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1. Introduction 

The ECO/600 own-initiative opinion on The EESC's recommendations for a solid reform of the 

European Semester is based on consultations in the Member States. The European Semester Group of 

the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) collected the views of civil society organisations 

(CSOs) and the social partners by means of a questionnaire from December 2022 to March 2023. The 

questionnaire includes seven questions divided into three main sections: I) the follow-up to previous 

work on the national Recovery and Resilience Plans, II) organised civil society's views on the European 

Semester, and III) organised civil society's views on European economic governance. The individual 

country contributions were prepared under the responsibility of national delegations of EESC members 

(each delegation comprising three members drawn from the three groups (Employers - Group I, Workers 

- Group II and Civil Society Organisations – Group III) for each Member State. Therefore, they do not 

necessarily constitute the views of the EESC as a whole. In total, 21 of the 27 Member State delegations 

responded to the questionnaire. Civil society organisations in the EESC Liaison Group1 were also 

consulted by means of the questionnaire. This consultation was also carried out through round tables, 

organised jointly with organised civil society and/or the national economic and social councils, in seven 

Member States (Luxembourg, Belgium, Spain, Romania, Croatia, France and Finland) between January 

and March 2023. The consultation via the round tables was also based on the key questions of the 

questionnaire. In total, 23 of the 27 delegations participated.  

The detailed outcome of the consultations carried out via the questionnaire and the round tables are 

presented in the main sections of this appendix, namely sections 4 and 5. Section 2 will give a brief 

description of the methodology used to collect information, followed by an outline of the questionnaire 

and an executive summary of the responses by all the Member States to each question (Section 3).  

 
 

 
1 Liaison Group 

https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/employers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/workers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/civil-society-organisations-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/sections-other-bodies/other/liaison-group-european-civil-society-organisations-and-networks
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2. Methodology for collecting information  

 

The table below provides an overview of the countries that participated in the consultation process, the 

method used to collect information (questionnaire and/or round table), and the extent of representation 

of the three groups within the consultation process in each country. 

 

Country Questionnaire Submitted by 
Round 

table 

Austria (AT) X The 3-member national delegation  

Belgium (BE) X Group I - Employers X 

Bulgaria (BG) X Group II - Workers  

Croatia (HR)   X 

Cyprus (CY) X Group I - Employers  

Czech Republic (CZ) X The 3-member national delegation  

Denmark (DK) X Group I - Employers  

Estonia (EE)    

Finland (FI)   X 

France (FR) X The 3-member national delegation X 

Germany (DE)    

Greece (EL) X Group I - Employers  

Hungary (HU) X The 3-member national delegation  

Ireland (IE) X Group II - Workers  

Italy (IT) X The 3-member national delegation  

Latvia (LV)    

Lithuania (LT) X The 3-member national delegation  

Luxembourg (LU) X The 3-member national delegation X 

Malta (MT) X Group II - Workers  

The Netherlands (NL) X Group III - Civil Society Organisations  

Portugal (PT)    

Poland (PL) X The 3-member national delegation  

Romania (RO) X The 3-member national delegation X 

Slovakia (SK) X Group III - Civil Society Organisations  

Slovenia (SI) X The 3-member national delegation  

Spain (ES) X The 3-member national delegation X 

Sweden (SE) X The 3-member national delegation  

The EESC Liaison Group also contributed to this exercise by submitting a joint response to the 

questionnaire. In addition, a Member of the European Parliament (from Romania) participated in the 

exercise. These contributions are included in the fourth section ("Responses to the questionnaire") of 

this document.  

 

https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/employers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/workers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/employers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/employers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/employers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/workers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/workers-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/civil-society-organisations-group
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/members-groups/groups/civil-society-organisations-group
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3. Executive summaries of the findings of this consultation 

The summaries, under each of the seven key questions of this consultation, include the findings of the 

seven round tables and 21 questionnaire responses. 

 

Question 1: 

Despite Article 18(4)(q) of the RRF Regulation2, the main conclusion of the EESC in its first resolution 

from February 20213 was that the involvement of organised civil society (OCS) was largely insufficient 

in a majority of Member States. Furthermore, it appeared that consultations, often initiated by social 

partners and civil society organisations (CSOs), were generally viewed as mere formalities without any 

real power to influence the content of the plans. As the EESC pointed out in its second resolution in 

May 20224, in many Member States there are calls for social partners and civil society organisations to 

be more closely involved in the implementation phase of the national Recovery and Resilience Plans.  

• In your opinion, has the involvement of organised civil society in the implementation of the Recovery 

and Resilience Plan in your country improved? 

• Are you currently being consulted? If so, on which specific projects? 

• How could this involvement be further improved (through which specific projects and the assignment 

of which tasks)? 

• What do you consider to be good practice? 

• What are the obstacles to full involvement? 

 

Executive summary 

The involvement of OCS in the implementation of the national Recovery and Resilience Plans is 

generally considered to be unchanged. The main obstacles to full participation are the low 

priority/lack of political will on the part of governments, the merely formal involvement of the social 

partners and CSOs, the lack of a systematic approach to monitoring participation, the lack of a 

uniform structure and coordination of information and dialogue, insufficient time for consultation and 

scarce or fragmented information on the national RRP. Consequently, some recommendations focus 

on improving communication and information channels, i.e. the creation of a central European 

Semester platform as well as the publication of centralised open data on planned and ongoing projects 

for all Member States. In addition, the national delegations call for the establishment of a credible 

monitoring committee with a more active role for the national economic and social councils or 

equivalent bodies, the clarification of the objectives, results and impact of the RRPs in order to 

facilitate inclusive monitoring mechanisms, and the application of standardised mechanisms for more 

regular and effective involvement and consultation of OCS. 

 

 

 
2  Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 February 2021 establishing the Recovery and 

Resilience Facility. 

3  Resolution on the Involvement of Organised Civil Society in the National Recovery and Resilience Plans – How does it work? 

|European Economic and Social Committee (europa.eu). 

4  Resolution on the Involvement of Organised Civil Society in the National Recovery and Resilience Plans – How can we improve it? | 

European Economic and Social Committee (europa.eu). 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R0241
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R0241
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/news-media/presentations/resolution-involvement-organised-civil-society-national-recovery-and-resilience-plans-how-can-we-improve-it
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/news-media/presentations/resolution-involvement-organised-civil-society-national-recovery-and-resilience-plans-how-can-we-improve-it
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Question 2: 

With regard to the civil society consultation organised in the framework of the European Semester: 

• What is your assessment of the consultation of organised civil society by your national government 

on the key documents of the Semester (the Annual Sustainable Growth Survey, the National Reform 

Programmes and Stability/convergence programmes, the Euro Area recommendations, the Country 

Reports, the Draft Country-Specific Recommendations, etc.)? 

• Are these documents sufficiently visible and discussed at national level? 

• What is/should be the best format for such a consultation? 

• What is the ideal timing for this consultation? 

• What are the best practices you are aware of? 

• What does not work, in your opinion? 

 

Executive summary 

The consultation of OCS under the European Semester is generally considered insufficient and/or 

inefficient. Participants in this consultation exercise describe the process as a formality with a low 

acceptance rate of comments and recommendations. Furthermore, there is no clear structure in place, 

with consultations often only being initiated by individual civil society organisations. The main 

suggestions of the national delegations point to the need for more frequent meetings based on a 

defined and regular cycle of consultations, which would regulate participation at European level. 

More balanced inclusion of all groups is needed during the consultations, especially with regard to 

CSOs  (Group III). The representatives also underline the need to improve access to documents, 

activate in-progress involvement of OCS, and increase transparency and accountability in the 

participatory process by publishing the findings of consultations and reactions to the 

recommendations submitted, in order to better assess the integration of OCS's proposals. Action is 

also needed to improve the communication and visibility of European Semester strategies and impacts 

among OCS. One key issue regarding the visibility of the document and discussion at national level 

is that this process differs widely for each country, with no coherence or structure. Finally, 

consultations should be held at the earliest possible point in time, allowing for a regular and 

continuous consultation process with a minimum timeframe of 30 days for OCS to consult, establish 

a meaningful dialogue and respond to new proposals. 

 

Question 3: 

With regard to the effectiveness and legitimacy of the European Semester as a tool for economic 

(employment/social) and fiscal policy coordination, which of the following do you think work well and 

which work less well? 

Please choose at least one positive and one negative aspect. 

 

Positive aspects Negative aspects 

• Defined and regular cycle; 

• The binding part of the European Semester 

through the possible sanctions in the Stability 

and Growth Pact/the macroeconomic 

imbalance procedure; 

• CSRs as a key element of the link to the EU 

budget; 

• The high-level political commitment given 

through the endorsement of CSRs by the 

European Council; 

• There is not enough time to consult and 

provide feedback (e.g. from organised civil 

society); 

• There are no real sanctions if a country 

deviates (they are really more 

recommendations and warnings); no naming 

and shaming; 

• There is a low take-up rate for the 

recommendations made under the Semester; 

• Cherry-picking of CSRs by Member States; 
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• The interactivity of the process between the 

Commission and the Member States; 

• Publicly available documents; 

• Clear thresholds in the Stability and Growth 

pact and in the macroeconomic imbalance 

procedure. 

• The administrative burden, lack of 

transparency and involvement of the 

stakeholders (OCS); there is no uniform or 

common method of consultation; 

• No binding or common model for the 

drafting of the main documents by the 

Member States in the framework of the 

semester; no common code of conduct; 

• Structural reforms do not have targets, 

thresholds or sanctions. 

 

Executive summary 

As regards the effectiveness and legitimacy of the European Semester as a tool for economic, 

employment, fiscal and social policy coordination, the aspect of a defined and regular cycle is 

assessed particularly positively by participants. However, participants point out that there is not 

enough time to consult and provide feedback (linking to Q2). They stress that the public availability 

of documents is a positive aspect of the European Semester, but  that it must to be enforced. On the 

negative side, the majority of participants feel that the interactivity of the European Semester process 

does not work well due to the administrative burden, the lack of transparency and involvement of 

stakeholders, in particular OCS, and the lack of a uniform or common consultation method. OCS calls 

for stronger involvement in line with the provisions of the TFEU and increased involvement in 

consultations on the definition and implementation of economic, employment and social policies in 

accordance with national practices. It is further emphasised that the processes and workstreams of the 

European Semester need to be simplified in order to make it more effective and create synergies 

between the different policy areas. Another problematic aspect is the low rate of adoption of the 

recommendations made during the Semester cycle, and the resulting limited improvements to fiscal 

governance performance at national level. In addition, the binding part of the European Semester was 

seen as working less well, due to the lack of real sanctions if a country deviates from its commitments. 

