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Introduction, Work Plan and Results' Summary
After the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the reunification of Germany, the peoples of
Central Europe, who for fifty years had lived under the direct influence of the USSR and
"inside" the Warsaw Pact, have expressed forcefully and with determination the will and hope
to mend their ancient and deep European roots.
In 1995 Austria and Finland joined the European Union and in 1999 entered the euro.
In 2004 the European Union expanded to Slovakia, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Slovenia and,
towards the Mediterranean, to Cyprus and Malta. Between 2007 and 2015 all these countries
also entered the euro area.
In 2004, Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary joined the European Union remaining
outside the euro, followed by Romania and Bulgaria in 2007 and Croatia in 2013.
So today we have an EU with 28 countries (27 with the announced, probable and very
complicated exit of the United Kingdom) and a euro area with 19 countries.1
During the nineties, with the disruptive entry of Asia led by China and India onto the world
trade scene, the ineluctable process of globalization increasingly consolidated.
Nonetheless, the debate on the alternative between "widening" and "deepening" (Widening and
Deepening) opened once again within the European Union. It became clear that, in order to
participate fully and as a protagonist in globalization, the European Union had to become
"wider" in terms of population, market and GDP and "deeper", i.e. "stronger" in terms of
institutional structure and of political representation.
At the end of the 1980s and until 1995 the European Union had 12 members; today it involves
28 states. Hence the widening.
On the deepening front, however, the steps were small and slow. Today we must still complete
the Banking Union and we are far from a European federal budget, remaining with the
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substantially intergovernmental budget that manages resources for around 1% of the2 EU's
global GDP.
This study is therefore divided into two parts.
The first part refers to the "widening" process experienced in the last twenty years and
presents an analysis of Eurostat historical data from 2000 to 2018 relating to the economicfinancial trends of the 28 Member States of the European Union, with particular focus on the 19
members of the euro area.
Based on these factors, the study indicates which "weight,” in 2018, each state expresses both
with respect to the total of the members of the Union and within the euro area.
We also believe it is important to be able to evaluate how the "weights" for 2018 have been
determined over time and that is what actual performances have occurred in the last twenty
years in order to verify which path of convergence or divergence has been achieved between
the various States by letting the numbers "speak." That is, without resorting to ideological
prejudices about the positivity or the negativity of the EU and the single currency area and in
the awareness that these data have been determined in the process of European integration that
took place until now in a context of a substantially intergovernmental Europe and not a Federal
Europe.
The analysis of historical data shows that in terms of real GDP per capita, there has been a
process of convergence between the various countries of the Union (catching up), stronger
among the countries belonging to the euro area.
Certainly, this convergence could and should have been stronger and accelerated. The fact is,
however, that it is not true that the EU and the single currency have had divergent and
disruptive effects "among" the various countries. The reasoning referring to the distribution of
income "within each country" could be different. But as mentioned before, we are in an
intergovernmental Europe and in this institutional set up the task of the internal redistribution of
incomes lies with every national government. From this point of view, someone argues that
national governments can do little in terms of income distribution because they are "limited and
forced" by European constraints, above all those who are part of the euro. Considering the
2
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historical data this appears to be a false myth. In fact, real per capita GDP has increased in all
countries and the differences between countries have been reduced. Therefore, national
governments, with a per capita GDP gradually increasing and getting closer to the European
average, would have been able to redistribute it more evenly among their citizens without
necessarily having to break the European parameters.
Among the 19 countries of the euro area and among the 28 countries of the EU, the only
"exception" is Italy which from 2000 to 2018 has seen its real per capita GDP "reduced" and
has gone from a real income per capita which in 2000 was 103% of the euro area average to
86% in 2018. Compared to the EU, in 2000 Italy was 120% of the average and by 2018 it had
dropped to 95%. From 2000 to 2018, Italy has been the only country among the 19 belonging to
the euro to have lost 17 points, and 25 points among the 28 countries of the EU.
It is evident, however, that this Italian "anomaly" has nothing to do with European parameters
but with "utterly internal" structural issues within the Italian economy.
In fact, the historical data shows that in these twenty years Italy has never implemented
"austerity" in terms of deficit and public debt but has implemented a "restrictive" budget policy
in terms of levels and composition of expenditure and income. This is not a paradox but a
known result of the theory of economic growth with the empirical counterproof of the historical
data analyzed. De facto deficits and debts have been made to cover current expenditure which
has increased beyond the parallel increase in taxes. This was an "internal" decision not imposed
by anyone from the "outside.”
In terms of the parameters of the real economy, the data show: lower public and private
investments, higher current expenditure, negative public savings (current account deficit),
declining total productivity. These trends have all been set, in facts and in figures, by the
various national governments and have not been imposed by the European Commission. A
concrete example: the notorious 3% limit to the public deficit spending. All Italian governments
have said in that they want to pursue and respect it (then in fact it was not even realized), but
they did so by increasing current expenditure, increasing taxes and cutting public
investments in half. This way of pursuing a balanced budget has not been imposed on us by
anyone and, moreover, it has proved to be a "vicious and counterproductive" way because it has
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reduced growth and amplified public finance imbalances. It is therefore not the fault of "others"
if Italy is the only anomaly of Europe, but rather the result of our national decisions.
In the second part we look to the future, the “deepening" of the European Union.
In fact, a small3 step towards integration is proposed, hypothesizing an "additional federal
budget" for around 1% of the GDP of the euro area equal to 120 billion euros per year,
indicating both the origin of the Revenue and the destination of the Expenses 4. It would
therefore be an additional balanced budget that does not imply any European supranational debt
process.
On the basis of econometric simulations carried out with the national and aggregate models of
Oxford Economics, the effects that this additional budget would determine on the euro area, on
the 19 individual Member States and also on the other 9 members of the EU not belonging to
the area of the euro have been measured.
The effects we have estimated indicate greater growth which, in the four years taken into
consideration, would be equal to +2.4% in the euro area and +2% in the entire EU; there would
thus be positive effects also on countries that are not members of the euro, albeit lower than
those that would be produced in those countries that have adopted the euro.
Therefore, as mentioned in the previous section, "widening" has benefited the "incoming"
countries, but also the 12 countries already part of the European Union and has in any case led
to an upward convergence process for all in the real GDP per capita.
The initial results show that even the "deepening" process would benefit the participating
countries (in our hypothesis the euro countries), but also the non-participating and non-euro
countries.
The real GDP in absolute terms would be higher than 269 billion in the euro area and 312
billion in the EU, with additional 43 billion in non-euro countries of which 22 billion would be
produced in the United Kingdom.
In terms of per capita GDP, the euro area average would increase by circa 790 euros, while the
EU average per capita GDP would increase by 604 euros.
3

To paraphrase what was said by Neil Armstrong, "a small step" for the European Budget, a "big step" for the future of the
European peoples.
4
These 120 billion of additional budget per year can be compared with what was agreed at the Europroup on 13 June 2019,
providing for 22 billion of resources in seven years.
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On the labor market, the unemployment rate would fall by 1.1% in the euro area in four years
and by 0.8% in the entire EU. In absolute terms there would be more than 2.1 million fewer
unemployed people in the European Union, 1.8 million of which would be in euro countries and
323 thousand in non-euro countries. The number of employed persons would increase in total
by over 2.2 million units, of which almost 1.9 million in the euro countries and more than 350
thousand in non-euro countries.
From the point of view of real economy, therefore, there is a "positive sum game" for everyone.
In fact, all the countries of the euro and even those not belonging to the single currency would
have more growth, more per capita GDP, less unemployment and more employment.
This "positive-sum game for all" proves to be virtuous even on the public finance front.
First, the 90 billion in additional public investment foreseen in the budget would have a positive
impact on the economy in the first year already, fostering additional investments for 3.3 billion;
by the fourth year said investments would reach 10 billion. Public investments in the euro area
would then get close to 102 billion. The positive results of this effect would be distributed in all
19 euro area countries.
The public deficit in relation to GDP would go to zero in 2023 for the whole area, reducing the
deficit or increasing the surplus in all member countries.
The primary surplus, in the fourth year, would be greater than 126 billion in the total euro area,
about +1% of GDP, with improvements in all member countries.
Finally, public debt would be reduced by 308 billion euros with a percentage reduction on the
euro area's GDP of 4.5% and therefore there would be a Debt / GDP ratio of 74% against the
79% we would have without the additional budget. The debt reduction would occur in all
countries, with Italy and Portugal in the lead; the two countries would see a higher reduction in
their Debt / GDP ratio, that would decrease by almost 7 percentage points. Italy would move
from 134% to 127% in the fourth year and Portugal from 108% to 101%.
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1.- European Union and euro area: 2000-2018
In this first part of the study an analysis is proposed on the economic and financial trends of the
28 Member States of the European Union, including those of the 19 members of the euro area.
The analysis is based on Eurostat data for the years 2000 to 2018.
In the first section we highlight the "relative weights" of the individual States as they appear in
2018.
In the second section we intend to measure the degree of convergence or divergence between
the different economies, within the euro area and throughout the European Union, that took
place between 2000 and 2018, as suggested by the historical data.
Finally, as it will emerge from the comparison of historical data, the true great "divergent
economy" turns out to be Italy; we thus present an analysis of the "real" factors that have held
back the growth of our country "from within" our economic system and that do not seem to
depend on the so-called European constraints or on "austerity.” An "austerity" that, on the other
hand, does not appear to have historically taken place, given that public deficit (total, structural,
and current) has been nonetheless generated, and that the ratio between Public Debt and GDP
has grown from 105% in 2000 to around 133% in 2018.
1.1 - The 2018 “weights” of the 28 countries: GDP, Population, Employment,
Unemployment,
Government debt
The GDP data in absolute value and their "weight" percentage on the total of the euro area and
of the European Union are reported in Table1 in terms of nominal values and in Table 2 with
reference to the real values at constant 2010 prices (see also Figs.1-2).
The euro countries make up about 73% of the total of the EU and the remaining 27% is due to
the nine countries that do not participate in the common currency. Within these, however, the
United Kingdom represents 15% and the other eight countries all together make up 12% of the
entire EU.
With the planned exit of the United Kingdom from the EU, the share of GDP in the euro area
countries would rise to 86% and that of non-euros would drop to 14%.
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Within the euro area, the four largest countries represent over 75% of GDP, with Germany at
28%, France at around 21%, Italy at 15% and Spain at 11%.
Table 1
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Table 2
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Fig. 1

