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1.  Not enough Europe and too much Europe 

Where Europe would be expected to exist, it does not. A banking union would be expected 

to have a deposit guarantee scheme in place to avoid bank runs in a given country, as has 

happened in the past, but this component of the Banking Union has been postponed time and 

again. It would be desirable for the euro area to be based on a euro area budget that would 

fulfil a macroeconomic stabilisation function and could absorb symmetric and asymmetric 

shocks within it, but this budget does not exist despite the several public stances advocating for 

it. Everything that is essential and entails some risk sharing between European countries is 

postponed. There is not enough Europe in several dimensions of the institutional architecture 

of the euro area, resulting in its remaining vulnerability, which is only concealed by a period of 

(weak) European economic growth. 

On the other hand, there is too much Europe both as regards budgetary rules and subsidiarily 

in the unjustified and excessive interference by the Commission and the European Council in 

Member States’ budgetary policy. This paradox of simultaneously not having enough Europe in 

what is essential to face both systemic crises and shocks exclusively affecting certain countries, 

and having too much Europe in the excessive regulation and related bureaucracy, has led many 

citizens to move away from the European project, of which Brexit is merely an epiphenomenon. 

In particular, the complexity of the budgetary rules requires their decoding from the outset, 

as well as their implementation by a large bureaucracy of officials, both in the Commission and 

in Member States. Greater complexity means less transparency, lower rule comprehensibility, 

and less democratic accountability. Decisions that should be transparent and have political 

legitimacy, at national and European level, become unclear to citizens, and are often made 

without their knowledge, although they have a significant impact on their lives. 

The purpose of this article is not to discuss whether or not the whole set of budgetary rules 

is reasonable in the context of the Economic and Monetary Union, which is something that 

needs to be done, but not within the scope of this article.1 It exclusively aims to show the 

complexity of the rules currently in place, to clarify the existing information on those rules and 

how the Commission and the Council go beyond what is laid down in the European Union 

Treaties and Regulations, in an interpretation that in practice introduces additional 

discretionary rules outside national political and public scrutiny. The specific case we will be 

addressing is the “medium-term objective” (MTO) for Member States’ public finances, which 

has a duration of three years, and which is, at the beginning of 2019, being assessed by the 

European Commission (ECFIN) in conjunction with the various governments. 

The relevance of this subject lies on the fact that the MTO, which is now being analysed and 

discussed between the European institutions and Portugal, will limit the Portuguese budgetary 

policy for the 2020-22 triennium, which will have its practical expression in the next Stability 

Programme to be submitted by the Government to the Assembly of the Republic and the 

European Commission in April 2019. Keeping the current MTO at +0.25% of potential GDP or 

lowering it to -0.5%, the value laid down in the TSCG, makes all the difference: it amounts to 

about EUR 1 500 million more each year in the (structural) budget balance, which means one 

                                                           
1 An approach on the need for an overall rethink of European budgetary rules can be found in Darvas, Z., Martin, P., Ragot, X. (2018). On the Union’s 
budgetary framework and the role of the European Commission, see Feld, L. P., Schmidt C. M., Schnabel I. and Wieland V. (2018), and Wieser, T. 
(2018). We will come back to this topic in the conclusions of this article. 
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of three things: (i) that the tax revenue could be lower by EUR 1.5 M, (ii) that public 

expenditure could be EUR 1.5 M higher or (iii) a combination of revenue reduction and 

expenditure increases with an aggregate effect of EUR 1.5 M.2 While the general government 

budget balance is only a global constraint on budgetary policy, it is ultimately very relevant in 

policy options, especially after a period of severe austerity (2011-14), followed by a period of 

necessary restraint in public finances (2015-19). 

Essentially, the questions we wish to answer are the following: Is there a clear coordination 

between budgetary rules or are we before a “labyrinth”? What is the legal force of the 

‘Medium-Term Objective’ set for each country? Should the MTO be defined by each country, 

the Commission (or the Council), or by a combination of each country and the Commission? 

From the point of view of the economic and financial sustainability of public finances, is it 

desirable for the MTO to be at +0.25% of potential GDP or -0.5% of GDP? And from the point 

of view of the social sustainability of public finances? Finally, what can we derive from the MTO 

on the need to redesign the modus operandi and the European project? 

We use the case of public finances and the MTO definition to push for the MTO to go back 

to the figure it previously stood at (-0.5% of potential GDP), thus helping Portugal to return to 

a near balance of public finances that is more socially sustainable, as well as economically and 

financially sustainable. 

