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Can European Socioeconomic

Governance Be Social
Investment Proof?

Sonja Bekker

In recent years European Union (EU) socioeconomic governance has changed
considerably. The creation of the European Semester has furthered integrated
socioeconomic policy coordination, and stricter economic governance has

aimed to improve compliance with debt and deficit rules. What room does

the new governance architecture give to social investment? On the one hand
long-term goals and Treaty norms support stock, buffer, and flow functions of

social investment. On the other hand, the focus on public finances in the
Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) limits options for investing in societies. This
chapter shows that the flexibility within EU socioeconomic governance does
not restrict social investment necessarily. it is the member state, however, that
has an important role in promoting and developing social investment. Good
national practices may then feed into the coordination process and challenge

ideas on how to improve the EU’s social and economic state.

28.1 New Socioeconomic Governance and the Options

for Social Investment
framework of
d the Macro”

Current EU socioeconomic governance takes place within the
pe for social

the European Semester. It includes the Europe 2020 Strategy an
economic Imbalances Procedure (MIP) which both offer some sco
investment. Europe 2020 formulates a range of social goals, such a t.he
decrease of early school-leaving or the Flagship initiatives ‘Agenda for new skills
and jobs’, which essentially mind stock and flow functions of social investme”
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(see also Kvist 2013). It hosts most EU im i
e ; plementation activities i

;;;l : thefr EE'ELCEEL sf;vrogre‘s;. Europe .2020 monitors social investmel:::t (;f;iﬁ::im
o i go‘,’ :;r:l)w es financial gssistance via the European Social I~‘uru:elS
o rjm;‘e and reporting (European Commission 2015) Thé
— 3:1 o dsr ers.'mellcrc.)economic issues. However, recently i.t has
i s e social indicators (albeit auxiliary indicators), includ-
e zozoganc:]nti ;e;dn;lp L;r;in;glg).fment and at-risk-poverty rates.’BeEiges

g MIP, is also part of the European Semester, Thi
Icn el tonigliilgﬁgssr;: may be s:een as the most restrictive for social in::;fz
L don me.ehng debt and deficit targets. The implemen-
i e rtnJsun’n. t;l'le Fls(‘:al compact has strengthened the SGP, and
o In financial penalties for Eurozone countries {B;:kk
e g C;.Se ‘l::fe Euro’pe.2020 Strategy has remained a soft coordinatioi
Coordmaﬁ(;n mmhani::jr;ﬂi;t:ggse:ssges sgemming from either one of these
communilcated to member states witlgl m(:é; ?rft:rgulerlrfeeg]aeﬁ ?fl:ure s D
reach §oc1al goals. Within this wider coordination setting, a st
na;:am;f ;O] devel}cl)p social investment seems frail (Ferrer::lgzl:()lg)enem1 e

eve E:!ESES, the question whether European socioeconom.ic

Eg;:ﬂ Eie ei?:;?; ;lrl\rf:;ttn:ixtl; proof is not a straightforward one to ai?\:f;:a’?l::
quick judgement that appEf.‘rsl.ef‘(:rrga(l}lv si:r:;g ?t]:’:em:l a}lzes sl

. : : €s. As the gov
;zlgﬁsa:;;l:i:fnsc to .SpeCIﬁC national challenges, the E%S’ser[;l(;?ccj I;égsiif
e roomy;o onsmllerz?bly from country to country (Bekker 2015). The
e rmzss:uall investment- per member state is furthered b;r the
T —— n}:pdymg to certan‘l groups of countries. First, important
| ——— E e betweer.: bail-out and non-bail-out countries The
S rﬁ):;;gles for ba.ll-out countries were given on the ccl)ndi-
T —— Ia- exPendlture and major structural reforms, leaving
CoStamagna o DOhsocxal mvestfnent (Clauwaert and Schémann 2012;
g th,ese erty 2.014; Kilpatrick and de Witte 2014). The condi:
- ;ocgntnes are ncl)t based on the SGP rules, however
ey e n};lry EU socioeconomic surveillance (Begg 2013)?
- oo rEt urgzone .and non-Eurozone countries, as only
g Lﬂ g Ia nancial sanction when perpetually failing to
Hate e 1 e es. n theory, cc?untries in good economic and fiscal
Lt e survellla.nce, leaving them more room for social invest-

: a corrective arm of coordinati i
t:hznSOCl(‘Mec(mo\mi(: governance process ens?.lisutllzlmto?lfhlrdly’ K
o : at the pro i
makei tlmnp:l)rcgeestss afr(:il?wmg revised economic or social cimcrff;t;;czls).el"}l:iz
ment of B its targets not' per se statically oriented to social invest-
€ contrary, the options for social investment may differ from
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