Fig. 2
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Compared to the total population, the euro area represents around 67% of the EU, therefore a
little less than its share in terms of GDP. The other non-euro countries therefore have a
population percentage of around 33% of the EU. Without the United Kingdom, the population
share of the euro countries would rise to 76.5% and that of the four largest countries to 58%.
On the other hand, the remaining eight non-euro countries would fall to 23.5% of the
population and within them the largest population would be that of Poland with a weight equal
to 8.5% of the total of the EU (see Table3).
Table 3
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We will now discuss to the nominal per capita GDP (see Table 4) and real per capita GDP (see
Table 5), which, despite patent limitations, may indicate the degree of development of the
various European economies. In the following section we will integrate this indicator with per
capita GDP measured at purchasing power parity.
In 2018 the real per capita GDP average of the 28 EU countries was equal to 30,970 euros. The
euro area countries had an average of 33,910 euros.
In Table 5 we have indicated the relative positions of all countries.
Compared to the EU average, the euro area has an average 9.5% higher, while the nine noneuro countries have an average of 81% of the EU average. Within them, however, the three
most advanced countries are all well above the average: Denmark with almost 68% more than
the average, Sweden with 54% and the United Kingdom with 15%. For the other six non-euro
countries, only the Czech Republic exceeds 50% of the average with its 62% while all others
are well below the European average, with Poland and Hungary at 44% and Bulgaria at a
minimum 23 %.
In the euro area, three countries stand clearly apart from the average of the euro area itself:
Luxembourg with 164% of the average, Ireland with 94% and the Netherlands with 34%. It is
well known that in these three economies, financial and insurance activities make a decisive
contribution to GDP growth. In Luxembourg they make up about 26.5% of the country's GDP,
more than six times the euro area average, which is around 4%. In Ireland and the Netherlands,
the contribution of financial and insurance activities is almost double the average.
The data from the other sixteen countries shows that five countries are well above the average:
Austria +23%, Finland + 19%, Germany +17%, Belgium +14%, France +6%. The other eleven
countries are all below the euro zone average.
Among the large economies only Italy and Spain have a per capita GDP below the average. In
fact, in 2018 the Italian figure is below the average by around 14% and the Spanish one by
around 22%.
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Table 4
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Table 5
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In the European Union the total number of employed is almost 220 million. Of these 220
million, just over 143 million are in the euro area (65% of the EU) and 76 million in non-euro
countries (35% of the EU), of which 30 million are in the United Kingdom and 16 million in
Poland; together they represent 21% of total EU employment and 60% of non-euro country
employment (see Table 6).
Table 6

18

Just fewer than 17 million are unemployed in the entire European Union. Just over 13 million
of which are in the euro area and 3.5 million are in other non-euro countries (see Table 7).
The unemployment rate in 2018 had an overall average of 6.8%, with the euro area a little
above average at 8.2% (Table 8).
Still with respect to the average unemployment of the European Union, six countries have a rate
well above the average with Greece at 19.3%, Spain at 15.3%, Italy at 10.6%, France at 9, 1%,
Croatia 8.5% and Cyprus 8.4%.
Table 7
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Table 8
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We end this brief review of the "weights" of the 28 member countries of the EU with the data
regarding the value in euro of the Public Debt at the end of 2018. In the following section we
will also refer to the data regarding the ratio between Debt and GDP.
In 2018 the total Public Debt of the EU amounted to 12.715 billion euros, of which 9.859
billion is due to the countries of the euro area (Table 9).
Just less than 80% of this debt is due to five countries: Italy, France, Germany, the United
Kingdom and Spain. The remaining 20% of the Debt refers to the other twenty-three countries
in the EU. The record in absolute terms pertains to Italy with its 2,322 billion, followed by
France with 2,315 billion, Germany with 2,063, the United Kingdom with 2,054 and a bit
further down the line by Spain with its 1,173 billion.
Within the euro area, four countries account for about 80% of the total euro area debt. Three
countries (Italy, France and Germany) for well over 20% each and the fourth (Spain) for around
12%.
We all remember the different sovereign debt crises of recent years. The fact is, however, that
according to 2018 figures, the public debt of Greece is equal to 3.4% of the total of the euro
area, that of Portugal is equal to 2.5% and that of Ireland is equal to 2, 1%. Put together these
three countries express a Public Debt that appears to be well below that of Spain and equal to
about a third compared to both the government debt of Italy, France, or Germany.
As it was somewhat recognized ex-post, perhaps for these three countries the measures taken
should have been timelier and in some respects, especially for Greece, even different, as
recently stated by both the International Monetary Fund and the European Commission,
unfortunately for all the parties involved, this acknowledgment came in retrospect.
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1.2 - GDP growth and Government Debt: trends from 2000 to 2018

2018 is the last year for which we have the historical Eurostat data to which we referred in the
previous section to present the situation and weights of individual countries both with respect to
the entirety of the European Union, and with respect to the euro area. In summary, we wanted
to provide a picture of Europe as it was last year.
In this section we refer to the series of historical data that goes from 2000 to 2018 and that
therefore can represent the individual annual frames that describe how European countries have
changed during this period. In other words, we intend to reconstruct the film that expresses the
various economic and financial performances of the individual countries, of the EU and of the
euro area, for a fairly long period.
In Table10 we report the series of GDP at current prices and in Table 11 that at constant 2010
prices.
In that period the European Union appears to have had a real GDP growth of 30% while the
euro area has grown by 25%.
On these data at least two considerations must be made.
The first is that, if the modest performance of Italy is excluded from the euro zone, having
grown by only 3.8% in eighteen years, the rest of the single currency area has had a real GDP
increase of 30%, exactly like the entire EU. Furthermore, if we also exclude the modest
performance of Greece which remained practically at a standstill at the real GDP level of 2000,
but weighs in relative terms much less than Italy, the rest of the euro area experienced a growth
of over 30%, a growth slightly higher than the one experienced by the EU.
The second consideration to be made regards the presence of economies that started from very
low GDP levels and therefore could experience much higher growth than the average. As seen
in fact in Table 11, in the euro area the highest percentage growth refers to Ireland (+128%
starting, however, from a total GDP of 127 billion euros in 2000), to Lithuania (+103% starting
from a GDP of 18 billion euros), to Slovakia (+103% starting from a GDP of 42 billion) and to
Latvia and Malta (both with around +92%).
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The same phenomenon occurs among non-euro countries. In particular, it occurred in Romania,
with a +104% growth starting from a GDP of only 83 billion euros in 2000, in Poland with a +
94% growth starting from 246 billion euros, and in Bulgaria, with a +88% growth starting from
a GDP of only 24 billion euros in 2000.
From these first data on the total real GDP two considerations must be made.
The first is that, both within the European Union and in the euro area, a positive integration
effect has been determined in the sense that the countries that started from more modest and
disadvantaged positions have grown much more. In other words, the so-called catching-up
phenomenon is clearly shown. It should be noted that these countries are those that entered the
European Union with the process of "widening" towards the East, i.e. the Baltic countries and
those of central and southern Europe, and towards the South, Malta and Cyprus.
The second consideration is that among these countries, those belonging to the euro area have
grown a little more than those not belonging to the euro. Therefore, at least with reference to
these countries, belonging to the euro and the consequent commitment to respect its parameters
certainly cannot be considered as an obstacle to their growth.
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Table11
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We have already illustrated in the previous section the size and weight of individual European
countries in terms of population in 2018.
In Table 12 we report the entire series for the years from 2000 to 2018 of the population
functional to the construction of data related to the per capita GDP.
Note, however, that the population has increased in the European Union by circa 25 million
people, almost 21 million more in the euro area and over 4 million in non-euro countries.
In the latter, however, the United Kingdom has had an increase of 7.5 million people and
therefore the remaining non-euro countries have lost about 3 million people. The reduction in
population appears to be very strong in Romania (-3 million) and in Bulgaria (-1.2 million) with
a percentage loss of around 13-14%.
It could be of some interest to note that the population of Poland remained almost unchanged
throughout this period at about 38 million. "The danger of the Polish plumber" that a few years
back was feared would invade the rest of Europe seems thus to find no empirical foundation.
In the euro area, the 20.8 million additional residents are concentrated in three countries,
namely France (+6.4 million), Spain (+6.2 million) and Italy (+3.6 million). Germany with
+600 thousand has in fact kept its population almost constant.
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In Table 13 and in Figs. 3-5 we have reproduced the time profile of GDP per capita at current
prices, once more for the period 2000-2018.
Table 13
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Fig. 3

30

Fig. 4
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Fig. 5
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In Table 14 and in Figs. 6-8, we present the data relating to the real per capita GDP expressed at
constant 2010 prices.
Between 2000 and 2018, the European Union had an increase in real GDP per capita of 23.5%,
while the euro area had an increase of 17.2%. As already noted above on the total real GDP
data, in this case as well, if we exclude Italy and Greece, the real GDP in the other seventeen
countries of the euro area has increased on average by 22%, quite in line with the increase
experienced in the EU average.
In countries that started from a lower per capita income there was the highest increase as well.
In fact, among the non-euro countries, Romania shows an increase of 135%, Bulgaria of 120%,
Poland of 95%.
In the euro countries, Lithuania has increased its real per capita GDP by 154%, Latvia by
137%, Estonia and Slovakia by 101%.
Therefore, the phenomenon of catching-up, which is best expressed in the following figures, is
also and best highlighted in terms of real GDP per capita. Among the twenty-eight countries of
the EU and among the nineteen of the euro area, the only country that has seen its real per
capita income fall is Italy, which in 2018 had an income lower than that of 2000, with a
decrease of -2, 3%. Greece presents a non-comforting trend as well; nonetheless, in 2018
Greece had a per capita real GDP slightly higher than in 2000 with a +0.8% increase. All other
countries show a significant increase in their per capita income. The data presented in Fig. 6
shows in visual terms these observations.
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Table 14
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Fig. 6

In Fig. 7 the data of Table 14 are subdivided between euro countries and non-euro countries.
The graphics show that among the euro countries, Luxembourg and Ireland are "anomalous" as
they have a per capita GDP that is greatly higher than the average. Ireland above all due to the
impressive growth performance recorded since 2015. As noted above, in these countries the
weight of financial and insurance activities is significant, as well as their physical
attractiveness.
Among non-euro countries is patent the superiority of the three advanced development
countries, the United Kingdom, Sweden and Denmark.

