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The 2021-2027 Financial Program, to boost the Single Market

On 28 April 2021 the European Parliament and the Council of the EU adopted the European Commission’s
proposal for a SEM Program. Endowed with 4.2 billion euro over the period of 2021-2027;

It provides an integrated set of measures in order to support and strengthen the governance of the SEM,
including for financial services.

The pandemic has put into evidence the importance of a well-functioning SEM to ensure the resilience of the
EU’s economy



The 2021-2027 Financial Program, to boost the Single Market

In brief, the new SEM Program will support:

Making SEM better including an improved surveillance, a range of problem solving support to citizens
and business like SOLVIT and the “Your Europe Portal”, as well as through enhanced competition policy
contributing to a better level playing field;

Improving the competitiveness of businesses, especially SMEs to complement financial support offered
through Invest EU;

Ensuring the European standardization and development of international financial and non-financial
reporting and auditing standards;

Ensuring a high level of consumer protection and product safety;
A high level of health for humans, animals and plants;

The production and communication of high-quality statistics on Europe, in cooperation with National
Statistical Offices.



Small and medium-sized enterprises

— Financing business

The EU’s response 1n relation is centered on financial support for SMEs through the COSME program
(Competitiveness of Enterprises and SMES);

COSME boosts the existing Loan Guarantee Facility (LGF) with additional resources from the European Fund
for Strategic Investments;

This enables the banking system to offer bridge financing for SMEs, including long-term working capital loans
(of 12 months or more), as well as allowing for delayed repayments of existing loans;

Furthermore, the European Scale-up Action for Risk capital (ESCALAR) program supports venture capital and
growth financing to help promising companies scale-up.



Small and medium-sized enterprises

— Access to markets
COSME provides support to European enterprises so that they can benefit from the SEM and from opportunities
offered by export markets;
COSME funds the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) consisting of over 600 offices in more than 50 countries;
It also funds web tools specifically designed for enterprises development such as Your Europe Business Portal or

the SME Internationalization Portal.



Small and medium-sized enterprises

— Encouraging entrepreneurship

COSME is encouraging entrepreneurship through a wide range of activities: mobility exchanges, research, best
practices diffusion and pilot projects in areas such as entrepreneurship education, mentoring or the development
of guidance and support services for new and potential entrepreneurs, including young, women and senior
entrepreneurs;

One of the most peculiar is Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs. It is a cross-border exchange scheme aiming to
help new and aspiring entrepreneurs to acquire relevant skills, to run and grow a business by working with an
experienced entrepreneur in another country for one to six months.



Next-Generation EU

The majority of funds from NGEU (€672.5 billion) will be spent through the Recovery and Resilience Facility
(RRF) programme.

The RRF consists of large-scale financial support to public investments and areas such as green and digital
projects. The support will be given out in the form of loans (€360 billion) and grants (€312.5 billion).



Next-Generation EU

NGEU dimension

The majority of funds from NGEU (€672.5 billion) will be spent through the Recovery and Resilience Facility
(RRF) programme. The RRF consists of large-scale financial support to public investments and areas such as
green and digital projects. The support will be given out in the form of loans (€360 billion) and grants (€312.5

pillion).



- Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF)

«  To raise the necessary funds for NGEU, the Commission will borrow on the capital markets on behalf of the EU,
for a total up to €750 billion (in 2018 prices).

«  The timing, volume and maturity of the bonds issued will depend on the needs of the EU and its Member States.
The funds raised will be repaid from future EU budgets or by the Member states concerned, starting after 2027
and by 2058 at the latest.



Future of Europe

The EU intends to shape its future by giving substance to the voice of its citizens, calling them to propose
common policies that are more advanced than the current ones.

The Conference is the areas where the EU can already act, as stated in the Declaration instituting the
Conference. This excludes any modification of the treaties. A constraint, but also a guarantee of respect for
citizens' proposals.

