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Vice-President Dombrovskis and Commissioner Moscovici are participating in an Economic Dialogue on the 

implementation of the European Semester, in accordance with Article 14(1) of Regulation 1176/2011 on prevention and 

correction of macroeconomic imbalances.  

This note gives an overview of the latest developments in the context of the ongoing European Semester cycle, focussing 

on the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP). It includes information on the implementation of Country Specific 

Recommendations in countries presenting macroeconomic imbalances in 2015, and reviews recent positions by relevant 

institutions on the implementation of the MIP.  

1. The streamlined 2016 European Semester Cycle 

The 2016 European Semester started in November 2015 with the publication of the Annual Growth 

Survey (AGS) and of the Alert Mechanism Report (AMR): the latter is the annual starting point of 

the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (see a separate EGOV note for details on the procedure).  

In line with its Communication "On steps towards completing Economic and Monetary Union" of 

October 2015, the European Commission (COM) introduced several changes in the calendar and the 

implementation of the Semester, aimed at increasing the integration of the euro area and national 

dimensions, at strengthening the focus on employment, social performance, investment and 

competitiveness, as well as at improving the transparency of the procedure. To this end, the COM 

published already in November its proposal for the Council recommendations for the Eurozone 

and introduced three new employment-related indicators in the MIP scoreboard.   

The 2016 AGS confirmed the previous jobs and growth agenda, based on three mutually reinforcing 

pillars: investments, structural reforms and growth-friendly fiscal consolidation.  

On the basis of the economic reading of the MIP scoreboard (see Figure 1 overleaf and Annex 1), 

the Commission considered in the AMR 2016 that 18 Member States were at risk of 

experiencing macroeconomic imbalances, for which it would prepare a detailed analysis (called -

in-depth-review, IDR) to  examine the existence or persistence of macroeconomic imbalances. Eight 

Member States (the Czech Republic, Denmark, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Poland and 

Slovakia) were not considered at risk of macroeconomic imbalances; while for Greece and Cyprus, 

which benefitted of financial assistance, the surveillance of imbalances and monitoring of corrective 

measures was taking place in the context of their macro-economic adjustment programmes.  

 

 

 

 

mailto:egov@ep.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/528782/IPOL_BRI(2015)528782_EN.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/2016/ags2016_annual_growth_survey.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/2016/ags2016_annual_growth_survey.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/2016/ags2016_alert_mechanism_report.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/note/join/2014/497768/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497768_EN.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0600&from=EN
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Figure 1: MIP 2016 scoreboard indicators - Member States with values beyond the thresholds 

 

Source: Eurostat and EGOV. 

On 26 February 2016 the Commission published 26 Country reports
1
, which analyze in detail the 

Member States' economic and social developments, and also cover areas of macroeconomic 

importance (such as climate and energy policies) that are subject to separate policy processes.  

Each Country Report:   

 provides an assessment of the implementation of the 2015 Country Specific 

Recommendations
2
 (see Box 1 and section 3 of this note); 

 presents the national targets and the progress towards them in the context of the Europe 2020 

strategy; 

 presents a box on the contribution of the EU Budget to structural change, in the context 

especially of the European Structural and Investment Funds and related conditionality, but also of 

the other European financing tools (e.g., the European Fund for Strategic Investment, Horizon 

2020)
3
; 

 publishes standard tables with data and indicators covering financial market, labour market 

and social situation, structural policy and business environment, and green growth.  

The publication of the Country Reports should allow Member States to include elements of the 

analysis in their National Reform Programmes, to be submitted to the COM by the end of April. In 

principle, the Commission will not issue recommendations on issues that are not identified as 

1
 Except for Greece and Cyprus, which were at the time under macroeconomic financial assistance (so as to take into 

account the late February 2015 Eurogroup's decisions). 
2
 Prior to the streamlined Semester, only the in-depth reviews were published in March, while the Country Reports 

(previously called Staff Working Documents) were issued in May/June. The publication of a single comprehensive report 

at an earlier stage is expected to help increase the transparency of the European Semester as well as its integration in the 

National reform Programmes. 
3
 The new legal framework requires that programmes co-financed by European Structural and Investments funds address 

all relevant country specific recommendations. 

MS Euro Area Member States

MS Non Euro Area Member States

AT External imbalances indicators

BE CA Current Account Balance as % of GDP, 3-year average

BG CY AT NIP Net International Investment Position as % of GDP

CY DE BE RER Real Effective Exchange Rate with HICP deflators

CZ DK CY EXP Export Market Shares, 5 years change

EE EL BE DE AT ULC Nominal Unit Labour Cost, 5 years change

EL ES CY EL BG BE

ES FI DK ES CY BE CY Internal imbalances indicators

HR FR ES FR EL BG EL HOU Change in deflated House Prices, % y-o-y 

HU HR FI HR ES CY ES CRE Private Sector credit Flow as % of GDP

IE HU FR HU FR EL FI PRD Private Sector Debt as % of GDP

LT IE IE IE HR ES FR GGD General Government Debt as % of GDP

CY LV IT LU IT IE FR HR UNE Unemployment rate, 3 year average

DE PL MT EE MT MT IT HR IT TFSL Total Financial Sector Liabilities, % y-o-y change