35

Therefore in Fig.8 we have excluded these positively "anomalous" countries, in order to better
assess the convergence between the remaining countries. This convergence would appear even
more accentuated if we excluded the "downward anomaly,” i.e. Italy.
Fig. 7

Fig. 8
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In addition to data on real GDP per capita at constant 2010 prices, Eurostat provides data on the
per capita income available with purchasing power parity. That is, it considers the same basket
of goods for the different countries and verifies what the cost would be in each of them. If the
country adopts a currency other than the euro, the change of the national currency towards the
euro is also considered.
In Table 15 we report data from 2000 to 2017.
As can be seen more intuitively from Fig. 9, for the same period, per capita GDP at purchasing
power parity increases in each country; even if the differences are slightly attenuated with
respect to the per capita GDP data at constant prices analyzed before, nonetheless, a outline
emerges that is similar to what has already been observed.
Table 15
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Fig.9
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In Table 16 we compared the per capita income of the various countries as an index of the
average per capita income of the euro area to assess how the relative positions of each country
has changed over the years.
Among the countries of the euro area, Ireland has a strongly "anomalous" profile. Although still
above the euro area average, until 2010 its relative per capita income had decreased, but then it
started to grow again with respect to the average and finally jumped to a record 193% of the
2018 average for the area. Another country that presents an "anomalous" situation is
Luxembourg, which was already starting from a very high level, equivalent to about 269
compared to the 100 average, and although slightly reducing its position, it remains in 2018 at a
level of around 274.
The six countries that most recently joined the EU and the euro area saw a sharp increase in
their relative position with respect to the average income of the euro area: Slovakia +21,
Slovenia +12, Lithuania +23, Latvia +20, Estonia +21, Malta +14.
Among the countries that have lost positions, Italy is in the lead, having dropped by 17 points,
starting from a per capita GDP of 103.4 (above average) in 2000, which dropped to 86 in 2018
(14 points below average). Greece, which follows Italy in this relative loss, presents in 2018 an
index down by 9 points compared to its position in 2000. The other euro countries to lose their
position in the same period show much smaller indicators: in fact, France, Portugal and Cyprus
lost a little less than 4 points.
Among the nine non-euro countries, the high-income positions of the United Kingdom, Sweden
and Denmark are maintained, although the latter has lost about 7 points in 2018 showing
nonetheless a per capita GDP still over 50% above the average of the euro area.
The six non-euro countries that most recently joined the EU show strong signs of improvement
in their per capita income compared to the euro area average: Poland +16, Czech Republic +15,
Romania +14, Hungary +10, Bulgaria +10, Croatia +9. Obviously, these countries still have a
per capita GDP that is still far from the average, but their strong improvement in relative terms
is evident compared to the euro area average. It should also be noted that the improvement in
the position of these non-euro countries is somewhat lower than that of recently joined the euro
area. At the very least, therefore, belonging to the euro area does not appear to have had any
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negative effects on these countries, indeed they have obtained slightly better results than noneuro ones.
Fig. 10 shows the data of Table 16.
Luxembourg and Ireland, between the euro countries, and Denmark, among the non-euro
countries, clearly present the anomalies described above.
Therefore in Fig. 11, we have compared all countries except for the three that we have just
mentioned.
As it can be seen from the graphic, there appears to be a clear convergence, although not a very
strong one. However, it should be noted that in any case the countries that started from lower
positions had the best performances.
Table 16
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Fig. 10
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Fig. 11
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We will now evaluate the same data, comparing it with the average per capita income of the
entire European Union; see Table. 17.
As is evident from the data and the subsequent graphics, in the last eighteen years the European
Union has experienced a substantial process of "convergence.” Per capita GDP, measured in
comparison to the EU average, does indeed lose some position in the richest and most advanced
countries, which in any case improve their real per capita income over time, and the countries
that started from more rearward positions strongly gain relative positions.
As shown in Fig. 12, in this case as well Luxembourg, Ireland and Denmark present
"anomalous" conditions that do not fully express the process now indicated, even considering
the reduced weight of the GDP of these three countries on the total of the EU.
If we refer to Fig. 13, where we have excluded the aforementioned countries, the convergence
of per capita incomes achieved by the European Union from 2000 to 2018 appears in all its
evidence.
The two dashed lines show the convergence between the euro area and the European Union.
The other lines referring to the individual countries show that those who started from higher
relative positions fell slightly and those who started from lower positions rose strongly.
It appears now necessary to recall some of the founding elements of Welfare Economics,
especially the stance taken almost fifty years ago by John Rawls in his book "A Theory of
Justice" published in 1971. Indeed, "his" function of collective welfare indicates that the
condition of society improves "only" when the condition of the poorest improves. As is well
known, this implies a function of welfare with 90-degree angled isoquants.
Well, both in the euro area and with respect to the twenty-eight European Union countries, the
data shows a strong improvement in the income conditions of the countries that started from
more backward positions. According to Rawls this indicates a clear improvement in the
conditions of "collective" welfare, that is, the welfare of everyone. In the historical data
analyzed above, even the richest countries have improved their conditions over time but
relatively less than countries with more rearward initial positions.
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In Table 18 we present an index that summarizes the previous assessments. This is the wellknown calculation of the "variance" which indicates the increase or decrease in the extent of the
distribution of the values of the individual States compared to the average of the euro area. In
this case it is the "variance" of per capita incomes between the various countries starting from
2000 and up to 2018. For simplicity we have limited the table data to the initial and final year
of the period.
As already noted, in the real per capita GDP trend, three countries have “positively anomalous”
profiles mainly due to the strong component of the financial sector in their economy and to the
degree of fiscal competitiveness they exercise compared to other member states. These are
Ireland, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. As can be seen from the table data, if we include all
the countries, including the three mentioned above, the "variance" appears to have increased.
We consider it more correct to exclude these three countries also in reason of their modest
weight on the total GDP of the euro area and of the EU. We then find that, among the
remaining 25 countries of the EU and the 16 countries of the euro, the variance with respect to
the euro area average is reduced to 2018 compared to 2000 both with respect to the countries of
the European Union and between the single currency countries. For both sets of countries,
therefore, there is a process of convergence to the average per capita GDP of the euro area.
As indicated above, in the historical period under review, real per capita income has grown in
all countries, except for Italy. Therefore, the reduction of variance expresses a process of
convergence towards the "top". This process could be considered modest and too slow.
However, the data express an improvement for everyone. Moreover, the decrease in variance
appears to be much more consistent "among" the countries belonging to the euro (-2.9)
compared to the decrease in variance referring to all EU countries (-0.3).
What stated above seems thus to debunk a false myth spread among those that support the
return to national sovereignty: the idea that European integration is indeed favorable to some
and less favorable to others. Often, the idea that belonging to the single currency would create
greater benefits for someone and even greater disadvantages for others is also expressed.
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Historical data show the exact opposite. In fact, the countries of the euro have had greater
growth in real per capita GDP and greater convergence towards the average per capita GDP of
the area when compared to the non-euro countries of the EU.
This analysis refers to the trend in the average real per capita income of each country.
Therefore, nothing can be inferred from it regarding the distribution of income "within" each
country compared to the average of the same country. But this task of internal redistribution of
incomes lies with the national governments and national parliaments. In fact, what we have had
so far is a substantially intergovernmental Europe with a common European budget of around
1% of the GDP and with almost all the relevant functions left to the powers of the national
states.
What appears clear here, however, is that the distribution of "internal" incomes to individual
states, whether improved or not, does not depend on the European process of integration but on
the choices of the different national states. It is equally clear that the European process of
integration and that of the single currency have "improved" the conditions of welfare "among"
the states.
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Fig.12

Fig. 13
PIL PRO CAPITE A PREZZI COSTANTI: % su UE
UNIONE EUROPEA - 28 PAESI
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Table 18