The Declaration lists the major areas of the Conference. Those part of the priorities of the von der Leyen
Commission, as well as in the NGEU, therefore health, ecology, digitization, the role of Europe in the world and
so on. Giving citizens full freedom to raise further issues that are important to them.

The Conference started on 9 May and will last one year.
It is going to be essentially an on-line conference through a dedicated portal;
futureu.europa.eu



https://futureu.europa.eu/?locale=en

EU fiscal policy response

Communication of the Commission on how to coordinate at EU level the conduct of fiscal policy;

To take to the next phase the concerted approach of addressing the pandemic, sustaining the economy,
supporting a sustainable recovery and maintaining fiscal sustainability in the medium-term;

The Communication specifies that fiscal policy should remain agile and adjust to the evolving situation. It
warns against a premature withdrawal of fiscal support, which should be maintained this year and next;

Once health risks diminish, fiscal measures should gradually pivot to more targeted and forward-looking
measures that promote a resilient and sustainable recovery;

Fiscal policies should take into account the impact of the RRF. Finally, fiscal policies should take into
account the strength of the recovery and fiscal sustainability considerations.



NINETY-FIRST INTERNATIONAL ATLANTIC
ECONOMIC VIRTUAL CONFERENCE

Innovation-Induced Rent Seeking As A Free Trade
Treaty Provision: Faclilitation Of Regulatory Reform

Gordon Brady

Florida Southern College

19-22 May 2021



Although economists tend to appreciate that trade enables us to specialize, and that
by specializing we can produce and thus consume more, trade policy is less
informed by economics than it is shaped by matters of political economy.

[Ikenson, D., Lester, S., and Hannan, D. (2019). The Ideal U.S.-U.K. Free Trade

Agreement: A Free Trader’s Perspective. At p. 2, “The Preamble.” CATO
Institute, Initiative for Free Trade and the CATO Institute.]



Plan of the paper:
Section 1 introduces a Mercantilist Reciprocity model as the setting for
the analysis of “positive sum” or “Innovation-Induced” rent seeking.

Section 2 discusses the theoretical foundations of rent seeking,
distinguishes between the traditional interpretation as “negative sum”
and shows that the theoretical analysis of positive and negative rent
seeking would support a role for treaty provisions which encourage
positive sum rent seeking through spurring innovation and the
dissipation of rent.

Section 3 briefly highlights the types of treaty provisions where
“positive sum” rent seeking has the potential to reduce trade barriers

and allow resources to flow to their highest valued uses.

Section 4 provides concluding comments.



Major Points of the paper:

“Mercantilist Reciprocity” trade policy is characterized by leveraged
threats, personalization, and reliance on personal relationships over
political emissaries.

Rent seeking is an inescapable element of Mercantilist Reciprocity
and political theater in general.

The goals of interest groups and politicians compete with
government’s undertaking of political goals and national aspirations.

Treaties are products of the strategies used and the individual and
collective goals pursued to obtain agreements.

Rent seekers seek to create and protect the fruits of special privilege.



Continued.

“Innovation induced” or “positive sum” rent seeking which has
the spillover benefit or externality of increased competition and
drives both regulatory reform and free trade.

Spillover benefits accrue from the destruction of monopoly rents,
the expansion of markets, and creation of new products.

“Counter coalitions” or “incipient regimes” consisting of firms
and interest groups that hope to market innovations after the
regulatory constraints are lifted. Those firms are motivated by the
expectation of earning quasi-rents in the sale of products that
embody their innovations.



Introduction:

“Mercantilist Reciprocity,” a modern version of mercantilism, includes a
national economic policy aimed at accumulating monetary reserves,
economic power, and international stature through a positive balance of
trade, especially of finished goods and critical inputs, protective tariffs
and domestic subsidies, and the use of tariffs strategically as negotiation
Instruments.

This paper departs from the standard models of trade negotiations and
focuses on the role of rent seeking in the creation of new markets by
reducing regulatory barriers that decrease competition and impede the
development of new welfare enhancing products.

