
1 
 

 

Professor Danuta Hübner 

“Time to apply lessons learnt” 

Economic Dialogue and Exchange of Views on the Autumn Fiscal 

Package of the 2022 European Semester 

European Parliament, Brussels (online), 7 February 2022 

 

 

The European Semester structures the coordination and monitoring of 

economic policies across the EU, covering a broad range of policy 

areas. When we combined it with the RRF, it had to adapt to cover the 

governance of recovery funding.  

We know that the Semester was criticized already before the pandemic. It 

would have required improvements anyway. But my understanding is that this 

new incarnation of the Semester has created a momentum for a more radical 

reform that would address not only its pre pandemic deficiencies, but also 

exploit the multi annual character of RRF and respond to the need to 

strengthen the overall economic governance.  

Using the Semester’s framework as a policy hub has played a very important 

role in accelerating the implementation of RRF. It also allowed the 

Commission to have a say in national reforms, and link implementation with 

the disbursement of investment funds.  

The Semester has benefited from the RRF’s democratic legitimacy, 

accountability and involvement of civil society. This has made governance 

more inclusive and participatory.  
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Coordinating through the RRF allows assessing the effectiveness of the 

Semester not only through the CSR implementation but also through the 

generation of a European public good. The Semester can be now more 

efficient in bringing economic and social convergence through RRF reforms, 

investment funding and governance model.  

I see a mutually beneficial link between the Semester and RRF regarding 

implementation, ownership, and legitimacy. There are serious commitments to 

reforms and investment. The social pillar is equally strongly present. 

The question is whether this inter linkage can continue beyond 2024. 

In our reflection on the reform of the economic governance framework of the 

Union, there are undoubtedly useful takeaways from the experience with the 

institutional interaction between the Semester and the RRF.  

It is not only about strengthening the Semester when it comes to the 

implementation of recommendations, introducing a credible and coordinated 

approach to policy coordination beyond annual perspective or generating 

convergence through reforms, investment- and conditionality-based funding 

and governance model of the RRF framework.  

It is also about adding to the Semester a democratic legitimacy, accountability, 

and engagement of civil society, as well as discipline and commitment under 

conditionality provided by the RRF.  

There is a clear value added generated by linking the RRF and the Semester. 

It would be a waste of an opportunity to ignore lessons delivered by the 

Semester and RRF working together.  

The second issue I would like to bring to our discussion is one of the new 

pandemic-related supportive instruments.  

I understand that the logic of anti-pandemic actions was that Member States 

put in place a variety of supportive schemes to support employment. The 

Union created the SURE program to temporarily mitigate the risk of rising 
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unemployment. This took the form of loans to Member States that requested 

aid from the SURE program.  

19 Member States obtained aid. The highest amount of aid money went to 

Italy, Spain, Poland and Belgium. From the original 100 billion euros of the 

program, there are still 5 billion euros available for Member States to use.  

The mechanism was temporary and there was high demand for the loans 

which were offered at low cost.  

 The SURE program was based on Art.122 TFEU, which is about temporary 

assistance provided to Member States on the basis of borrowing on capital 

markets on behalf of the Union.  

The SURE bonds were issued as social bonds with maturities between 5 and 

30 years in parallel to green bonds under the Next Generation EU program. 

The guarantee came from Member States proportionally to their share in EU 

GNI. The Commission has been responsible for the whole governance.  

Actually, the scheme is reminiscent of the 2018 Juncker Commission proposal 

for a European Investment Stabilization Function that was never adopted. It 

was also about back-to-back loans for Member States facing asymmetric 

shocks.  

There is no doubt that we will need to upgrade the quality of our labor force in 

view of the new skills required in the future. However, there is nothing similar 

to the SURE program for the future support of labor market. 

Some think tanks made analyses already half a year ago with very positive 

conclusions and suggestions for the SURE program to become a permanent 

mechanism. Also, both the Commission’s reports on the implementation of the 

SURE program were very positive in terms of outcome and mechanism. We 

need to reflect on using our lessons learnt from the SURE program when 

considering the future needs and a form of EU action.  
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One option would be converting the program established as a temporary, 

pandemic-related mechanism into a permanent supportive mechanism for the 

EU labor market. This will need political will as well as the Commission 

governance preparedness. For year, the EP has been supporting loan-based 

stabilization capacity within MFF.  

Another option would be to look for new equally effective mechanisms, as the 

labor market will be in need of structural change, to make it fully fit for future 

challenges. 