PER-CAPITA INCOME VARIANCE at CONSTANT PRICES 2010
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Against the previous temporal outlines of the GDP we now set the trends of public debt in
absolute value and its relationship with GDP in all countries.
Table 19 shows debt data in billions of euros and Table 20 shows their correlation with GDP. In
the European Union and in the euro area public debt has more than doubled, going from 5,804
billion in 2000 to 12,715 in 2018 in the Union (+119%) and from 4,792 to 9,860 in the euro
area (+106%).
The trend for the Debt / GDP ratio is more significant.
In the European Union as a whole, the Debt / GDP ratio increased by around 20 percentage
points, from 60% to 80%. In the euro area, it went from 68% in 2000 to 85% in 2018 (+17
points). Therefore, this ratio has increased more in the euro area than in the rest of the EU.
Among the non-euro countries, the United Kingdom has increased its public debt in relation to
GDP by almost 50 percentage points, from 37% to 87% and, given the significant size of its
economy, largely dominates the whole area of non-euro countries. Bulgaria, Denmark and
Sweden have instead significantly reduced the Debt / GDP ratio. In any case, excluding the
United Kingdom, all non-euro countries have a Debt / GDP ratio well below or just above the
60% limit established as the euro area target.
Among the single currency countries, Greece and Portugal increased the ratio by well over 70
percentage points. An increase of more or near 40 points occurred for Slovenia, Cyprus, Spain
and France.
In the same period, Italy increased its Debt / GDP ratio by 27 points but started from a level
that was already 105% in 2000 and reaching over 132% in 2018 (over 133% expected in 2019).
On the other hand, Belgium, although starting from a ratio that was the absolute highest at
109% in 2000, has subsequently reduced it to 102%.
Excluding Greece, Italy is today the country with the highest ratio of public debt to GDP not
only in the euro area, but in the entire Europe, and is also the only country that has maintained
over all these years a ratio well above 100%.
In the last column of Table 20 we reported the real growth of per capita GDP that was
determined in the same period.
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Certainly, from these data emerges no positive relationship between greater debt and greater
growth. On the contrary, countries with a lower Debt / GDP ratio or that have reduced it or
perhaps increased it slightly show a greater growth in real GDP per capita.
For example, Germany has increased its ratio by 2 percentage points against a per capita GDP
growth of over 25%.
By contrast, the countries with the highest Debt / GDP ratio to date are also those that have
achieved lower real growth in per capita GDP. Portugal, that had a ratio increase of 71
percentage points, which brought it to 121% in 2018, had real growth below 10% in the same
period. Greece, that had an increase of 76 points and a ratio of 181% of GDP in 2018, has
undergone growth below 1% in that period. Even worse, Italy, which has lived for these
eighteen years with a debt always well above 100% of the GDP and brought it above 132% in
2018 and 133% in 2019, had a decrease in real per capita GDP. In 2018 it was lower than in
2000, when it was at -2.3%, making Italy the only country in the entire European Union which
has seen its real per capita GDP reduced compared to 2000.
All other countries in the euro area that have reduced or slightly increased their debt have had
greater GDP growth.
Excluding the United Kingdom, the same trend also applies to all other non-euro countries in
the European Union that have reduced or contained the increase in the Debt / GDP ratio,
achieving sustained growth in their per capita GDP.
In summary, we have calculated the correlation between the Debt / GDP ratio and real per
capita GDP growth for all EU countries and those in the euro area. The correlation index is 0.61 for the 28 of the EU and -0.64 for the 19 countries of the euro area. It means that the
correlation between public debt and growth in European data over the last twenty years is
strongly negative. This result seems to debunk another myth, namely the idea that with higher
deficit and sovereign debt can be achieved greater real income growth.
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1.3 - Italy: the only "divergent" country... not for the European Union, not for the euro.
why: the structural parameters of real economy and public finance
In the previous sections we verified that, from 2000 to 2018, there was a process of "upward"
convergence of real per capita incomes between the different European countries, stronger
among the countries belonging to the euro area. Real growth of per capita incomes was also
shown to be stronger in countries with a lower Debt / GDP ratio and in countries that reduced
or only slightly increased such ratio.
Of all the 28 countries of the Union and the 19 countries with a common currency, the only one
that presents negative and anomalous trends is Italy.
Previous historical data also shows that this Italian "anomaly" does not appear to depend on its
belonging to the EU, nor on its belonging to the euro, nor on the binding parameters of public
finance "imposed" by the Treaties, which have not been respected anyway, having Italy
benefited from great flexibility.
The last statement is proven by two facts.
The first is that it does not seem to apply to all the other 18 countries of the euro area.
The second is that in fact Italy has, still today, a Debt / GDP ratio of 133%, the highest after
Greece, and has kept it abundantly above 100% for the whole period. The Italian data compared
with those of other countries, therefore, deny that greater growth can be achieved only with
more deficit and more debt.
In these twenty years, compared to all the other European countries, both those in and out of the
euro area, Italy has had more debt and less growth!
In this section, therefore, we shall evaluate some decisive parameters of the public budget and
the real economy that perhaps better explain the Italian "anomaly,” that is the performance that
Italy has experienced from 2000 to 2018, the worst compared to all other European countries.
We shall first clarify a key aspect of the public budget.
The impact of the public budget on the economy cannot in fact be limited to considering the
deficit and the public debt simplistically. The possible push or obstacle the public budget can
represent for the economy is linked to the level and composition of the expenditure and to the
level and composition of the revenues. To know whether the public budget has a positive or
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negative effect on growth and employment, it is fundamental to know what creates deficit and
debt.
In all these years fake news has spread, attributing to the "austerity" policies imposed by
Europe the result of an asphyxiated growth and high unemployment in Italy.
Well, let's look at the historical data on public deficit (the Maastricht criteria), on the cash
requirement (that determines the effective increase in public debt in absolute value from one
year to the next) and on the trend in absolute value of Public Debt, from 2000 to 2018.
Table (20 bis)
ITALIA
ANNI

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 su 2000

DEBITO PUBBLICO

1303 1360 1372 1397 1450 1519 1588 1606 1671 1770 1852 1908 1990 2070 2137 2173 2220 2263 2322

1019

AUMENTO 2018- su 2000

FABBISOGNO DI CASSA

-16,1 -57,7 -11,4 -25,8 -52,2 -69,0 -69,4 -18,1 -65,2 -98,8 -81,6 -56,2 -82,1 -80,1 -67,1 -36,1 -46,2 -43,9 -58,5

-54,5

MEDIA 2018-2000

DEFICIT DI COMPETENZA

-30,2 -44,1 -40,3 -46,4 -50,6 -61,2 -54,6 -23,6 -42,9 -82,5 -67,6 -60,2 -47,1 -46,9 -49,3 -43,2 -42,9 -41,1 -37,5

-48,0

MEDIA 2018-2000

PIL NOMINALE

1239 1299 1346 1391 1448 1490 1548 1610 1632 1573 1605 1637 1613 1605 1622 1652 1690 1727 1757

1552

MEDIA 2018-2000

DEBITO PUBBLICO % DEL PIL

105,1 104,7 101,9 100,5 100,1 101,9 102,6 99,8 102,4 112,5 115,4 116,5 123,4 129,0 131,8 131,6 131,3 131,0 132,2

114

MEDIA 2018-2000

FABBISOGNO DI CASSA % PIL

-1,3

-4,4

-0,8

-1,9

-3,6

-4,6

-4,5

-1,1

-4,0

-6,3

-5,1

-3,4

-5,1

-5,0

-4,1

-2,2

-2,7

-2,5

-3,3

-3,5

MEDIA 2018-2000

DEFICIT DI COMPETENZA % PIL

-2,4

-3,4

-3

-3,3

-3,5

-4,1

-3,5

-1,5

-2,6

-5,2

-4,2

-3,7

-2,9

-2,9

-3

-2,6

-2,5

-2,4

-2,1

-3,1

MEDIA 2018-2000

AVANZO/DISAVANZO CORRENTE % PIL

0,5

-0,5

-0,6

-0,3

-0,5

-1,1

-0,6

1,4

0,4

-1,8

-1,3

-0,9

-0,3

-0,5

-0,7

-0,4

-0,4

-0,2

0,0

-0,4

MEDIA 2018-2000

INVESTIMENTI PUBBLICI % PIL

2,9

2,9

2,4

3,0

3,0

3,0

2,9

2,9

3,0

3,4

2,9

2,8

2,6

2,4

2,3

2,2

2,1

2,2

2,1

2,7

MEDIA 2018-2000

SPESA PUBBLICA TOTALE % PIL

46,6

47,5

46,8

47,2

46,8

47,1

47,6

46,8

47,8

51,2

49,9

49,4

50,8

51,1

50,9

50,3

49,0

48,9

48,6

48,7

MEDIA 2018-2000

SPESA PUBBLICA CORRENTE % PIL

43,8

44,6

44,4

44,2

43,8

44,1

44,7

43,9

44,9

47,7

47,0

46,6

48,2

48,7

48,6

48,0

46,9

46,7

46,5

46,0

MEDIA 2018-2000

SPESA PUBBLICA CORRENTE NETTO INTERESSI % PIL 37,6

38,5

39,0

39,3

39,2

39,6

40,2

39,1

39,9

43,3

42,7

41,9

43,0

43,8

44,0

43,9

43,0

42,9

42,8

41,3

INTERESSI % PIL

6,1

5,5

5,0

4,6

4,5

4,4

4,8

4,9

4,4

4,3

4,7

5,2

4,8

4,6

4,1

3,9

3,8

3,7

4,7

MEDIA 2018-2000

6,1

SPESA PUBBLICA TOTALE

577,7 617,2 629,6 657,0 678,4 702,3 737,5 753,1 780,7 804,7 800,5 808,6 819,3 819,4 825,5 830,4 828,7 844,9 853,6
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AUMENTO 2018- su 2000

ENTRATE PUBBLICHE TOTALI

547,4 573,1 589,3 610,6 627,7 641,2 683,0 729,5 737,7 722,1 732,9 748,3 772,3 772,5 776,2 787,3 785,7 803,8 816,1