DK PT NL IE NL NL LT IT LU

NL RO SE BG LT PT PT LV NL NL New emploument indicators

SE SI SI EE SE SE SI PT DK PT PT ACT Activity rate % of total population (age 15-64), 3 years change

UK SK EL UK LV UK UK UK SK LU PT SI SI LTU Long Term Unemployment Rate (age 15-74), 3 years change

CA NIP RER EXP ULC HOU CRE PRD GGD UNE TFSL ACT LTU YUN YUN Youth Unemployment Rate (age 15-24), 3 years change

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303&qid=1459958770507&from=EN
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challenges in the country reports, and will propose a limited number of country-specific 

recommendations for each Member State. 

For the 18 countries identified in the AMR, the Country Reports included the in-depth reviews of 

macroeconomic imbalances (see section 2.2 below and Annex 2).  

 
 

2. Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure 
 

2.1 Methodological/procedural aspects 

In its Communication "On steps towards completing Economic and Monetary Union", the 

Commission stated that "experience suggests that implementation of MIP can be improved in a 

number of ways", essentially in terms of transparency, follow-up and enhancement of the euro-area 

dimension. Furthermore, in the 2016 AMR, the Commission had also noted that the six levels scale 

of imbalances used to classify Member States in the context of the MIP was not transparent. 

Subsequent actions from the Commission were in line with such statements.

In February, the COM published the IDRs, included in the country reports, for each of the 

18 Member States considered at risk of imbalances. Each IDR: 

 takes into account spillovers to other countries, especially for the eurozone countries, and 

systemic issues; 

 includes the so called MIP assessment matrix, which summarises the main findings of the 

IDR, focuses on imbalances and adjustment issues relevant for the MIP and presents the main 

conclusions (Annex 2 presents the synthetic conclusions for each IDR). 

On 8 March 2016, the COM published the Communication on the "2016 European Semester: 

Assessment of progress on structural reforms, prevention and correction of macroeconomic 

imbalances, and results of in-depth reviews under Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011"; on 7 April 2016, 

the COM updated the communication including Cyprus, as it successfully exited the financial 

assistance programme at the end of March.  A relevant methodological change has been introduced: 

as shown in Table 1, the number of categories is reduced from six to four and, according to the 

COM, they will be kept stable in the coming year.  

Specific monitoring will be activated in all cases of imbalances: it will be modulated according to the 

gravity of the identified challenges, through a dialogue with the national authorities, expert missions 

and regular progress reports. Such contacts will also help the monitoring of the implementation of 

the country-specific recommendations in the Member States concerned. The monitoring may vary 

depending on the exact nature of the imbalance. As a rule, countries experiencing excessive 

imbalances will be subject to tighter monitoring. Countries in the category 'excessive imbalances 

Box 1: Implementation of the 2015 Country Specific Recommendations 

According to the qualitative assessment provided in the Commission's Country Reports for 26 Member 

States (Greece and Cyprus being under Economic Adjustment Programme during the 2015 Semester 

cycle), EU countries fully/substantially implemented about 4% of Country Specific Recommendations 

(CSRs) received in 2015. Some progress has been achieved on approximately 41% of the CSRs, while 

48% of the recommendations have not been implemented at all or only in a limited manner. Note that the 

Commission is to assess the remaining 7% of recommendations that relate exclusively to compliance with 

the provisions of the Stability and Growth Pact in spring 2016 once the final data will be validated by 

Eurostat by end April 2016. As regards the euro area as a whole, it made substantial or some progress on 

3 out of 4 recommendations. 

See a separate EGOV note for more information on the implementation record by Member State.  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0600&from=EN
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/macroeconomic_imbalance_procedure/mip_reports/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/cr2016_comm_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2016/574398/IPOL_ATA(2016)574398_EN.pdf
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with corrective action' will be subject to the excessive imbalance procedure (EIP), which entails 

policy recommendations to remedy the imbalances and follow-up through a corrective action plan. 

Table 1: Categorisation of imbalances in the macroeconomic imbalance procedure 

Previous categories (6) Streamlined categories (4) 

No imbalances No imbalances 

Imbalances, which require policy action and monitoring 

Imbalances, which require decisive policy action and 

monitoring 

Imbalances, which require decisive policy action and 

specific monitoring 

Imbalances 

Excessive imbalances, which require decisive policy 

action and specific monitoring 
Excessive imbalances 

Excessive imbalances with corrective action* Excessive imbalances with corrective action* 

Source: European Commission. 

Note:  * Corrective action consists in the opening of the Excessive Imbalance Procedure. 