The model of rent seeking developed in this paper, called “innovation-
induced” or “positive sum” argues that the pursuit of special privilege and
returns in excess of marginal cost need not lead only to the
monopolization of pre-existing competitive markets, but has wider
repercussions in “leveling the playing field” objectives which are often
cited as the goal for free trade negotiations.



In general, rent seeking behavior has negative connotations.
Consequently, one would be slow to suggest it is an important
component in trade negotiations and deregulation.

Gordon Tullock’s rent seeking insight focuses on the investment
of resources by individuals, firms, and organizations to obtain
special privilege which enable appropriable benefits in excess of
marginal cost. “Rents” may come in the form of monetary
gains and power-related assets such as prestige, authority, non-
pecuniary benefits, e.g., increased discretionary authority for
one groupvwhile decreased discretion for others. The
appropriation of private gains drives the investment of resources
— not all of which will be successful -- prudent or satisfy
efficiency criteria.

Unsuccessful investments are viewed as wasted resources, but
this need not be the case. Spillover benefits may accrue for the
destruction of monopoly rents, the expansion of markets, and
creation of new products. This paper focuses on a variant called
“innovation induced” or “positive sum” rent seeking which has
the spillover benefit or externality of increased competition and
drives both regulatory reform and free trade.



This paper describes the trade negotiation strategy of the U.S. and many other
countries as a “mercantilist reciprocity” bargaining game involving “tit for tat” in
addition to “trade” in physical goods and services. Like other negotiations with
political objectives, treaty negotiations involve uncertain impacts, media
campaigns, politics, and threats of potential trade barriers including tariffs, quotas,
competition rules, domestic taxes, and regulations.

“Tit for tat” bargaining models refer to a response in kind, retaliation, and
counterattack which is played out in the media. The term is derived from the
Middle English term “tip for tap,” which means “blow for blow” which is
consistent with the exchange of threats, insults, and public statements. In game-
theory, it is a strategy in which each participant mimics the action of their opponent
after cooperating in the first round. It is often used in games with repeated moves
or in a series of similar games.

Mercantilist Reciprocity games dissipate into rent seeking in addition to the
undertaking of political goals and national aspirations. Competitive rent seeking
leads to the breakup of monopolies which reduces prices. The increased spending
from lower prices stimulates individual consumption and investment in newly
opened markets. Treaty provisions which encourage rent seeking of this special
kind — “positive sum” or “innovation-induced rent seeking” should be recognized
and used to the national and international advantage of the parties — including
consumers.



Section 1: “Mercantilist reciprocity” as a bargaining game.

International trade negotiations may be described as a “mercantilist reciprocity”
bargaining game involving “tit for tat” in addition to “trade’ in physical goods and
services. Negotiations are motivated by the pursuit of personal, professional, and
political objectives. Trade negotiations may include tariffs, quotas, competition
rules, and domestic taxes and regulations. Key components of treaty negotiations
Include strategy, bargaining, bluffing, and the use of various forms of diplomacy to
accomplish national economic goals and strategic objectives. In turn these may be
combined with such tools as media campaigns, political pressures, and efforts to
create narratives of visions (or fears) of alternative futures and treaty provisions as
the institutional routes for obtaining them.

“Tit for tat” bargaining features a response in kind, retaliation, and counterattack
which is coordinated with media campaigns. The term is derived from the Middle
English term “tip for tap,” which means “blow for blow” which is consistent with
the exchange of threats, insults, and public statements. In game-theory, itis a
strategy in in games with repeated moves or in a series of similar games in which
each participant mimics the action of their opponent after cooperating in the first
round. The bargaining space for “mercantilist reciprocity” provides many
opportunities for rent seeking, an important and inescapable feature in understanding
the political economy.



Section 2. Theoretical Foundations of the Rent-Seeking Insightlnescapable rent seeking —
deadweight costs, monopoly rents, and the potential for “positive sum” effects.