269

AUMENTO 2018- su 2000

INVESTIMENTI PUBBLICI

35,3

37,7

31,9

41,8

43,8

44,7

45,5

46,8

48,6

54,2

45,3

41,4

38,6

37,0

36,6

35,8

38,8

37,1

1,8

AUMENTO 2018- su 2000

AVANZO/DISAVANZO CORRENTE

5,6

-6,5

-8,5

-4,1

-6,9

-16,4

-8,7

22,7

6,2

-27,6 -20,6 -15,3

-5,4

-8,0

-11,6

-6,3

-6,4

-2,7

0,2

-6,3

MEDIA 2018-2000

46,8

SPESA PUBBLICA CORRENTE

542,3 579,5 597,8 615,2 634,6 657,6 692,1 706,3 732,1 750,4 753,7 763,3 777,9 780,8 788,5 793,8 792,9 806,1 816,5
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AUMENTO 2018- su 2000

INTERESSI

76,0

65,0

-11

AUMENTO 2018- su 2000

SPESA PUBBLICA CORRENTE NETTO INTERESSI

466,4 500,5 524,4 546,1 567,9 590,4 623,2 629,7 651,6 681,0 684,9 686,9 694,3 703,2 714,1 725,7 726,6 740,5 751,6

285

AUMENTO 2018- su 2000

79,0

73,4

69,1

66,7

67,2

68,9

76,7

80,5

69,5

68,8

76,4

83,6

77,6

74,4

68,1

66,3

65,6

According to the official data reported in Table 20 bis, in these almost twenty years we have
had a deficit of "on average" 48 billion euros per year, that is 3.1% of the GDP. The cash
requirement was "on average" of 54.5 billion euros per year, or 3.5% of the GDP. As a result,
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the Public Debt in absolute value increased by 1019 billion euros, from 1303 billion in 2000 to
2322 in 2018.
Therefore, in terms of deficit and debt, in these almost twenty years Italy has not undergone
"austerity" and has never suffered "external constraints.”
As aforementioned, however, the effect of the government budget on the real economy depends
mainly on the level and composition of public expenses and revenues.
The very same official figures indicate that total public spending has increased by 276 billion,
going from 578 billion in 2000 to 854 billion in 2018. On the other hand, total public Revenue
(taxes paid by Italians) increased, almost parallel to spending, by 270 billion, going from 547
billion in 2000 to 816 in 2018.
The real problem is that the increase in total expenditure was due entirely to the increase in
current expenditure with investments stationary at 35-36 billion. The investments in fact
increased in the first decades up to a peak of 54 billion in 2010 to be then cut by 45% and
reduced to 37 billion in 2018.
Moreover, net current expenditure increased even more (-285 billion between 2000 and 208)
while interest on national debt decreased by 11 billion compared to 2000 and by 18 billion
compared to the peak of 2012, before the Draghi effect and the monetary policies adopted by
the ECB with his presidency. Finally, the Italian public budget had an average current account
deficit of over 6 billion per year, equal to 0.4% of the GDP, which means that private savings
were "destroyed" for that amount by negative public savings.
Therefore, the budgetary policy of Italy in these twenty years was aimed at increasing current
spending, increasing taxes and cutting public investments. Deficit and debt have therefore been
increased to finance net current expenditure, penalizing investment expenditure. This
government budget "mix" is, as well known, strongly restrictive for a country's real economy
and the consequences it entails are summed up in the increase in the ratio between public debt
and GDP, which has gone from 105% in 2000 to 132.2% in 2018.
Hence (and it is not a paradox but a concrete analysis of economic theory and empirical
evidence) Italy has not implemented "austerity measures" in terms of deficit and debt but has
implemented a "restrictive" budgetary policy that has held back growth and employment. And
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since such measures have not been imposed on us by European parameters but were due to
"internal" choices made by the various governments that have occurred over time, what we
have called "the Italian anomaly" compared to the rest of the European countries is the result of
endogenous factors and certainly cannot be attributed to “bad foreign jailers”.
We shall then evaluate the consequences of such reality in terms of the most relevant real
parameters, reported for all the countries of the Eurozone for which Eurostat provides the
official data. We refer here to: total investments divided between public and private
investments, total public expenditure, current public expenditure and current surplus / deficit,
interest expenditure on public debt, total factor productivity, as well as the contribution to the
growth rate determined by the various factors of production (work, capital, and productivity).
In Table 21 we report the percentage of public investments compared to GDP.
In the euro area average, the percentage of public investments to GDP was equal to 3% per
year. Fifteen countries within the euro area are well above this average and only four are below
the average.
Among the first ones, Estonia stands out, with an average public investment over 5% of the
GDP over eighteen years. Latvia, Slovenia, Greece and Luxembourg closely follow, with an
average over 4%. With an average between 3% and 4% there are France, Holland, Finland,
Slovakia, Spain, Portugal, Ireland, Cyprus and Malta.
Among the latter, Austria is at 2.9%, Italy at 2.7%, Germany and Belgium at 2.2%. From its
3.4% peak reached in 2009, Italy has steadily fallen to reach 2.1% in 2018.
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Fig. 14
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Private investments as a percentage of GDP are reported in Table 22.
The euro area average is 18.3%. Nine countries are above average and ten below.
Among those with stronger private investments there are Estonia and Latvia, with an average
between 22 and 23%.
Among the latter, with an average below 17%, we find Italy, Greece, Cyprus and Luxembourg.
Here, too, Italy stands out; since its peak of 18.7% in 2007, the country’s private investments
kept falling to reach 15.9% of the GDP in 2018.
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Fig.15
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Adding together public investments and private investments, total investments are obtained,
once again as a percentage of GDP.
The average of the euro countries for the entire period is 21.3%. Nine countries are below this
average, from 18.7% in Greece to 20.7% in the Netherlands and Lithuania. Italy is at 19.5%, a
little above there is Germany at 20.1%.
Table 23
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Fig.16
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Let us now turn to the parameters of public finance referring to the percentage of total
expenditure with respect to GDP (Table 24 and Fig. 17), to current expenditure (Table 25 and
Fig. 18), to the current surplus / deficit (Table 25 bis) and to interest expenditure (Table 26 and
Fig.19).
In the 2000-2018 average of all countries, total public expenditure is equal to 47.8% of the
GDP, current expenditure is at 44.7%, the government budget shows a Current Surplus
(positive public savings) of 0.3% and interest expenditure amounts to 2.8% of GDP.
France is the country with the highest public spending. In its average 2000-2018 it had a total
expenditure equal to 54.8% of the GDP with a current expenditure of 51%. Nonetheless, France
has an interest expenditure is at 2.5%, below the area average. Germany has a total expenditure
of 45.2%, a current expenditure of 43% and an interest expenditure of 2.3%, all below the
average of the euro countries.
Italy has a total expenditure of 48.7% and a current expenditure of 46%, both above average.
Furthermore, in the average for that period the Italian public budget presented a current account
deficit equal to -0.4% of the GDP. Worse than Italy are Greece, there are Portugal and Ireland,
but Spain itself has a current deficit below -0.2%. All the others, on the other hand, had on
average positive values of public savings even in their cyclical fluctuations.
This means that part of private savings is "destroyed" by the current deficit to the detriment of
investment financing.
The anomaly previously reported in terms of public debt is expressed here in terms of interest
payments on the same debt. The average for that period for Italy is 4.7%, which together with
Grecee's 4.8% represents the highest percentage. It should also be noted that, in the specific
data regarding 2018, Italy, with its 3.7% also exceeds Greece, which has dropped to 3.3%.
Furthermore, such expenditure in Italy accounted for over 6% at the beginning of the 2000s and
fell to 3.7% last year, benefiting from low rates on the euro, despite paying more than all other
countries due to the highest public debt and highest spread. It is evident here that a return to
2000-2001, with an interest expense equal to 6% of the GDP, would immediately result in an
increase in debt service coverage of +65%, with the same lira / euro exchange rate at 1936, 27.
Since the historical data of the previous Tables 19 and 20 show that in this period the Italian
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public debt has increased by over 1000 billion euros and as a percentage of GDP it has gone
from 105% to 133%, it appears that Italy has been able to lessen the burden of interest on its
GDP because of its membership to the euro and because of the ECB low interest rate policy of
Mario Draghi. Nonetheless, unfortunately, the high absolute public debt and its growth in
relation to GDP impose to Italy the highest interest burden in relation to the GDP in the entire
euro area. Greece, despite all that notably had to undergo, has now an interest of 3.3% of the
GDP, against Italy's 3.7%.