2.2 Current situation and next steps 

According to the COM, Members States are making progress with rebalancing their economies: 

 as far as external imbalances are concerned, the COM points to the need that such rebalancing 

takes place both in countries with large stocks of external liabilities and in those with current 

accounts surpluses, given the importance of trade and financial links among EU countries;  

 internal imbalances are characterised by the high levels of debt, both public and private. 

Based on the corresponding IDRs, the COM updated the status of the Member States under the MIP, 

using the simplified categorisation. The outcome of the exercise is the following: 

 No imbalances: Belgium, Estonia, Hungary, Austria, Romania, United Kingdom; 

 Imbalances: Germany, Ireland, Spain, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Finland and Sweden; 

 Excessive imbalances: Bulgaria, France, Hungary, Italy and Portugal, Cyprus.  

Fewer Member States than last year are considered to have imbalances. Of the 19 Member 

States retained for further analysis, six Member States are experiencing no imbalances, seven 

Member States are experiencing imbalances and six Member States are experiencing excessive 

imbalances. The five Member States assessed as experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances 

in 2016 are the same as in in 2015, when the Commission had not proposed the opening of the 

excessive imbalance procedure. For Croatia and Portugal, the Commission will review its assessment 

in May, taking into account the level of ambition of their National Reform Programmes. 

The Commission is currently holding bilateral meetings with Member States to discuss the Country 

Reports before mid-April, by which the Member States present the National Reform Programmes 

(NRPs) outlining their plans to boost jobs and growth. In May, on the basis of the outcomes of 

dialogues and NRPs, the Commission will: 

 Evaluate whether to recommend to the Council the opening of Excessive Imbalance Procedures 

(EIP) for Portugal and Croatia; 

 Propose a new set of the 2016 CSRs, including specific MIP recommendations issued to the 13 

Member States that present macroeconomic imbalances (either excessive or not). 
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Box 2: Next Steps 

 In March and April, the Commission will hold further bilateral meetings with the Member States, to 

discuss the country reports with the national authorities. 

 In April, Member States should present their national reform programmes and their stability programmes 

(for euro area countries) or convergence programmes (for non-euro area countries). 

 May 2016: the Council is expected to discuss the Commission's findings emerging from the in-depth 

reviews carried out for the 19 Member States' economies. 

 In May 2016, based on the analysis presented in the Country Reports and the dialogues with Member 

States, the Commission will present the draft country-specific recommendations, including also fiscal 

guidance and based on the Commission Spring Forecast, which will incorporate the final 2015 budgetary 

data validated by Eurostat. 

 June 2016: the Council's will approve the 2015 CSRs and (possibly) take decision on the implementation 

of MIP; 

 23-24 June 2016: European Council endorses integrated CSRs; 

 July 2015: the Council will adopt the CSRs. 

During the implementation of the Semester Cycle, Economic Dialogues are held in the competent committee 

of the EP.   

Greece is currently under an economic adjustment programme and is not included in this calendar. 

 

2.3 MIP implementation - A historical perspective 

Since the MIP's inception, an increasing number of countries has been both covered by in-

depth reviews and classified as having excessive imbalances. As depicted in Table 2 below, the 

number of Member States subject to an IDR increased from 12 to 18 between 2012 and 2016. At the 

same time, the number of countries considered as presenting excessive imbalances rose from zero to 

six. The COM has not opened the Excessive Imbalance Procedure as yet (which is triggered when a 

Member State is classified as experiencing "excessive imbalances with corrective action").  

 

Table 2: MIP stylized facts 

 

MIP cycle 

 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016** 

(1) Programme countries 4 5 4 2 1 

(2) Countries subject to IDR, out of which:  12 13 17 16 19 

  (2.1) Excessive imbalances with corrective action 0 0 0 0 0 

  (2.2) Excessive imbalances 0 2 3 5 6 

  (2.3) Imbalances* 12 11 11 11 7 

  (2.4) No imbalances 0 0 3 0 6 

(3) Countries not subject to IDR (No Imbalances) 11 9 7 10 8 

Total = (1) + (2) + (3) 27 27 28 28 28 

Source: European Commission and EGOV calculations. 

Note:   * For the ease of presentation, the table refers only to the streamlined categories applied from the 2016 

cycle onwards  

 ** The 2016 data are based on the COM Communication from 7 April 2016, which includes information 

on Cyprus following its successful exit from the macroeconomic adjustment programme in March 2016. 

  

  

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/cr2016_comm_en.pdf
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Macroeconomic imbalances typically take several years to correct, as different types of structural 

reforms produce the expected effects over variable time horizons; a recently published IMF study 

shows that reforms in labour market may have a negative impact in the short term, while reforms in 

goods and services markets are visible in a shorter time lag. As depicted in Table 3, excessive 

imbalances have been identified in Bulgaria, France and Portugal for a second year in a row. Croatia 

and Italy have experienced excessive imbalances for three consecutive years. It can also be noted that 

two Member States (Finland and Sweden) have been assessed as experiencing imbalances since 

2012.   