Additionally, OCS calls for the European Semester strategy to be more socially and economically 

balanced. This includes the need for greater integration of the EPSR and other social indicators, such 

as the Social Scoreboard of Indicators, within the monitoring mechanisms used to assess the 

effectiveness of the European Semester. Finally, the need to reform the long-term anticipation cycle 

of the European Semester in the light of persistent crises and interruptions to the status quo was raised, 

with a view to supporting the effectiveness and legitimacy of the European Semester. 

 

Question 4: 

More specifically about Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs): 

• What do you think about the CSRs for your country? 

• Are you satisfied with these recommendations? 

• Do they address medium and long-term challenges in an appropriate way? 

• In your view, how can it be ensured that your Member State gives a firm commitment to 

implementing them? 

• Is administrative capacity sufficient to implement the CSRs? If your answer to this question is "no", 

please explain why. 
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Executive summary 

Many participants in this consultation exercise generally consider that the CSRs are relevant and 

aligned with national medium- and long-term challenges. However, many feel that the interests of the 

social partners and OCS are only partially represented and that the CSRs do not result in sufficient 

changes and actions. This is linked to the excessive focus on fiscal sustainability, while the 

contribution of the economic and social councils on aspects such as education, health and social 

inclusion is not sufficiently taken into account. Furthermore, some participants believe that the CSRs 

are rather general and vague, leaving room for different interpretations by individual actors and 

organisations. It is suggested that the effectiveness of the CSRs and the commitment of Member 

States could be increased by more country-specific debates and by wording the CSRs in more strategic 

and operational terms. Participants also criticised the inadequate timeframe for consultation, 

coordination and commenting on the CSRs. With regard to the commitment of Member States to 

implement CSRs, four main issues were identified. Firstly, the alignment of CSRs with government 

priorities is seen as a guarantee of commitment, while increased public awareness allows pressure to 

be exerted through political processes. Secondly, more binding instruments, such as incentives and 

sanctions or a conditionality mechanism inspired by the RRF, are called for to ensure commitment. 

Thirdly, transparent reporting, monitoring and evaluation mechanisms through increased involvement 

of OCS are suggested. Fourthly, instruments offering greater coherence and complementarity 

between national governments and the European Commission are suggested to increase Member 

States' commitment. 

 

Question 5: 

Considering how the COVID-19 crisis and the Russian invasion of Ukraine have impacted on our 

economies (e.g. slower growth, higher inflation, rising public debt, etc.), which pillar(s) of the European 

Semester do you think should be strengthened as a priority? 

Please choose the item(s) that apply and explain your choice. 

• Ensuring sound and sustainable public finances; 

• Preventing excessive macroeconomic imbalances; 

• Supporting structural reforms for jobs and growth; 

• Boosting investments; 

• Improving the consultation and involvement of Organised Civil Society by regulating it through a 

European legal act; 

• Other. 

 

Executive summary 

Support for structural reforms and growth is considered to be a priority for the European Semester, 

given the ongoing crises and their economic impact. The pandemic has highlighted the need for 

structural reforms and most participants in this consultation exercise see them as the basis for 

economic development and upward convergence. Structural reforms are also seen as a tool for 

strengthening economic resilience which must go hand in hand with appropriate investments at 

national and European level. Therefore, stimulating investment is seen as the second priority when it 

comes to strengthening the European Semester. Investments must ensure social and economic 

development and provide support for the green and digital transition, while particular attention must 

be paid to social investments designed to correct social imbalances. Additionally, improving the 

consultation and involvement of OCS by regulating this through a European legal act is seen as a 

priority for stabilising and strengthening social dialogue and achieving uniformity in the consultation 

framework. This is seen as an important step towards making the European Semester more democratic 

and bolstering ownership by OCS. Finally, the guarantee of sound and sustainable public finances is 
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considered relevant to prevent excessive macroeconomic imbalances. Participants consider that 

public deficits and debts should be reduced during growth years in order to meet the challenges in 

times of recession, and that any cost-cutting measures should not hamper investments or have a 

negative impact on social spending and vulnerable groups in society. A number of delegations also 

stressed the need to focus on upward social convergence through social indicators and the 

strengthening of the EPSR. Social stability was seen as a prerequisite for economic strength. 

 

Question 6:  

With regard to the architecture of European economic governance, implemented through the annual 

cycle of the European Semester: 

In your view, what aspects should be strengthened to improve the way European economic governance 

is implemented? 

Please choose the item(s) that apply and explain your choice. 

• Participation of the European Parliament / national parliaments / social partners / civil society 

organisations; 

• Transparency; 

• Accountability; 

• Corrective sanctions; 

• Linking CSRs to the EU budget; 

• Other. 

 

Executive summary 

Transparency and accountability are seen as key to improving the way European economic 

governance is implemented. Participants consider that it is important to ensure that all stakeholders 

have access to information on economic policy recommendations and their implementation and to 

devise clear macroeconomic indicators, thresholds and targets to make the EU economic governance 

framework and the European Semester more detailed, focused and tangible. OCS also considers that 

it is important to establish common economic governance standards based on the EPSR. The 

standards should be tailored to the specific situation of each Member State, be periodically reviewed 

and monitored, and foster adequate representation of all representative social actors. Participants also 

consider that the involvement of the European Parliament, national parliaments, social partners and 

CSOs should be strengthened to ensure that economic policies reflect the needs and concerns of a 

wide range of stakeholders. In order to ensure this involvement, simplified and standardised 

procedures should be put in place. Some contributors consider that it is important to strengthen 

corrective sanctions and the link between CSRs and the EU budget: they point out that a looser fiscal 

framework poses a risk to the stability of the euro area, advocate the application of preventive 

measures and envisage greater ownership and compliance by Member States with CSRs due to links 

to the EU budget. 
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Question 7:  

As regards the role of the European Structural and Investment Funds in supporting the implementation 

of the Country-Specific Recommendations and the structural reforms in the Member States: 

• Do you think that this process is working properly? 

• In your view, what needs to be reinforced in the list below? 

Please choose the item(s) that apply and explain your choice.  

• Partnership principle and policy dialogue: Supporting the early participation of key actors when 

selecting the CSRs/structural challenge, in order to enhance ownership; it means setting clear 

responsibilities in good time as regards pursuing and monitoring CSRs/structural challenges to be 

addressed by the Operational Programmes. 

• Detailed CSRs in strategic and operational terms in order to better assess the real commitment 

of the Member States and the actual contribution of ESI Funds to their implementation. 

• Incorporating a programme or a roadmap to implement CSRs/structural challenges in the ESI 

Funds management process in order to improve the link between the funds and the Semester.  

• Ensuring a more substantial dialogue at national level between the bodies responsible for the 

design and implementation of the Semester and those managing the ESI Funds.  

• A programming architecture that would merge the implementation of CSRs with ESI Funds 

programmes in order to give CSRs/structural challenges the necessary emphasis to make them 

operational and binding on the Member States. 

 

Executive summary 

As regards the role of the European Structural and Investment Funds in supporting the implementation 

of CSRs and structural reforms in the Member States, the majority of participants consider it most 

important to strengthen the partnership principle and policy dialogue by making them more 

transparent, foster social dialogue and provide for a bottom-up approach in the context of subsidiarity 

approaches. Periodic reviews of the ESI funds should be implemented so that the CSRs are 

incorporated more effectively into the operational plans. Secondly, it is considered equally important 

to establish a programme or roadmap for implementing the CSRs and to ensure more meaningful 

dialogue at national level between the bodies responsible for managing the European Semester and 

the ESI funds. Participants consider that both of these will increase the transparency and effectiveness 

of CSR implementation through closer integration and convergence of objectives, policies and 

resources. Participants also flagged up the need to establish synergies between different financial 

streams and to create a better link between the funds and European policy priorities and increased 

transparency regarding the use of the Structural Funds. They also stress the need to make better use 

of financial sources so as to avoid regional imbalances and support the development of less favoured 

areas and regions. 
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4. Detailed findings of the responses to the questionnaire 

Section I: The follow-up to our previous work on the national Recovery and Resilience Plans 

Question 1a:  

▪ In your opinion, has the involvement of organised civil society in the implementation of 

the Recovery and Resilience Plan in your country improved? 

 

Response Countries Explanation 

Improved 

NL, MT,  

CZ – GI  

 

The countries that consider that the involvement of OCS in the 

implementation of the national RRPs has improved have no clear 

explanation for this. 

Unchanged  

BG, CY, 

DK, EL, 

HU, FR, 

IT, IE, 

LT, LU, 

SK, SI 

The countries that consider that the involvement of OCS in the 

implementation of the national RRPs is unchanged mention limited 

and often merely formal consultation with low effectiveness and 

limited influence. 

The following countries mentioned additional points: 

HU: OCS receives little to no information on progress in the 

implementation of the national RRP. 

IT: The change in government has led to a shrinking space for 

exchange and social dialogue. 

IE: Exclusion of Group III. 

LT: The war in Ukraine has shifted the government's focus from 

long-term planning towards mitigating the impact of existing 

threats. 

Deteriorated 

AT, CZ – 

GII, RO, 

SE 

The countries that consider that the involvement of OCS in the 

implementation of the national RRPs has deteriorated indicate 

unsatisfactory involvement of OCS due to limited information and 

channels for consultation and public debate. Additionally, Sweden 

suspects that the change in government and the EU presidency 

have caused a deterioration in consultation. 

No information BE, ES, PL 

 
 

Question 1b:  

▪ Are you currently being consulted? If so, on which specific projects?  