Rent seeking is an inescapable element of Mercantilist Reciprocity and political theater in
general. The goals of interest groups and politicians may dominate, displace, or coordinate with
the government’s undertaking of political goals and national aspirations. Treaties are products
of the institutional structures and strategies used coupled with the individual and collective
goals pursued to obtain and implement agreements. The outcome of treaties includes economic
effects such as price changes and the distribution of goods and services, the political

consequences of such changes, and the “unintended” consequences of the implementation of
agreements.

Treaty structure and language may permit “loosely structured discretion” and “interpretative
license” which encourages rent seeking in both the formative and implementation phase of
treaties. The creation of monopoly power through rent seeking or market dominance is
associated with reductions in the welfare of individuals and the citizens of countries. The
modern literature has stressed the deadweight costs (Harberger 1954) and the rent-seeking costs
of monopoly that arise from competition for monopoly returns (Tullock 1967). Assuming
perfect competition for monopoly rents, the total cost of monopoly power is a trapezoid,
composed of the triangle of lost consumer surplus (“Harberger costs”) plus the rectangle of
monopoly profits devoted to rent-seeking activities (“Tullock costs”) (Posner 1975). To this we
may add a third dimension — the net reduction in rents due to competitive rent seekers which
leads to the breakup of monopolies which reduces prices.



Section 2. Theoretical Foundations of the Rent-Seeking Insight. Inescapable
rent seeking — deadweight costs, monopoly rents, and the potential for
“positive sum” effects.

Rent seeking is an inescapable element of Mercantilist Reciprocity and political
theater in general. The goals of interest groups and politicians may dominate,
displace, or coordinate with the government’s undertaking of political goals and
national aspirations. Treaties are products of the institutional structures and
strategies used coupled with the individual and collective goals pursued to
obtain and implement agreements. The outcome of treaties includes economic
effects such as price changes and the distribution of goods and services, the
political consequences of such changes, and the “unintended” consequences of
the implementation of agreements.



Treaty structure and language may permit “loosely structured discretion” and “interpretative
license” which encourages rent seeking in both the formative and implementation phase of
treaties. The creation of monopoly power through rent seeking or market dominance is
associated with reductions in the welfare of individuals and the citizens of countries. The
modern literature has stressed the deadweight costs (Harberger 1954) and the rent-seeking
costs of monopoly that arise from competition for monopoly returns (Tullock 1967).
Assuming perfect competition for monopoly rents, the total cost of monopoly power is a
trapezoid, composed of the triangle of lost consumer surplus (‘“Harberger costs™) plus the
rectangle of monopoly profits devoted to rent-seeking activities (“Tullock costs”) (Posner
1975). To this we may add a third dimension — the net reduction in rents due to competitive
rent seekers which leads to the breakup of monopolies which reduces prices.

The increased spending from lower prices stimulates individual consumption and investment
in newly opened markets. This paper speculates that treaty provisions which encourage rent
seeking of this special kind — “positive sum” or “innovation-induced rent seeking” in
international trade treaties should be recognized and used to the national and international
advantage of the parties.



Rent Seeking to Promote Regulatory Reform through incipient regimes
Consider treaty negotiations (bargaining) in the Mercantilist Reciprocity model involving two
countries one of which precludes some firms from employing particular cost-reducing
innovations in the production process. This may occur due to monopolization, cartels, or
patents and trademarks. We assume that inefficient restriction was established and has
remained in place because benefits a dominant coalition composed of:

(I) bureaucrats who wish to maintain strict regulatory controls over industry;

(2) firms and workers with political capital in the existing system (entrenched existing
firms and unions that seek to minimize competition from potential entrants and cost-reducing
competitors; and

3) third-party public interest groups that advocate intrusive regulation.
Now let us assume an incipient regime representing an alternative view is formed to lobby for
the removal of the restriction on innovations. The incipient regime consists of firms and
Interest groups that hope to market innovations after the regulatory constraints are lifted. Those
firms are motivated by the expectation of earning quasi-rents in the sale of products that
embody their innovations.