On the other hand, we use the case of the MTO to show the complexity of the way in which 

European institutions operate, as well as the unnecessary and possibly counterproductive 

interference in the national decision-making of Member States. This allows finding a more 

promising direction for its development. We wish for more Europe where there is not enough 

Europe, and conversely, we will show that Europe could only benefit, both as a whole and each 

country in particular, from reducing complexity, de-bureaucratising the entire “European 

semester” process and further implementing the principle of subsidiarity instead of budgetary 

command and control. This means gradually giving Member States the responsibility for 

developing their own budgetary rules, in a simple European monitoring framework that should 

be simpler, more transparent and less intrusive in national budgetary policies. 

                                                           
2 These approximate figures are the downwards (revenue) or upwards (expenditure) deviations relative to a growth of these aggregates in line with 
nominal GDP growth. They can be interpreted, if on the revenue side, as a tax break that could be achieved by moving the MTO from +0.25% to -
0.5%, assuming that expenditure would grow at the same rate as nominal GDP. Alternatively, the increase in public expenditure (in relation to the 
trend level) that could be achieved with the same tax burden. 
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2.  The labyrinth of budgetary rules 

2.1. Framework: the three phases of budgetary rules 

The Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) has been built with a weak architecture. 

Monetary policy has been centralised at the European Central Bank and the European Union 

Treaties deemed that budgetary policy should remain decentralised in the Member States. 

Therefore, there is a whole hierarchy of rules, from the hard law of the Treaty on the 

Functioning of the European Union, to Council and European Parliament Regulations, an 

intergovernmental Treaty (“TSCG”), and finally the soft law of a Vade Mecum on the Stability 

& Growth Pact (SGP). There is a wide range of relevant legislation on the Stability and Growth 

Pact (SGP) alone, which has been revised over the years.3 Thus, the ability of European Union 

citizens, even those with higher qualifications, to understand budgetary rules and their 

coordination is very minimal. Consequently, political accountability linked to the 

implementation of these rules will necessarily be low, with this matter being reserved for 

experts. We have already addressed budgetary rules and their development in another 

publication (Pereira et al. 2016). Therefore, this article will focus on a key issue: Where are the 

numerical rules for the budget balance and debt laid down and how are they interpreted? It 

would be useful to distinguish three phases of densification of budgetary rules: from 1992 to 

1997; from 1997 to 2010, and post-2011. In the beginning (Maastricht Treaty, 1992) and until 

the first version of the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP 1997), there was, wrongly, more 

emphasis put on the deficit than on debt, and nominal values were taken into account for the 

deficit, without taking the neutralisation of the impact of the economic cycle into account in 

the balances. The reference values (1) for the deficit (1a) and debt (1b) have been laid down 

in the Maastricht Treaty and remain to this day in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European 

Union. 

In a second phase starting with the first version of the SGP (1997), originally revised in 2005, 

the impact of the economic cycle on budget balances and the need for a safety margin started 

to be taken into account. Therefore, the concept of (structural) budget balance was adjusted, 

the values for the structural deficit (2a) were re-defined and the concepts of medium-term 

objective (3a) and path for structural deficit reduction (3b) were introduced. 

Finally, in a third phase, the emphasis was correctly placed more on the reduction of 

government debt, first in the revised SGP (2011), which was then embodied in the ‘TSCG’. Since 

sanctions were increased in the event of non-compliance, the European Commission and the 

Council developed the details of these rules outside the European Union Treaties and 

Regulations. They were actually developed by the aforementioned ‘TSCG’ (an 

intergovernmental treaty signed by 25 countries), the Code of Conduct of the Stability and 

Growth Pact, and the Vade Mecum on the Stability & Growth Pact, which has been revised 

annually. As we will clarify in this article, both the Code of Conduct and the Vade Mecum 

                                                           
3 Legislation relating to budgetary rules can be found at the European Commission website on: https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-
euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/legal-basis-
stability-and-growth-pact_en  
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explicitly take a small additional rule into account for the medium-term objective. This section 

will only address the rules contained in Treaties and Regulations. 