Table 24

65

Fig.17
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Table 25
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Fig.18
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Table 25 bis

AVANZO/DISAVANZO CORRENTE %PIL

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 MEDIA 2018/2000

EUROZONA - 19 PAESI

3,0 1,6 0,5 0,0 0,3 0,6 1,6 2,3 0,8 -3,0 -3,0 -1,5 -1,4 -0,5 -0,2 0,4 0,9 1,6 2,1

0,3

1.- GERMANIA
2.- FRANCIA
3.- ITALIA
4.- SPAGNA
5.- OLANDA
6.- BELGIO
7.- AUSTRIA
8.- IRLANDA
9.- FINLANDIA
10.- GRECIA
11.- PORTOGALLO
12.- SLOVACCHIA
13.- LUSSEMBURGO
14.- LITUANIA
15.- SLOVENIA
16.- CIPRO
17.- ESTONIA
18.- LETTONIA
19.- MALTA

3,2 -0,8 -1,7 -2,1 -1,8 -1,5 0,3 2,1 1,9 -0,8 -1,9 1,3 2,2 2,0 2,7 2,9 3,1 3,2 4,0

1,0
0,2
-0,4
-0,2
2,3
0,4
0,7
-0,8
4,7
-2,2
-1,6
-0,4
5,8
1,3
0,7
0,4
5,6
1,8
0,6

2,6 2,5 0,6 -0,1 0,4 0,6 1,5 1,3 0,6 -2,9 -2,7 -1,2 -1,0 -0,1 -0,2 -0,2 -0,1 0,5 0,9
0,5 -0,5 -0,6 -0,3 -0,5 -1,1 -0,6 1,4 0,4 -1,8 -1,3 -0,9 -0,3 -0,5 -0,7 -0,4 -0,4 -0,2 0,0
2,6 3,3 3,6 3,7 4,0 5,4 6,5 6,5 0,2 -5,9 -4,7 -5,9 -8,0 -4,8 -3,9 -2,8 -2,6 -1,1 -0,4
4,9 3,4 2,1 1,1 2,1 3,3 4,0 3,7 4,2 -0,8 -1,0 -0,3 -0,1 0,8 1,3 1,6 3,5 4,6 4,9
2,3 2,4 2,1 0,4 1,9 -0,7 2,2 2,1 1,0 -3,1 -1,7 -1,1 -1,7 -0,7 -0,8 -0,1 -0,2 1,4 1,7
0,3 1,7 1,2 0,7 -2,4 0,4 0,4 1,6 1,7 -1,9 -1,2 0,4 0,7 1,0 0,3 2,0 1,4 2,3 3,1
8,4 5,2 3,7 4,0 4,8 5,1 6,6 5,0 -1,7 -10,0 -28,7 -10,3 -6,1 -4,2 -1,4 -0,1 1,2 1,5 2,0
10,4 8,4 7,8 6,2 6,1 6,3 7,3 8,6 7,8 1,5 1,1 2,8 1,8 1,6 1,0 1,1 2,4 3,3 3,5
1,0 0,4 -1,1 -1,9 -3,1 -1,8 -0,2 -1,8 -4,6 -9,4 -7,5 -7,8 -6,4 -9,8 0,1 -1,8 4,0 5,1 4,1
1,4 0,2 1,3 0,0 -1,8 -2,1 -0,9 0,2 -0,1 -5,7 -5,9 -3,9 -3,2 -2,6 -5,2 -2,2 -0,5 -1,2 1,5
-8,4 -2,5 -4,0 0,5 0,6 0,5 0,2 1,3 1,0 -3,9 -3,9 -0,5 -0,9 0,6 1,3 3,7 1,0 2,4 2,9
9,7 10,3 7,1 5,0 3,5 5,3 5,3 7,8 7,0 3,6 4,1 4,7 4,3 4,6 5,0 5,3 5,9 5,6 6,5
-0,8 -1,2 1,1 1,8 2,2 3,3 4,0 4,6 2,3 -4,7 -1,9 -4,2 0,9 1,1 2,9 3,4 3,2 3,7 3,9
0,1 0,0 1,3 1,1 1,9 2,5 3,1 4,4 3,3 -0,8 -0,6 -2,6 0,1 -10,4 -0,4 1,9 1,2 3,1 4,3
1,1 1,1 -0,5 -1,9 0,5 1,3 2,4 6,3 4,1 -1,2 -0,5 -1,7 -2,7 -2,8 -6,9 0,9 2,8 4,5 0,7
4,3 4,8 6,3 7,0 6,8 5,7 8,3 8,7 3,5 4,0 5,0 6,1 6,0 5,4 5,7 5,3 4,2 5,0 4,9
-0,7 -0,2 -0,5 1,3 2,6 3,0 4,4 5,4 1,0 -4,6 -3,9 0,7 3,7 3,2 3,1 3,4 3,7 3,8 4,4
-1,6 -2,6 -1,3 -4,5 -0,5 2,0 1,5 1,7 -1,7 -0,8 -0,2 0,4 -0,3 0,5 1,8 3,2 3,4 5,7 4,9
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Table26
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Fig.19
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The trends on public and private investments and those on the structure of public spending
considerably determine the trends of total factor productivity.
In Table 27 we therefore indicate the total factor productivity outline, again from the data made
available by Eurostat.
On the one hand, the anomaly of Ireland emerges which until 2009 had fallen to 97 against the
100 index of 2000 and then exploded to almost 150 in 2018.
On the other hand, the negative figures for Greece (-4.1) and Italy (-3.9) are highlighted.
Therefore, apart from Greece, total factor productivity has decreased, compared to 2000, only
in Italy. Compared to the other countries, Italy has therefore lost 14 points compared to
Germany, between 10 and 11 points compared to Holland, Belgium and Finland, 8.6 points
compared to France and Austria, 7.6 points compared to Portugal and 6.6 compared to Spain.
Table 27
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Fig.20

Fig.21
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The growth of the Gross Domestic Product is supported by labor, capital, and productivity.
In Tables 28-31 and in Figures 22-25, according to the OECD data available for the various
countries, we indicate GDP growth rates according to the contributions determined by the
various production factors that are identified here in the number of hours worked, in ICT
investments, in non-ICT investments and in total productivity.
For Italy, in average during that period, the contribution to GDP growth given by hours worked
is equal to 0.1%, the absolute lowest, except for Greece and Portugal which have a negative
contribution. The contribution of ICT capital is equal to 0.2%, the absolute minimum, while
that of non-ICT capital is equal to 0.2%, by far the lowest value together with Germany's one.
Germany too is mainly influenced, like Italy, by low public investments. Total factor
productivity, which as seen above has reduced over the years taken into consideration, has
reduced GDP growth by -0.2% on average per year. In the distant year 2000 this contribution
was high, equal to 1.9%, which at the time was even higher than Germany's.

74

Table 28

CONTRIBUTO % A CRESCITA PIL 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 MEDIA 2017/2000

TOTALE ORE LAVORATE

1.- GERMANIA
2.- FRANCIA
3.- ITALIA
4.- SPAGNA
5.- OLANDA
6.- BELGIO
7.- AUSTRIA
8.- IRLANDA
9.- FINLANDIA
10.- GRECIA
11.- PORTOGALLO
12.- LUSSEMBURGO

0,3 -0,7 -0,9 -1,1 0,1 -0,6 1,3 1,2 0,6 -2,3 1,1 1,1 -0,1 -0,2 0,8 0,8 0,6 0,9
0,9 0,1 -1,3 0,2 1,3 0,6 0,0 2,2 0,7 -1,4 0,5 0,9 0,0 -0,6 0,0 0,2 0,8 0,6
0,6 0,9 0,8 0,6 0,4 0,3 1,4 1,1 -0,3 -2,5 -0,4 0,1 -1,8 -1,8 0,0 0,5 1,1 0,7
3,6 3,0 2,1 2,1 2,2 2,5 2,7 1,9 0,5 -4,4 -1,6 -1,7 -3,4 -2,1 0,7 2,1 1,8 nd
0,7 1,0 -0,4 -0,9 0,2 -0,2 1,4 2,1 1,2 -1,1 -0,5 0,7 -0,6 -0,6 0,5 0,7 1,4 1,4
2,1 0,7 -0,4 -0,3 0,5 0,7 1,2 1,4 1,0 -1,2 0,4 1,6 0,3 -0,3 0,2 0,3 0,9 1,1
0,7 0,0 -0,2 0,1 0,5 -0,1 0,6 0,9 1,1 -2,3 0,2 1,4 -0,3 -0,4 0,2 -0,3 1,5 1,2
3,2 2,1 0,4 0,7 2,1 4,0 3,2 2,6 -1,3 -6,9 -7,7 -1,0 -0,1 2,2 2,4 nd nd nd
1,0 0,2 0,4 -0,3 0,5 0,7 1,2 1,5 1,3 -2,8 -0,2 0,7 0,1 -1,0 -0,5 -0,1 0,2 0,7
0,3 0,0 1,5 0,9 1,5 2,6 1,0 0,5 0,8 -1,3 -4,0 -4,3 -3,8 -1,7 -0,7 0,9 0,3 1,6
2,1 0,7 0,0 -1,0 -0,3 -0,3 -0,2 0,7 -0,2 -2,0 -0,9 -2,2 -3,5 -1,6 1,3 1,3 1,3 nd
4,5 3,5 1,9 1,3 1,7 0,7 3,0 4,0 3,6 -1,7 1,4 2,2 1,5 1,1 2,1 2,4 2,3 2,2

0,2
0,3
0,1
0,7
0,4
0,6
0,3
0,4
0,2
-0,2
-0,3
2,1
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Fig.22

CONTRIBUTO % A CRESCITA PIL
TOTALE ORE LAVORATE
1.- GERMANIA
5.- OLANDA
9.- FINLANDIA

2.- FRANCIA
6.- BELGIO
10.- GRECIA

3.- ITALIA
7.- AUSTRIA
11.- PORTOGALLO

0,8

0,6

0,4

0,2

0,0

-0,2

-0,4

MEDIA 2017/2000

4.- SPAGNA
8.- IRLANDA
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Table 29

CONTRIBUTO % A CRESCITA PIL 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 MEDIA 2017/2000

ICT CAPITALE

1.- GERMANIA
2.- FRANCIA
3.- ITALIA
4.- SPAGNA
5.- OLANDA
6.- BELGIO
7.- AUSTRIA
8.- IRLANDA
9.- FINLANDIA
10.- GRECIA
11.- PORTOGALLO
12.- LUSSEMBURGO

0,6 0,5 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,2
0,5 0,6 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,3 0,3 0,4 0,4 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,4 0,4
0,5 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,3 0,2 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,1
0,4 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 nd
0,7 0,6 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,5 0,5 0,8 0,5 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,4 0,3 0,7 0,4 0,4
0,6 0,7 0,5 0,5 0,4 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,3 0,3
0,6 0,7 0,6 0,5 0,4 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,4 0,4
0,6 0,5 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,3 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,3 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,3 nd nd nd
0,4 0,3 0,2 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,1
0,7 0,5 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,1 0,1
0,6 0,6 0,5 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,3 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 nd
0,9 0,8 0,4 0,5 0,4 0,1 0,1 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,2 0,3 0,5 0,3 0,3 0,3