Figure | shows the innovative products industry that comes into being as a result of the counter-
coalition's success. Compared with the competitive ideal of Qn sales at a price of Pn per unit Qm
units are now sold at a price of Pm per unit. Rent seeking by “incipient regimes” or counter-
coalitions absorb resources represented by rectangle T, Tullock costs, and creates Harberger
costs represented by triangle H. Those costs are associated with a net increase in, rather than a
diminution of, social welfare, since the innovative products market would not have come into
being in the absence of the rent seeking by the incipient regime or counter-coalition. Therefore,
rectangle T merely offsets the gain in producer surplus attributable to the creation of the new
market—it does not constitute a waste of pre-existing surplus.
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Triangle H should not be included in welfare calculations at all. Triangle
H merely represents forgone gains in consumer welfare that could have
been realized through the supply of additional units of innovative
products—not the destruction of pre-existing surplus through a post-
monopolization production cutback in an existing market. However,
triangle CS represents an unambiguous gain in consumer surplus accruing
to purchasers of innovative products in the form of cost reductions that
could not have been achieved without rent seeking by innovative products
suppliers. In short, rent seeking to lift regulatory barriers to innovation
yields unambiguous net welfare gains equal to triangle CS.

Additional benefits may also flow from such rent seeking. Given the
Imperfect appropriability of research and development (Jaffe 1986;
Mansfield, Schwartz, and Wagner 1981; Levin, Klevorick, Nelson, and
Winter 1986), some of the knowledge derived in connection with the
Introduction of new products may spill over to firms other than new
product suppliers. That allows such third-party firms to reduce their costs.



Consider Figure 2, which shows cost reductions accruing to third-party
firms in the widget industry (which is independent from the innovative
products industry). Those cost savings shift the widget industry's supply
curve (long-run marginal cost) from LRMCDb to LRMCa, yielding net
gains in consumer surplus equal to trapezoid CR.

In sum, rent seeking that eliminates inefficient regulatory restrictions
and, thereby, allows the introduction of new markets, raises rather than
lowers welfare. In this case, Tullock costs are more than offset by
additional surplus created in the new markets, and Harberger costs
merely represent additional potential welfare gains that cannot be
realized, rather than the destruction of existing surplus. Further
accretions to surplus result from spillover benefits of innovation (cost-
reducing advances in knowledge) to third parties.



FIGURE 2; THIRD-PARTY EFFECTS
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The failure to see the possible counterbalancing rent creation is a flaw in
the received doctrine on rent seeking. It has been argued that because
rent-seeking costs are largely sunk costs that cannot be recouped under
most conditions, the monetary returns from deregulation may be smaller
than previously thought (McCormick, Shughart, and Tollison 1984).

The limitation of this argument is the failure to consider the positive
effects of rent seeking to break down monopoly rents which may result
from competitors seeking to obtain the rents themselves. Therefore a
payoff from rent seeking in this context is that rent producing sinecures
and special privileges may eroded by competition for existing rents which
may be undertaken by parties in either country to the treaty negotiation.



In Mercantilist Reciprocity bargaining, the motivation lies in the net
accretion of economic surplus resulting from the competition for rents which
IS driven by the potential new rents, and destruction of existing rents
(“Schumpeter’s creative destruction). While the Mercantilist Reciprocity
model focuses on the net accretion to participants, international trade
Institutions offer opportunities to encourage domestic regulatory reform by
exposing such countervailing rent. These may be motivated by centralized
political authorities as a reflection of the broader goals of their
constituencies or changes in political leadership. Nevertheless, treaty
negotiations will also reflect the competition for rents among affected parties
and incipient regimes speculating on joining these coalitions.