2.2. The rules contained in Treaties and Regulations 

The rules are laid down in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), 

Articles 121, 126 and, for the countries adopting the euro, Article 136. The philosophy 

underlying the TFEU in its current wording, which is the successor of the Maastricht Treaty 

(1992), is that the European Commission monitors the budgetary policy of the Member States 

and that there are reference values (3% and 60%) for the ratio of the (structural) budget 

balance to GDP, without one-off measures, and for the ratio of government debt to GDP, 

respectively, and that in the event of significant deviations it will be necessary to correct them.4 

In the current version of the TFEU, even if the deficit and debt ratios to GDP are higher than 

the reference values, there is budgetary discipline if the deficit “substantially and continuously” 

comes close to that value and the debt is “sufficiently diminishing and approaching the reference 

value[s] at a satisfactory pace”. Those who only read the TFEU and Council 

Directive 2011/85/UE stating that “Each Member State shall have in place numerical fiscal rules 

which are specific to it and which effectively promote compliance with its obligations deriving from 

the TFEU in the area of budgetary policy over a multiannual horizon for the general government 

as a whole” would get the impression that there is a degree of empowerment of each country in 

relation to the implementation of budgetary rules in what is specified in the Treaty, i.e. that 

each country, taking into account the principles set out in the Treaty, would be responsible for 

establishing its numerical budgetary rules with a view to meeting its budgetary obligations. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. The preparatory work for the adoption of the euro 

has led to a more detailed specification of the budgetary rules laid down in the Maastricht 

Treaty. Thus, the first version of the Stability and Growth Pact (1997, hereinafter referred to as 

‘SGP97’) states that euro area countries should present their Stability and Growth Programmes 

(now called only Stability Programmes, SP), setting out their “medium-term objective[s] of 

budgetary positions of close to balance or in surplus”, as well as information on the adjustment 

path towards that objective. This slightly ambiguous formulation of the MTO leaves room for a 

small deficit or a small surplus. The justification provided by the Commission and the Council 

for this rule is that if countries are in positions close to balance, this allows the cyclical effect of 

the economy to be accommodated, without the country going into excessive deficit. In a 

recession, with rising unemployment and unemployment benefits, lower social security 

contributions, and a reduction in tax revenue, the budget balance will automatically be 

burdened.5 In this situation, a balance which is approximately balanced from the outset leaves 

room for governments to add an expansionary and anti-cyclical discretionary policy increasing 

public expenditure to the impact of ‘automatic stabilisers’, without significantly exacerbating 

the deficit and government debt. SGP97 does not establish a numerical value for the MTO. After 

submitting their Stability Programmes to the European Commission and the ECOFIN Council, 

                                                           
4 These reference values laid down in the Maastricht Treaty were incorporated in the Articles of the Treaty, whereas in the TFEU’s current wording 
they are laid down in Protocol 12, which is an annex to the Treaty, but forms an integral part of it. There is substantial debate on the rationality and 
relevance of these reference values. As analytically shown in Pereira et al. 2016, the only arbitrary value therein is to deem a government debt-to-
GDP ratio higher than 60% to be excessive debt. The reference value for the deficit is derived from this value and from assuming a nominal output 
growth rate of 5% (e.g. 3% real growth and 2% inflation) in the long-term. This means that, with this assumption on growth and with this budget 
deficit, the debt-to-GDP ratio will asymptotically converge to 60%. 
5 That is the impact of ‘automatic stabilisers’. For further developments on this concept, see Pereira et al. (2016). 
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the European Commission will issue a formal recommendation in the event of a significant 

deviation from the adjustment path towards the MTO. Here too, there is no clear interpretation 

of what is the necessary adjustment towards the MTO, but the members of the Eurogroup (an 

informal gathering of the Ministers of Finance of the euro area) agreed in October 2002 that 

such an adjustment should be an improvement in the cyclically adjusted budget balance, net of 

one-off measures, of 0.5 percentage points of GDP. 

The SGP97 was revised in 2005 and subsequently in 2011 (hereinafter referred to as 

‘SGP11’). A set of regulations known as the ‘Six Pack’ and the ‘Two Pack’ introduced and 

strengthened, among other things, the concept of ‘European semester’, which is, in fact, much 

more than a semester in which there is detailed monitoring of the Member States’ budgetary 

policy, necessarily involving the Commission, the European Council and the European 

Parliament, and, where deemed appropriate, the President of the Eurogroup, as well as the 

Economic and Financial Committee, the Economic Policy Committee, the Employment 

Committee and the Social Protection Committee. In other words, in addition to extending the 

density of budgetary rules, the real and potential scope of the institutions that can take part in 

the “European semester” was broadened. Based on the truthful argument that the budgetary 

policies of each Member State are potentially relevant to the other Member States, as they may 

generate negative externalities in them, a complex set of procedures has been developed, 

strongly affecting the autonomy of the Member States’ budgetary policy in an unjustified 

manner. 

