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Abstract 

A workshop on "Policy areas and current challenges in the field of Employment 
and Social Affairs at EU level" was held in the European Parliament in Brussels 
on 22/23 September 2014. A representative of the European Commission and 
five external experts presented the different EMPL policy areas with a view to 
informing and preparing new Members for the hearing of the Commissioner(s)-
designate by the EMPL Committee.  Furthermore, the event aimed to facilitate 
an exchange of views and provide a forum for discussion between MEPs and the 
expert panel. This Policy Department A document contains the programme, a 
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1. PROGRAMME 

Workshop on 

Policy areas and current challenges in the field of 
Employment and Social Affairs at EU level 

22 September 2014 from 15:00 to 17:20 and  
23 September 2014 from 09:00 to 12:30 

 
European Parliament, Room ASP 5G2, Brussels 

Chair: Marita Ulvskog 

 
 

WORKSHOP PROGRAMME 
 
 

Monday, 22 September 2014 
 

Session:  Presentation by Michel SERVOZ, Director General responsible for 
Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, European Commission, 
on Employment and Social Affairs in the EU  

15:00 – 15:10  Welcome by Chair, introduction to workshop 

15:10 – 15:20 Employment and social situation in the EU 
15:20 – 15:50 Q&A 

15:50 – 16:00 Governance of employment and social policies 
16:00 – 16:30 Q&A 

16:30 – 16:40 Break 

16:40 – 16:50 Legal and financial instruments 
16:50 – 17:15 Q&A 

17:15 – 17:20 Wrap-up by Chair 
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Tuesday, 23 September 2014 
 

Session 1:  Expert presentations on state of play and current challenges in 
EMPL policy areas linked to upcoming dossiers of the EMPL 
Committee 

09:00 – 09:15 Welcome by Chair, introduction to workshop 

09:15 – 09:25  Free movement of workers and EURES 
 Michel SERVOZ, Director General responsible for Employment, Social 

Affairs and Inclusion, European Commission 
09:25 – 09:45 Q&A  

09:45 – 10:00  Social dialogue at the EU level and workers participation 
 Andrea BROUGHTON, Institute for Employment Studies  
10:00 – 10:15 Q&A  

10:15 - 10:30  Working conditions and undeclared work 
 Piet RENOOY, Regioplan  
10:30 – 10:45 Q&A 

10:45 – 11:00 Break 

11:00 – 11:15 Health and safety: Challenges of the new Strategy  
 Lothar LISSNER, Kooperationsstelle Hamburg IFE  
11:15 – 11:30 Q&A  

11:30 – 11:40 Presentation of study: 
“Differential treatment of workers under 25” 

 Laura TODARO, Mirja GUTHEIL, Matrix Knowledge  
11:40 – 12:00 Q&A  

Session 2: Discussion with Members 

12:00 – 12:25 Roundtable of experts; discussion with Members 

12:25 – 12:30 Wrap-up by Chair 
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2. PROCEEDINGS OF THE WORKSHOP 

The chair of the workshop welcomed the speakers and the participants and briefly 
introduced the agenda and content of the workshop.  

DAY 1 

2.1. Employment and social situation in the EU 

European CommisSion, DG EMPL - Presentation  
The Director-General of the European Commission's DG Employment, Social Affairs and 
Inclusion, Michel Servoz, presented and explained basic statistical data on employment and 
unemployment at EU-level. He highlighted the detrimental impact of the crisis, e.g. a 1.3% 
decrease in GDP between 2008 and 2013, a rise in unemployment from 7% to 10.8% (i.e. 
26 million unemployed), an even sharper rise in youth unemployment and also in long-term 
unemployment, resulting in a higher percentage of poverty in the EU population. 
Furthermore, the number of vacancies and hirings went down. Although there is 
considerable demand for skilled workers, there is less for the medium-skilled. The role of 
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) was emphasised, since statistics indicate that 
SMEs account for 85% of net new job creation. As a concluding remark, Mr Servoz 
mentioned the on-going review of the Europe 2020 strategy. In this context, a shift from 
mere crisis management towards setting long-term objectives is expected. However, the 
rising demand for highly skilled workers is seen as a great challenge. 

Discussion 
During the discussion, some doubts were expressed as to the quality and sustainability of 
new small businesses, which are often established as micro-enterprises by the unemployed. 
Self-employment as a stopgap solution for unemployment was viewed particularly critically, 
because of fears that such businesses might not be economically sustainable. Another point 
raised was that the quality of such jobs might not always be as high as for those in 
conventional enterprises.  

At 26 million, EU-wide statistics show exactly the same figure for the self-employed as for 
the unemployed. In theory, unemployment could be reduced to zero by creating another 
26m self-employed. According to Mr Servoz, the EU activities are intended to create 
sustainable jobs, not short-term or insecure jobs. However, statistics on the survival time 
of newly founded SMEs and businesses of the newly self-employed are not available. 
Furthermore, concerns were expressed that SMEs are suffering from the burden of 
regulation in general and obligations in the field of occupational safety and health (OSH) in 
particular. Nevertheless, the question arose of how to foster SMEs, especially in Member 
States which have joined the EU more recently, and how the EU might contribute. Mr 
Servoz confirmed that the Commission is aware of the burdens SMEs are facing and that 
work is in progress on improving the conditions for their emergence. 

The discussion touched upon the reason for the decrease in demand for medium-skilled 
workers mentioned by Mr Servoz in his presentation. The sectors employing low-skilled and 
medium-skilled workers, e.g. the construction industry, have been hit particularly severely 
by the crisis. Growing industries, such as ICT and green energy, are looking for highly 
skilled workers. 
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The high cross-border mobility of workers from southern Member States was regarded as 
being not only positive, since it might, for example, weaken family ties and result in a 
massive brain-drain. 

According to Mr Servoz, mobility in the EU is much lower than in the US: 2.7% of US 
citizens lived in another state one year ago, whereas only 0.2% of EU citizens moved to 
another Member State within the same period of time. This difference was supposed to 
indicate the existing potential for further cross-border mobility. Doubts were expressed as 
to whether such a comparison was helpful, given the significant difference in mobility 
conditions between the EU and the US, if only because of the language barriers and cultural 
differences between EU Member States.  

A major point of discussion was the divergence in unemployment rates between EU 
Member States. Asked about an EU strategy, Mr Servoz highlighted EU activities on this 
front and the financial support given by the EU to disadvantaged regions (see his second 
and third presentations below).  

2.2. Governance of Employment and Social Policies 

European Commission, DG EMPL - Presentation  
Mr Servoz explained the key elements and the processes of the European Semester as the 
main instrument for delivering the Europe 2020 strategy. It aims at "smart, sustainable, 
inclusive growth" with greater coordination of national and European policies through 
specific instruments. The Commission observes and analyses key employment and 
economic indicators, using them to develop Country Specific Recommendations (CSR) for 
each Member State. In cases of excessive macroeconomic imbalance corrective action is 
taken. Mr Servoz then outlined the European social dialogue, which involves negotiation, 
consultation and joint action on the part of both employers’ and workers' organisations. In 
bipartite dialogues (between social partners alone) and tripartite dialogues (with the 
additional involvement of public authorities) the Commission consults the social partners on 
possible EU legislation on employment and social matters.  

Discussion 
The discussion started with questions on how the European Semester is being implemented 
in practice and how its impact is being monitored. It was noted that the diversity of social 
and economic models within the Union, based on different traditions and cultures, was a 
fundamental barrier for European corrective action and might make it difficult to find a 
consensus. Mr Servoz stressed that the Commission makes a great effort to consider each 
Member State equally, regardless of size or economic power. 

It was suggested that the same country-specific differences might also affect social 
dialogue, which depends on the power and involvement of the social partners’ 
organisations, and particularly the unions, whose role varies significantly between Member 
States. For example, in the Nordic model the social partners reach agreements without 
much governmental involvement, whereas in some eastern Member States unions are 
much weaker. Thus, the social dialogue does not always work in a similar way and does not 
always result in agreements. Responding to suggestions that MEPs be more involved in the 
process, Mr Servoz explained that the Parliament has the possibility to express its views via 
two annual reports, one, on macroeconomic issues, by the ECON Committee, and the 
other, on employment and social aspects of the implementation of country-specific 
recommendations, by the EMPL Committee. Furthermore, during a parliamentary week held 
every year in January, MEPs and members of national parliaments discuss the Annual 
Growth Survey, with their conclusions feeding into the European Parliament's resolution. 
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Concerns were raised that MEPs have no possibility to officially interact at a European level 
with the relevant social partners, e.g. trade unions, to compare different approaches. Mr 
Servoz recommended contacts between the Employment and Social Affairs Committee and 
the social partners at a European level whilst stressing that national parliaments 
communicate with the social partners on the National Reform Programmes at country level. 