 

Currently 

consulted 
Countries 

Yes HU, ES – GIII, FR, IT, LT, MT, PO, SK 

 
Consultation examples: 

• The countries that indicated that they are currently being consulted listed the 

following channels for consultations on the national RRPs: standard 
legislative processes, the government and the Social Dialogue Council, the 

Monitoring Committee, responsible ministries and the government cabinet. 

• The following additional consultation examples were mentioned: the 

REPowerEU policy, the Strategic Project for Recovery and Economic 

Transformation (PERTE), the National Stability and Development Programme 
2021-2025. 
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Question 1c – 1e: 

▪ How could this involvement be further improved (through which specific projects and the 

assignment of which tasks)?  

▪ What do you consider to be good practice?  

▪ What are the obstacles to full involvement? 

 

Suggestions for improvement Good practice Obstacles 

Involvement of social partners 

and OCS: 
• Development of proper social 

dialogue through meaningful 
involvement in the 
formulation, implementation 

and evaluation of instruments, 

proposals, procedures, 

strategic objectives, policies 

and national RRPs. (AT, DK, 

EL, HU, ES, IE, IT, LT, LU) 

• Timing and format should 

allow for effective 

involvement of OCS. (ES) 

• Mandatory involvement of 
OCS for reforms entailing 

legislative change. (RO) 

 

Consultation framework: 

• A more regular, structured, 
standardised and focused 

consultation framework, 

possibly based on a clear 

consultation and 

communication action plan by 
the competent government 

authorities. (AT, HU, ES – 

GIII, MT, SE) 

• More holistic RRF project 

management and foresight for 

successful implementation of 
the national RRPs. (DK) 

 

Monitoring mechanism: 

• Balanced and credible 

monitoring 
committee/mechanism for ex 

ante and ex post monitoring, 

based on the involvement of 

OCS and the National 

Economic and Social Council. 
Indicate clear milestones, 

objectives and results to 

facilitate monitoring 

processes. (HU, ES) 

Information and communication: 

Inclusive structures for the 

involvement of social partners 
and OCS: 

• Well-established social 

partnership structures 

should provide for strategic, 

well-designed, open, 

constructive, adaptive and 
inclusive involvement of 

social partners and OCS in 

the evaluation of legislation. 

Consultation prior to the 

adoption of reforms. (AT, 
HU, LU, MT, SK) 

• Internal ESC working 

groups and hearings. (FR, 

HU, SE) 

 
Appropriate OCS 

representation: 

• Representation of OCS and 

social partners on various 

bodies/commissions 

responsible for managing 
key European Semester 

measures and processes. 

Examples are regional 

growth teams and the EU 

Committee in the National 
Council for NGOs. (AT, 

DK, HU, CZ). 

 

Information: 

• The RRF Scoreboard offers 
alternative information on 

and overviews of the 

progress and changes 

brought about by different 

legislation. (RO) 

Formal involvement: 

• No option to present 
proposals or receive 

responses on the 

implementation of 

recommendations made. 

Proposals are not considered 

or prioritised by the 
competent governmental and 

administrative bodies. (AT, 

BE, CZ, DK, EL, IT, LT, 

LU, MT 

• The mandatory summary of 
OCS involvement in the 

RRP is too vague and 

superficial. (AT) 

• Lack of clear structure and 

platform for consulting OCS 
and monitoring that 

consultation, and for the 

structured involvement of all 

relevant executive branches 

of the government. (CZ, DK, 

ES, HU, MT, SI) 
• Lack of political willingness 

on the part of decision 

makers. (HU, SI) 

 

Information and visibility: 
• OCS lacks access to 

relevant, centralised and 

timely information and 

documents on the European 

Semester. (HU, ES, RO) 
• The European Union's 

messages, activities, 

resources and added value 

lack visibility. (HU) 

• Incomplete and scarce 
information for monitoring 

purposes. (RO) 

 

Format and resources: 

• Short consultation period 

does not allow for detailed 
proposals and involvement 

No BG, CY, EL, LU, NL, RO, SI 

No 

information 

AT, BE, DK, CZ, IE, SE 
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• Improved information and 

communication channels with 

centralised national and 

regional information. (ES – 

GIII) 
• Cyclical reporting and 

systematic information/open 

data on main deadlines and 

progress concerning key 

European Semester processes 
and components. Establish a 

permanent central national 

European Semester Platform. 

(FR, HU, LT, RO, SI) 

• Publication of centralised open 
data and scoreboard indicators 

at European Level. (RO) 

of OCS and social partners. 

OCS lacks human resources 

and capacity. (BE, HU, CZ, 

FR, LT, RO) 

• Overly centralised public 
approach, little space and 

resources for regional, 

territorial and spatial 

planning and development. 

(HU) 
OSC morale: 

• Lack of trust, fear of 

repression, anonymity. (HU) 

• Lack of motivation, 

frustration, little/no belief in 
the ability to influence. (HU, 

LT) 

 

Section II: Organised civil society's views on the European Semester 
 

Question 2: 

▪ What is your assessment of the consultation of organised civil society by your national 

government on the key documents of the Semester (the Annual Sustainable Growth 

Survey, the National Reform Programmes and Stability/convergence programmes, the 

Euro Area recommendations, the Country Reports, the Draft Country-Specific 

Recommendations, etc.)?  

▪ Are these documents sufficiently visible and discussed at national level? 

▪ What is/should be the best format for such a consultation?  

▪ What is the ideal timing for this consultation?  

▪ What are the best practices you are aware of?  

▪ What does not work, in your opinion? 

 

Best practice 

Consultation 

• Contributions from the social partners to initiating, designing and implementing 

reforms are documented and made available through the government. (AT) 

• Regular, proper and systematic consultation on the key documents of the 

European Semester. (AT, BE, CZ, IT, MT, SE, SI, SK) 

• Establishment of a European Semester Panel as a subsidiary body to prepare 

related documents and participate in the monitoring and evaluation of the 

implementation of structural reforms. (PL) 

Document 

visibility 

• All official European Semester documents are publicly (digitally) available. 

(AT, DK, HU, IE, SK) 

Format & 

timing 

• Retain the digital consultation model. (IE) 

• The Social Partnership Model. (IE) 

• Ad hoc committees for improved levels of consultation, analysis and debate. 

(MT) 

• The architecture of the European Semester is appropriate and should not be made 

more complex. (BE) 

Current situation 

Consultation 
• OCS and the social partners strongly support the European Semester as an 

instrument to facilitate robust European economies. (DK) 
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• Room for improved inclusion of the social partners in the various stages of the 

European Semester through more extensive, regular and meaningful dialogues, 

especially for the Country Report and CSRs. (AT) 

• Consultations only on Part III of the NRP. Other European Semester documents 

are discussed by the General Secretary for European Affairs and the Permanent 

National European Commission Representation. (FR) 

• Consultations at the request of OCS. (CY) 

Document 

visibility 

• Documents are mainly known to and discussed by the public administration and 

the social partners involved in the European Semester. (AT) 

Format & 

timing 

• Within the National Council for Tripartite Cooperation, there is a 30-day period 

for discussion with the social partners and OCS on each legislative act before it 

is adopted. (BG) 

• Social partner involvement and RRP monitoring are channelled through the 

Bureau of Social Dialogue and social dialogue tables. (ES – GI+II) 

Obstacles 

Consultation 

• Merely formal consultation with no real impact on policies, reforms or further 

measures. (AT, BE, CZ, DK, HU, ES, IE, IT, LT, LU, SK) 

• Insufficient timeframes and OCS capacity for contribution. (BE, HU) 

• OCS only involved based on individual efforts, lack of channels for public 

consultation. (CZ – GIII, HU, ES, IT, SE) 

• No direct consultation of OCS by the national government. (CY, HU, RO) 

• OCS has limited knowledge about the European Semester process. (HU, RO) 

• SMEs are not sufficiently involved and consulted. (AT – GI) 

Document 

visibility 

• Lack of clarity on European Semester relationships and specific initiatives. (DK) 

• Technical and difficult language. (HU) 

• The quality and amount of communication to OCS and of visibility of the 

European Semester process and related documents is low. (HU, MT, RO, SK) 

• Documents are not accessible prior to discussions, which hinders preparations 

and effective consultations. (HI, IT, LT) 

Format & 

timing 

• Unclear follow-up on proposals. (AT – GII) 

• Lack of clear consultation structures. (AT, CZ – GII, CY, HU, SK) 

• Insufficient timeframes for public consultations. CSOs lack capacity. (AT, EL, 

HU, PL, SK) 

• Ineffective ad hoc meetings/consultations. (LT, DK) 

• Traditional procedures for the implementation of the European Semester have 

been disrupted due to the ongoing crises. (LU) 

Suggestions for improvement 

Consultation 

• Consultation findings should be published to make it possible to see to what 

extent the proposals from the social partners and OCS have been taken into 

account. (EL) 

• Improve tripartite social dialogue on European matters. (BE) 

Document 

visibility 

• For more effective involvement and consultation, in-progress access to 

documents is required. (AT, HU, IT) 

Format & 

timing 

• Consultations with OCS should start at the earliest possible point to allow for a 

structured consultation and sufficient time to make qualified assessments. There 

should be a minimum of 30 days for contributions. (AT, DK, MT, PL, RO, SK, 

SI) 
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• Reconsider project execution deadlines to make it more possible to meet the 

objectives and develop project synergies and scales. (ES - GIII) 

• Ideally, the social partners should be consulted by the government at all phases 

of the European Semester based on written contributions and regular and 

meaningful dialogue. (AT, CZ – GIII, IE, LT, MT, SI) 

• Each social partner should be consulted separately. (EL) 

• Ensure that CSOs have sufficient resources to engage. (MT) 

• A transparent mechanism for indicating the handling and follow-up of proposals. 