0,3
0,3
0,2
0,3
0,4
0,4
0,4
0,3
0,2
0,3
0,3
0,3
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Fig 23
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Table 30

CONTRIBUTO % A CRESCITA PIL 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 MEDIA 2017/2000

CAPITALE NON ICT

1.- GERMANIA
2.- FRANCIA
3.- ITALIA
4.- SPAGNA
5.- OLANDA
6.- BELGIO
7.- AUSTRIA
8.- IRLANDA
9.- FINLANDIA
10.- GRECIA
11.- PORTOGALLO
12.- LUSSEMBURGO

0,4 0,3 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,3 0,3 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,2
0,6 0,5 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,5 0,5 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,3
0,6 0,6 0,6 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,4 0,2 0,2 0,2 -0,1 -0,2 -0,2 -0,2 -0,2 -0,1
0,9 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,9 1,0 1,1 1,2 1,1 0,8 0,7 0,6 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 nd
0,5 0,4 0,3 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,3 0,6 0,3 0,2 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,8 0,1 0,1
0,8 0,8 0,6 0,5 0,7 0,7 0,6 0,7 0,7 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,3 0,3 0,4 0,5 0,5 0,5
0,6 0,6 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,5 0,5 0,4 0,3 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,3 0,4 0,4
1,1 1,3 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,9 1,9 1,8 1,5 1,3 1,0 0,9 1,4 1,0 1,3 nd nd nd
0,5 0,6 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,5 0,5 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 -0,1 0,0 0,1
1,0 1,2 1,1 1,3 1,0 0,7 1,0 1,3 1,2 0,8 0,4 -0,1 -0,4 -0,5 -0,5 -0,5 -0,4 -0,3
1,2 1,1 0,9 0,8 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,8 0,9 0,7 0,7 0,4 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 nd
0,7 0,8 0,7 0,5 0,7 0,7 0,6 0,8 1,0 0,6 0,8 1,0 1,2 0,9 0,9 0,7 0,7 0,7

0,2
0,4
0,2
0,8
0,3
0,5
0,4
1,4
0,3
0,5
0,6
0,8
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Fig 24

CONTRIBUTO % A CRESCITA PIL
CAPITALE NON ICT
1.- GERMANIA
4.- SPAGNA
7.- AUSTRIA
10.- GRECIA

2.- FRANCIA
5.- OLANDA
8.- IRLANDA
11.- PORTOGALLO

1,4

1,2
1,0
0,8

0,6
0,4
0,2
0,0
MEDIA 2017/2000

3.- ITALIA
6.- BELGIO
9.- FINLANDIA
12.- LUSSEMBURGO
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Table 31

CONTRIBUTO % A CRESCITA PIL

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 MEDIA 2017/2000

PRODUTTIVITA' TOTALE DEI FATTORI

1.- GERMANIA
2.- FRANCIA
3.- ITALIA
4.- SPAGNA
5.- OLANDA
6.- BELGIO
7.- AUSTRIA
8.- IRLANDA
9.- FINLANDIA
10.- GRECIA
11.- PORTOGALLO
12.- LUSSEMBURGO

1,6 1,5 0,3 -0,1 0,7 0,9 1,8 1,3 -0,2 -3,7 2,6 2,0 0,3 0,5 1,0 0,5 1,2 0,8

0,7

1,8 0,8 1,6 -0,1 0,8 0,4 1,7 -0,6 -1,3 -2,0 0,9 0,8 -0,2 0,6 0,4 0,3 -0,3 0,8

0,4

1,9 -0,2 -1,5 -1,3 0,4 0,0 -0,2 -0,4 -1,4 -3,5 1,7 0,2 -1,2 0,1 0,2 0,4 0,0 0,8
0,2 -0,3 -0,4 -0,3 -0,4 -0,2 0,0 0,3 -0,9 -0,2 0,7 -0,2 -0,3 -0,2 0,1 0,8 0,6 nd

-0,2

2,2 0,3 -0,1 0,4 1,2 1,6 1,2 0,3 0,1 -3,2 1,5 0,4 -0,8 0,0 0,6 -0,2 0,4 1,0

0,4

0,1 -1,4 1,0 0,0 2,0 0,2 0,3 0,8 -1,3 -2,0 1,6 -0,7 -0,8 0,0 0,4 0,7 -0,2 -0,2

0,0

1,3 0,0 0,7 -0,2 1,3 1,6 2,1 2,0 -0,4 -2,2 1,0 0,7 0,3 -0,3 -0,2 0,8 -0,2 0,6
4,3 1,8 3,9 0,6 2,6 -0,2 0,0 0,3 -4,4 0,7 8,2 2,6 -1,7 -1,9 4,0 nd nd nd

0,5

3,7 1,5 0,6 1,6 2,7 1,4 2,2 2,7 -1,4 -6,3 2,8 1,5 -1,8 0,1 -0,3 0,1 2,1 1,9

0,8

1,9 2,3 0,7 3,0 2,0 -3,0 3,1 1,0 -2,7 -4,2 -2,4 -5,4 -3,4 -1,1 1,9 -1,0 -0,1 0,1
-0,2 -0,4 -0,7 -1,2 0,9 -0,1 0,6 0,6 -0,8 -2,0 1,8 -0,2 -0,9 0,3 -0,6 0,3 0,3 nd

-0,4

1,8 -2,6 0,7 -0,7 0,7 1,5 1,3 2,9 -6,1 -3,6 2,4 -0,8 -3,2 1,2 0,7 0,5 -0,9 -1,7

-0,3

0,0

1,4

-0,1
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Fig. 25

CONTRIBUTO % A CRESCITA PIL
PRODUTTIVITA' TOTALE DEI FATTORI
1.- GERMANIA
4.- SPAGNA
7.- AUSTRIA
10.- GRECIA

2.- FRANCIA
5.- OLANDA
8.- IRLANDA
11.- PORTOGALLO

1,6
1,4
1,2
1,0
0,8
0,6
0,4
0,2

0,0
-0,2

-0,4
-0,6
MEDIA 2017/2000

3.- ITALIA
6.- BELGIO
9.- FINLANDIA
12.- LUSSEMBURGO
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In Table 32, we have synthesized the major real and financial variables that can explain which
are the most relevant parameters that determined, compared to the 2000-2018 data, this Italian
"anomaly" in respect to all the other countries of the euro area and of the European Union.
Let's compare the average euro area data (considering that Italy's worst figure also contributes
to said average) with those regarding Italy.
Real GDP growth in the euro area during that period was almost 25%; in Italy it was only 3.8%.
Real per capita GDP increased by over 17%, while in Italy it decreased by 2.3%.
The debt / GDP ratio increased by 17 percentage points, in Italy by 27.
In the euro area, the Debt / GDP ratio went from 68% in 2000 to 85% in 2018, in Italy from
105% to 132%, which became 133% in the 2019 forecasts.
In terms of relative weights measured based on the 2018 data, Italy has 15.3% of the total GDP
of the euro area and 17.7% of the population. Per capita real GDP is 86.2% of the euro area
average (in 2000 it was above average at 103.4% with a loss of over 17 points). Italian
employment accounts for 15.7% of the total euro area, with unemployment which, however,
weighs 20.6% in the area, due to an unemployment rate higher than the average of 2.4%.
Italy also accounts for 23.6% of the total euro area public debt, the highest share of all.
In the 2000-2018 average, public investments for GDP growth in Italy was equal to 2.7%, while
in the euro area it was 3%; private investments were 16.8% against the 18.3% of the area. It
follows that total investments were in Italy 19.5% against the 21.3% in the euro area. The
resulting average annual difference of 1.8% of the GDP must be considered in its cumulative
effects for that period. Therefore, by 2018 Italy has cumulated 32% less public and private
capital than the euro area average.
In terms of relevant public budget parameters, it appears that total public expenditure in Italy
was on average equal to 48.7% of the GDP, while in the euro area it was 47.8% of the GDP;
current expenditure was at 46% compared to the 44.7% of the euro area; the current deficit at 0.4% against +0.3%; and interest expenditure at 4.7% against 2.8% of the euro area average.
Therefore, the public budget in Italy has helped destroying savings with its current account
deficit of 0.4% of the GDP, while in the average in the euro area there was a surplus of 0.3%.
From 2000 to 2018, the Italian public budget has destroyed savings for almost € 7 billion a
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year, which in the 18 years of that period caused a loss in potential capital accumulation of
almost € 129 billion. On the other hand, Italy, having paid 1.9% more GDP per year for interest
on debt, on average over the years. Since the average nominal GDP for the period was € 1.551
billion, every year from 2000 to 2018 Italy paid "more" than the average of the euro countries,
over 29 billion a year. This means that during that period Italy has paid 551 additional billion
euros; moreover, those billions were put towards a vicious public debt spiral.
The parameters analyzed so far are certainly relevant in explaining total factor productivity
trends. The TFP (Total Factor Productivity) in Italy decreased by -3.5%, against an increase of
+10.6% in Germany, +5.4% in France, +8% in the Netherlands and +3.3% in Spain.
Finally, factors of production contributed to GDP growth by 0.5% for labor and capital and 0.2% for TFP. It follows that the growth in GDP induced was on average just over 0.3%. In
Germany a 0.7% positive contribution from TFP was added to the labor and capital contribution
of 0.7%, which led to an average annual growth rate of 1.4%; more than three times and a half
the Italian one.
On the other hand, Spain, despite having had no contribution from TFP, benefited from a
contribution of 0.7% from labor and a capital contribution of 1.1% and therefore the growth
rate of Spanish GDP increased to 1.7% on an annual average; a little more than the German rate
and more than four times the Italian rate. Not surprisingly, therefore, in 2018, Spain maintained
its real GDP per capita at around 81% of the average in the euro area, while Italy went from 3%
above to -14% below, losing as previously stated, 17 percentage points.
The analysis of these data on the relevant parameters of real economy (investments,
productivity) and on the structure of the public budget (public investments, current expenditure,
current account deficit and interest) shows that the economic and social crisis and the fragile
conditions of Italian public finance do not seem to be connected to the external parameters
"imposed by Europe", but rather to the parameters set all these years "within" the country, by
governments and parliaments and also by "national" private behavior.
Recently someone has argued that the European and international institutions and centers of
analysis and research neglect the solid foundations on which the Italian economy is structurally
based and therefore their highly critical judgments may be pre-judgments.
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The two Italian pillars that appear to be neglected and that in reality would be sufficient
elements to define Italy as a solid and reliable economy are, on the one hand, the high
propensity to add up savings and, on the other hand, the considerable export competitiveness of
Italian companies.
These two "historical and typical" traits of the Italian economy are certainly exhibited.
However, we must first consider that our high and structural private propensity to build up
savings has almost halved over the last ten years. It remains high, but we were historically
around 15%, we dropped to about 7-8%. And the current deficit of the public budget disrupted
savings.
Secondly, it is true that we have had, and have, a surplus in our current account balance set
between 2 and 3% of the GDP. Certainly, it is not the 7-8% of Germany, but in any case, it is a
large surplus. Our companies’ success in exporting, however, increasingly refers to a small
number of companies, to an increasingly smaller national production base, while many
businesses operating on the domestic market have closed up shop or are in serious troubles. The
real question then is whether the "engine of successful export enterprises" is and / or will be
able to move the entire IRR of the Italian economy. Moreover, the current account surplus,
positive if seen as the competitive aptitude of our companies, also means that an important part
of our national savings goes to finance growth and development abroad, in other economies.
The two pillars on which we should rest our judgment of the Italian economy as a solid one do
not appear then... so solid and certain, at least for the future. Our historic high private
propensity to save has halved, the current account deficit of our public budget partially destroys
said savings and a substantial part of it goes to support growth and employment abroad through
the current balance of payments surplus.
Perhaps the real and financial parameters to which we referred earlier and their comparison
with the performances of all the other European countries can better contribute to formulating
severe and distressed judgments about the solidity of the Italian system and about the long-term
sustainability of our public finance. It is indeed true that the solvency of public debt depends on
its relationship with GDP and above all on its growth or reduction trend, rather than on its level.
It should in fact be known that a country with a Debt / GDP ratio of 200%, which, however,
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gives certainty of reducing it towards 150%, is more solvent than a country that has a Debt /
GDP ratio of 100% but expresses, however, a determination to make new debt and bring its
ratio up to 150%!
It is arithmetically trivial to say that the Debt / GDP ratio tends to fall if debt grows less than
GDP. Here then appears to be meaningless to reaffirm this arithmetic banality and then to hint
that Italy could be a solvent country even if the Debt / GDP ratio traveled towards 200%. It
would be true only on two conditions. The first is that in the face of that 200% there is still a
serious, credible and operational plan that pushes it downwards. The second is that, in the
meantime, someone issues zero-risk securities, transfers the liquidity to Italy and in fact takes
care of the country risk Italy.
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Table 32 A

