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1. Interim Report 

• Produced for the Luxembourg Presidency 
– Chamber of Deputies 

• Study of the social dimension in the 2015 
cycle of the European Semester as well as 
policy recommendations 

• Follow up of a 2014 study for SIEPS  
– Partial but progressive ‘socialization’ of the Semester  

– Substantive policy orientations & governance 
procedures 

http://www.sieps.se/sites/default/files/Sieps 2014_7 webb NY_2.pdf


Further reading 

Free download from 
the OSE and ETUI 

websites 
 

http://www.ose.be/EN/index.htm
http://www.etui.org/Publications2/Books/Social-policy-in-the-European-Union-state-of-play-2015


2.1 Streamlining’ the Semester: 
Innovations in the 2015 Cycle 

• Juncker Commission ‘streamlined’ the 
semester: 
– In-Depth Reports (IDRs) and Staff Working 

Documents (SWDs) merged into single ‘Country 
Reports’; released earlier in the Semester 

• More time for review and debate (EU and national) 

– Number & scope of Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs) considerably reduced  

• Focus on what is ‘actionable’ (18 months) and 
‘monitorable’; on the ‘what’ rather than the ‘how’ 



2.2 Substantive Policy Content: 

A Less Social Semester? (I) 

• Question asked:  

 

Did the EU’s social and employment policy 
objectives figure more or rather less 
prominently in the 2015 Semester than in 
preceding cycles? 



2.2 Substantive Policy Content: 

A Less Social Semester? (II) 

 

• Annual Growth Survey (AGS): 
– Social pillar no longer an overarching priority 

– But does refer to social and employment issues in 
second ‘pillar’ (structural reforms) 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-14-2235_en.htm


2.2 Substantive Policy Content: 

A Less Social Semester? (III) 

• Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs): 

– Stronger linkage between social inclusion & 
employability 

– Strong focus: Member States of Central and Eastern 
Europe 

– Fewer CSRs on social and employment issues in 
absolute terms (streamlining): unsurprising 

– But relative decline is less clear: 

• Employment issues remain prominent element of 2015 CSRs 

• Social objectives mainstreamed into other recommendations 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm


Source: own elaboration 



2.2 ‘Hidden’ Social CSRs: 
Two examples 

• CZ: 

– Further improve the availability of affordable 
childcare 

– Increase educational participation among 
disadvantaged children, including Roma 

• LT: 

– Address the challenge of pension adequacy 

– Improve the coverage and adequacy of 
unemployment benefits and cash social assistance 



2.3 Governance Processes and Procedures:  
The Role of the Social and Employment Actors (I) 

• Commission DG for Employment & Social Affairs 
plays increasingly important role in the Semester 
– With the Secretary General (SECGEN) and the DG for 

Economic and Financial Affairs (ECFIN) 
– Drafting Country Reports & CSRs  
– ‘Core DGs’ 

• More time for multilateral deliberation because 
of revised timetable (Employment Committee, 
Social Protection Committee, national) 

• Better cooperation between EPSCO & ECOFIN 
advisory committees 



2.3 Governance Processes and Procedures:  
The Role of the Social and Employment Actors (II) 

Problematic issues of streamlining 
1. Increased proportion of social and employment 

CSRs are linked to Stability & Growth  Pact (SGP) 
and Macroeconomic Imbalances Procedure 
(MIP) 

2. The organization of ‘Jumbo’ meetings for joint 
EPSCO-ECOFIN review of the CSRs  

– Size, timetable, voting rules 

3. Role of the EU-level social partners and civil 
society organizations limited; formally enhanced 
in 2015 cycle, but does it make a difference? 

 

 



2.4 National Ownership and 

Deliberation 
• Key objective of streamlining was to increase 

national ‘ownership’ and implementation 
– Welcomed by Member States 

– More bilateral deliberation on Country Reports 

– Increased quality/accuracy of CSRs 

• However, consequence of streamlined CSRs: 
– Significant policy challenges omitted from CSRs 

– Selection of CSRs was more ‘political’ 

– Amendment process of CSRs was more politicized 
(lobbying) and less deliberative 



2.5 Monitoring and Reviewing 
Progress towards EU Social Objectives 

• Narrowed scope of streamlined CSRs creates major 
challenge for multilateral surveillance, peer review & 
monitoring of progress towards EU social objectives 

•  SPC and EMCO focus on identifying common 
emerging challenges & promising policy responses, 
as well as reviewing implementation of national 
reforms 

– Social & Employment Performance Monitors, Scoreboard 

• Mutual learning has become increasingly prominent 

– Experimentation with ex ante reviews of major national 
reforms before their enactment 

 

 



3. Preliminary Recommendations 

1. CSRs on social and employment policy issues should 
not be overly prescriptive 

– Should leave political space for MS to find their own path 
to key reforms with domestic stakeholders 

2. CSRs on all issues should take full account of EU social 
objectives & values 

– Criteria for including social & employment CSRs under 
the MIP & SGP should be clarified 

– Overlapping issues should be jointly reviewed & adopted 
by EPSCO & ECOFIN Councils, irrespective of legal basis 

3. The final review process for amendment and adoption 
of the CSRs should be conducted more transparently 
and deliberatively 



3. Preliminary Recommendations 

(II) 

4. The SPC and EMCO should continue to 
monitor & review the full range of EU social 
& employment policy commitments and 
objectives, as well as CSR implementation 

 

4. The results of this monitoring and review 
process within the SPC and EMCO should be 
fed into the broader EU policy debate 



4. Discussion 

• How are national & EU parliaments involved in the key 
stages of the European Semester? 
– At which stages: National Reform Programmes, Country 

Reports, CSRs, implementation? 

– Through which channels: plenary debates, committees, 
European Commission Semester Officers, European 
Parliament? 

• Feedback to initial findings and recommendations? 
– Is there a need to further socialize the European 

Semester? 

• Proposals of the Five Presidents’ Report? 
 



Questions/Feedback welcome at 

 
j.h.zeitlin@uva.nl 

vanhercke@ose.be 
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