(AT - GII) 

 
Question 3:  

 

With regard to the effectiveness and legitimacy of the European Semester as a tool for economic 

(employment/social) and fiscal policy coordination, which of the following do you think work well 

and which work less well? 
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Positive aspects of the European Semester 

Defined and regular cycle AT, BE, EL, LT, CZ, DK, HU, LU, MT, IE (2)*, 

IT, SK, SI, ES, SE, RO 

Binding character DK, ES (GII)**, LT, IE (6), RO 

CSRs & the EU budget DK, ES (GI+II), IE (5), IT, RO 

Political commitment to implement CSRs CZ, FR, EL, IE (3), LT, SK 

Interactivity of the process between the European 

Commission and national authorities 

AT, FR, DK, ES (GII), EL, MT, IE (4), SE 

Publicly available documents AT, BG, FR, DK, ES (GI+III), HU, LU, IE (1), 

RO, SK, SI 

Clear thresholds in the SGP and the MIP BE, BG, IE (7) 

Negative aspects of the European Semester 

Not enough time to consult and provide feedback AT, BE, ES (GII+III), FR, EL, LT, CZ, MT, IE 

(7), IT, PL, SK, SI 

No real sanctions if a country deviates BE, DK, ES (GII), LT, IE (5), IT, SK, RO 

Low take-up rate for the CSRs AT, BE, EL, CZ, DK, ES (GII+III), IE (4), IT, 

PL, RO, SK, SE 

Cherry-picking of CSRs by Member States BE, ES (GII+III), MT, IE (2), IT 

Lack of transparency/ involvement of OCS, no 

common method of consultation 

AT, CZ, DK, ES, EL, HU, LU, IE (1), IT, SK, RO 

No binding or common model for the drafting of 

the main documents 

ES (GII), LT, LU, IE (3), SK, SI 

Structural reforms do not have targets, 

thresholds/sanctions 

BE, BG, ES (GII), IE (6), IT, SK 

* Aspects ranked by importance from 1 to 7, 1 being the most important 

** Contributions per Group I, II, or III 
SGP: the Stability and Growth Pact 
MIP: the macroeconomic imbalance procedure 
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Additional comments 

Austria 

• One of the main positive aspects is a solid economic analysis and a common understanding of the 

reforms needed in the Member States. Regular and direct contact by the European Commission 

with the Member States on their economic policies is considered to be vital, especially but not 

only with regard to the functioning of the eurozone. One of the main problems is that initiating 

and implementing substantial reforms takes a long time in many Member States. In this regard, 

the CSRs are very helpful as they continue to point out the most pressing reform priorities. (GI) 

• Avoid the European Semester degenerating into a mere paper exercise through regular discussion 

at the highest level in the European Council. (GI) 

• Instead of focusing on sustainable prosperity and well-being based on a comprehensive social, 

environmental and economic outlook, the economic policy approach often focuses too much on 

GDP growth, competition and austerity. (GII) 

• The process is technocratic and not very participatory: neither the European Parliament nor 

national parliaments play a decisive role; the social partners and other key stakeholders are at best 

consulted, but there is often too little room for dissenting views. (GII) 

• In the second half of the Semester, involving the CSRs, the pan-European dimension is often lost. 

Country analyses rarely cover individual Member State's wage or budgetary policies but rather 

indicate how the country concerned compares with the other Member States or targets. (GII)  

Belgium 

• The European Commission makes an informed and objective analysis of the budgetary and socio-

economic situation in each Member State in the Country Reports. This external analysis and the 

resulting CSRs should be taken by each government as an opportunity to improve its performance 

in terms of fiscal governance and carry out the necessary reforms. 

• Effectiveness: more explicit and binding CSRs are needed in terms of budgetary and structural 

reforms. 

• Legitimacy: the critical and objective analysis of national situations gives legitimacy to the 

European Commission. 

Denmark 

• The binding nature and possible sanctions should be strengthened. Consequences for 

mismanagement should be efficient and significant. The involvement of OCS should be stepped 

up, especially during joint processes between EU and national authorities and OCS. This could 

facilitate accountability. There is little public awareness of the CSRs, which makes it easier for 

public authorities to neglect them. 

Hungary 

• Generally, OCS is not aware of how the content and process of the Semester is decided. Member 

States' responses to Semester planning can be accessed online, but the main Semester documents 

are difficult to access as most NGOs are not familiar with their location and content. NGOs also 

lack knowledge of the process of coordination between national governments and the 

Commission. Respondents criticised the transparency of the process, due to the lack of a common 

consultation method. 

Spain 

• The European Semester system of economic governance has allowed for greater policy 

coordination, but also generated controversy as the economic situation of each Member State 

varies widely, as does each Member State's implementation of the CSRs.  

• Lack of social partner involvement in the coordination of economic policies and governance.  

• Lack of a system of incentives and sanctions makes the European Semester ineffective.  



 

17 

 

• Greater integration of the EPSR into monitoring mechanisms based on clear social indicators and 

objectives suggested. 

• Greater interconnection between the Excessive Imbalance Procedure and the Stability and 

Growth Pact suggested. Establish an integrated scoreboard of indicators corresponding to key 

social and economic objectives.  

• The clarity of the procedure for the European Commission to identify priorities and the role of 

Member States in designing plans/strategies to implement these objectives are appreciated. The 

predictable timetable allows CSOs to engage proactively in the European Semester process. 

• Lack of uniform consultation process for all Member States. Suggestion to set up committees and 

consultation forums at national level that include OCS. (GIII) 

France 

• The ESC is not opposed to the principle of sanctions (conditionality/statutory rule of law) but it 

has not yet adopted a common position. 

Ireland 

• The options above (question 3) do not afford sufficient opportunity to highlight the main 

shortcomings of the Semester process, i.e. the continuing tendency to neglect social deficits, 

notwithstanding the inclusion of social indicators in the assessment criteria.  

Italy 

• While it is easy to consult the documentation, it is not so easy to understand which contributions 

by the Member States have been transposed. The Member States take a long time to transpose the 

recommendations, with each country following its own timetable. 

Lithuania 

• With persisting crises over the last years, the Semester cycle based on long-term anticipation has 

become inadequate. All major measures were planned by the Member States and European 

Commission on an ad hoc basis without any connection to the European Semester. The planning 

and monitoring methods suited for "peaceful times" need to be adapted.  

Luxembourg 

• Some aspects do not apply (it is impossible to evaluate them as being either positive or negative). 

Romania 

• The defined and regular cycle should and could provide for a better and predictable framework 

for involving all stakeholders, but link the CSR to the EU and national budgets. 

• Enforcement of the CSRs is the weakest point of the Semester process, mostly due to a lack of 

acknowledgement / visibility of the recommendations at national level (the lack of awareness and 

the lack of consultations mean that there is no pressure to adopt measures), and to a lack of real 

consequences should Member States fail to take any action. 

Slovenia 

• There should be greater focus on the involvement of the social partners and CSOs in the 

assessment of the key documents of the European Semester. 

 

 

 

Question 4a – 4c: 

More specifically about Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs): 
 

▪ What do you think about the CSRs for your country?  

▪ Are you satisfied with these recommendations?  

▪ Do they address medium and long-term challenges in an appropriate way? 

▪ In your view, how can it be ensured that your Member State gives a firm commitment to 
implementing them? 
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Country-specific recommendations 

The pros The following countries are largely satisfied with the CSRs and consider them 

generally relevant and appropriate for the medium- and long-term challenges: 

• AT, CZ - GI, DK, EL, HU, ES, IT, LT, LU, MT, PL, RO, SK, SI, SE 

 

However, the following challenges were identified by these countries: 

• Importance of systematic involvement of the social partners. (AT, LT, PL) 

• Structural and labour market challenges are not sufficiently addressed. (AT – 

GII, DK, ES, LT, LU, MT, SK, SI) 

• Sectoral in nature, lack a regional and integrated approach. (HU) 

• CSRs are not specific enough. They lack the depth and strategic alignment 

needed to properly address long-term challenges. (HU, ES, LT, LU) 

• Negotiations are not transparent enough. (HU) 

• Fail to reflect the priorities identified by the national Economic and Social 

Council. (LU) 

• Inappropriate measures and funding for environmentally sustainable activities. 

(HU) 

The cons The following countries are not satisfied with the CSRs and consider them largely 

inappropriate for the medium- and long-term challenges: BG & IE. 

 

The following criticisms were highlighted: 

• Interests on CSRs are not aligned; commitment is opposed by a broad coalition 

of politicians and social partners. (BE) 

• They fail to address the main medium- and long-term challenges in the social 

system. (IE) 

Commitment Suggestions for ensuring firm commitment from Member States to implementing 

the CSRs: 

• Broad political support. (AT – GII, CY, EL) 

• Mechanisms for monitoring the implementation of CSRs and reforms through 

the national councils and the European Council. (AT – GI, MT) 

• The monitoring indicator and ex ante status should be assessed and made 

publicly available. CSRs must be specific as regards strategic and operational 

issues. (HU, IT) 

• Instruments that ensure consistency and complementarity between the actions 

of national governments and the European Commission. (ES) 

• Binding mechanism/incentives/conditionalities inspired by the RRF. (BE, CZ, 

HU) 

• Sanctions. (LT, SK) 

• Increase public awareness, transparency and media pressure. Increase 

involvement of OCS and other stakeholders. (AT – GI, CY, HU, SI) 

• Discussion at national level must follow strict legislative procedures. Inclusion 

of social partners and European Commission representatives in cyclical 

meetings. (HU, PL) 

• Reduce regional structural and economic gaps. (IT) 
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Question 4e:  

▪ Is administrative capacity sufficient to implement the CSRs? If your answer to this 

question is "no", please explain why. 

 

 

 

 

 

Austria 

• It is a matter of political will/commitment. 

Hungary 

• Lack of professional expertise to properly support political decisions. However, the obstacle to 

implementation is not primarily a lack of administrative capacity, but rather of limited 

commitment.  

Greece 

• The public administration has been reformed recently and has the capacity to implement the 

CSRs. 

Italy 

• The central bureaucratic administrative system is able to cope with the commitments arising 

from the CSRs. However, Italy's local authorities have very different levels of administrative 

capacity, which has an impact on delivering the investments needed to achieve the proposed 

objectives.  

• The gap between the North and South of Italy, in terms of the capacity to spend public resources 

and meet infrastructural, social and material objectives, could hinder the implementation of the 

CSRs. 