REAL AND FINANCIAL VARIABLES SYNTHESIS
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Table 29-B.
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Tav, 32-C
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2.- A balanced, "Additional" federal budget, equal to 1% of the GDP, i.e. 120 billion euros
in
income and expenditure
The EU budget represents around 1% of the GDP. In the United States, the federal budget is
around 25% of the GDP.
Following globalization, for over twenty years now, individual European sovereign states have
lost "sovereignty" in the sense that some fundamental public goods can no longer be supplied
by individual national governments. Sovereignty in these sectors can only be recovered in terms
of European integration. This is the axis of the necessary deepening process.
A "small" step forward has therefore been proposed in this sense, namely the possibility of
agreeing on an "additional budget" equal to 1% of the GDP, that is about 120 billion euros, to
be applied to the euro area as suggested by the European Movement in Italy in its Appeal of
June 2018 "For a shared prosperity,” with allocative functions for investments and border
security and with redistributive functions for the fight against unemployment.
To assess the possible impact of this additional budget, it is necessary to specify where the
resources could be found and how they would be used.
In this sense, therefore, we are talking about a "balanced budget" that does not result in any
debt or any need to issue debt securities.
In the next section we will outline the structure in terms of resources and uses of said additional
budget.
In the following section we report the effects of this budget on the economy of the euro area, on
the individual countries participating in it, as well as the effects induced on other non-euro
countries and on the total European Union.
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2.1- Resources and Employment
In Table 33 we show where the 120 billion of resources and of autonomous fiscal capacity
could come from, and for which purposes and expense items they could be employed.
About 30 billion euros could allegedly come from the taxation of multinationals operating in
Europe, including those operating on the web, which today enjoy wide swathes of tax
avoidance and tax evasion5. A European financial transaction tax could allow revenues for
about 10 billion euros and 35 billion could come from gambling taxation. These three items
would not affect the direct tax burden on citizens, even though they represent revenue to cover
expenses in terms of an additional federal budget.
The remaining 45 billion in revenue (of which 30 billion would come from a carbon tax and 15
from cigarette taxation) would instead represent an increase in the tax burden on citizens.
In terms of expenditure, 90 billion should be allocated to large European tangible and intangible
infrastructures and this amount would be distributed among the euro countries based on their
GDP. To security and control of the "external" borders could be allocated 10 billion which
would become greater current public expenditure distributed among the various countries once
again based on GDP. Finally, around 20 billion would go to a European unemployment fund
distributed among countries based on their weight on total unemployment in the area.

Table 33
5

In the G20 meeting of finance ministers and central bank governors, held in Fukuoka in Japan on 8 and 9 June 2019, the idea of
such a type of taxation was supported by all. The euro area could therefore pave the way and then ask for an implementation of
said taxation in the rest of the world, as it was called for by the G20.
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2.2- Effects on growth, employment and public finances
or "a positive sum game for all"
Based on the Oxford Economics Model, integrated for the whole world economy and above all
among the countries of the European Union and those belonging to the euro area, we proceeded
to define a Base projection according to all the information available in April 2019.
On this basis, with the quantities and criteria indicated in the previous section, we have
simulated and quantified the effects that the "additional budget" could have, over four years, on
the euro area, on its individual member states and on other members of the European Union not
belonging to the euro area. In other words, we have assumed that the additional budget is
implemented starting from 2020 and we project the simulation into 20236.
In Tables 34-36 we present the results obtained in terms of higher growth rate, greater real
absolute GDP, and greater real per capita GDP.
In Tables 37-39 we refer to the effects that would be produced on the labor market in terms of
lower unemployment rate, lower number of unemployed and greater number of employed.
Finally, in Tables 40-43, we evaluate the effects on public finance starting from public
investments, public deficit as a percentage of GDP, greater primary surplus in absolute value
and as a percentage of GDP, and the lower outline of Public Debt, also in absolute value and in
relation to the GDP.
Our estimates of the effects that an additional budget of around 1% of the GDP of the euro area
would have indicate greater growth. In the four years considered, said growth would be equal to
2.4% in the euro area and 2% in the entire Union. Positive effects would also occur in countries
that are not members of the euro, albeit smaller than the effects produced in euro countries.
The real GDP in absolute terms would increase by 269 billion in the euro area and by 312
billion in the Union, with an additional 43 billion increase in non-euro countries, of which 22
billion would be produced in the United Kingdom.
In terms of per capita GDP, the euro area average would increase by circa 790 euros, while the
EU average per capita GDP would increase by 604 euros.

6

Theoretically, the results of these simulations could be read as referring to the year 1,2,3,4.
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On the labor market, in four years the unemployment rate would fall by 1.1% in the euro area
and by 0.8% in EU member states. In absolute terms there would be 2,136,700 fewer
unemployed people in the European Union, of which 1,814,000 among the euro countries and
323,000 in non-euro countries. The number of employed persons would rise to a total of
2,226,000, of which 1,863,000 in the euro countries and 363,800 in non-euro countries.
From the point of view of real economy, therefore, there is a "positive sum game" for everyone.
In fact, all the countries of the euro and even those not belonging to the single currency would
have more growth, more per capita GDP, less unemployment and more employment.
Table 34
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On the public finance front, as shown in Table 40, it should immediately be pointed out that the
90 billion more investments planned in the additional budget would produce positive effects
already in the first year, activating further additional investments for 3.3 billion. These would
become about 10 additional billion by the fourth year: at this point the total public investments
of the euro area would be about 101 billion higher (11 more billion than the 90 starting ones).
The positive results of this effect would be distributed in all 19 countries of the euro area.
Table 40
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The public deficit in relation to GDP would go to zero in 2023 for the whole area, reducing the
deficit or increasing the surplus in all member states.
Table 41
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The primary surplus, by the fourth year, would be 126 billion higher in the entire euro area,
about +1% of the GDP, with improvements in all member countries, as shown in Table 42.
Table 42
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Finally, public debt would be reduced by 308 billion euros with a percentage reduction on the
euro area's GDP of 4.5% and therefore there would be a Debt / GDP ratio of 74% against the
79% we would have without the additional budget. The debt reduction would occur in all
countries, with Italy and Portugal in the lead; the two countries would have a higher reduction
in their Debt / GDP ratio, which would decrease by almost 7 percentage points. Italy would
move from 134% to 127% in the fourth year and Portugal from 108% to 101%.
Table 43