Looking only at numerical rules, SGP11 introduces an interpretation of the abovementioned 

ambiguous term contained in the TFEU relative to a government debt ratio ‘sufficiently 

approaching’ the reference value of 60% of GDP. Its Article 2(1a) lays down the following: 

“When it exceeds the reference value, the ratio of the government debt to gross domestic product 

(GDP) shall be considered sufficiently diminishing and approaching the reference value at a 

satisfactory pace in accordance with point (b) of Article 126(2) TFEU if the differential with respect 

to the reference value has decreased over the previous three years at an average rate of one twentieth 

per year as a benchmark, based on changes over the last three years for which the data is available.” 

SGP11 makes it even more explicit that the Medium-Term Objective (MTO) is flexible and 

adjustable to the situation in each country. On the other hand, it also clarifies that MTOs should 

take into consideration a minimum value of -1% of GDP and are revised every three years. It is 

precisely now that MTOs are being revised with a view to being incorporated in the updates to 

the Stability Programmes (euro area countries) or Convergence Programmes (non-euro area 

countries) for the 2020-22 period. As we will see in the following section, in the absence of 

clear numerical rules, there is still a set of recommendations or interpretative texts which 

ultimately are, in the Commission’s praxis, almost equivalent to budgetary rules laid down in 

treaties or regulations. 

2.3. The “TSCG” rules 

Before covering numerical rules which are not laid down in European Regulations or Treaties 

– the real community acquis – we should briefly address the rules contained in the Treaty on 

Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Economic and Monetary Union, hereinafter 

referred to as the ‘TSCG’, which was signed by 25 countries. This Treaty is supplementary to 
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the abovementioned rules. It is not by chance that its Article 3 begins as follows: “The 

Contracting Parties shall apply the following rules, in addition and without prejudice to the 

obligations derived from European Union law”. From the point of view of the rules, the Treaty 

lays down a structural deficit of 0.5% of GDP as a rule for the MTO. If the debt-to-GDP ratio is 

below 60% and there is no risk to the sustainability of public finances, the deficit established as 

the MTO may fall to -1%. 

What’s new about the TSCG, with effect from 1 January 2013, is also and perhaps above all, 

its implications for the legal order of each Member State. In relation to the numerical rules 

referred to therein, it lays down the following: “The rules mentioned under paragraph 1 shall 

take effect in the national law of the Contracting Parties at the latest one year after the entry into 

force of this Treaty through provisions of binding force and permanent character, preferably 

constitutional, or otherwise guaranteed to be fully respected and adhered to throughout the 

national budgetary processes.” Some countries have introduced these rules in their Constitution, 

others, such as Portugal, in laws with superior legal force such as the Budget Framework Law. 

This Treaty is also a way of indirectly setting the stage for an amendment to European Treaties, 

since it states that after a period of five years, which ended on 1 January 2018, and on the basis 

of an assessment of the experience with its implementation “the necessary steps shall be taken, 

in compliance with the provisions of the Treaty on the European Union and the Treaty on the 

Functioning of the European Union, with the aim of incorporating the substance of this Treaty into 

the legal framework of the European Union” (Article 16). 



 

9 

policy paper 14 

3.  A critical and descriptive analysis of the MTO 

3.1. What is the Medium-Term Objective and how is it calculated? 

The medium-term objective (MTO) is a central concept in the ‘preventive arm’ of the stability 

and growth pact and it conditions the Commission’s and the European Council’s overall 

assessment of the budgetary adjustment of a given country over a period of three years. The 

MTO, which will be revised in the first quarter of 2019, will therefore have implications for the 

Commission’s assessment of the budgetary policy for the 2020-22 period in Portugal. The MTO 

is the minimum structural balance (SBm) that the country should have, or pursue if it does not, 

during that period. This balance is net of one-off and further extraordinary measures, and is 

currently +0.25% of potential GDP for Portugal. Every three years the Commission, in dialogue 

with the authorities of each country, and in accordance with a given methodology set out below, 

establishes this minimum value (𝑀𝑇𝑂𝑚𝑖𝑛), and the country will be responsible for “choosing” 

that minimum or higher value. Therefore, 𝑀𝑇𝑂𝑃𝑜𝑟𝑡 is a limited choice. 

Therefore, we have: 

𝑀𝑇𝑂𝑃𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑆𝐵𝑚𝑖𝑛 ≥ 𝑀𝑇𝑂𝑚𝑖𝑛 

We must understand the methodology implemented by the European Commission before 

critically analysing it. It is first developed in the Code of Conduct of the Stability and Growth 

Pact (2017) and subsequently in the Vade Mecum (2018) on the Stability & Growth Pact.6 The 

Vade Mecum version (2018) is used here. The MTOmin (for the country) is the maximum of 

three medium-term objectives (MTO1, MTO2 and MTO3) defined with different rationales. 