Lithuania 

• Political will is lacking. 

Malta 

• The efficiency of the legal system is considered to be a bigger problem than administrative 

capacity. 

Poland 

• Low salaries, among other things, result in staff moving from the public administration to the 

private sector, which has an impact on the level of and commitment to public service. 

Romania 

• Sufficient resources are allocated through the NRRP and other programmes but administrative 

capacity remains an issue. The larger obstacle, however, to the implementation of the CSRs is 

the political will to do so. 

Slovakia 

• Cannot be judged, but the state apparatus is sufficiently staffed. 

Slovenia 

• Doubts whether that administrative capacity is sufficient to prepare good proposals and 

appropriately address CSRs in the medium and long term given the timeline outlined in the 

RRF. 

Spain 

• Spain has insufficient administrative resources, resulting from a low level of public 

employment. This is partly the result of the fiscal consolidation policy carried out since 2010, 

necessary for correct monitoring and implementation of many CSRs. (GIII) 

No information 

BG, BE, CY, CZ, DK, ES, FR, HR, IE, LU, NL, SE 
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Question 5: 

▪ Considering how the COVID-19 crisis and the Russian invasion of Ukraine have impacted 

our economies (e.g. slower growth, higher inflation, rising public debt, etc.), which pillar(s) 

of the European Semester do you think should be strengthened as a priority? 

 

Country 

Ensuring 

sound and 

sustainable 

public 

finances 

Preventing 

excessive 

macro-

economic 

imbalances 

Supporting 

structural 

reforms for jobs 

and growth 

Boosting 

investments 

Improving the 

consultation 

and 

involvement of 

OCS 

Other 

Austria    X  X X 

Belgium X  X    

Bulgaria  X X    

Czechia X X X X X  

Denmark X  X X   

Greece   X X X  

Hungary   X  X  

Spain X (GIII)* X (GII) X (GII+III) X (GII+III) X (GII)  

France      X  

Ireland X (5)** X (6) X (4) X (3) X (1) X (2) 

Italy  X X X X X  

Lithuania X (4)** X (5) X (1) X (2) X (3)  

Luxembourg    X  X 

Malta   X X X  

Poland   X X X X 

Romania X X X  X  

Slovakia X X X X X  

Slovenia    X X X  

Sweden X      

No 

information 
CY, NL 

* contribution per group if no consensus 
** answers ranked by priority, 1 being the highest and 5 the lowest priority  
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Other suggestions / comments 

Structural change 

• Structural reforms for economic and labour market development, upward convergence and social 

welfare. A sustainable and more socially inclusive Europe. (AT, BE, CZ, DK, EL, HU, ES, IE, 

IT, LU, SK, SI) 

• Combat divergence and inequalities between Member States. (AT, IT) 

• Ensure the implementation of the EPSR. (ES – GIII, LU) 

Fiscal balance & public/private investments 

• Stimulate and increase public and private investments to safeguard sustainable social, economic, 

and environmental development and transformation. (AT, CZ – GIII, EL, HU, ES, IT, LU, SK) 

• Fiscal stability, golden rule of investment, transparency, prevention of aggressive tax policies. 

Debt and deficit reduction measures. (AT – GII, CZ – GI, IT, SK, SE) 

• Procedure against macroeconomic and social imbalances. (BE, LU) 

Social dialogue & democratisation  

• Democratisation of the European Semester and economic policy governance. Involvement of OCS 

should be regulated at European level (AT, EL, FR) 

• Strengthen and expand social dialogue. Improve the involvement and influence of OCS in 

consultations so as to increase legitimacy and ownership. Capacity-building measures and 

improve OCS' understanding of the European Semester. (AT, CZ – GII, DK, HU, PL, RO, SI) 

Crises responses 

• Real wage increases, price control and improved fiscal flexibility to counter inflation. (AT) 

• Reduce income inequalities and the effects of inflation on the "working poor" (BG, EL, ES, HU, 

SK) 

Governance & monitoring 

• Monitor the implementation of national RRPs. (AT) 

• Effective and timely economic governance that includes macroeconomic requirements, but also 

social and territorial economic cohesion and social inclusion. (IT) 
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Question 7: 
As regards the role of the European Structural and Investment Funds in supporting the 

implementation of the Country-Specific Recommendations and the structural reforms in the 

Member States: 

 

▪ Do you think that this process is working properly?  

▪ In your view, what needs to be reinforced in the list below? 
 

Country Partnership 

principle & 

policy dialogue 

Detailed CSRs in 

strategic & 

operational terms 

Incorporating 

a programme / 

roadmap 

More substantial 

dialogue at 

national level 

Programming 

architecture 

Austria  X     

Belgium  X   X X 

Bulgaria   X   

Denmark X   X  

Greece X   X X 

Hungary X   X  

Czechia  X X X X X 

Spain X (III)* X (II) X (III)  X (II) 

France       

Ireland X (1)** X (4) X (5) X (2) X (3) 

Italy  X X  X  

Lithuania X    X 

Luxembourg   X   

Malta X  X X X 

Poland    X  

Romania X  X X  

Slovakia X X X X  

Slovenia  X  X   

Sweden      

No 

information 
CY, FR, NL, SE 

* contribution per group if no consensus 

** answers ranked by priority, 1 being the highest and 5 the lowest priority 
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Other suggestions / comments  

Involvement of social partners/CSOs - partnership principle 

• Involve the social partners/CSOs more closely in integrating the ESI funds into the CSRs. More 

substantial and transparent social dialogue is needed to increase the coherence of EU instruments 

and improve effectiveness and ownership. (AT, BE, DK, HU, CZ, IE, IT) 

• Improve capacity and integrate the regional social partners into the planning and implementation 

of the ESI funds (AT, BE, HU, IT) 

• Stronger links and monitoring of mandatory involvement of the social partners at European level. 

(AT) 

Binding mechanisms & monitoring 

• Conditionality in the allocation of ESI funds. (BE) 

• Improved capacity of the national and European authorities to monitor and evaluate the impact of 

funds. Improve the accountability and transparency of the use of funds. (HU, LT) 

• Number of participants in Monitoring Committees too large for proper involvement. (IT) 

Structural alignment  

• Cohesion of the different financial sources available to meet long-term European targets to reduce 

inequality between Member States and regions. (BE) 

• Link the European Semester with European cohesion policy so as to align priorities. (DK, SE) 

• Align funds to develop poorer EU areas. (DK, SE) 

• Improve the link between national political needs identified in the European Semester, the CSRs 

and available funds. (DK, IT, LT, RO, SI) 

• More effective and constant dialogue between European Semester bodies and the ESI funds. 

Closer integration and convergence of objectives, policies and resources. (IT, PL, RO, SE) 

Procedural requirements 

• Simplify procedures. Improve the ability of Member States to access and effectively use ESI 

funds. (HU, CZ, IT, SI) 

• Integrate the management and control of the RRF and the ESI funds so as to avoid overlaps, 

overregulation, bureaucratic overload and complexity. (ES) 

• Facilitate national coordination between the various bodies. (FR) 

CSRs and reform content 

• Greater focus on technological transfer and innovation. (BE) 

• Improve the quality and clarity of CSRs in operational and strategic terms. (HU, CZ, ES – GII, 

IT) 

 

 

Section III: Organised civil society views on European economic governance 

Question 6: 

With regard to the architecture of European economic governance, implemented through 

the annual cycle of the European Semester: 

▪ In your view, what aspects should be strengthened to improve the way European 

economic governance is implemented? 
 

Country 

Participation of 

the EP, NP, 

social partners 

and CSOs 

Transparency Accountability 
Corrective 

sanctions 

Linking 

CSRs to the 

EU budget 

Other 

Austria  X    X 

Belgium    X X   

Bulgaria X      

Cyprus   X     
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Czechia X  X  X X 

Denmark  X X X   

Greece     X  

Hungary X X X  X  

Spain X X (III)*  X (II)   

France  X X X  X  

Ireland X (1)** X (3) X (3) X (5) X (4) X (2) 

Italy  X X X    

Lithuania X (4)** X (5) X (1) X (3) X (2)  

Luxembourg  X     

Malta X X X X X  

The 

Netherlands 
X X X X  

 

Poland X      

Romania X X X X   

Slovakia X X X  X  

Slovenia  X X     

Sweden  X     
* contribution per group if no consensus 

** answers ranked by priority, 1 being the highest and 5 the lowest priority 

 
 

Other suggestions / comments 

Democratisation & transparency 

• Increase the involvement of OCS, the social partners and national and European parliaments so 

as to raise awareness and allow for collective bargaining. (AT, BG, CZ, ES, FR, IT, NL, RO) 

• Decisions made by the European Commission concerning economic governance procedures and 

reforms must be transparent and traceable. (AT – GI, ES – GIII, IT, LU, NL, RO, SE) 

Structural reforms 

• Counterproductive to have a fiscal policy that is rule-based, over-complex and technocratic. (AT) 

• Replace the structural deficit norm with an expenditure norm based on national levels of debt. 

(BE) 

• Coordination of macroeconomic issues. (CY) 
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Procedural requirements 

• Make the European Semester more detailed, focused, tangible and clear cut. (CY, IT) 

• The governance of the European Semester should be more flexible and adapted to times of 

multiple challenges and crises. (LT) 

Social prosperity 

• In the long term, stable public finances can only be achieved on the basis of inclusive, sustainable 

growth and fair public spending. (AT – GII, IE,) 

• The EPSR must be integrated as a horizontal clause into all European policies. Recognise 

enforceable social rights. (IT) 

Enforcement 

• Credibility and reliability are essential for the stability of the euro and the euro area. Enforcement 

of economic governance measures is insufficient. The European Semester process lacks binding 

force. (AT – GI, DK, ES – GII, LU, NL) 

• Clearer responsibility and accountability for the implementation of individual measures. 

Monitoring and evaluation processes should be in place at European level. (CZ – GI, HU, SI) 

• Provide positive incentives for the implementation of individual measures. (CZ – GI) 
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4.1 Additional responses to this questionnaire 

 

4.1.1 The EESC Liaison Group's contribution 

 

Eight civil society organisations from the EESC Liaison Group responded to the questionnaire. The 

table below summarises the main recommendations from these organisations. 