 

Table 3: Commission's conclusions under MIP 

No Imbalances Imbalances* Excessive imbalances* 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

CZ* CZ* CZ* CZ* BE BE BE BE BE DE  ES HR BG BG 

DE* DE* DK DK* CZ* BG BG BG DE IE  SI IT FR FR 

EE* EE* EE* EE* DK* DK DK DE IE ES   SI HR HR 

LV* LV* LV* LV* EE ES FR IE ES NL    IT IT 

LT* LT* LT* LT* LV* FR IT ES HU SI    PT PT 

LU* LU* LU LU* LT* IT HU FR NL FI     CY 

MT* AT* MT MT* LU* CY MT HU RO SE      

NL* PL* AT* AT* HU HU NL NL SI       

AT* SK* PL* PL* MT* SI FI FI FI       

PL*  SK* SK* AT FI SE SE SE       

SK*    PL* SE UK UK UK       

    RO UK          

    SK*           

    UK           

Source: European Commission, ECB and EGOV calculations. 

Note:  (1) For the ease of presentation, the table refers only to the streamlined categories applied from the 2016 cycle 

onwards.  

 (2) The 2016 data are based on the COM Communication from 7 April 2016, which includes information on 

Cyprus following its successful exit from the macroeconomic adjustment programme in March 2016.  

 (*) Countries not considered at risk of macroeconomic imbalances, therefore not subject to in-depth reviews 

according to the AMR. 

 

 

http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/survey/so/2016/RES040616A.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/cr2016_comm_en.pdf
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3. Implementation of Country Specific Recommendations in Member States with 

excessive imbalances  

Reform implementation varied markedly across five Member States which have been assessed 

as experiencing excessive imbalances both in 2015 and 2016. Policy recommendations addressed 

by the COM to Member States under the European Semester (in May/June) take into account the 

nature of imbalances (identified in IDRs in February), as well as reforms proposals outlined by 

Member States in their National Reform Programmes (in April).  

The credibility of the MIP in particular, and the European Semester in general, depend on 

countries' the implementation of the recommendations, as evidenced by their implementation 

track record. Table 4 shows that Member States experiencing excessive imbalances during the 2015 

cycle implemented recommendations underpinned by the MIP and joint SGP/MIP legal bases to 

varying degrees
4
. Judged at face value, Italy and Portugal stand out as having the best 

implementation record out of the group of countries in question. On the other hand, Croatia had the 

worst implementation track record. In February 2016, all the five Member States were assessed as 

still having excessive imbalances. The COM further indicated that it will consider opening the 

Excessive Imbalances Procedure for both Croatia and Portugal if their respective NRPs (to be 

submitted by the end of April 2016 at the latest) do not contain the adequate policy measures
5
.  

 

Table 4: Commission's assessment of the 2015 Country Specific Recommendations for 

Member States with excessive imbalances during 2015-2016 MIP cycles 

 Legal base 

 
Joint 

SGP and MIP 
MIP 

Integrated 
Guidelines 

BG CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR5   CSR4 

FR CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6  

HR CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6  

IT CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6  

PT CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4   CSR5 

Source: European Commission and EGOV. 

Note: The assessment grid of CSRs implementation is as follows: full/substantial progress, some 

progress and limited/no progress. 

 

 

4
 The COM presented this assessment in the 2016 Country Reports. 

5
 See the COM Communication of 7 April 2016, p.7. 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/cr2016_comm_en.pdf
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4. Recent statements/positions on the implementation of MIP   

The European Central Bank in its Economic Bulletin of February 2016 states that "Despite having 

identified excessive imbalances in five countries, the COM is not proposing to activate the EIP... 

Thus, it has again decided against making full use of all available measures... In order to ensure the 

credibility and effectiveness of the MIP, it is essential to verify ex post that national authorities 

actually implement the reforms that they have committed themselves... Full and effective use of all 

instruments available under MIP - including its corrective arm - could help to increase the 

momentum of reform... The tools available under the corrective arm could improve reform efforts, 

thereby increasing countries' resilience and improving the functioning of EMU". 

On 16 January 2016, the ECOFIN Council: 

 agreed that the MIP procedure should be used to its full potential, with the corrective arm 

applied where appropriate; 

 expressed concern about the inclusion of three additional employment indicators to the main 

scoreboard, given the need to preserve the effectiveness of the scoreboard as an early warning 

device... Underlined that social and labour market indicators are not relevant for identifying 

macro-financial risks and developments in these indicators cannot trigger steps in the MIP 

process;  

 invited Member States to address in an ambitious and concrete manner the issues identified 

within the framework of the MIP.  

In the Communication of 21 October 2015, the COM, while recognising that the EIP has never been 

invoked, stated that "The Excessive Imbalances Procedure can be opened in case of insufficient 

commitment to reforms and lack of effective progress in implementation, and will be used in case of 

severe macroeconomic imbalances that jeopardise the proper functioning of the economic and 

monetary union, like those that led to the crises."  