Thus: 

𝑀𝑇𝑂𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥{𝑀𝑇𝑂1, 𝑀𝑇𝑂2, 𝑀𝑇𝑂3}        (1) 

MTO1, also called ‘minimum benchmark’, is the structural balance value which provides a 

safety margin in relation to the excessive nominal deficit limit with respect to the 3% of GDP 

reference value.7 Its calculation takes past output volatility and the budgetary sensitivity to 

output fluctuations into account. The formula used to compute it is as follows: 

𝑀𝑇𝑂1 = −3 −  ∗ 𝑅𝑂𝐺         (2) 

In which ROG is the representative output gap and  is the semi-elasticity of the budget. 

MTO2 is the structural balance aiming to, according to what is stated in the Vade Mecum, 

contribute to “sustainability or rapid progress to sustainability taking into account implicit 

liabilities and debt”. In this context, given the weight of implicit pension liabilities, the 

                                                           
6 For a presentation of the methodology, in Portuguese, see also Ministério das Finanças (2018) Relatório do Orçamento do Estado de 2019. 
7 See minimum benchmarks in Annex 2 to this article. 
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successive Ageing Reports are considered to be important for updating this MTO2, as well as, of 

course, the burden of debt on output. 

MTO2 is derived by a formula with three components: the balance (BBs) that would 

converge and stabilise the debt ratio at 60% of GDP8, a component which represents the 

increase in age-related expenditure, and a supplementary debt-reduction effort component 

specific to countries with debt ratios above 60% of GDP. 

𝑀𝑇𝑂2 = 𝐵𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑑𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑔 ( 60% 𝑜𝑓 𝐺𝐷𝑃) +  ∗ 𝐴𝑔𝑒𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 + 𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑑𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 (3) 

The Vade Mecum (2018) establishes a value of = 0.33, i.e. MTO2 incorporates one-third of 

the increase in long-term age-related expenditure. 

Lastly, the “supplementary effort” follows a linear function which, in percentage points of 

GDP, is given by: 

𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑑𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 0.024 ∗ 𝑑𝑒𝑏𝑡 − 1.24      (4) 

In which ‘debt’ is the debt-to-GDP ratio in percentage points. A debt ratio of 110% requires 

a supplementary effort of 1.4% of GDP. 

Finally, MTO3 is the minimum value to which all euro area and Member States (ERM2) are 

subject, which is -1% of GDP. It stems from the Fiscal Compact that only countries with a debt 

ratio below 60% of GDP may have structural balances of -1% of potential GDP. 

As mentioned above, each country “chooses” its MTO for a three-year period, i.e. its objective 

for the structural balance that can never be lower than MTOmin. 

A country with a structural balance below the MTO is expected to converge to that balance 

in compliance with an expenditure benchmark. In essence, if SB<MTO, it should be assessed 

whether the growth rate of ‘modified expenditure’9, net of discretionary expenditure measures, 

“contributes to the appropriate adjustment towards the MTO or whether it is in line with the 

medium-term rate of potential GDP growth for countries at their MTO” (Vade Mecum, p. 53). 

3.2. Why should the Medium-Term Objective for Portugal be lowered 

(2020-22)? 

An analysis of the formula and the Commission’s calculations for Portugal makes it possible 

to identify some relevant details. 

For countries such as Portugal where the debt ratio is well above 60% of GDP, the minimum 

structural balance will be -0.5% of potential GDP. This stems directly from the Fiscal Compact. 

Thus, the generic formula applied to Portugal for the medium-term objective will be: 

                                                           
8 Therefore, the ‘balance for stabilisation’ is the balance that converges the debt ratio to 60% of GDP (see algebra justification in Pereira et. al. 2016) 
assuming a given nominal GDP growth. It corresponds to the product of 60% with the forecast average nominal growth until 2060 (as calculated by 
the Ageing Working Group). For a nominal growth of 4%, the deficit in this component would be 2.4% of GDP. 
9 ‘Modified expenditure’ essentially is primary expenditure, net of expenditure on projects fully funded by European funds, and corrected for short-
term effects on the gross fixed capital formation (values for year t are compared with values averaged over t-3 to t) and cyclical unemployment benefit 
expenditure effects (see Box 1.11, p. 52, Vade Mecum). 
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𝑀𝑇𝑂𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥{𝑀𝑇𝑂1, 𝑀𝑇𝑂2, −0.5} 

Since the value of 𝑀𝑇𝑂1(the Minimum Benchmark annexed hereto) for Portugal in 2016, 

when the ratio of +0.25% of GDP was set, was -1.8%, we can only conclude that the maximum 

of the three values for the medium-term objective is 𝑀𝑇𝑂2. This, in turn, is a sum of three 

components and it is easy to calculate the third one, a supplementary ‘debt-reduction effort’. 