The incentive of free trade advocates to dissipate rents through treaties has
the effect of expanding existing and opening new markets. The essence (net
accretion of surplus) of the “innovation induced rent seeking” is both in
stimulating institutional change which open markets and expand trade. The
prize to consumers is the improvement of the life styles of consumers and
not the individual losses in specific markets. Opposition by the status quo,
however, is the stumbling block to this analysis because the dominant
coalitions of existing firms stands to incur economic losses --- and hence has
the incentive to block change.



Rent seeking by “Counter Coalitions” -- “Incipient regimes”

Institutional entrepreneurs speculate on the payoffs from institutional change
(and how they may appropriate it). Support for institutions which
allow/encourage innovation-induced rent seeking will come from several
sources. The most obvious source is those firms and interest groups which
stand to obtain near term and obvious benefits. One can expect the formation
of latent coalitions of interest groups (“incipient regimes’’) which speculate on
their appropriable benefits from expanded markets and “rents” from
constructing institutional barriers — or removing them.

Mercantilist Reciprocity is motivated by potential appropriable benefits and
rents for dominant coalitions of participants. The size of the payoffs may be
large to countries, interest groups, and individual firms. Consequently,
countries, firms, politicians, bureaucracies, and interest groups are motivated
to invest in media campaigns and engage in political activities involving
threats to impose costs through potential trade barriers including tariffs,
quotas, competition rules, domestic taxes, and cumbersome regulations.



My argument 1s that “positive sum” rent seeking should be
recognized in free trade treaty negotiations. It is, of course,
true that “economic rents” are sought in articulating the
provisions of trade treaties — the UK and EU, the United
States—Mexico—Canada Agreement (USMCA) which replaced
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).

The next section briefly addresses the question of free trade
oriented treaty provisions which might be amenable to free
trade advocates and “leveling the regulatory playing field.”



Reducing tariffs and other border barriers to enable goods and
services to cross frontiers is the traditional way to expand the size of
the market. These kinds of barriers remain formidable in some
manufacturing and agricultural sectors of rich countries. However,
Integration and market expansion will remain hindered if the laws
and regulations governing commerce differ between or among the
countries that reduced their border barriers.



Section 4: Concluding comments and future research.

The objective of trade is to expand the size of the market to enable
greater and more refined levels of specialization, economies of
scale, and resources going to their highest valued users.

Ideally, the language would be short, sweet, and unequivocal:
“There shall be free trade among the Parties.” Ideally key concerns
should be focused on treaty provisions which provide opportunities
for free trade advocates to the important benefits of “innovation-
induced” rent seeking? A brief summary of five trade related areas
IS examined --- there many more, but due to time, these represent
general areas of concern.



A major concern in “levelling the playing field” is regulatory coherence among
the parties. Frequently, there is a divergence in regulatory scope and
enforcement practices which can serve to increase costs and frustrate market
integration. Further relevant to this rent seeking and free trade treaties is the
likelihood that regulatory divergence masks protectionism or is simply a “back
door” to restrict imports.

Regulatory coherence efforts should not simply require parity of regulations -- a
practice which leads to the efforts to “harmonize” by setting the highest prices
found among all countries.

Maximizing labor mobility in response to opportunities should be an objective
pursued by free trade advocates. “Levelling the playing field” should enhance
the opportunity for workers to “vote with their feet” and move to other countries
where their unique skill set is more highly valued and in short supply. The free
flow of capital through investment provisions should also focus the debate on
such obstacles as “most favored nation treatment” and rights to compensation for
government expropriation of an investment.



E-Commerce is a critical area for free trade advocates to address. Simply
stated there are many opportunities to insure data security while protecting
the free flow of data --- as well as preventing forced localization of data
servers and technologies.

Obviously, competition should be encouraged by parties to promote the
security of the internet and protecting the privacy of individuals and
businesses as they use and create content. Free trade advocates should
target such restrictions as customs duties on electronic transmissions,
requirements that foreign companies provide software source code as a
condition of doing business, restrictions on cross-border transfer of
information by electronic means, and requirements that foreign entities use
of local computing facilities as a condition of doing business in the
territory.

