdc.org/pdf/A-Marshall-Plan-for-Europe_EN.pdf
http://www.fesdc.org/pdf/A-Marshall-Plan-for-Europe_EN.pdf
http://www.etuc.org/a/9809
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 One major cause of the crisis and also consequence of austerity are raising levels of 
income inequalities. This issue has to be consistently addressed by economic and social 
policy. EPSU asserts that well financed public services providing good quality services to 
citizens are the corner-stone of all welfare systems ensuring reducing of income 
inequalities. 

 It should be realised that social spending is an investment and when it comes to budget 
considerations it should be made clear that much of social spending pays for itself in 
terms of the well-being of citizens. We can build here on work done by DG EMPL in 
2003 in the context of the mid-term review of the EU social policy agenda that looked at 
the cost and consequences of not having a social policy in place 
(http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/2003/04/inbrief/eu0304203n.htm) 

 In light of all these considerations EPSU deplores that the policies promoted by the EU, 
ECB and the IMF are in open contradiction with the principles of the SIP and are often 
directly threatening the efficient functioning of public services by undermining collective 
bargaining and privatising services (as health care) and utilities like water and sanitation. 

 The SIP needs to be linked to an ambitious regional policy in order to address the 
challenges in the economically weak areas such as Central and Eastern European 
countries. The report recognizes that increased migration from those countries is 
stretching families, and deindustrialization has hollowed out of rural areas. 

 
3.2. Positive 

 Mentioning of role for social partners/trade unions: Programmatic statement from State 
of the Union speech 2012 Commission President Barroso: “It is precisely those 
European countries with the most effective social protection systems and with the most 
developed social partnerships that are among the most successful and competitive 
economies in the world.” (p. 2)  

 SIP underlines the need to earmark certain shares of the European Structural and 
Investment (ESI) fund for the fight again poverty and social exclusion (Proposal by 
EAPN and others: 20% of ESF resource to be allocated to the thematic objective 
“promoting social inclusion and combating poverty”) or for measures with a “social 
investment orientation” (Commission proposal: 25% of cohesion policy funding should be 
allocated to human capital and social investment). 

 Reference to segmented labour markets: “Labour market segmentation and polarization 
give rise to significant market inequalities in a number of countries, and tax and benefit 
systems can create disincentives to work, especially for those on low incomes or for 
second earners.” (p. 7/8) 

 Addressing the gender dimension 
o The SIP addresses the negative consequences of continued gender disadvantage, 

e.g. in view of the gender pay gap, reconciliation of work and family live, unpaid care 
work 

o Mentioning need to address “barriers to women’s and other underrepresented 
workers’ participation in the labour market (…). There needs to be early 

intervention, complemented by enabling access to basic services, such as basic 
payment accounts, internet, transport, childcare, education and health.” (p. 10);  

o Encouragement of MS to measures to close the gender gap and to address 
other barriers to women’s and other underrepresented workers’ participation 
in the labour market (encouraging employers to address workplace discrimination 

and offer reconciliation measures (such as childcare services), adapted workplaces, 
including ICT-based solutions, eAccessibility, diversity management, programmes for 
up-skilling and training, for the recognition of skills and qualification as well as 
mobility development of consecutive careers) (p. 11); however, all these measures 
stay on a voluntary basis only (“encouraging”). 

 Commission plans to highlight the advantages deriving from investing in health and 
safety at work ( p. 14), as set out in the Community strategy on health and safety at work 

http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/2003/04/inbrief/eu0304203n.htm
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/employment_and_social_policy/health_hygiene_safety_at_work/l10114_en.htm
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(2007-2012); but we also would need to have a reference to the Community Strategy 
2013-2020 and language on concrete action foreseen 

 Initiative on “Investing in children” as part of SIP and the related call to “make early 
childhood education and care (ECEC) more visible and available, in line with the 
Barcelona targets on childcare and the EU targets on ECEC. 