2.3. Legal and financial instruments 

European Commission, DG EMPL - Presentation  
Mr Servoz presented and explained the key figures for the EU legal and financial 
instruments in the EMPL area. Equipped with a budget of EUR 80.3 billion, the European 
Social Fund (ESF) is by far the largest financial instrument. In addition, at EU level the ESF 
must represent at least 23.1 % of cohesion policy funding. For the more recent Youth 
Employment Initiative (YEI) a budget of EUR 6.4 billion has been earmarked. Other funds 
mentioned were the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) (with a budget of 
EUR 3.8 billion), the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) with EUR 1.5 billion 
and the Employment and Social Innovation Fund (EaSI) with EUR 919 million. EaSI, among 
other programmes, funds EURES, a large Europe-wide job portal for employers and 
employees intended to advance mobility. At EU level, the main legal instruments in this 
area are labour law, such as the Posting of Workers Enforcement Directive and 
Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) legislation. Altogether three types of tools 
complement each other in the employment and social policy area at EU level: the European 
Semester and related country-specific recommendations (economic tools), the funds 
(financial tools) and legal instruments (legislative tools) mentioned above. 

Discussion 
Generally, the discussion addressed issues around the implementation and monitoring of all 
these instruments and directives to achieve efficient allocation of resources. The system of 
advance financing and co-financing in the ESF instruments was regarded by some as too 
bureaucratic, and thus a hindrance to full exploitation. Concern was raised that the EaSI 
budget was too small to fulfil its objective of social innovation. Mr Servoz replied that social 
innovation can be promoted through ESF as well as through EaSI funding. Furthermore, he 
expressed support for continuous evaluation. The Commission will also closely follow the 
transposition of the Posting of Workers Enforcement Directive and, aware that the 
European Parliament has started the preparation of its report, aims to achieve a general 
agreement on the European Platform Against Undeclared Work at the EPSCO  
of October 2014.  

Doubts were raised about the effectiveness of the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI). 
According to an MEP present, it was not possible to determine how many permanent jobs 
had been created by the programme. The monitoring of the implementation and the impact 
and usefulness – in short the quality - of the YEI were challenged. There was a general 
opinion that the success of YEI measures can only be judged in terms of permanent jobs 
for young people, not in their placement in temporary programs. Mr Servoz identified a 
need for action to establish more individual treatment in educational systems and public 
employment services. 

Another round of the discussion addressed the issue of excessively complex and out-dated 
Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) legislation. According to DG EMPL, the Commission 
is currently evaluating existing OSH legislation in a study to be finished at the end of 2015. 
Considerable importance was attached to avoiding disproportional administrative burdens 
for SMEs. 
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DAY 2 

2.4. Free Movement of Workers  

European Commission, DG EMPL - Presentation  
Mr Servoz presented and explained the principles of free movement of workers inside the 
EU. Established as one of the four freedoms of the EU single market, it is supposed to have 
a positive impact on economic growth and development, as it helps to efficiently allocate 
the supply of labour. Free movement requires European coordination in such issues as 
social security and taxation. In cooperation with public employment services the EU has 
created and expanded an EU-wide job portal for employees and employers called EURES, 
which has between one and three million visits per month. The Commission has proposed a 
new regulation to increase the scope, transparency and efficiency of EURES. Another 
European tool, ESCO (European Classification of Skills, Competences, Qualifications and 
Occupations) is being developed and will be integrated into EURES.  

Currently, 25% of European citizens envisage working in another EU country. 8.1 million EU 
citizens, i.e. 3.3% of the total working population, are already working and living abroad. 
1.1 million are frontier workers (e.g. commuting daily from Belgium to Luxembourg), and 
1.2 million are posted workers (with short-term employment in another EU country).  

Discussion 
The discussion addressed the overarching issue of the extent to which freedom of 
movement for workers should be regulated at the European level and how mobility could 
contribute to the convergence of economic and social standards in Europe. It was 
considered necessary to ensure that, while transnational companies benefit from current 
differences, workers are treated equally and are not exploited. 

Present long before the EU was founded, mobility can be regarded neither as a new 
development nor as an invention of the European Union. The main drivers have always 
been the economic circumstances in the country of origin. 

Currently the main trends in mobility are towards a flow from ‘newer’ to ‘older’ Member 
States. A second movement gaining in importance is that from southern Member States to 
northern and central Europe, i.e. from Spain, Italy and Greece to Austria, Germany and the 
Nordic countries. However, apart from the overall figure for the EU level Mr Servoz did not 
have figures with him broken down by nationality. 

Given that workers from low-skilled sectors cannot simply change to high-skilled sectors, 
mobility is also regarded as one of the main instruments for filling the skills gap in certain 
sectors and regions. Massive efforts are needed to improve professional skills. According to 
Mr Servoz, two million job vacancies remain unfilled. These are mainly in ICT, health, 
engineering and the green economy and are limited to certain regions. 

2.5. Social dialogue at the EU level and workers participation 

Andrea Broughton - Presentation 
Andrea Broughton provided an insight into the social dialogue in Europe, starting with the 
Agreement on Social Policy annexed to the EU Treaty in 1991. Social dialogue can take 
place at national or European level and be of sectoral or inter-sectoral nature. Its most 
visible results are agreements between the social partners. In the past, prominent topics 
have included fixed-term contracts, part-time work, parental leave, telework, stress, 
harassment, and inclusive labour markets. Currently, sectoral social dialogue at EU level 
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takes place in 43 committees, whose composition needs to be approved by the 
Commission, thus ensuring that all relevant organisations are represented. Consultation 
within the framework of the social dialogue has often led to new directives in important 
social policy areas. Social dialogue is now integrated in the Treaty and the European 
Commission must consult the social partners on the future direction of new social policy 
initiatives. The social partners can negotiate agreements on these subjects and also launch 
agreements on their own initiative. 

Certain shortcomings have to be noted, e.g. in the consultations about the working time 
directive, no agreement could be reached between the social partners. The case of the 
hairdressers’ agreement led to serious criticism from the social partners about the political 
value of the social dialogue (see ‘Discussion’). Overall, there has been a decrease in the 
number of agreements and there are implementation issues in the Member States.  

Discussion 
The decrease in the number of agreements in the past two years was addressed. Some 
reasons were mentioned, for example the economic crisis and the fact that many topics 
have already been addressed in mature social dialogue committees. A decrease in the role 
of the social dialogue might also result from other forms of ‘joint working’.  

Special mention should be made of the most recent conflict in the social dialogue area, 
namely between the EU Commission and the social partners about the hairdressers’ 
agreement. Although the social partners had successfully completed negotiations on an 
agreement on healthy and safe working conditions in the sector, the Commission has 
postponed a decision on giving it legal status in response to the intervention of certain 
Member States opposed to any further formal regulation in this sector. 

2.6. Health and safety, challenges of the new Strategy 

Lothar Lissner - Presentation 
Lothar Lissner highlighted the changes in working conditions, the organisation of work and 
technologies in the past 25 years. These changes have given rise to particular challenges 
for European legislation and the implementation of the new EU strategic approach for 2014 
to 2020. Although crucial to political action, key data on the situation at the workplace are 
lacking. Even those data available on work accidents and particularly on occupational 
diseases have not been fully harmonised and are in many respects unreliable. Most of the 
European OSH legislation was developed in the 90s and in many areas considerable 
revision will be necessary. As the main challenges Mr Lissner listed: Reliable data on the 
situation at the workplace, improvement in the level of prevention at companies, 
modernisation and adaptation of the legislation to current conditions, rethinking the 
concept of occupational diseases, and involvement of the health and pension insurances, 
which currently bear the largest part of the costs of insufficient prevention. Activity in all 
these fields should first address the needs of groups of workers facing high and multiple 
workloads. 

Discussion 
The discussion addressed changes in the working environment, new technical issues, stress 
and psychosocial burdens. It was emphasised that data collection should not be an end in 
itself but facilitate priority setting and selection of the best preventive measures. One 
example is the lack of data about the workplace situation of bus drivers. Bus drivers are 
workers with multiple workloads, stressed by aggressive passengers, the traffic, 
inconvenient working hours and the sedentary nature of their occupation; this results in 
higher rates of specific diseases such as colon cancer.  
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Concerns were also expressed about the administrative burden for SMEs in the field of 
OSH. It is clear that, if accidents and occupational diseases are to be prevented, full 
compliance with regulations and full implementation of effective preventive measures will 
be crucial. From a legal point of view, any exceptions introduced for SMEs would ultimately 
put their workers at higher risk. However, it might be possible to reduce the documentation 
requirements for SMEs.  