Government procurement is a closely related issue to data quality and
security. Treaty provisions should seek to provide nondiscriminatory
consideration of bids from producers and service providers regardless of
the country in which they reside.



Concluding comments:

Reducing tariffs and other border barriers to enable goods
and services to cross frontiers Is the traditional way to
expand the size of the market. These barriers remain
formidable in some manufacturing and agricultural sectors
In rich countries.

However, integration and market expansion will remain
hindered if the laws and regulations governing commerce
differ between or among the countries that reduced their
border barriers. “Innovation-Induced” and “Positive Sum”
rent seeking can play a positive role in identifying and
removing obstacles to free trade. The negative sum variant
of rent seeking will always be a problem.
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1. EU Commission-MacDougall
Report

Monetary Union is a Club of
Sovereign States




2. EU Commission-MacDougall
Report

Rule of Monetary Stability against both
inflation and deflation



3. EU Commission- MacDougall Report

Fiscal Policy by EU Commission Budget.



4. Maastricht Treaty

Compromise on EU Monetary Union after fall of
Berlin Wall in 1989 and German Reunification

without Fiscal policy by EU Budget



5. Coordination of domestic fiscal policy by
countries with 60% Debt/GDP Rule as final
target - 3% upper limit to budget deficit and -
0.6 final target




6. Principles of Fiscal Policy Coordination
by Fiscal Pact sighed by each member
State




7. Control by EU Commission and procedure of
infraction against non-accomplishing member States




8. Symmetry: While States with excessive deficit
and debt should contract,

States with surplus should expand




9. Mandate to ECB (European Central Bank of Euro
area) of symmetric monetary stability both against
inflation and deflation.

Top inflation rate 2%, low 1%;

Rule of 2% price increase as top rate to ECB




10. Divorce between ECB and Member States
Treasury.

- ECB cannot buy public debt when issued by
member state Treasuries

- Cannot buy from National Treasuries as
“operator of last stance”




11. Four Presidents of ECB

l. Wim Duisenberg (Dutch former Minister of Labor pro
German) until 2004

Il. Jean Claude Trichet (France, former banker), until
2011

I1l. Mario Draghi (Italy, former central banker until 2018)

IV. Christine Lagarde (France, former Minister of
Finance) from 2018-2016




12. Duisenberg practices a deflationary policy to
help Euro to survive.

Euro-Dollar in the 5 years maximum-minimum

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
1004-0.82 0.99-0.83 1005-0.85 1.26-1.03 1.36-1.7




13. Deficit decreases but GDP

growth is damaged except for Spain
GENERAL GOVERNMENT DEFICIT OR SURPLUS

State 2000 2001 2002 | 2003 2004

Germany |1.1 -3.1 -3.8 -4.2 3.7

France -1.5 -1.5 -3.1 -4.1 -2.9

Italy -0.8 -31 -3.1 -3.8 -4.2

Spain -0.9 -0.5 -0.2 -0.3 -0.1
REAL GDP YEARLY GROWTH

State 2000 2001 2002 2003 | 2004

Germany |3.2 0.0 0.2 -0.2 1.2

France 3.9 1.8 0.9 0.9 2.5

Italy 3.7 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.5

Spain 5.0 3.6 2.7 3.1 3.3




14. Trichet had no problem with the euro-dollar rate, but had
to face

a) German surplus

bl) Great European banking crisis related to that of US

b2) Some state makes huge deficit to aid banks

c) ECB cannot buy debt issues of States. Asks Euro
Government to finance Banking Fund to finance
Governments that finance banks

d) The Fund shall finance banks recapitalization too




15. European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF)
- Finances Governments of Greece, Portugal,
Ireland; huge deficits to save their banks