 Initiative on long-term care as part of SIP 

 Initiative on “Investing in health care” as part of SIP and reference to the challenge of 

widespread staff shortages, however unclear which initiatives exactly should be 
promoted under the heading “active and healthy ageing” (p. 14) 

 Proposal to use more ESI Funds e.g. to promote a shift to community based care and 
integrated housing policies (p. 16) 

 
3.3. Negative 

 Uncritical promotion of social investment policies that should be “simple, targeted and 
conditional” without being necessarily specific on what this would mean and entail. It can 
be recalled that universal welfare systems proved to have better outcomes in terms of 
efficiency. 

 Uncritical approach towards financiarisation of public services 
o Uncritical presentation and promotion of different instruments to stimulate 

funding in social investment, in particular those involving private/commercial 
investors, such as Social Investment Bonds, without assessing the conditions 
and the impact: “In the social area, Member States still make insufficient use of 

more innovative approaches to financing, including by using participation of the 
private sector and financial engineering through instruments such as micro-finance, 
policy based guarantees and Social Investment Bonds which should strive for 

budgetary savings” (p. 6)  
o Uncritically promoting “innovative ways of securing additional private financing for 

social investment, for instance through public private partnerships” (p. 12), also 
without being specific about the tools and their preconditions and impacts. 

o Uncritically linking social investment and social innovation: “Social innovation 

must be an integral part of necessary adjustments by testing new policy approaches 
and selecting the most effective ones” (p. 8) 

o Uncritical presentation of “access to financing” as key problem of social enterprises 

 Inconsistencies when it comes to active inclusion in the labour market 
o Unclear what exactly the renewed focus on active inclusion will actually mean 

on the labour market and in the social protection schemes of the MS: Need to 
“investing in social policies, services and cash benefits which both activate and 
enable. Social investment should focus on the outcome for the individual and society 
at large. Support must offer individuals an exit strategy, be granted for as long as 
needed, and so in principle be temporary in nature” (p. 10) 

o The activation policies for young people might conflict with prolonging employment of 
older workers. If older workers are expected to work longer and put off much 
deserved retirements, younger workers should not be languishing in poorly paid 
internships or training periods that do not translate into real employment. 

 Inconsistencies when it comes to fighting poverty and social exclusion 
o Strong focus on measures to fight against poverty and social exclusion and “on those 

most in need” (while at the same time “reducing the burden on public finances”, p. 
10); however, no explicit mentioning of action to address of precarious 
employment and low-paid jobs 

o Unclear how the Commission intends to monitor the adequacy of income support as  
part of the European Semester (p. 19) 

 Unclear on decision making actors and mechanisms 
o Unclear on who assesses and who decides based on which criteria what 

(successful) social innovation is: “Social policy innovators need an enabling 

http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/employment_and_social_policy/health_hygiene_safety_at_work/l10114_en.htm
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9769&langId=en
http://www.ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=9771&langId=en
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framework for testing and promoting new finance mechanisms, for instance, 

and measuring and evaluating the impact of their activities.” (p. 11). 
o Social policy innovation needs to be up scaled, embedded into policy making, 

and connected to priorities such as the implementation of Country Specific 
Recommendations, including through the use of the ESF.  

o Unclear as to how the improving of administrative capacity and the setting up of one-
stop shops (most probably mostly linked to active inclusion measures) should be 
done and by whom, only that it should be operated in monitoring the implementation 
of the Active Inclusion Recommendation (p. 19) 

 The SIP emphasizes the role of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) jobs 
but should also address the specific drawbacks of focusing inordinately on technological 
change to drive growth: 
o Concentrate on human capital – ICT Streamlining technology and investing in IT are 

good polices but there must be more emphasis on building human capital and 
ensuring there are jobs available to meet Europe 2020 goals. 

o The EC need to be aware of the possible social and ecological implications of 
promoting new technologies at the work place and disruptions due to skill-based 
technological change need to be countered with concrete policies.  

 