As this supplementary effort follows a linear function of the debt-to-GDP ratio, and given 

that this ratio was at 129.3% of GDP in 2016, a supplementary effort of 1.86% can easily be 

obtained by means of equation (4).10 However, if the medium-term objective was set at +0.25% 

of potential GDP, one can only reach the conclusion that (ignoring rounding) the Commission’s 

estimated value for the first two components amounts to -1.61% of potential GDP. In other 

words, if not for this third component of MTO2, the MTO for Portugal would be given by -0.5% 

of potential GDP, as the maximum value between MTO1, MTO2 and MTO3 would precisely be 

the latter, derived from the rule laid down in the Fiscal Compact. 

The question we need to ask is ‘What does this MTO really mean and what legal and technical 

grounds are there for this supplementary effort?’ We will leave the technical and political 

discussion on the methodology used by the European Commission to calculate the Medium-

Term Objective for the following section. For now, let us assume the existing methodology and 

argue that even with the current methodology, it is justifiable, necessary and desirable to revise 

the medium-term objective downwards. The essential rationale was already elaborated on in 

another publication (Pereira, P. et al. 2018, Uma estratégia orçamental sustentável para 

Portugal). That publication argued that a sustainable strategy must be realistic, not only 

economically, but also socially and politically. After the tough period of Troika intervention in 

Portugal (2011-14), we are, from a budgetary point of view, in a transitional phase (2015-19), 

recovering income and jobs lost, both in the public and private sectors. In this context, one thing 

is to have primary balances (revenue minus interest expenditure) around 2.7% or 3% of GDP, 

something very different is aiming to have these balances of around 4% or 4.5% as foreseen in 

the last Stability Programme (2018-22) presented by the Government with a medium-term 

objective of +0.25% of GDP.11 Not only would that scenario be undesirable from a social point 

of view, it would also be so from an economic point of view, since it would require maintaining 

a contractionary policy until 2021, an anti-cyclical policy with a very moderate output growth 

during that period12. 

                                                           
10 In order to clarify the numerical discussion, figures are rounded to the second decimal place (of 1.8776), not adopting the Commission’s rounding 
methodology. 
11 Even with this medium-term objective (MTO), we cannot understand why the Ministry of Finance has set objectives that go beyond the MTO. In 
fact, in the government’s budgetary plan, the structural balance reaches 0.3% as early as 2020 and would continue to increase in 2021 and 2022 to 
0.9%, which would correspond to a primary balance of 4.4% of GDP, something never seen in Portugal and that would only be achievable by increasing 
the tax burden or by a strong contraction in public expenditure. 
12 The nature of the budgetary policy is measured by the structural primary balance fluctuation (see Pereira et al. 2016). 
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 European Commission (Autumn 2018) Government (Stability Prog. 2018-22) 

 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Budget Balance (BB) -7.2 -4.4 -2 -3 -0.7 -0.6 -0.7 -0.2 0.7 1.4 1.3 

BB net of temporary -3.3 -3.2 -2.4 -0.9 -0.3 -0.2      

Structural Balance -1.8 -2.3 -2.1 -1.3 -0.9 -0.9 -0.6 -0.4 0.3 0.6 0.9 

Primary Balance -2.3 0.2 2.2 0.9 2.7 2.7 2.7 3.1 3.9 4.5 4.4 

Structural Primary 
Balance 

3.1 2.3 2.1 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.9 3 3.5 3.7 4 

Budgetary 
Adjustment* 

1.3 -0.9 -0.2 0.4 0 -0.2  0.1 0.5 0.2 0.3 

Government Debt 
(% of GDP) 

130.6 128.8 129.3 124.8 121.5 119.2 122.2 118.4 114.9 107.3 102 

Change in debt ratio 1.6 -1.8 0.5 -4.5 -3.3 -2.3  -3.8 -3.5 -7.6 -5.3 

* The budgetary adjustment is the structural primary balance fluctuation 

Sources: European Commission (2019) Post-Programme Surveillance Report, Portugal Autumn 2018 – Institutional Paper 97/Feb. 

2019) and Stability Programme 2018-22. 

As the indicator for the medium-term objective is the structural balance, net of temporary 

measures, according to government data, in the event of a decrease to -0.5% of potential GDP, 

the MTO would be reached in 2019. 

However, using the European Commission data, this objective would only be achieved later. 