2.7. Working conditions and undeclared work  

Piet Renooy - Presentation 
Piet Renooy presented the current status of knowledge on the size and types of undeclared 
work and the current political approaches to fighting it. The extent of undeclared work 
varies between the Member States from 8% to 32% of GDP. Typical forms of undeclared 
work encompass bogus self-employment, envelope wages and different types of bogus 
contracting.  

Of particular importance are the exploitative bogus forms of undeclared work, e.g. bogus 
self-employment or bogus posting by manipulation of the A1 form. Current policy 
approaches to fighting undeclared work mainly use deterrence. According to Mr Renooy, 
these are complemented by strategies to enhance compliance through incentives to 
formalise work, such as safeguards against undeclared work incorporated into the tax 
collection system ('hard approach'), and by raising the perceived benefits of declared work 
through awareness-raising campaigns and education ('soft approach'). The drivers behind 
undeclared work can be of economic, social, institutional or cultural origin. Mr Renooy 
supported the introduction of a European tax identification number to facilitate data 
exchange between different national administrations. Furthermore, in 2010, a study 
commissioned by the European Commission from Mr Renooy and his colleagues 
recommended the establishment of a European platform for all relevant authorities to fight 
undeclared work. This platform is now being implemented, with experts from different 
countries and institutions expected to share information, build capacities and cooperate 
operationally in order to deal with national as well as cross-border issues.  

Discussion 
The discussion focused on the realistic options for action against undeclared work. Rather 
than mere enforcement, a combination of sticks and carrots was regarded as most 
successful, whilst trust in public authorities also seems to be a key issue. Bogus self-
employment, bogus posting and exploitative working conditions are seen as the next major 
challenges in coming years, requiring a combined and transnational approach from labour 
inspectorates, tax authorities, police and customs.   

While no strong correlation between the tax burden and the level of undeclared work has 
been established, certain labour market characteristics (e.g. involvement of the social 
partners), social inclusion levels and social security systems seem to have a positive 
influence. There are no statistics available on specific characteristics of undeclared workers 
(nationality, gender, etc.). However, there is proof that people are forced into undeclared 
and exploitative work by such factors as lacking a residence permit. 

2.8. Presentation of the study “Differential Treatment of Workers under 25” 

Laura Todaro / Mirja Gutheil - Presentation 
Laura Todaro and Mirja Gutheil provided an insight into ‘Differential treatment of workers 
under 25 in the EU with a view to their access to the labour market’ based on a recent 
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study. The study covers policy measures targeted at the transition from school to work, the 
labour market and direct or indirect discrimination against young workers. The analysis 
compiled six country case studies conducted in Austria, Finland, France, Italy, Poland, and 
the UK.  

For all the last 15 years, the average unemployment rate for young people aged 15-24 in 
the EU has been twice that for older cohorts, providing evidence of barriers to labour 
market entry. Moreover, employed workers under 25 suffer from more insecure working 
conditions, e.g. part-time or temporary employment. 

The current initiatives pay more attention to quantity than to quality and to short-term 
rather than long-term gains. Employability measures have a positive effect on young 
people’s integration into the labour market; financial incentives to employers also seem to 
be effective. Finland can be considered best-practice example for a well-functioning ‘youth 
guarantee’.  

Recommendations included proposals such as enhancing public employment services (PES), 
individualised career advice and job search assistance and implementing dual education 
and training systems with common guidelines. In some countries (e.g. Italy and Poland) 
there is still a stigma attached to dual education systems because apprenticeships are 
associated with lower social status.  

The experts also recommended increasing funding for the Youth Guarantee. 

Discussion 
The recommendation that the budget for the Youth Guarantee be increased was 
questioned, since there seems to be no reliable data on the proportion of the resources that 
has already been requested or, indeed, the total sum available. The provision of money 
only for short-term benefits was repeatedly criticised, with calls instead for every single 
project to be judged on its long-term impact. The experts stated that quantity alone was 
clearly of little benefit and that the quality of measures was crucial. However, to achieve an 
impact and a sustainable result, a critical mass of activity and support was required.  

Concluding remarks 
The chair concluded the workshop by expressing her gratitude to the speakers for 
enhancing MEPs’ capacity to discuss topics in the field of employment and social affairs 
during their hearings with the Commissioners-designate. 
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3. BACKGROUND CONTRIBUTIONS 

3.1. Contribution by A. Broughton 
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BACKGROUND 
The EU-level social dialogue process was introduced in the mid-1980s in order to provide a 
social dimension to the single market. It was based on an initiative taken by Jacques 
Delors, who was at the time the incoming President of the Commission. He invited the 
heads of all the EU-level social partner organisations (at the time, UNICE for private sector 
employers (now BusinessEurope), CEEP for public sector employers and the ETUC) to a 
meeting at the castle of Val Duchesse in Brussels on 31 January 1985. At this meeting, the 
social partners agreed to engage in furthering the social dialogue. Between 1985 and 1995, 
the Val Duchesse process generated 21 joint opinions and declarations, two key 
agreements and seven high-level summits. 

In October 1991, the EU-level social partners negotiated an Agreement on Social Policy. 
This was the basis for the “social chapter” in the 1992 Maastricht Treaty on European 
Union, which was accepted by 11 Member States. The UK government did not support this 
and so the Maastricht Treaty contained a Protocol on Social Policy and an Agreement, 
annexed to the Protocol, between the 11 Member States, which committed them to 
continuing to cooperate on social policy initiatives. This was the so-called “UK opt-out” from 
social policy. This opt-out came to an end with the election of a Labour government in the 
UK in 1997. The Agreement on Social Policy was incorporated into the Treaty of Amsterdam 
in 1997.  

There is a firm Treaty base for social dialogue and a two-stage consultation of the EU-level 
social partners on social policy issues, which is now enshrined in the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) as follows: 

• Article 152 TFEU states that ‘The Union recognises and promotes the role of the 
social partners at its level, taking into account the diversity of national systems. It 
shall facilitate dialogue between the social partners, respecting their autonomy.’ 

• Article 154 TFEU states that the Commission should, before submitting proposals in 
the social policy field, consult management and labour on the possible direction of 
Union action. If the Commission then considers Union action advisable, it will consult 
management and labour on the content of the envisaged proposal.  

• Article 155 TFEU states that if management and labour wish, they may enter into 
negotiations for an agreement on the topic of consultation.  If an agreement is 
reached in this way, they should be implemented either in accordance with the 
procedures and practices specific to management and labour and the Member States 
or at the joint request of the signatory parties, by a Council decision on a proposal 
from the Commission. 

However, should the social partners fail to reach an agreement during these negotiations, a 
fallback position exists, which allows the Commission to address the issue via the normal 
legislative procedure, as took place in the case of the European Works Council Directive in 
1994 and as has just taken place with regard to the revision of the Working Time Directive. 

Under Article 152 TFEU, the social partners can also negotiate binding agreements on their 
own initiative, as well as in response to a Commission consultation.  
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INTERSECTORAL SOCIAL DIALOGUE 
The intersectoral, or cross-sector, social dialogue takes place between employee 
representatives (ETUC, Eurocadres and the European Federation of Executives and 
Managerial Staff) and employer bodies (BusinessEurope, UEAPME and CEEP). The 
intersectoral social dialogue has produced important agreements, some of which have 
formed the basis for European Directives. The texts with legal underpinning are: 

• The framework agreement on parental leave, implemented as Council Directive 
96/34/EC of 3 June 1996. Further, in 2009, the European social partners agreed on 
a revision of the parental leave agreement, which was also given legal underpinning. 

• The framework agreement on part-time work, implemented as Council Directive 
97/81/EC of 15 December 1997. 

• The framework agreement on fixed-term work, implemented as Council Directive 
1999/70/EC of 28 June 1999. 

There have been other agreements that have not been implemented as Directives, but 
instead implemented in accordance with the procedures and parties specific to the 
social partners in the Member States, as provided for by the Treaty. These are: the 
framework agreement on telework (2002); the framework agreement on work-related 
stress (2004); the framework agreement on harassment and violence at work (2007); and 
the framework agreement on inclusive labour markets (2010). 

There have also been three joint frameworks of actions: on the lifelong development of 
competences (2002); gender equality (2005) and on youth employment (2013). Other 
main joint texts include: a joint labour market analysis (2007); a joint report on ECJ rulings 
in the Viking, Laval, Rüffert and Luxembourg cases (2010); and more than 50 joint 
declarations or joint opinions dealing with a range of issues, such as economic policy, 
labour market adaptability, restructuring, European Works Councils, education and training, 
and the fight against racism.  