 

Question 1 

• Involvement in the implementation of the national RRPs has not substantially increased: CSOs 

were consulted to a limited or inadequate extent. 

• The environmental sector was consulted far more than the cultural and social sectors. CSOs in 

the social sector faced significant difficulties in sharing their input due to unclear division of 

responsibilities within ministries, short deadlines and a lack of structured and transparent 

procedures.  

• CSOs' involvement could be improved through rigorous monitoring of national RRPs, the 

adoption of specific indicators for CSO involvement and additional information concerning the 

consultation process in those Member States where involvement was limited. 

• Good practices could include more effective awareness-raising so that civil society actors are 

empowered to engage in consultations on reforms, strengthening CSRs on stakeholder 

involvement in the European Semester process and representation of organisations from various 

fields (education, people with disabilities etc). 

• The obstacles to full CSO involvement have been generally identified as: a lack of consultation 

in the drafting phase of the reforms; reluctance to give stakeholders a specific role in the 

consultations; lack of availability of the draft reforms from the early stages; lack of active 

monitoring by European Semester officers in the European Commission's representations in the 

Member States which liaise with civil society; difficulties assessing where RRF money is going; 

difficulties in giving input while the plans are being devised due to unclear division of 

responsibilities within ministries; short deadlines; lack of structured and transparent procedures. 

Question 2 

• At EU level, the fact that Country Reports continue to be published simultaneously with the CSRs 

makes the European Semester process much more remote and difficult to monitor. The CSRs are 

very succinct and do not always cover issues of relevance to CSO members. Overall, consultation 

processes (especially at national level) remain too ad hoc and/or insufficient. 

• Consultations should be held for each of the key Semester documents; this is not done 

systematically which undermines the process. 

• Good practices suggested by CSOs: more engagement through specific working groups that 

would allow the organisations to voice their concerns and recommendations; consultation should 

be announced publicly and reach out to the relevant stakeholders; a reasonable time for feedback 

should be provided. 

Question 3 

• Positive aspects concerning the effectiveness and legitimacy of the Semester (in order of 

importance to the Liaison Group): 

- Defined and regular cycle 

- CSRs as a key element of the link to the EU budget 

- Publicly available documents 

- The interactivity of the process between the European Commission and Member States 

- The high-level political commitment given through the endorsement of CSRs by the 

European Council 

• Negative aspects concerning the effectiveness and legitimacy of the Semester: 
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- Cherry-picking of CSRs by Member States 

- The administrative burden, lack of transparency and involvement of the stakeholders (OCS); 

there is no uniform or common method of consultation 

- No binding or common model for the Member States to draft the main documents during the 

Semester; no common code of conduct 

- There is not enough time to consult and provide feedback (e.g. from OCS). 

- There are no real sanctions if a country deviates (they are really more recommendations and 

warnings); no naming and shaming 

- There is a low take-up rate for the recommendations made under the Semester 

- Structural reforms do not have targets, thresholds or sanctions. 

Question 4 

• Some CSOs' national members did not assess this year's CSRs. For others, especially in Belgium, 

CSRs are generally too broad, too limited in number to address all key priorities and rarely focus 

on the situation of specific groups (especially those in vulnerable situations). In recent years, they 

have also been very similar between Member States to address common challenges. The medium- 

and long-term challenges do not seem to be sufficiently addressed. 

• Member States need to recommend measures that target specific groups in vulnerable situations 

so as to address the barriers to equal opportunities they face, as they are otherwise often 

overlooked. Designing more, multiannual CSRs with annual monitoring of progress could help 

Member States implement numerous, complex reforms which are not achieved within one 

Semester cycle. The implementation of the CSRs should be better observed during the Semester 

cycle and more conditionality should be attached to the lack of implementation of certain CSRs. 

Question 5 

• Priority pillars of the European Semester to be strengthened (ranked in order of importance to the 

Liaison Group): 

- Improving the consultation and involvement of OCS by regulating this through a European 

legal act 

- Supporting structural reforms for jobs and growth 

- Boosting investments 

- Other 

- Ensuring sound and sustainable public finances 

- Preventing excessive macroeconomic imbalances 

• Social investments need to be strengthened to tackle poverty and social exclusion. Investments in 

the twin transition (green and digital) and in social protection needed.  

• Health and long-term care systems need to be shifted towards a more resilient and rights-based 

approach. Measures to support the more vulnerable groups of society must be strengthened. The 

structured migration issue needs to be resolved rapidly while supporting the different systems 

(health, education, SMEs), enabling them to maintain their market shares. 

• Establishing a legal framework regulating the involvement of OCS. Involving all the people 

impacted by the policies informed by the Semester in the consultations. 

• Establishing more transparent management of public finances, including EU funds. This requires 

professional capacity in public administration and meaningful participation of CSOs. As the 

Semester process is increasingly becoming the mechanism for monitoring progress towards 

achieving a wide variety of EU objectives, it is essential to equip it with the right tools to enable 

it to fulfil its objectives. Strengthening recommendations and technical support that increase 

structural reforms. 

Question 6 

• Aspects that should be strengthened to improve the way European economic governance is 

implemented (ranked by order of importance to the Liaison Group): 
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- Participation of the EP, the national parliaments, the social partners, CSOs 

- Transparency 

- Accountability 

- Linking CSRs to the EU budget 

- Other 

- Corrective sanctions 

• CSRs should be linked to the EU budget. A permanent EU macroeconomic investment tool, 

following the example of the RRF, should be established. 

• The management of deadlines, transparency and representation of the organisations invited to 

provide input should be improved.  

• The accountability for the implementation of the CSRs should be strengthened.  

• The Semester process must be made as transparent as possible to enable the engagement of all 

relevant stakeholders at all stages of the process.  

Question 7 

• What needs to be reinforced to support the implementation of the CSRs and the structural reforms 

in the Member States (ranked in order of importance to the Liaison Group): 

- Partnership principle and policy dialogue 

- Ensuring a more substantial dialogue at national level 

- CSRs must be specific with regard to strategic and operational issues 

- Incorporating a programme or roadmap 

- A programming architecture that merges the implementation of CSRs with ESI funds 

• Improving dialogue at national level would definitely help bring more actors together and support 

a bottom-up approach in line with the EU subsidiarity principle. Establishing early participation 

of key actors when selecting the CSRs would better address the needs of the most vulnerable 

population/children at national level. Setting clear responsibilities regarding pursuing and 

monitoring CSRs vis-à-vis the Operational Programmes would enhance the process. 

• Having a roadmap for CSR implementation using EU funds would boost transparency and 

efficiency.  

• Improving overall coordination of the links between CSRs and ESI funds, as well as of all the 

stakeholders responsible for the two, would improve understanding of how the ESI funds can 

support the implementation of CSRs and allow for strategic planning of the implementation of 

earlier CSRs. 

 

 

 

4.1.2 Additional contribution 

Contribution by a Member of Parliament (RO - PPE) 

 

Question 1 

• Studies and surveys have shown inadequate involvement of OCS and local authorities in the 

initial design of the RRF. Improvements are expected to happen for the RePowerEU plan. 

Stakeholders, OCS and regional and local authorities know better how EU funds should be spent. 

Question 2 

• The key documents of the Semester could be discussed more at national level and need to become 

more visible. Involvement of OCS is essential for the ownership of the Semester and the CSRs at 

national level. Extensive debate is needed to increase the support of OCS for policy choices and 

the implementation of the CSRs. 

Question 3 

• Positive aspects concerning the effectiveness and legitimacy of the Semester: 

- Defined and regular cycle 
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- Clear thresholds in the Stability and Growth Pact and the macroeconomic imbalance 

procedure 

• Negative aspects concerning the effectiveness and legitimacy of the Semester: 

- There are no real sanctions if a country deviates; no naming and shaming 

- There is a low take-up rate for the recommendations made under the Semester 

- Cherry-picking of CSRs by Member States 

• In general, the Semester works well based on the policy recommendations identified concerning 

the reforms which are most urgent for each Member State in order to address structural 

weaknesses in the economy. However, in practice, there are not enough incentives or enough 

ways to enforce the CSRs at national level. The implementation on the ground of the CSRs was 

therefore not satisfactory as Member States have had a low rate of full or meaningful 

implementation of CSRs. 

Question 4 

• CSRs are a good benchmark for needed reforms, including fiscal policies that help slow down 

excessive government deficits. Better enforcement of CSRs at national level is needed. The RRF 

approach should be explored as regards other EU financed instruments, and these linked to the 

implementation of the CSRs. The proposed architecture, based on medium-term fiscal and 

structural plans, would need to address the priorities identified in the CSRs. This gives the 

Semester a more prominent role. 

Question 5 

• Priority pillars of the European Semester to be strengthened:  

- Ensuring sound and sustainable public finances 

- Preventing excessive macroeconomic imbalances 

- Supporting structural reforms for jobs and growth 

• Preventing macroeconomic imbalances is better than dealing with them when they hit us. This is 

why the enforcement of the preventive side of the Semester must continue. This must be done via 

a stricter approach to implementing the CSRs at national level. 

Question 6 

• Aspects that should be strengthened to improve the way European economic governance is 

implemented: 

- Accountability 

- Corrective sanctions 

- Linking CSRs to the EU budget 

• The implementation of economic governance should become more automatic and less political. 

It should be based on clear indicators and be triggered when certain thresholds are reached.  

• The differentiation between Member States' reduction of public debt might lead to unequal 

application of the rules. We must ensure that this principle is based on solid economic indicators 

and formulas. It is also key to ensure that the Semester carries out in-depth reviews of imbalances 

or other risks, and is monitored during the Semester. We need sound and sustainable public 

finances in order to prevent the current economic situation from becoming worse, along with 

monitoring of macroeconomic imbalances. 

Question 7 

• What needs to be reinforced to support the implementation of the CSRs and the structural reforms 

in the Member States: 

- Incorporating a programme or a roadmap 

- Extend the strong link between CSRs to other funding sources, such as Structural Funds. 