Keeping the MTO at +0.25% would require a supplementary effort by families and businesses 

of 1.15% of GDP (0.25%-(-0.9%)), i.e., approximately EUR 2,500 million.  

In any case, the European Commission’s essential argument to reduce the MTO is that of 

improving fiscal indicators. Between 2016 and 2019 the ratio of debt to GDP has most likely 

decreased approx. 10 percentage points (from 129.3% to 119.2%) and the structural balance 

improved between 1.2 percentage points (Commission data) and 1.7 percentage points 

(Government data). On the other hand, the nominal budget balance is close to being balanced. 

Therefore, as we have been advocating, there are grounds justifying the need to lower the 

medium-term objective for public finances in the 2020-22 period, all the more so since a series 

of measures taken in 2018 and 2019 will result in expenditure increases in 2020, such as the 

unfreezing of careers in public administration, or pension increases. This alone will have a 

negligible effect on debt dynamics, and, for other reasons, the debt-to-output ratio should be 

closely monitored13. 

3.3. The legal, technical and political discussion around the MTO 

It should be recalled that the formula for calculating the MTO is not expressed in Community 

regulations, but rather in the latest versions of the Code of Conduct and the Vade Mecum on 

the Stability & Growth Pact, with questionable legal force, but certainly of a much less 

compulsory nature than Community Regulations and Treaties. 

What stands out, when critically analysing the formula for calculating the MTO, is that it is 

being developed in meetings of various bodies, including the ECOFIN Council and the Economic 

and Financial Committee (ECFIN), and laid down in documents going beyond what is contained 

                                                           
13 In Pereira et al. (2018) we have already advocated for this MTO reduction. In that publication we simulated debt dynamics in a scenario where the 
structural balance would converge to -0.5% of GDP, showing that the dynamics are very similar given the second-round effects of a relatively more 
expansionary policy. As debt dynamics also depend on the acquisition of financial assets and capital injections, these are the variables (linked to the 
business sector) that need to be well monitored. Not just the structural balance. 
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in the Treaties and Regulations, and we could legitimately ask what degree of legality and 

enforceability should be assigned to these interpretations. The case of the supplementary ‘debt-

reduction effort’ in countries with excessive debt ratios is paradigmatic in this respect. The first 

question regarding the current methodology for calculating the MTO is, therefore, of a legal 

nature. 

In addition, it is clear that a value judgement by the technical officials who approved 

equation (4) is implicit therein, which is that the reference value for the ‘supplementary effort’ 

is not 60% of GDP, as would be expected based on the reference value of the Maastricht Treaty, 

but rather the value of 51.66% of GDP. This is, in fact, the value that cancels out the 

‘supplementary effort’ given by equation (4). Why is it implicitly considered that there should 

be a debt-reduction effort taking into account a departure from the value of 51.6% of GDP? 

This is the first technical question for which we have no answer. The second issue is that if there 

are grounds to demand more from those with higher debt-to-GDP ratios, there are other possible 

narratives in relation to the economic divergence of euro area countries and the budgetary 

policy impacts. As we have already stated, the European Commission seems to ignore the 

economic impact of a more restrictive budgetary policy. On the other hand, it also seems to 

ignore that countries with higher debt ratios generally have higher interest rates and, 

consequently, lower primary balances for the same budget balance objective. 

The interpretative ambiguities in relation to the medium-term objective, in addition to the 

difficulties recognised in estimating the ‘output gap’ and the ‘structural balance’, which are key 

concepts for obtaining the medium-term objective, suggest that there is room for political 

negotiation, which should be explored by national governments. 

In practical terms, the grounds presented in this and the previous section suggest that 

Portugal should push for a reduction in the medium-term objective to -0.5% of potential GDP, 

and should make all this framework of budgetary rules that ultimately affect the lives of families 

and the economic performance of businesses more transparent towards its citizens. 
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4.  How can we get out of this labyrinth and 

strengthen the European project? 

What can we learn exclusively from this case of the ‘medium-term objective’ definition? That 

budgetary rules have a disproportionate level of legal and technical complexity and that has a 

number of immediate consequences. Neither European citizens nor national elites in each 

country are able to understand these rules. It is a matter ultimately reserved for experts and 

technical officials, thus weakening the democratic legitimacy of European decisions. In 

addition, this wide set of budgetary rules and interpretative documents feeds a bureaucracy 

aimed at implementing all these regulations scrutinising, monitoring and supervising public 

finances in the Member States, therefore providing the Commission and the Council with 

instruments to apply their preventive or corrective measures as necessary. European institutions 

are perceived by European citizens, somewhat rightly, as excessively bureaucratic, intrusive, 

and navigating through a labyrinth of rules and regulations that are far from coherent and well-

articulated, to say the least.14 The coordination between Member States and the European 