THE SECTORAL SOCIAL DIALOGUE 
The EU-level sectoral social dialogue is carried out between representatives of trade unions 
and employers in individual sectors, within the framework of social dialogue 
committees. At present, there are 43 such committees. The sectoral social partners must 
satisfy the European Commission that they are representative in their sector before they 
can form an EU-level sectoral social dialogue committee. There are around 700 joint texts 
in existence ranging from joint opinions right through to formal agreements, some of which 
have been given legal force under the provisions of the TFEU. These include agreements on 
working time in inland waterways, civil aviation, rail and for seafarers, a health and safety 
agreement in the hospitals and care sector, and an agreement between 14 industrial 
sectors on workers’ health protection through the good handling and use of crystalline silica 
(see the list in the annex).  

SUCCESSES AND SHORTCOMINGS OF THE SOCIAL 
DIALOGUE 
The social dialogue at both intersectoral and sectoral level has resulted in a wide range of 
joint texts dealing with issues that are pertinent to the members of the social partners. The 
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intersectoral social dialogue has formed the basis of European legislation in the areas 
of parental leave, part-time work and fixed-term contracts, which has provided additional 
rights at European level for EU citizens.  

The sectoral social dialogue has been successful in adapting EU-level legislation, notably in 
the area of working time, to specific sectors. The working time Directive specifically 
permitted the sectoral social partners in a number of sectors to negotiate working time 
provisions to cover their own sector. This has been the case for those sectors listed above: 
airlines, railways, seafarers, and is ongoing in the case of the inland waterways sector.  

Overall, the European Industrial Relations in 2014 report (forthcoming), concludes that: 
“faced with a challenging context, European social dialogue in the past two years has 
shown signs of vitality and adaptability: Important steps have been taken to strengthen 
social dialogue in relatively new processes such as the European Semester. The creation of 
two new sectoral social dialogue committees, as well as steady progress in a test phase for 
a third sector, are testament to continued interest by employers and trade unions to 
engage at European level. Through joint opinions and declarations, both sides of industry 
continued providing valuable input and expertise to Commission initiatives and policy 
processes at national level. Through tools and joint projects, European social partners 
share expertise and best practices to build capacity at European and national level”. 

The shortcomings of the social dialogue are more difficult to set out, largely as this depends 
on the views of various stakeholders and observers. One of the most high-profile setbacks 
of the intersectoral social dialogue was the failure of the social partners to agree on a 
revision of the Working Time Directive, after some months of negotiation. Further, the 
European Industrial Relations in 2014 report notes that the number of binding agreements 
concluded at sectoral level has decreased over the past two years.  

In addition, there are issues surrounding implementation of agreements, both in the case 
of agreements implemented in accordance with national practice, and those which are put 
forward for implementation by Council Decision, in accordance with the Treaty. The 
intersectoral EU-level social partners themselves note in their work programme for  
2012-2014 that one of their aims is to continue to ensure better impact and/or 
implementation of their joint texts.  

On the issue of implementation by legal underpinning, the most controversial development 
of recent times has been the Commission’s decision to delay the implementation of an 
agreement on health and safety, concluded by the social partners in the hairdressing sector 
in 2012. The Commission announced in October 2013 that it will not consider giving a legal 
basis to the agreement until a broader review of EU occupational health and safety 
legislation has been carried out in 2015. There had been some objections to any form of 
regulation in this area on the part of some EU Member States, with some keen to ensure 
that the Commission reject the social partners’ request to make the agreement binding by 
Council decision. UNI Europa Hair & Beauty issued a press release in October 2012, stating 
that the Dutch government had proposed the submission of a joint letter by EU Member 
States opposing any form of regulation in this area. They wanted the Commission to reject 
the social partners’ request to make the agreement binding. It was thought that the UK, 
German, Estonian, Finnish and Polish governments had indicated their willingness to sign 
such a letter.  

The Commission’s decision has disappointed the social partners in this sector and has given 
rise to speculation about what this may mean for the future of the social dialogue. UNI 
Europa Hair & Beauty has described the Commisson’s move as a “full-frontal attack” on the 
social dialogue process in Europe. The social partners in this sector had been considering 
whether to mount a legal challenge against this decision. Other sectoral trade unions have 
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expressed their support for the social partners and the social dialogue process in the 
hairdressing sector. 

THE FUTURE 
It would seem that the intersectoral social dialogue is, in general, moving towards more 
autonomous and non-binding agreements. Overall, however, there are ongoing issues 
regarding implementation of agreements. A thematic liaison forum was held by the 
Commission in December 2013 to mark 15 years of sectoral social dialogue, discuss its 
achievements and debate future challenges. Suggestions for future action at this forum 
included strengthening the analytical capacity of the social partners in order to anticipate 
structural changes, better integrating national social partners in EU-level social dialogue 
structures, where possible, improving cooperation between intersectoral and sectoral social 
partners, improving monitoring mechanisms for the outcomes of the sectoral social 
dialogue, and focusing more on implementation processes. 

The announcement of the new Commission, on 10 September 2014, will also have 
repercussions for the social dialogue in the future. There will be split responsibility in 
terms of the social dialogue and social affairs: there will be a Vice-President for the Euro 
and Social Dialogue, who will oversee the European Semester process and there will also be 
a Commissioner for Employment and Social Affairs, Skills and Labour Mobility. 
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ANNEX 1: KEY DATES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
EUROPEAN SOCIAL DIALOGUE 

Date Details 

1985 First meetings of the social partners at Val Duchesse (Belgium) at 
the invitation of Jacques Delors 

1986 
First formal recognition of European social dialogue by insertion into 
the EC Treaty by the Single European Act 1986 of a new Article 
118B EC 

1991 Social partner agreement on the basic principles of social dialogue 
(taken up by the Treaty of Maastricht) 

1993 

The Maastricht Treaty of the European Union included a protocol 
incorporating an Agreement on Social Policy, the result of 
negotiations between the European social partners. The agreement, 
adopted by all 11 Member States with the exception of the United 
Kingdom, outlined the procedure for European social dialogue 

June 1996 
Adoption of Council Directive 96/34/EC of 3 June 1996 on the 
framework agreement on parental leave concluded by UNICE, CEEP 
and ETUC 

June 1997 
The signing of the Treaty of Amsterdam resulted in the Agreement 
on Social Policy being incorporated into a revised Social Chapter of 
the EC Treaty 

December 1997 
Adoption of Council Directive 97/81/EC of 15 December 1997 
concerning the framework agreement on part-time work concluded 
by UNICE, CEEP and ETUC 

June 1999 
Adoption of Council Directive 1999/70/EC of 28 June 1999 
concerning the framework agreement on fixed-term work concluded 
by ETUC, UNICE and CEEP 

2002 A framework agreement on telework was signed by the European 
social partners 

2004 A framework agreement on work-related stress was signed by the 
European social partners 

2007 A framework agreement on harassment and violence at work was 
signed by the European social partners 

December 2009 
Coming into force of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European 
Union (TFEU), which elaborates on the European social dialogue in 
Articles 152, 154 and 155 TFEU 

2010 A framework agreement on inclusive labour markets was signed by 
the European social partners 

Source: Eurofound Industrial Relations Dictionary. 
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF SECTORAL SOCIAL DIALOGUE 
AGREEMENTS 

These sectoral social dialogue agreements have been given, or are in the process of being 
given, legal underpinning by Council decision: 

• An agreement on working time in the inland waterways sector, for which the 
Commission issued in July 2014 an implementing proposal. 

• An agreement on health and safety in the hairdressing sector, concluded in 2012. The 
social partners have requested that the Commission issue an implementing proposal, 
but the Commission has delayed its decision on this until a review of occupational EU 
health and safety legislation has been carried out. 

• The Framework Agreement on prevention from sharps injuries in the hospital and 
healthcare sector concluded by HOSPEEM and EPSU in July 2009, implemented by 
Council Directive 2010/32/EU of 10 May 2010. 

• The Agreement concluded by the European Community Shipowners’ Associations 
(ECSA) and the European Transport Workers’ Federation (ETF) on the Maritime Labour 
Convention, 2006, and amending Directive 1999/63/EC, implemented by Council 
Directive 2009/13/EC of 16 February 2009. 

• The Agreement on the organisation of working time of seafarers concluded by the 
European Community Shipowners’ Association (ECSA) and the Federation of Transport 
Workers’ Unions in the European Union (FST, now dissolved), implemented by Council 
Directive 1999/63/EC of 21 June 1999. 

• The Agreement between the Community of European Railways (CER) and the European 
Transport Workers’ Federation (ETF) on certain aspects of the working conditions of 
mobile workers engaged in interoperable cross-border services in the railway sector, 
implemented by Council Directive 2005/47/EC of 18 July 2005. 