 

 
 

 



 

30 

 

5. Detailed findings of the round table reports  

As part of the consultations, round tables were organised in Luxembourg (19.1.2023), Belgium 

(20.1.2023), Romania (022.2023), Spain (7.2.2023), Croatia (20.2.2023), France (6.3.2023) and Finland 

(21.3.2023). 

The round tables' discussions were organised around the three themes of the questionnaire: 

I. The follow-up to our previous work on the national Recovery and Resilience Plans 

II. Organised civil society's views on the European Semester 

III. Organised civil society's views on European economic governance 

 

Section I: The follow-up to our previous work on the national Recovery and Resilience Plans 

Belgium 

• The NRP was drafted by the prime minister's Strategy Unit – involvement of social partners 

depends on the ties with the prime minister's Strategy Unit. This involvement has varied over the 

years. 

• Formal requests for contributions are rather pro forma consultation when decisions have already 

been made. 

• The timeframe for consultations on the RRP and NRP is too short.  

• Public debates with social partners are planned for the RRP and the European economic 

governance framework to ensure national ownership. This is supported by the economy and labour 

ministries as well as the Commission Representation. 

• The Central Economic Council (CCE) organised a public debate on public finances and European 

fiscal governance over several months, inviting academics, central bankers and political players, 

but also representatives of the European Commission's DG ECFIN (in relation to the revision of 

the European economic governance framework). The summary report, supplemented by the 

council's opinion, was sent to the country's various political bodies and to the European 

authorities, with a view to the European negotiations on the review of the European budgetary 

and economic governance framework. On the basis of this report, the social partners submitted an 

opinion to Commissioner Gentiloni and DG ECFIN. On 28 November 2022, we met the 

Commissioner and received an initial analysis and response. The objective was to discuss the 

clarification of the concept and the calculation of budgetary sustainability and the impact of 

climate objectives on public finances. This is quite an original initiative on the part of Belgium.  

• The social partners drafted different opinions on the RRP. Positive feedback was received and the 

advice taken into account by the government. 

• One problematic element of the RRP is that the milestones set by the RRF are difficult to achieve 

for small companies.  

Finland  

• Weak cooperation and limited consultations by the government on the RRF. 

France 

• Very effective cooperation with the European Commission Representation in France. Cooperation 

and associated exchanges in place with the Permanent Representation of France to the EU to 

discuss matters related to the European Semester (presentation of the recommendations, the 

autumn package, etc.). 

• Effective cooperation with the General Secretariat for European Affairs (SGAE) on the European 

Semester. Ex ante contact while the NRP is being drafted, but there is not enough discussion and 

feedback on how the recommendations made have been taken into account. 
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• The government and the European Commission will systematically provide information about 

major deadlines. Regular exchanges are a good practice and will be continued. An internal 

working group will focus on the European Semester to increase this cooperation. 

Croatia 

• Lack of broad and sufficient public discussions on the NRRP, partly due to the COVID-19 

pandemic. 

• E-consultations on legislative proposals are an important tool for consulting the public but not 

sufficient to ensure that comments from CSOs and individuals are really taken into consideration. 

• The NRRP does not sufficiently address the green and digital transformation, and in particular 

does not sufficiently cover the needs of SMEs. 

• The Croatian government will promote the European Semester process so as to bring it closer to 

CSOs. 

Luxembourg 

• In 2022, the social partners were not interested in in-depth discussion on the RRP. 

Romania 

• The administration at government level and members of the NRRP Monitoring Committee lack 

specialist capacity. 

• The social partners and OCS are not given sufficient time to read and engage in a proper 

consultation in the NRRP process. 

• The European Semester was not known/paid attention to before it was linked to the NRRP. 

• Formal consultation mechanisms are in place for NRRP but input is often disregarded (GI) 

• Election of the NRRP Monitoring Committee is an important step, but lack of targets, objectives 

and deadlines prevents successful monitoring of the NRRP. 

• Obligations arising from the NRRP should be negotiable in certain circumstances. 

Spain 

• Concern about the pace of implementation of the RRPs. The success in implementing them was 

also directly linked to the political feasibility of creating a central fiscal capacity for the EU. 

 

Section II: Organised civil society's views on the European Semester 

 

Belgium 

Consultation, 

effectiveness & 

legitimacy 

• The social partners expressed their satisfaction with the dialogue with the 

European Commission and the Commission's European Semester officials' 

understanding of the Belgian landscape. 

• Lack of formal exchange with the Belgian government within the European 

Semester, although structured and efficient discussion is in place with the 

Cabinet of the Secretary of State. 

• Crucial that the government requests information form the social partners at 

key points throughout the European Semester. 

• The consultation of the social partners through the Semester is sometimes 

rather "hidden"; some are consulted but not all, and this is based on certain 

consultation targets to be achieved by the government. There is still room for 

improvement in order to strengthen social partner consultation. 

• It is crucial to have a broader impact and defined and strict timetable, to be 

proactive with the Commission, and to have a more formal consultation with 

the government which is duly followed up on. 

Format and 

communication 

• Timing of the consultation during the European Semester is a central problem. 

The social partners are not always among the first consulted and when 

consulted, it is often done in a formal way to satisfy requests. No indication 
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how recommendations have been taken up and used in practice or what the 

roadmap for the next months after the consultation will be. 

• For the future, the key problem is the deadlines set for consulting the social 

partners under the European Semester. If we want a serious consultation, we 

must give the social partners time to react. 

Broader but set and compulsory deadlines are needed to take into account the 

recommendations of the social partners in Belgium, particularly given the 

country's institutional complexity. 

Limitations • Measures within the European Semester are taken in a top-down approach; the 

social partners need to intervene in a more pro-cyclical way. 

• There is very little understanding of the concepts of the European Semester and 

European economic governance and a lack of knowledge and awareness of 

these topics among the Member States/people in the EU. 

• There is also the problem of overly complex bureaucracy, particularly within 

the European Commission and the various DGs involved in the Semester. The 

social partners do not always know how to assert their interests. However, there 

have been positive developments. 

Croatia 

Consultation, 

effectiveness & 

legitimacy 

• Greater involvement of CSOs and the social partners in shaping the European 

Semester mechanisms; ensure that the Member States consult OCS in a 

structured and systemic way. 

• Obligatory consultations with CSOs representing vulnerable groups in society.  

• Ensure inclusion of rural CSOs. 

• Social partners are more often included in the discussion of reforms with the 

ESC than is CSO; a genuine and equal dialogue is needed. 

• Social imbalances should be considered within the imbalance procedure.  

Format and 

communication 

• Involve stakeholders in a more genuine and timely manner; consultations 

should take place at least twice during each annual Semester process. 

• A first obligatory consultation should take place at an early stage after the 

European Commission's publication of the ASGS. 

• Better communication (transparent information) and improved visibility of 

documents and the coordination and consultation process at large. 

• Use existing platforms and bodies for communication more efficiently and/or 

establish a transparent and interactive platform at EU level. 

Limitations • The European Semester is overly focused on national economic reforms; it 

should give more importance to social indicators and policy issues. 

• Lack of specific EU methodology with clear indicators on the inclusion of 

CSOs in the consultation process at Member State level. 

• Lack of sanctions to enforce consultations. 

• The general public is not familiar with the CSRs. 

• CSRs should focus on indicators and monitoring compliance, while taking into 

account the features of each Member State and sector. 

France 

Consultation, 

effectiveness & 

legitimacy 

• Discussions in place with representatives of the French government and the 

European Commission on the CSRs and the Country Report. However, the 

ESEC is not involved in providing proposals on the content of these 

documents. The government should be held more accountable to OSC after 

the consultation. 

• Suggestion to discuss matters related to the European Semester with the 

European Commission Representation in advance of the autumn package, i.e. 
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well in advance of the government's draft national reform programme, to 

directly share the views of OCS on the national country reports.  

Format and 

communication 

• Short deadlines and tight timetables for consulting the French ESEC on the 

government's draft NRP. Negatively impacts the work of the ESEC - results 

will simply be a juxtaposition of the positions of the various French ESEC 

committees, with no time to redefine and put the answers into perspective. 

Consultation a mere box-ticking exercise with lack of comprehensive results. 

• The European Semester has a set timetable, but the already tight schedule is 

often subject to unforeseen circumstances. More detailed information on the 

European Semester is often communicated late, which hinders the efficient 

work of the ESEC. 30 days is the minimum for a reasonable consultation 

period. 

• Lack of access to systematically translated documents from the European 

institutions makes the European Semester less transparent and harder for the 

public to understand. 

Limitations • As Country Reports are published at the same time as CSRs, stakeholders are 

no longer able to give their opinion on the European Commission's analysis. 

Finland 

Consultation, 

effectiveness & 

legitimacy 

• OCS must invest considerable human and material resources in order to reply 

to the consultation requests. 

• Focus should be on targeted consultations (selected groups of OCS) instead of 

wider public consultations. 

• The European Commission Representations hold regular discussions with the 

social partners, but focus must be on including Group III – no equal balance 

of representation. 

• Consultation processes need to be more streamlined with discussion taking 

place more frequently, regularly and timely (at the level of the EU 

subcommittees). 

• OCS should be informed in advance about planned consultations to have 

sufficient time to prepare. 

Format and 

communication 

• Detailed overview/timetable on the European Semester process including 

explanations of EU and national-level interaction would be useful. 

Limitations • Lack of awareness of and information about the European Semester strategies 

and impacts among the wider public. 

• Timeframe given to CSOs for consultation and responding to requests is 

insufficient. 

Luxembourg 

Consultation, 

effectiveness & 

legitimacy 

• The social partners have expressed their dissatisfaction with European 

Semester procedures but have received little feedback from the government. 

However, in 2022 a suggestion for a standardised consultation timetable was 

received positively and implemented in 2023. 

• The social partners wish to receive answers to their demands to foster and 

continue social dialogue. 

• The European Semester allows for documents and exchanges to be open to the 

public. It is important that there is consistency in and monitoring of the 

procedures. 