The Report on "Completing Europe's Economic and Monetary Union" of June 2015 by the 

Presidents of the Commission, the European Council, the Eurogroup, the European Central Bank and 

the European Parliament, affirms (p. 8) the need to use the MIP "to its full potential. This requires 

action on two fronts in particular:  

 It should be used not just to detect imbalances but also to encourage structural reforms through 

the European Semester. Its corrective arm should be used forcefully. It should be triggered as 

soon as excessive imbalances are identified and be used to monitor reform implementation. 

 The procedure should also better capture imbalances for the euro area as a whole, not just for 

each individual country. For this, it needs to continue to focus on correcting harmful external 

deficits, given the risk they pose to the smooth functioning of the euro area ... At the same time, 

the MIP should also foster adequate reforms in countries accumulating large and sustained 

current account surpluses, if these are driven by, for example, insufficient domestic demand 

and/or low growth potential, as this is also relevant for ensuring effective rebalancing within the 

Monetary Union." 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DISCLAIMER: This document is drafted by the Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV) of the European Parliament based on publicly available 
information and is provided for information purposes only. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do 
not necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, 

provided the source is acknowledged and the publisher is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2016. 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/ecbu/eb201602.en.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2016/01/15-conclusions-on-alert-mechanism-report-2016/?utm_source=dsms-auto&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Council+Conclusions+on+Alert+Mechanism+Report+2016
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0600&from=EN
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/economic-monetary-union/docs/5-presidents-report_en.pdf
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Annex 1: The scoreboard for the identification of possible macro-economic imbalances 

Values 
for year 

2014 

External imbalances and competitiveness Internal imbalances Employment Indicators 

3 year average 
of Current 
Account 

Balance as % of 
GDP 

Net Interna- 
tional Invest- 
ment Position 

as % of GDP 

% Change (3 
years) of Real 

Effective 
Exchange Rate 

with HICP 
deflators 

% 
Change 
(5 years) 

in 
Export 
Market 
Shares 

% 
Change 
(3 years) 

in 
Nominal 

ULC 

% y-o-y 
Change 

in 
deflated 
House 
Prices 

Private 
Sector 
Credit 

Flow as % 
of GDP 

Private 
Sector Debt 
as % of GDP 

General 
Government 
Debt as % of 

GDP 

Unemploy
ment rate - 

3 year 
average 

% y-o-y 
Change in 

Total 
Financial 

Sector 
Liabilities, 

non-
consolidated 

Activity rate 
% of total 

pop. aged 15-
64 - 3 years 

change 

Long term 
unemployment 
rate % of active 
pop. aged 15-74 
- 3 years change 

Youth 
unemployment 
rate % of active 
pop. aged 15-

24 - 3 years 
change 

Threshol
ds 

-4/+6% -35% 
±5% (EA)  

± 11%  
-6% 

+9% (EA)  
+ 12% 

+6% 14% 133% 60% 10% 16.5% -0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 