- Finances directly huge deficits of Spanish
Cajas (saving banks) as Government has no

deficit problem




16.A-Deficit(-),Surplus(+9)2004-2011

State |2004|2005|2006| 2007 2008|2009 2010|2011

Ger- |+3.8|+3.3|+1.6|+0.2 |+0.1 |+3.1 (+4.1 +0.8
many

France|+3.6 |-2.9 |-2.3 |-2.7 |-3.3 |-7.5 |-7.1 |-5.3

Italy |-3.5 |-4.4 |-3.4 |-1.6 |-2.7 |-5.5 |-4.5 |-3.8

Spain |0.0 |-1.2 |-2.1 |-2.0 |-4.4 |-11.0-9.4 |-9.5

Germany with surplus, the others with deficit

B-Real GDP Growth Rate 2004-2011

State |2004|2005|2006|2007|2008|2009|2010|2011 4 )
Italy least growth, Germany and

Ger- +1.2 |[+0.8 |+3.4 |+2.7 |+1.0 |-5.7 |(+4.2 |+3.2 France the best;

many Spain after banking crisis grows

France|+2.5 [+1.8 |+2.5|+2.3 |-0.1 |-2.9 |[+1.9 [+2.2

taly |+1.5|+0.7 |+2.0 |+1.5 |+0.7 |-5.3 |+1.7 [+0.7 because of labor

Spain |+3.3 |+3.6 |+4.0 |+3.6 |+0.9 |-3.8 |+0.2 |+3.0 \marketliberalization as Germany




17. Draghi in October 2011 saves
Euro from crisis stating “we shall
do whatever it takes to save Euro
- Draghi ECB Quantitative Easing
- |.) Purchase of Governments public debts on secondary market in
proportion to their shares of participation to ECB, if with A
rating by rating agencies
-I1) Purchase of obligations of other
public entities with A rating
-I11) Purchase of Private important
financial entities with A rating




18.Deficits rather high, growth
generally small

General Government Deficit (-) Surplus (+)2011-19

State

2011

2012

2013

20142015(2016201

720128

2019

Ger=
many

+0.8

-0.2

-0.1

-0.3/-0.6|-1.0(-1.2

-1.4

-1.8

Francs

-5.3

-4.8

-4.0

-3.9|-3.9|-3.6

-3.6 [-3.0

-2.6

Italy

-3.5

-3.0

-2.9

-3.0-3.0}-2.6

-2.4 1-2.4

-0.6

Spain

-9.5

-10.

-6.9

-5.9/-5.9|-5.2|-4.3 |-3.0

-2.3

Real GDP Yearly Growth 2011-2019

State

2011

2012

2013|2014/ 2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Ger=
many

+3.1

+0.4

+0.4|+2.2|+1.5

+2.2

+2.6

+1.3

+0.6

France

+2.2

+0.3

+0.6|+1.0(+1.1

+1.1

+2.3

+1.8

+1.5

Italy

0.7

-3.0

0.0 0.8 |+1.3

+1.3

+0.7

+0.9

+0.3

Spain

3.0

2.4

1.5

1.4 |3.8

3.0

3.0

2.4

2.0

Monetary Policy creates
conditions favorable to
growth, but

does not generate growth




19.

1. -Output gap of productive

capacity due to the great

depression needed a fiscal policy which
EU was unable to provide.

2. -Artificially low interest rates
distorted savers-investment
equilibrium




20. Covid war

1) ECB QE without shares of Euro states proportional to

their ECB shares

2) Fiscal policy of grants to EU States on Regional Funds

3) Loans at low interest rate and long-run maturity by separate EU budget
4) Loans by SURE (unemployment EU insurance Fund)
5. Health Fund of ESM (European Stability Measure, heir of

European Financial Stability Fund)




21. Unlikely that these temporary measures will
become permanent because EU bureaucracy
rent- seeking interest groups and European
Parliament would lose their power




22. However Euro Fiscal Policy system needs broad
reform
A) EU parliament must become

Euro area parliament, with an extra session for
non-Euro EU States
B) An EU Council and Commission decision making
official procedure needs to be created by an EU ad
hoc “Regulation” (=EU First Rank Law)