Format and 

communication 

• The new proposed timetable for consultation is expected to bring positive 

changes to the format and communication. 
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Limitations • Administrative burden and lack of a common or binding template for the 

Member States to draft key documents. 

• Lack of standardisation on consultation practices. 

• Social dialogue on the European Semester poses a significant administrative 

burden. 

Romania 

Consultation, 

effectiveness & 

legitimacy 

• 2% of EIS funds should be made available for capacity-building of the social 

partners and OCS. 

• Obligations undertaken under the NRRP framework should be clearly 

presented. 

• No real sanctions for deviations. 

• Low take-up rate for recommendations made under the Semester. 

• Good interactivity between the European Commission and Romania. 

• Process cycle is defined and works well. 

• Need to ensure sound and sustainable public finances. 

• Improving the consultation and involvement of OCS by regulating this 

through a European legal act. 

• Economic recovery to recover from shocks. 

• Civil society implication will generate the necessary acceptance of the 

measures adopted. 

Format and 

communication 

• Communication needs to be revised and information made more accessible 

(GIII) 

• The window for preparing and consulting is too short. 

• Lack of a defined document flow between the administration and the partners 

consulted and a common model for drafting main documents. 

• Consultation should take place with relevant ministries and not the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs. 

• Consultation should be ongoing during the input phase and reflected in the 

final documents. 

• The Economic and Social Council could serve as an interface, centralising all 

documents. 

Limitations • Employers' organisation does not have the capacity to enter into a well-

prepared dialogue. 

• Dialogue is only formal; not enough input from the regions. 

Spain 

Consultation, 

effectiveness & 

legitimacy 

• OCS expressed strong opposition to replacing the consultation of OCS with 

randomly selected citizen consultation panels, as has been done in recent times 

by the European Commission. 

• OCS emphasised the need to consult directly with OCS representatives, and 

to establish regulatory frameworks supporting consultation systems in a 

representative democracy. 

Format and 

communication 

 

 

Limitations • The effectiveness of the European Semester in achieving fiscal consolidation 

has been limited since its creation, although its impact has been positive for 

the coordination of economic policies. 

• The European Semester was too focused on national economic reforms and 

should give more importance to social policy issues. 
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• The role of the European Parliament in the RRF and the current European 

Semester was described as limited. 

 

 

Perceptions of CSRs and ESI funds 

Belgium 

• Very short time between the publication of the European Commission's proposals (end of May) 

and their adoption by the committees and the Council (early June). 

• Little room for manoeuvre to obtain amendments (qualified majority to reject European 

Commission proposals). 

• Consultation considered pro forma at government level (urgent exchange of arguments at prime 

minister level). 

• The impossibility in recent years of reaching a consensus between the social partners on the 

content of the recommendations. 

• The social partners are interested in and satisfied with the direct dialogue with the European 

Commission Representation at key moments of the European Semester. 

• The Country Report, the implementation of the RRP and the involvement of the social partners 

was discussed among the social partners and experts from the permanent representation of the 

European Commission. 

• CSRs have become increasingly vague and less impactful and are therefore increasingly 

disregarded by the Belgian government. The CSRs are an opportunity to propose and establish 

key reforms. It is crucial to have sound public finances and to make every effort to implement the 

required/linked structural reforms. 

Finland 

• The national action plans do not lead to real/sufficient changes/actions as envisioned by the social 

partners and OCS.  

• More country-specific debates are needed regarding the CSRs: OCS, people and the media know 

very little about the strategies. 

• Finland and the EU are experiencing many internal and external shocks; therefore, processes have 

to be adapted to the new environment – an effective central strategy has to take into consideration 

the impact of a wide range of factors, from the COVID-19 pandemic to the ongoing war in 

Ukraine. National solutions are needed to react to the Ukrainian refugee influx.   

France 

• OSC wants to be consulted in advance on CSRs in order to issue an opinion in time. This would 

allow for substantive work and coordination on the French ESEC's position on issues where a 

consensus is difficult to achieve (pension reform, etc.). This would require additional resources 

and sufficient time so that responses could be well argued and validated resulting in a general 

consensus within the Council. 

Luxembourg 

• The social partners have different views on CSRs. One common criticism is that CSRs do not 

take the particular situation of a country into account. The social partners welcomed the CSRs on 

the management of the pandemic in Luxembourg. 

• The role of the ESI funds in supporting the implementation of the CSRs and structural reforms 

could be improved by incorporating a programme roadmap to improve the link between the funds 

and the European Semester. 

Romania 

• "Silo approach" for CSRs; certain aspects such as climate issues need to be horizontally 

integrated. 

• CSRs do not reflect the situation in society. 
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• CSRs are perceived as negative, showing objectives that were not achieved. 

• Lack of political will to implement economic and financial recommendations. 

• CSRs did not consider the situation as a neighbouring country to Ukraine. 

• The partnership principle and policy dialogue should be improved. 

• ESI funds accessed by Romania should be analysed, lacks strategy. 

Spain 

• Lack of central fiscal capacity is a major deficiency in the EU architecture. Further resources are 

needed to create public goods, increase the EU's strategic autonomy and respond to major 

challenges such as climate change and digitalisation; these resources would be in addition to those 

mobilised by the Member States and the private sector. 

 

 

Section III: Organised civil society's views on European economic governance 
 

Belgium 

• The integration of the EPSR Action Plan is essential to take into account the balance 

between the economic, social, environmental and employment pillars. 

• The social partners reaffirmed their desire for a forward-looking, sustainable, strong and 

efficient social security system within an inclusive labour market and an innovative 

economy. They also stressed the importance of permanent social dialogue and close 

involvement of the social partners in the design, monitoring and implementation of 

economic and social policies at all levels. 

• The bilateral exchange with the European Commission is appreciated. 

• Important to consider how to reconcile sustainable, environmental and food objectives in 

the current situation of strong inflation. The priority for the agriculture sector is the need 

for energy and labour, innovation to save water, etc. 

• Main issues concerning the European economic governance framework are related to 

macroeconomic imbalances, which should be corrected and prevented by the European 

Semester. 

Finland 

• The Social Pillar and the EPSR need to be more present, with social criteria gaining 

visibility in the European Semester strategy. It needs a more socio-economically balanced 

strategy. The social sphere does not impact economic policy sufficiently and the 

information exchange between socio-economic decision makers could be improved. 

• The process and workstreams need to be simplified to create more synergies and 

harmonisation. The role of the EESC and the corresponding national members needs to be 

strengthened. 

• The green transition, the development of the internal market and the maintaining of 

European competitiveness require considerable financial and human resources.  

France 

• It is crucial to guarantee and increase the central role of the European Parliament in 
setting and evaluating priorities within the European Semester. It is also necessary to 

involve national parliaments more throughout this cycle. 
Luxembourg 

• Need to boost investments. 

• Social support in crises must be consolidated; the crisis support procedure is overly 

focused on budgetary problems and macroeconomic imbalances. The social impact of 

strict budgetary policies must be taken into account. (GII) 
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• Sound and sustainable government finances are a priority due to the deteriorating social 

security surplus. (GI) 

• European economic governance needs increased transparency and publicity to allow for a 

more democratic debate. 

• The participation and involvement of different representatives (social partners, European 

Parliament and national parliaments) should be increased in a timely and effective manner. 

Romania 

• Transparency, accountability. 

• System of sanctions has to be improved. Subsidising autocratic tendencies via European 

money must end. 

• Rule of law must be given priority 

Spain 

• Representatives of OCS supported greater involvement of economic and social actors in 

the design of economic governance mechanisms. 

• Necessary to ensure that EU Member States, and not just the European Commission, 

consulted OCS on economic governance. This system of consultations with OCS must be 

structured and systematic. 

• Need to establish a new social contract and a social pact, which requires the empowerment 

of social agents. 

• More interactive, collaborative and sophisticated governance, based on the consent of the 

parties involved in any economic policy impacting people's well-being. The success of a 

policy in the long term depends on its acceptance by social actors. 

• The creation of public goods at European level, which requires regulation and financing.  

• Need to reduce the debt-to-GDP ratio, and take account of different imbalances such as 

inflation, unemployment and high indebtedness. 

• The fact that the mandate of the European Commission did not coincide with the 

legislatures of national governments made the involvement of national parliaments in 

economic governance more difficult. 

• OCS representatives welcomed the increased relevance of growth and investment, as well 

as the medium-term approach. 

• OCS representatives advocated greater power of the European Parliament in European 

economic governance and noted that the participation of national parliaments had to be 

designed in such a way that it does not add bureaucratic burdens. The ideas of pre -

decision-making discussions or ex post non-binding discussions were raised. 

• OCS representatives highlighted the importance of the effectiveness of the 

macroeconomic policy coordination instrument and expressed concern about the poor 

representativeness of certain consultation mechanisms. 

• OCS representatives expressed concern about the risk of politicisation of the European 

Commission, greater than in the current European Semester framework. Concern was 

expressed about the current functioning of the European Commission, which was said to 

be lacking legitimacy and democracy. 
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6.  List of abbreviations  

 

CSOs  Civil Society Organisations 

EESC European Economic and Social Council 

EC European Commission 

EP  European Parliament 

EPRS European Pillar of Social Rights 

(N)ESC (National) Economic and Social Council 

ESG European Semester Group 

ESI European Structural Investment (fund) 

GI/II/III Group I/II/III 

MS Member States 

NGEU NextGenerationEU (fund) 

NGOs Non-governmental Organisations 

(N)RRPs (National) Recovery and Resilience Plans  

NRPs  National Reform Programmes 

OCS Organised Civil Society 

RRF Recovery and Resilience Facility 

TFEU Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 

 

List of country codes 

AT Austria  IT Italy 

BE Belgium   LV Latvia 

BG Bulgaria  LT Lithuania 

HR Croatia  LU Luxembourg 

CY Cyprus  MT Malta 

CZ Czech Republic  NL Netherlands 

DK Denmark  PL Poland 

EE Estonia  PT Portugal 

FI Finland  RO Romania 

FR France  SK Slovakia 

DE Germany  SI Slovenia 

EL Greece  ES Spain 

HU Hungary  SE Sweden 

IE Ireland    

 