• The European Agreement on the Organisation of Working Time of Mobile Workers in 
Civil Aviation concluded by the Association of European Airlines (AEA), the European 
Transport Workers’ Federation (ETF), the European Cockpit Association (ECA), the 
European Regions Airline Association (ERA) and the International Air Carrier Association 
(IACA), implemented by Council Directive 2000/79/EC of 27 November 2000. 

• An agreement was also concluded between 14 industrial sectors on workers’ health 
protection through the good handling and use of crystalline silica and products 
containing it (signed on 25 April 2006). 
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3.2. Contribution by L. Lissner 
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Abstract 

The three essential challenges of the EU Strategic Framework on Health and 
Safety at Work 2014-2020 – 1) improved implementation, 2) better disease 
prevention, and 3) dealing with the ageing workforce – describe the priority 
fields of Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) action. Effective workplace 
prevention in enterprises is the key for improvements. Implementation still 
suffers from low awareness, limited knowledge, and short-term advantages 
gained from insufficient prevention. The strategy can be successful if it 
contributes significantly to the improvement of data quality on the current 
working conditions, to modernisation of legislation and to well-known and 
experience based approaches of effective implementation. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
The new EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 (CEC 2014) is 
the follow-up of two former strategies (CEC 2002; CEC 2007) and defines three major 
challenges:  

1. Improving the implementation record (particularly by supporting SMEs and micro 
enterprises) 
 

2. Improving the prevention of work-related diseases by tackling existing, new 
and emerging risks, and  
 

3. Tackling demographic change. 

Seven key strategic objectives have been elaborated to cope with these challenges:  

1. Further consolidate national strategies 
 

2. Facilitate compliance with OSH legislation, particularly by micro and small 
enterprises  
 

3. Better enforcement of OSH legislation by Member States 
 

4. Simplify existing legislation 
 

5. Address the ageing of the workforce, emerging new risks, prevention of work-
related and occupational diseases 
 

6. Improve statistical data collection and develop the information base 
 

7. Better coordinate EU and international efforts to address OSH and engage with 
international organisations. 

WORKING CONDITIONS AND OSH 
The strategy rests upon an assessment of the current situation and the expected 
future challenges for improving safety and health at work. This assessment uses as 
sources statistics, studies, contributions from experts and expert networks, employers and 
employees, and public consultation. The actors (among others national authorities, 
international organisations and European institutions, see for a more complete list in the 
annex) involved have to deal with the current situation, but also anticipate future 
developments, and reflect these challenges in their strategies (European  
Parliament 2011). Although data quality is often insufficient, the relevant actors 
generally coincide in their assessment of basic challenges of OSH, caused by the work 
organisation, by the changing structure of the workforce, and by risks from new or 
emerging technologies.  

Work organisation 
In the last twenty years work organisation has undergone rapid and far-reaching changes: 

• Work pace has become faster due to permanent communication and information 
flows and requirements, made possible by technology such as digitalisation. 

• Units have become smaller, i.e. more micro-size enterprises, more self-
employed, and more unit-oriented work organisation in medium and large 
companies.  
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• Work is more ‘project oriented’, i.e. planning, documentation, and control, 
including more work to tight deadlines. 

• Steering happens less via hierarchies but via agreements on performance 
and/or results. Approaches to measure the outcome of work have been developed 
and refined (including academic work, education and social work). 

• Time schedules and working arrangements have diversified, from classical 
eight-hour and part time work (typical for women) to lifelong working time accounts 
and working from home. 

• Work contracts have diversified - temporary work, zero hours contracts, self-
employed, pseudo self-employed, while undeclared work remains an issue.  

Workforce developments 
Current trends show the following likely developments: 

• Increased female representation in European workforce (2012: Women 64.2 %; 
Men: 74.6 %). 

• The average age of workers is on the rise, and the pension age will rise in 
nearly all European countries, both legally and in practice.  

• The workforce will be more international (workers from different national and 
cultural backgrounds, multinational enterprises, languages at the workplace). 

• The workforce will be better educated and more qualified and workers will 
change their jobs more frequently. 

Technical progress  
The technologies used in the workplace are becoming increasingly diverse, as 
conventional technologies are augmented or replaced by alternatives or newly developed 
technologies. The potential negative effects of such new technologies must be anticipated 
to ensure effective prevention of work-related diseases. New technologies lead to new 
products and processes which need to be sufficiently tested. Prominent examples are 
nanomaterials and biotechnology, but less known examples are also widespread: 
cutting by means of laser-technology with exposure to optical radiation, enzyme production 
in e.g. washing powder formulation, recycling companies with unknown risks from the 
materials. Many of these technologies cause risks and exposures for workers, and will lead 
to calls for new or more detailed regulation.  

Common key indicators of the situation in the work places  
Key indicators are used to describe the protection level, e.g. the quantity and quality of risk 
factors and exposures at workplaces, from noise levels, chemicals and air quality, heavy 
and tiring work, to violence and aggression, etc. Only very approximate figures are 
available for most of these work situations.  

The best known key indicator is the number of accidents at work; the statistical 
sources are the official figures from Member States, aggregated by Eurostat. With the 
exception of fatalities, Eurostat indicates underreporting in many cases.1 National and 
European surveys such as the European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS) or the 

                                           
1  Countries with similar populations (around 10 million) show extremely different accident figures, which can only 

feasibly be explained by reporting differences: Belgium (49,546), Bulgaria (1,768) Hungary (16,717), Greece 
(11,926) and Portugal (121,730) see:   
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/health/accidents_work_work_related_health_problems. 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/health/accidents_work_work_related_health_problems
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Enterprise Survey on New and Emerging Risks (ESENER) on employers’ and workers’ 
assessment of working conditions have offered some insights. Some practical examples of 
missing data about working conditions might illustrate the information needs: 

• The Council Directive 90/270/EEC on Video Display Units (VDU) does not cover 
mobile devices; it is, consequently, outdated due to technological progress in 
many sectors and occupations. But: to what extent has this happened? How many 
workers already have to deal with ergonomically unacceptable VDU?  

• How many bus drivers in cities have access to a toilet at their final stop? 

• How many truckers don’t consult a doctor when in a foreign country - even in 
acute cases, thus risking their health? 

• How many employees in the entertainment industry have to work without hearing 
protection in noise levels exceeding 90db? 

Health indicators – occupational diseases 
The European statistics on occupational diseases show a very fragmented picture, 
because the acceptance of certain diseases as occupational differs significantly 
among Member States. According to the latest figures from the health and safety at work 
module of the Labour Force Survey (LFS), 8.6 % of workers in the EU-27 experienced 
a work-related health problem in the past 12 months, which corresponds to 20 million 
people (EUROSTAT 2009). Musculoskeletal diseases, stress, and anxiety or depression were 
the most prevalent health problems. Estimates of fatalities attributed to work have reached 
167,000 deaths annually in the EU (WSHI 2014), with occupational cancer being the 
principle cause.  

CHALLENGES 

Challenge 1: Improving the implementation record – role of the strategy 
The EU has already played a crucial role by issuing 24 OSH Directives, particularly the 
Framework Directive (Directive 89/391/EEC). At the EU-level, exchange regarding the 
best approaches is already organised via the EU-OSHA, the Advisory Committee on 
Safety and Health at Work (ACSH), the Senior Labour Inspectors Committee (SLIC) and 
other regional networks, such as the Baltic Sea Network (BSN). The common OSH-
enforcing or OSH-promoting measures from the supervising authorities in the Member 
States are in place – penalties, fees, advice, guidance, and financial incentives. The 
strategy’s role could be to support the analysis of the best approaches and promotion 
of the most promising measures (EU OSHA 2009) including cost-benefit 
considerations (Prevent /Koooperationsstelle Hamburg IFE 2011). 

The most crucial factor for improvement may well be the support of OSH inside 
companies, i.e. increased awareness and knowledge, and more preventive measures; all 
in all, an improved culture of prevention. Any national or international strategy  
(Lissner 2010) or future legislation should support this capacity building, e.g. via 
standards on topics such as number of OSH-staff, time allocated to OSH training, quality of 
OSH education, definition of basic tasks, rights within the company, and modern guidance 
instruments, such as self-assessment tools or short e-learning courses 
(ISSA 2009). 

Most public supervising authorities (mainly: Labour inspectorates) suffer from general 
public sector financial restrictions (Czech Presidency / SLIC Conference, 2009). 
Furthermore, their past OSH successes, which have resulted in fewer occupational 
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accidents, make it more difficult to justify equal or increased financial resources. Currently 
most national supervising authorities deal with a core group of safety issues in a limited 
number of enterprises. The supervising authorities are also confronted with health issues 
which are increasingly linked to work organisation, rather than issues around 
machinery, equipment and buildings. The main practice to deal with this situation is to 
cover health issues via guidance and advice, rather than supervision.  