BE -0.2 59.1 -0.5 -10.7 5.6 -1.1 -4.1 157.3 106.7 8.2 3.8 1.0 0.8 4.5 

BG 0.9 -73.4 -2.6 6.7 17.0 1.5 -0.3 124.3 27.0 12.2 7.2 3.1 0.6 -1.2 

CZ -0.5 -35.6 -10.0 -5.0 3.8 1.8 1.8 72.7 42.7 6.7 4.4 3.0 0.0 -2.2 

DK 6.9 47.0 -1.1 -17.3 4.1 3.1 4.3 220.2 45.1 7.0 6.3 -1.2 -0.1 -1.6 

DE 6.8 42.3 -0.3 -9.0 7.6 1.5 1.1 100.4 74.9 5.2 4.2 0.4 -0.6 -0.8 

EE -0.5 -43.6 4.7 24.5 13.0 12.8 6.4 116.1 10.4 8.7 12.2 0.5 -3.8 -7.4 

IE 1.8 -106.7 -3.5 -13.3 -2.2 11.1 13.7 263.3 107.5 13.0 16.0 0.6 -2.0 -5.2 

EL -2.6 -124.1  -5.6 -17.5 -11.6 -4.9 -2.7 130.5 178.6 26.2 -7.6 0.1 10.7 7.7 

ES 0.7 -94.1 -1.0 -11.5 -4.1 0.1 -7.3 164.7 99.3 25.1 -1.5 0.3 4.0 7.0 

FR -1.0 -19.5 -1.2 -13.1 4.8 -1.6 3.3 143.2 95.6 10.1 5.4 1.3 0.6 1.5 

HR 0.5 -88.6 -0.9 -17.8 -5.8 -2.0 0.3 120.8 85.1 16.9 0.9 2.0 1.7 8.8 

IT 0.8 -27.9 0.3 -14.1 2.8 -4.6 -0.9 119.5 132.3 11.8 -0.7 1.8 3.5 13.5 

CY -4.9 -139.8 -1.4 -26.7 -6.6 0.3 -8.5 348.3 108.2 14.6 0.7 0.8 6.1 13.6 

LV -2.5 -60.9 0.4 9.9 12.9 5.1 -11.9 96.4 40.6 12.6 10.4 1.8 -4.1 -11.4 

LT 1.3 -46.4 1.4 35.3 8.3 6.3 -1.2 52.5 40.7 12.0 16.3 2.3 -3.2 -13.3 

LU 5.8 36.0 0.5 11.2 7.6 3.7 0.5 342.2 23.0 5.7 21.5 2.9 0.3 5.9 

HU 2.7 -73.8 -7.0 -14.9 6.9 3.1 -0.5 91.4 76.2 9.6 8.6 4.6 -1.5 -5.6 

MT 2.7 35.2 0.0 -17.6 6.6 2.6 7.7 143.8 68.3 6.2 5.8 4.5 -0.4 -1.6 

NL 10.9 60.8 0.8 -11.0 5.4 -0.5 -1.6 228.9 68.2 6.8 8.2 0.9 1.3 2.7 

AT 1.8 2.2 2.0 -15.7 7.8 1.4 0.2 127.1 84.2 5.3 -1.5 0.8 0.3 1.4 

PL -2.3 -68.3 -1.3 5.7 2.5 1.1 4.8 77.9 50.4 9.8 0.6 2.2 0.2 -1.9 

PT 0.0 -113.3 -1.7 -4.7 -2.3 3.6 -8.7 189.6 130.2 15.4 -6.1 -0.4 2.2 4.5 

RO -2.1 -57.2 -1.1 21.6 6.0 -3.6 -2.4 62.1 39.9 6.9 1.1 1.6 -0.1 0.1 

SI 5.1 -43.7 1.2 -11.8 -0.2 -6.6 -4.6 100.1 80.8 9.6 -0.4 0.6 1.7 4.5 

SK 1.0 -69.4 1.3 3.0 2.2 1.5 3.9 76.2 53.5 13.8 7.0 1.6 0.0 -4.0 

FI -1.5 -3.0 2.7 -24.2 7.9 -1.9 1.2 148.4 59.3 8.2 8.5 0.5 0.2 0.4 

SE 6.4 -5.9 -3.7 -9.8 7.2 8.6 5.9 194.0 44.9 8.0 13.4 1.6 0.0 0.1 

UK -4.3 -24.1 10.2 -9.0 1.4 8.3 3.0 157.6 88.2 7.2 4.4 1.2 -0.5 -4.4 

Source:  Eurostat. Grey boxes (            ) indicate values above threshold. Data retrieved on 6 April 2016 (they may differ from the AMR data of November 2015). 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/macroeconomic-imbalances-procedure/indicators
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/2016/ags2016_alert_mechanism_report.pdf
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Annex 2: Commission's 2016 in-depth reviews conclusions (as of 7 April 2016) 

Belgium is experiencing no macroeconomic imbalances. A weak export and competitiveness performance is 

coupled with high public indebtedness, which may pose risks going forward. However, recent developments 

point to a stabilisation of export market shares and a reduction in wage growth. Even though public 

indebtedness is elevated and not on a firm downward path, which implies vulnerabilities, short-term risks 

appear contained. Recent policy measures include wage moderation and reductions of social security 

contributions. To ensure the durability of the correction, structural reforms of the wage-setting framework 

would be needed. The fiscal effort required to ensure the long-term sustainability of public finances is more 

demanding in a context of subdued nominal growth. 

Bulgaria is experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. The economy is characterised by remaining 

fragilities in the financial sector and high corporate indebtedness in a context of high unemployment. 

Although banking sector liquidity and profitability have improved, a more robust assessment of the sector can 

only be based on the upcoming asset quality review and stress tests. Long-term unemployment has further 

increased in a context of adjustment issues linked to labour market frictions, while skill mismatches hamper 

job creation. Looking forward, the plan to reform and develop banking supervision has yet to be fully 

implemented and improving the efficiency of the insolvency procedure remains a challenge, with legislative 

proposals in preparation. Furthermore, vulnerabilities in the non-banking sector remain to be addressed. 

Germany is experiencing macroeconomic imbalances. The large and persistent current account surplus has 

cross-border relevance and reflects excess savings and subdued investment in both the private and public 

sectors. Weak domestic investment hampers potential growth and strong reliance on external demand entails 

macroeconomic risks in a context of subdued foreign demand. While private consumption has strengthened 

somewhat, the weakness of investment appears entrenched. Public investment has fallen, despite the available 

fiscal space and favourable financing conditions, and steps taken to increase public investment are insufficient 

to meet the infrastructure investment gap. Further action is needed to facilitate conditions for private 

investment, including by reforming the services sector and improving the efficiency of the tax system. 

Estonia is experiencing no macroeconomic imbalances. Rising unit labour costs may expose the country to 

competitive losses, but are projected to moderate in light of productivity growth and falling real wage growth. 