Legislation could be simplified as part of a general overhaul of regulations, in order to 
adapt them to modern work situations. New regulations must be drafted for the new 
and varied technologies, the types of materials, equipment and buildings, and also work 
situations. Many regulations are comprehensive, including details which can function as 
guidance for enterprises; they also include significant exceptions1.  

Challenge 2: Work related diseases  
The reduction of work-related diseases is clearly one of the most important targets of 
OSH; however, the influence of work as the cause for a disease is often highly 
controversial. Musculo-skeletal diseases (MSD), cancer and mental illnesses have 
multifactorial causes and, in most cases, long development periods. In principle, there are 
two strategies to deal with this situation: 

1. To improve the identification of the exact causes of a disease by specific research, 
and to develop adequate evidence-based prevention measures  
 

2. In many cases it is almost impossible to exactly measure the influence of the ‘Work’ 
factor and identify clear causes. Prevention should still be the prime option to avoid 
risks, even if there is not a clear causality but only a probability of a disease-causing 
working condition.  

If prevention fails it should be the main goal of public activities to support the victims 
through rehabilitation, reintegration, or compensation. The strategy can contribute 
through an open discussion on alternatives, whilst also investing in better analysis  
of causes.  

Challenge 3: Demographic change  
The proportion of older workers in employment is still lower as the average  
(EU 28 in 2013: 68.4 %)2, but permanently increasing (EU 28 in 2007: 44.5 %, in 2013: 
50.1 %). There are massive employment rate differences of this age group, depending on 
sex, education level, sectors and occupations. 

Many examples of good and best practice have been reported (see as one example: 
EU-OSHA Webpages on Ageing Workers3), suggesting ways to keep older workers in 
their jobs. Prevention of workplace accidents, work-related symptoms and 
diseases should be a high priority for all age groups. To help workers with health 
problems or chronic diseases to stay in work, the key is to adjust the work to 
their health condition and abilities.  

The strategy could help to identify and support groups of workers that have high and 
multiple workloads; well-known examples are occupation or sectors like elderly care, 
                                           
1  Council Directive 90/270/EEC on VDU: exception for mobile equipment, Directive 89/654/EEC of 30 November 

1989 concerning the minimum safety and health requirements for the workplace (WPD): exceptions for 
temporary or mobile work sites; Council Directive 98/24/EC Chemical agents at work: exceptions due to 
technical and socio-economic considerations. 

2  http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsdec420. 
3  https://osha.europa.eu/en/priority_groups/ageingworkers/index_html. 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsdec420
https://osha.europa.eu/en/priority_groups/ageingworkers/index_html
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maintenance workers, welders, bus drivers, kitchen aid, construction workers, butchers, 
etc. The most sustainable contribution of an OSH strategy could be to massively improve 
workplace prevention. A considerable contribution by the enterprises themselves and 
the ‘big payers’ (pension and health insurances) to improve unhealthy working conditions 
is necessary, particularly in those occupations where the average worker stops working 
long before reaching the pension age.  
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ANNEX 

Relevant actors in the field of OSH  
Relevant actors include competent national authorities, international organisations e.g. the 
International Labour Organisation (ILO), the International Social Security Association 
(ISSA) or the World Health Organisation (WHO), European institutions and bodies- beside 
Commission, Council and Parliament – the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 
(EU-OSHA) and the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions (EUROFOUND) (see some major publications of these institutions and agencies 
in the reference list) and also scientists in the field. 
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3.3. Contribution by P. Renooy 
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Abstract 

Undeclared activities are not a marginal, residual part of European economies. 
They form an integral part of these economies but there is a clear difference in 
size and nature of the undeclared economy throughout European countries. 
Recently we witness the development of types of undeclared waged 
employment directly related to European integration. Many of these types 
involve exploitative labour relations and call for a coordinated and integrated 
European policy approach. The European Platform to enhance cooperation in 
the prevention and deterrence of undeclared work could therefore play an 
important role. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The attention for the unobserved part of the western economies emerged around the turn 
of the millennium (Mateman and Renooy 2001, OECD 2002). Eventually, a popular and 
recurrent belief was that the undeclared economy was disappearing and becoming a minor 
residue, existing only in a few marginal enclaves of the modern economy. This 
modernization thesis, however, has been increasingly refuted. It is now widely recognized 
that the undeclared economy is widespread and growing relative to the declared 
economy in many global regions. Indeed, a recent OECD report finds that out of a global 
working population of some 3 billion, around two-thirds (1.8 billion) work in the undeclared 
economy. Such work, therefore, is far from being a small residual realm. It is a prominent 
feature of the contemporary global economy. Therefore, recognition grew that the 
undeclared economy lowers the quality of work available, puts at risk the financial 
sustainability of social protection systems and undermines the business environment 
through unfair competition (European Commission, 2003, 2007; Williams and Renooy, 
2013). The result is that governments have begun to pay greater attention to not only 
understanding the prevalence of, and reasons for, undeclared employment but also what 
needs to be done to bring such work out of the shadows (Dekker et al, 2010; Williams and 
Renooy, 2013). 

UNDECLARED WORK: WHAT ARE WE TALKING ABOUT? 

At the outset, a definition of undeclared employment, or what has been variously called the 
‘atypical’, ‘black’, ‘cash-in-hand’, ‘hidden’, ‘informal’, ‘irregular’, ‘non-visible’, ‘shadow’, 
‘underground’ or ‘unregulated’ economy/sector/employment/work is required (see Williams, 
2004). Despite the array of terms used there is a broad consensus on what is included and 
excluded. This consensus is reflected by defining undeclared work as: 

 ‘any paid activities that are lawful as regards their nature but not declared to the 
public authorities, taking into account the differences in the regulatory system of Member 
States’ (European Commission, 2007). 

This covers diverse activities from undeclared domestic services to clandestine activities 
conducted by illegal residents, but excludes the realm of criminal activity where illicit goods 
and services are exchanged. A multitude of empirical research has revealed the diverse 
forms of undeclared work that fit into this broad definition:  

• Undeclared work within a (formal or informal) enterprise, or what might be termed 
undeclared waged employment. This can be either wholly undeclared where all 
one’s wages are paid off-the-books, or partially undeclared where a portion of the 
wage from one’s formal employer is paid officially and a portion off-the-books 
(‘envelope wages’). 

• Own-account undeclared work for private customers such as a household or 
enterprises, conducted under social relations akin to self-employment; and 

• More socially embedded own-account undeclared work delivering goods and 
services directly to consumers who are neighbours, kin, friends or acquaintances. 
This can be with or without direct payment. 

The size and nature of undeclared work differs throughout Europe. Roughly speaking we 
find the socially embedded and own account workers more predominantly in the North-
western European countries, whereas the waged undeclared work and in particular 
envelope wages are mostly found in Eastern and South-eastern Europe. The size of the 
undeclared economy also varies, although it is by definition hard to measure. According the 
often cited research by the Austrian economist Friedrich Schneider, undeclared activities 
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equal almost 32% of GDP in Bulgaria, 29% in Romania and 28% in Lithuania. On the other 
side of the spectrum we find Austria, Luxembourg and the Netherlands with 7.5 to 9.5% of 
GDP in undeclared activities. The average size in the EU is around 18% of GDP but a clear 
North – South and East – West divide within the EU28 is visible. 

POLICY ISSUES  

Why should we care about the incidence of undeclared work? And what should we do about 
it? There are definitely positive aspects to undeclared work. It offers for instance a test 
bed for business start-ups, it can provide a source of income for those engaged in it, or it 
can offer affordable or flexible services and or cheap products to customers. However, from 
a macro-economic point of view it obstructs tax revenues and it undermines the 
financing of and trust in the system of social security. 

For legitimate businesses undeclared activities cause unfair competition. And, trying to 
compete with the undeclared businesses may end up in a race to the bottom for declared 
businesses.  

For workers, although some undeclared activities are relatively well-paid and conducted 
under less exploitative conditions, in particular undeclared waged work is often low 
paid, exploitative and carried out by marginalised groups. They lack all essential 
labour rights like minimum wage, sickness pay, redundancy rights, health and safety 
standards on the work place and they have no job security and cannot build up rights to 
pensions. 

It is particularly in this segment of the undeclared economy that we witness negative 
developments as a result of European integration. The creation of the single market and 
the free provision of services lead to an increase of bogus self employment. Alleged self-
employed workers are offering themselves as service providers. By doing so, they bypass 
labour provisions, employer contributions and social security costs. And, they offer labour 
at an extremely low price. In a comparable manner, posting regulations are abused and 
bogus posting also leads to situations in which workers are exploited and legitimate 
companies experience unfair competition. In its most extreme form, it may lead to severe 
cases of exploitation or even to forced labour and human trafficking. 

While it is the misuse of European regulations that makes it possible, it is the mass supply 
of cheap labour that makes it happen, with the help of rogue labour brokers like fraudulent 
temporary work agencies. These developments call for targeted policy actions in which 
international co-operation is of essential importance. A Community framework for such 
cooperation is far more effective than bilateral arrangements. Therefore establishing a 
European Platform to enhance cooperation in the prevention and deterrence of undeclared 
work could play an important role. 

FEASIBILITY OF A PLATFORM  

To tackle the problems and obstacles previously identified, the objectives of a European 
platform on undeclared work might be: 

• to develop (operational) cooperation between Member States, 
• to develop a specific expertise or capacity in fighting undeclared work, 
• to raise awareness/provide information on undeclared work.  

Given the outcome of the assessment on a European Platform (Dekker et al 2010), the 
preferred design should have the following features: 
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The institutional structure should not be too complex or have an elaborate permanent 
structure which an agency might have. A network or expert group would better suit the 
objectives and match stakeholders’ preferences. Tasks should at least include capacity 
building and the sharing of information, but developing cooperation is also considered to be 
very valuable.   

The scope should be extensive and include cross-border as well as national issues. A focus 
on just national issues (e.g. develop database on ‘best practice’) or just cross-border issues 
(e.g. information exchange, migration) seems to be too limited. 

Different agencies are responsible for different facets of the fight against undeclared work. 
The result is that it is probably very difficult for Member States to identify one or two 
representatives to join the platform. Therefore, membership should not be limited to 
representativeness from just labour inspectorates. Members could also come from 
other bodies like tax administrations, social security administrations and, if relevant, 
executive bodies, employer organisations, unions, groups of experts/academics and NGOs.  

Many European platforms start as small informal networks or expert groups and then 
become more formal bodies, with more members. Another option is to invite all Member 
States right from the start, giving the members the opportunity to address multiple issues 
associated with undeclared work. In the start-up phase this last option is preferred, not 
only because it would fit the objectives better but also because it would avoid the difficult 
issues of selecting how many could join, who could join or who could join on the basis of 
what single subject. 

The Commission will provide staff members for the Secretariat and will allocate an annual 
budget for the platform.  

Tackling undeclared work cannot be achieved effectively without improvements in 
administrative cooperation between Member States regarding intelligence on tackling 
undeclared work in general and cross-border undeclared work practices more particularly. A 
Community framework for such cooperation is far more effective than bilateral 
arrangements between all the Member States, which may leave some Member States 
without full and rapid access to information. Similarly, in view of the possible growth of 
cross-border undeclared work practices, coordinated action to combat undeclared work at 
EU level is preferable to a national or even multilateral approach.  
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3.4. Contribution by L. Todaro and M. Gutheil 
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DRAFT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE UPCOMING STUDY 

 

Abstract 

This Policy Department A study aims to provide the Employment and Social 
Affairs Committee (EMPL) with an up-to-date, comprehensive picture of the 
latest developments in policy measures regarding differential treatment of 
workers under 25 in the EU with a view to their access to the labour market. 
The evidence collected shows that in the last 15 years the youth unemployment 
rate has been constantly higher than the adult rate in the EU. Active labour 
market policies and employer incentives can be combined effectively to increase 
the employment rate of young people. When measures discriminate, this tends 
to be the result of the interplay between the measure and the institutional and 
socioeconomic context. While the responsibility for employment policies resides 
at national level, the EU can enhance its coordinating and overseeing role to 
support young people in becoming financially independent and socially included. 
The EU should promote policy innovation and better define anti-discrimination 
legislation with respect to age. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The study focuses on (i) young entrants to and young workers in the labour market in the 
last 15 years; (ii) the effectiveness of policies implemented at both national and EU level to 
support young people in the labour market; (iii) evidence on the alleged indirectly 
discriminatory impact that measures may have on youth employment outcomes, as part of 
a rights-based approach; and (iv) policy recommendations to the European Parliament for 
short-, medium- and long-term solutions. The study is based on six country case studies: 
Austria, Finland, France, Italy, Poland and the United Kingdom (England).  

Challenges young people face in the EU labour market 

An examination of the situation of young people in the labour market in the last 15 years 
shows that youth unemployment has become a severe and widespread problem in the EU. 
The majority of Member States have youth unemployment rates which are double the rates 
of the rest of the population. The rate of young people not in employment, education or 
training (NEET) has increased, as has the long-term unemployment rate for young people 
at EU level. These problems are linked to barriers to the labour market such as lack of 
work experience, skill mismatch, low demand and high costs for young workers. 

Moreover, young workers are very often over-represented in non-standard forms of work 
compared with their older counterparts. Because these forms of work offer limited hours 
and have short tenures, they can lead to low incomes, no guarantees of future contracts or 
improved employability, and reduced access to unemployment benefits and pension and 
employment rights. From the perspective of a rights-based approach, these findings 
suggest that younger people in the EU are at risk of social exclusion, and this raises 
concerns about the effectiveness and potentially discriminatory characteristics of 
measures designed to support their employment.  

EU Directive 2000/78/EC is the main legal tool establishing common standards at EU 
level for equal treatment in the workplace, including discrimination based on age. Because 
of legitimate and justifiable aims the Directive allows for differential treatments. However, 
the circumstances under which difference of treatment based on age may be justified are 
extremely varied and the assessment of the compliance with the Directive in the field of 
age is a difficult task.   

Effectiveness and the (positive and indirect) discriminatory character of 
selected youth employment measures 

Member States have a wide array of tools available to increase youth employment. These 
can be policies to support the supply side of the labour market (i.e. human capital), 
such as active labour market policies (e.g. career guidance and training) and passive labour 
market policies (e.g. universal minimum wages). Alternatively, interventions can be 
designed to increase the demand for labour, such as incentivising employers to hire or 
train young people (e.g. through apprenticeships or reduced social security contributions). 
Countries such as Finland and Austria tend to implement supply side policies and very 
rarely apply demand side policies, while countries such as the UK, Italy and Poland have a 
wider array of measures that include employer incentives. France is somewhat different, as 
its policies also include provision of subsidised employment. 

Active labour market policies have potentially positive effects, as evidenced in the 
Austrian and Finnish case studies in this report. However, other factors can reduce or divert 
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their impact, while unsurprisingly there is also variability in their effectiveness between 
Member States. The New Deal for Young People (NDYP) in the UK has proved somewhat 
effective, but in order for the intervention to have the greatest impact in regions of high 
unemployment, additional demand side policies to supplement measures might have 
enhanced its impact. The wider macroeconomic situation and budgetary flexibility also 
plays an important role. The effectiveness of similar measures is often differentiated by 
their scope, available funding and socioeconomic differences among regions within a 
country. This explains observed differences in effectiveness between the UK and Italy for 
two similar measures. 

While some programmes in France have been evaluated positively, it has been claimed that 
the impact of subsidised work contracts on the ability of young people to access 
employment (and become financially independent) has been limited. Hiring subsidies or 
reductions in non-wage costs can result in deadweight loss (i.e. the company would have 
hired somebody anyway), displacement or substitution effects or increased risk of 
simply postponing unemployment. It has also been highlighted that during times of 
austerity, these measures clash with government commitments to reduce public spending 
deficits. To avoid any deadweight loss or substitution effects, employer subsidies must be 
well designed and monitored, and preferably targeted at disadvantaged young people who 
face multiple barriers in entry to the labour market. 

The evidence collected on the different categories of measures demonstrates that youth 
employment measures, when taken in isolation, are not positively or indirectly 
discriminatory per se. For instance, flexible work contracts (i.e. atypical and very atypical 
jobs) can be a potential stepping stone into permanent jobs for young people entering 
the labour market, if (i) they are framed as part of a longer-term strategy for employment 
and (ii) regulations for temporary and permanent contracts are not open to abuse by 
employers. However, these measures can also lead to a ‘dead-end’ or a job insecurity 
‘trap’, with young individuals moving from one temporary job to another. The outcomes of 
these measures depend on the interplay of institutional and socioeconomic contextual 
factors at national, regional and local level. 

Contextual factors include the state of the economy and general economic climate; the 
education and training system, including the role and attractiveness of vocational education 
and training and apprenticeships; the role, coverage, capacity and efficiency of Public 
Employment Services (PES); youth-related policies and institutional frameworks, e.g. 
labour market policies, including employment protection legislation (EPL) and active 
labour market policies (ALMPs); the balanced combination of labour law flexibility and social 
protection (i.e. welfare system); the role of social partners in facilitating school-to-work 
transitions; governance and institutional arrangements between all key youth-related 
stakeholders and levels of funding for youth-related measures. In addition, individual 
characteristics such as initial education attainment and socioeconomic background 
are also key factors in whether or not a young person benefits from an intervention. 