Housing prices have risen strongly, although in line with income developments, and the supply of housing is 

expected to adjust to recovering demand. Nevertheless, further price increases may pose risks for the real 

economy, which requires attention. Policy efforts to boost productivity and higher value-added exports need 

to be stepped up and efforts to boost labour supply and ease wage pressures are still at an early stage. Several 

macro-prudential policies have been implemented with an impact on house prices yet to be assessed. 

Ireland is experiencing macroeconomic imbalances. Large stocks of net external liabilities and of public and 

private debt constitute vulnerabilities, despite improvements. Net external liabilities are on a sharp declining 

trend, in light of a large current account surplus and competitiveness gains. Public debt and private debt are 

on a downward trajectory, on the back of favourable growth conditions. Banks are well recapitalised and bank 

profitability is improving. Non-performing loans are declining from high levels. Despite a strong rebound in 

property prices in 2014, there is no clear evidence of overvaluation. Nevertheless, the economy remains 

exposed to potentially significant cyclical swings and external shocks. A broad set of policy measures have 

been taken, notably during the financial assistance programme, to address key challenges in terms of banking 

sector repair, insolvency frameworks, the housing market and fiscal sustainability. 

Spain is experiencing macroeconomic imbalances. Large stock imbalances in the form of external and 

internal debt, both public and private, continue to constitute vulnerabilities in a context of high unemployment 

and have cross-border relevance. The current account balance and cost competitiveness are improving but net 

external liabilities are not projected to reach prudent levels rapidly. Private sector deleveraging is on track and 

is now supported by favourable growth conditions, while public debt keeps increasing. Measures have been 

taken in the financial sector, the corporate and personal insolvency frameworks and the employment 

protection legislation. However, further action is needed, in particular regarding the wage-setting process, 

innovation and skills and compliance with the stability and growth pact. 

France is experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. Large public debt coupled with deteriorated 

productivity growth and competitiveness may imply risks looking forward, with cross-border relevance. 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/cr2016_comm_en.pdf
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Public debt keeps increasing and recent developments do not point to a clear upswing in competitiveness and 

productivity. Although profit margins have increased, no recovery in investment is projected before 2017. 

Policy measures were taken to reduce the labour tax wedge and policy commitments have recently been 

stepped up. However, effective structural reform implementation remains essential, including regarding the 

wage setting system, regulatory impediments to firms' growth, while the ambition of the spending review 

needs to be stepped up. 

Croatia is experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. Vulnerabilities are linked to high levels of 

public, corporate and external debt in a context of high unemployment. The modest economic recovery is set 

to ease corporate deleveraging and the improvement in the current account balance should contribute to a 

reduction in external liabilities, but public debt is expected to continue rising. In the banking sector, non-

performing loans remain high and profitability is weak. Further consolidation effort and improvements in 

fiscal governance are needed. Although measures have been taken to improve the insolvency framework and 

enhance labour market flexibility, substantial policy gaps remain requiring specific policy actions, in 

particular regarding governance of state owned enterprises, public administration efficiency and the resolution 

of non-performing loans. 

Italy is experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. High government debt and protracted weak 

productivity dynamics imply risks looking forward, with cross-border relevance. Despite moderate wage 

growth, competitiveness remains weak as productivity dynamics have been deteriorating, which limits unit 

labour cost adjustment. The slow resolution of non-performing loans weighs on banks’ balance sheets. High 

long-term unemployment weighs on growth prospects. Public debt reduction would require higher primary 

surpluses and sustained nominal growth looking forward. Policy action has been taken to reform labour 

market institutions, address non-performing loans, public administration, justice and education. Policy gaps 

remain, especially regarding privatisations, the collective bargaining framework, the spending review, market 

opening measures, taxation and the fight against corruption. 

Cyprus is experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. It is characterised by large private, public, 

and external debt overhang, in the context of high unemployment. Vulnerabilities remain also in the financial 

sector, which is burdened with a non-performing loans ratio close to 50%. The macroeconomic adjustment 

programme completed in March 2016 was instrumental to contain economic risks and imbalances. The fiscal 

consolidation targets under the programme have been met, while the modest economic recovery is set to 

strengthen on the back of cyclical factors. However, investment and potential growth remain subdued, while 

legacy debts are not declining. The continuation of structural and fiscal reforms is needed to ensure 

sustainable growth, public finances, and private sector deleveraging. Reducing non-performing loans will 

require increased debt restructuring efforts and effective use of the insolvency and foreclosure frameworks. 

Hungary is experiencing no macroeconomic imbalances. Although high external debt rollover needs and the 

share of non-performing loans remain a concern, risks linked to external and internal liabilities have been 

reduced. The marked reduction in net external liabilities has been driven by high current and capital account 

surpluses. Credit flows to the private sector remain subdued in a context of low bank profitability. Policy 

measures have been taken to make the regulatory environment more predictable in the financial sector, lower 

the tax burden on banks, reduce the proportion of debt held in foreign currency and introduce subsidised 

lending schemes. The impact of these recent measures on bank lending is still to materialise. Moreover, 

policy gaps remain regarding non-cost competitiveness, productivity and the overall business environment. 