Policy recommendations  
The European Parliament and the EU as a whole can play a crucial role in supporting 
Member States labour market institutional reforms and promoting more balanced 
employment protection legislation for young people.  

The short-term success of youth employment measures often depends on the quality of 
Public Employment Services (PES); therefore, the European Parliament could support 
the promotion of guidelines providing practical information about the transferability of 
policies and best practice advice. The recent legislative resolution of the European 
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Parliament on the proposal for ‘A Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
enhanced cooperation between Public Employment Services’1 is pointing in this direction. In 
particular the PES network at European level might make full use of the Open Method of 
Coordination2 to strengthen the exchange of knowledge and experience between European 
PES in the PES-to-PES Dialogue.3 Moreover, the European Parliament might act as a 
stimulus for PES to implement monitoring systems comparing employment and earning 
outcomes of programme participants and non-participants (including the Youth Guarantee) 
with a longitudinal perspective. Data concerning the long-term impacts of ALMPs are rare. 
The PES monitoring and evaluation capacity could be enhanced by European Social Fund 
technical assistance, as PES are very often in charge of implementing projects funded by 
the ESF. In this way, the impacts of ALMPs could be more precisely evaluated.  

Furthermore, the dialogue among social partners is essential to align the skills of young 
workers with the needs of the labour market. Through its supervisory power, the European 
Parliament might act as a stimulus to influence the performance of other EU institutions. 

Improved social dialogue is also relevant in the design of good quality vocational 
training and apprenticeship schemes. The European Parliament can support a peer 
review system on compliance with existing guidelines through agencies such as Cedefop 
and the European Training Foundation (ETF). This is relevant as there are still concerns that 
some traineeships offer low quality learning and simply take advantage of young people as 
a cheap source of labour. 

In the medium term, the European Parliament could enhance policy innovation at EU level. 
If proven effective, the European Youth Guarantee in particular should be earmarked for 
a larger share of the EU budget. The European Parliament could play a significant role in 
budget allocations following newly acquired budgetary power granted in the  
Lisbon Treaty. 

Finally, the European Parliament could (i) advise against the application of policies that 
create further labour market segmentation with respect to Council Directive 2000/78/EC of 
27 November 2000, and (ii) establish guidelines for the application of a more harmonised 
framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation with respect to age.  

                                           
1  European Parliament legislative resolution of 16 April 2014 on the proposal for a decision of the European 

Parliament and of the Council on enhanced cooperation between Public Employment Services (PES) 
(COM(2013)0430 – C7-0177/2013 – 2013/0202(COD).  

2  The open method of coordination (OMC), created as part of employment policy and the Luxembourg process, 
has been defined as an instrument of the Lisbon strategy (2000). The OMC provides a new framework for 
cooperation between the Member States, whose national policies can thus be directed towards certain common 
objectives. Under this intergovernmental method, the Member States are evaluated by one another (peer 
pressure), with the Commission's role being limited to surveillance. 

3  http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=964.  

http://ec.europa.eu/prelex/liste_resultats.cfm?CL=en&ReqId=0&DocType=COM&DocYear=2013&DocNum=0430
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2013/0202(COD)
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=964
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ANNEX 1: SHORT BIOGRAPHIES OF EXPERTS 

Michel Servoz 

Michel Servoz has been Director-General of Directorate-General "Employment, Social 
Affairs and Inclusion" (EMPL) since February 2014. Prior to this, he was the Deputy 
Secretary General from 2011 to 2014, where he was responsible for the Coordination of the 
EU semester, including Annual Growth Survey, and recommendations addressed to Member 
States; coordination of proposals for next multi-annual financial framework. 

From 2005 to 2010, he was Director responsible for policy coordination at the Secretariat 
General (including the elaboration of Europe 2020 strategy for growth and jobs; 
preparation of European Economic recovery plan). Between 2000 and 2005, he was Head of 
Unit at the Secretariat General, where he oversaw the preparation of the next financial 
perspectives, establishment of impact assessment for legislative proposals. Prior to this, he 
was Head of Unit between 1998 and 2000 at DG Trade, WTO negotiations and bilateral 
negotiations regarding Services and E-Commerce. Between 1989 and 1995, he was Head of 
Unit for Commercial policy DG1, External Relations, and between 1989 and 1995, a 
Principal Administrator at DG1 External Relations. 

Andrea Broughton 

Andrea Broughton is a Principal Research Fellow at the Institute for Employment Studies, 
UK. She has more than 20 years of experience in researching and writing about 
comparative European industrial and employment relations. She has a particular interest in 
the European social dialogue, analysing and reporting on developments at both cross-sector 
and sectoral level, for Eurofound’s network of observatories on industrial relations and 
working conditions. Most recently, she has completed a research project on working 
conditions in the hairdressing sector, providing recommendations to the sectoral social 
partners on how to meet future challenges through social dialogue. 

Piet Renooy  

Piet Renooy PhD, is one of the founders of Regioplan Policy Research Ltd. He obtained his 
PhD in economics on a thesis on informal labour. His clients include various Dutch 
government agencies as well the European Commission and other international agencies 
like the ILO. Piet is an expert in undeclared work (UDW) and was responsible for several 
key reports on UDW in Europe, like “Undeclared labour in Europe” (2001) and “Undeclared 
work in an enlarged Union” (2004). He was one of the three participants in the Feasibility 
study into direct methods to measure UDW (2007) and together with Colin Williams author 
of several reports on UDW by the European Foundation. He was the project director of the 
EU Feasibility Study on establishing a European Platform for cooperation between labour 
inspectorates and other relevant monitoring and enforcement bodies, to prevent and fight 
undeclared work (2010).  

Lothar Lissner  

Dr Lothar Lissner is head of the Kooperationsstelle Hamburg IFE for now more than 20 
years. He has coordinated a number of international and European projects in the field of 
OSH since 1993. Since 2010 Lothar Lissner was the coordinator of the four years evaluation 
of the German Occupational and Health Strategy. Since 2008 he conducted impact 
assessment studies for DG Employment: In “CADimple” he studied the impact of the 
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practical implementation in the workplace of national measures implementing Directive 
98/24/EC on Chemical Agents; in the “benOSH”-study the socio-economic costs of 
accidents at work and work-related ill health and the socio-economic costs of prevention 
measures at enterprise level were analysed; in “NERCLIS” the potential impact of emerging 
trends and risks on labour inspection methodologies was assessed; and he participated in a 
study on the development  of a standard methodology for the systematic evaluation of 
health and safety at work directives including a pilot test of the methodology in an 
evaluation of Directive 89/654/EEC concerning the minimum safety and health 
requirements in the workplace. In a national two-years project he compared the national 
OSH policies and strategies of a selected number of EU-Member States. In 2013 he 
performed the evaluation of the ILO Global OSH-Strategy.  

Laura Todaro 

Laura Todaro is researcher and consultant  in European Public Policy at Matrix. She has 
vast experience in conducting large scale evaluation and research projects funded by the 
European institutions, as well as by regional and national governments on regional 
development, employment and social inclusion. For DG Employment she carried the 
evaluation of the European Social Funds 2000-2006. For DG Regio she authored a report 
for the Evaluation of the long term impacts of the European Regional Development Fund 
(from 1989-93 to 2007-2013). Laura has worked on a number of studies and evaluations 
for inter alia DG Justice and DG Home. Topic areas ranged from the impact of mutual 
recognition of the effects of civil status records or the application of the Return Directive 
(2008/115/EC) across all European Member States. Prior to join Matrix she was a 
researcher for five years at the London School of Economics. 

Mirja Gutheil 

Mirja Gutheil is a Principal Consultant at Matrix. In her current role, Mirja is in charge of 
Matrix’s International Justice practice area, being responsible for the design, management 
and successful delivery of large-scale research and consultancy projects, including 
evaluations and impact assessments for EU public sector clients and national clients. In 
addition, Mirja is responsible for identifying new business opportunities and developing 
strategic relationships with partner organisations across Europe. Since 2011, Mirja has 
successfully led a number of high-profile pan-European evaluation studies for the European 
Commission as well as EU agencies (DG JUSTICE, DG HOME, DG MARKT, and the European 
Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE). Mirja is also experienced in managing and 
coordinating the work of external experts and networks across the EU. Recently, she was 
the responsible Project Manager for an Evaluation on the application of the Return Directive 
for the European Commission’s DG Home Affairs. 
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ANNEX 2: PRESENTATIONS 

Presentation by A. Broughton 
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