The Netherlands is experiencing macroeconomic imbalances. The large and persistent current account 

surplus has cross-border relevance. The surplus mainly reflects structural features of the economy and policy 

settings regarding non-financial corporations. The household sector is characterised by a very large debt stock 

and deleveraging needs. The current account surplus has narrowed slightly since 2013 due to improved 

cyclical conditions but household deleveraging contributes to maintaining the current account surplus at its 

high level. Measures have been taken to support the household deleveraging process, but the phasing-in is 

slow. A package of tax measures is expected to strengthen consumption and thus contribute to a declining 

surplus in 2016. 

Austria is experiencing no macroeconomic imbalances. Austrian banks' exposure abroad and foreign 

currency loans imply a potential for adverse spill-overs, also in view of bank capital positions and profit 

prospects. However, banks' foreign exposures have been reduced while improved capitalisation and risk 
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reduction measures are expected gradually to support the banking sector's lending capacity. The restructuring 

of financial institutions has had an impact on public finances but is now advancing without the need for 

additional public support. Supervisory measures have strengthened the risk-bearing capacity and resilience of 

the domestic banking sector and improved the local funding base and asset quality of operations abroad. 

Export market shares have deteriorated but are stabilising after years of losses. 

Portugal is experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. The large stocks of net external liabilities, 

private and public debt and a high share of non-performing loans constitute vulnerabilities in a context of 

elevated unemployment. The current account has adjusted to a small surplus. While households' indebtedness 

has declined, corporate debt is still weighing on firms' performance. Public debt is expected gradually to 

decline from a very high level. Policy action has been taken regarding the financial sector, access to finance, 

insolvency procedures, labour market functioning, education and long-term fiscal sustainability. However, 

policy gaps persist regarding product and services markets, corporate debt restructuring, fiscal issues and 

selected areas of the labour market. 

Romania is experiencing no macroeconomic imbalances. Risks are linked to the high stock of net foreign 

liabilities, vulnerabilities of the banking sector and pro-cyclical fiscal policy along with strong wage growth. 

In a context of strengthened recovery, net external liabilities have declined from a high level. With the 

support of the Commission, action has been taken to strengthen the financial sector. The banking sector is 

now well capitalised and liquid but several currently discussed legislative initiatives pose a risk for its 

stability. Public wages and the minimum wage were increased and tax cuts were implemented. This poses a 

risk of fiscal policy becoming pro-cyclical. 

Slovenia is experiencing macroeconomic imbalances. Weaknesses in the banking sector, corporate 

indebtedness, and fiscal risks constitute vulnerabilities. The reduction in external liabilities is progressing, the 

banking sector has stabilised and vulnerabilities in the corporate sector are being addressed through 

operational and financial restructurings. Deleveraging pressures are easing but still weigh on corporate 

investment and recovery prospects. The business environment remains hampered by administrative burden. 

Policy measures have been taken regarding the corporate governance of the "bad bank" and significant 

progress has been made regarding the governance of state-owned enterprises. Progress on reducing the 

administrative burden has instead been limited, and the strategy on foreign direct investment has yet to be 

fully implemented. Further action is needed to put debt on a sustainable downward path. 

Finland is experiencing macroeconomic imbalances. Finland has recorded competitiveness losses linked to 

the decline of key sectors and companies and wage growth above productivity, resulting in a sharp decline in 

the current account balance. Private debt is large, which may constitute vulnerability, although the financial 

sector is sound. Cost competitiveness has gradually started to improve and the fall in export market shares has 

slowed down, while the current account is moving towards a surplus. Deleveraging pressures are expected to 

remain limited. Moderate wage increases have been agreed by social partners and initiatives have been 

launched to revive growth in high-tech sectors and to facilitate exports. Recent measures on household 

mortgages may limit the growth of household indebtedness. 

Sweden is experiencing macroeconomic imbalances. High and increasing household debt associated with 

high and growing house prices in a context of positive credit flows pose risks of disorderly correction with 

implications for the real economy and the banking sector. No house prices correction has taken place and the 

current drivers of the growth of house prices will probably remain in place in the near term. Policy measures 

have been taken in the macroprudential domain, which may however remain insufficient. Overall, policy gaps 

remain in the area of housing-related taxation, the amortisation of mortgages, the functioning of housing 

supply and the rental market. 

The United Kingdom is experiencing no macroeconomic imbalances. High household sector debt and 

elevated house price levels as well as the large current account deficits may constitute vulnerabilities. 

However, household balance sheets are strong in aggregate and both household debt levels and house price 

growth have fallen since 2014. Moreover, risks associated with the large current account deficit are mitigated 

by a favourable institutional framework and low foreign currency liabilities, and the deficit is expected to 

decline as adverse cyclical conditions unwind. Several government initiatives have yet to exert a material 

impact on the imbalance between housing supply and demand. 

 