Commission is also not very clear or transparent. With regard to the Medium-Term Objective 

(MTO), some could get the impression that the choice of MTO lies with the country. Although 

that is formally true, in practice, this ‘choice’ is made under the restriction of a minimum value 

which is set by the Commission services. Since this minimum value is very high, as is currently 

the case with Portugal, this choice is not exactly a choice, but rather an imposition. In this 

article, we have argued that this figure should be reduced already in the coming 2020-22 

triennium to -0.5% of GDP.15 The next five years will also be very demanding from a budgetary 

point of view. Therefore, the objective of a structural budget surplus would be economically 

negative and socially unsustainable. 

The discussion on the medium-term objective rules opens a much deeper discussion on the 

need for a substantial revision of European Union budgetary rules. Even though this is not the 

aim or scope of this article, some guiding principles can already be put forward. Firstly, 

budgetary rules cannot replace a weak architecture of the Economic and Monetary Union 

(EMU). The EMU needs a significant budget, automatic stabilisers that absorb asymmetric 

shocks, a complete banking union, among other improvements. Secondly, there is a need for a 

drastic reduction of budgetary rules and related regulation, and an improvement of their 

internal coherence, which is inexistent. The Commission and the Council should gradually move 

from a culture of control, command and threat of sanctions towards a culture of incentive and 

self-regulation where, in the framework of simple and generic rules for the Member States, each 

country develops and incorporates the budgetary rules and necessary institutions to manage its 

public finances in a sustainable manner. There is not much that needs to be invented. It would 

be enough to look at other geographies and other histories, in all their diversity, to see the way 

forward. The US has built their monetary union by mutualising the debt from the states highly 

                                                           
14 It is still somewhat ironic to read this statement contained in the Vade Mecum 2018 (p. 59): “A peculiarity of the EDP [Excessive Deficit Procedure] 
is that the word “deficit” is used to refer both to a situation of excessive general government borrowing and to government debt that is greater than 60% of 
GDP and is not diminishing at a satisfactory pace”. 
15 As a non-attached Member of the Assembly of the Republic in the 13th legislature, I submitted Draft Resolution 1981 addressing two issues: lowering 
the Medium-Term Objective (MTO) and simplifying European budgetary rules. PJR1981 was rejected by the vote against of the Socialist Party (PS). 
Weeks later, the Minister of Finance announced the MTO reduction. See the project here: 
https://www.parlamento.pt/ActividadeParlamentar/Paginas/DetalheIniciativa.aspx?BID=43432 
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indebted because of war, centralising some competences in a federal budget that increased in 

size, established budgetary rules at the level of the federal budget, but, above all, each state 

developed its Constitution and budgetary rules, with many of them adopting the balance rule. 

There is no monitoring, interference, control or threat of sanctions by the federal government 

in relation to the state governments in normal economic circumstances. The finances of each 

state are managed autonomously with no interference or permanent monitoring by the federal 

government, as is the case in Europe. Taking into account the European specificity compared 

to the US, and a necessarily different political and institutional European path, we will be able 

to learn tremendously from the experience of other monetary unions in federal states. 
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Annexes 

Annex 1 – Current standard laid down in the Stability and Growth Pact on the Medium-Term 

Objective 

Article 2a 

Each Member State shall have a differentiated medium-term objective for its budgetary 

position. These country-specific medium-term budgetary objectives may diverge from the 

requirement of a close to balance or in surplus position, while providing a safety margin with 

respect to the 3% of GDP government deficit ratio. The medium-term budgetary objectives shall 

ensure the sustainability of public finances or a rapid progress towards such sustainability while 

allowing room for budgetary manoeuvre, considering in particular the need for public 

investment. Taking these factors into account, for participating Member States and for Member 

States that are participating in ERM2 the country-specific medium-term budgetary objectives 

shall be specified within a defined range between -1% of GDP and balance or surplus, in 

cyclically adjusted terms, net of one-off and temporary measures. The medium-term budgetary 

objective shall be revised every 3 years. A Member State's medium-term budgetary objective 

may be further revised in the event of the implementation of a structural reform with a major 

impact on the sustainability of public finances. 

The respect of the medium-term budgetary objective shall be included in the national 

medium-term budgetary frameworks in accordance with Chapter IV of Council Directive 

2011/85/EU of 8 November 2011 on requirements for budgetary frameworks of the Member 

States (1). 

(1) OJ L 306, 23.11.2011, p. 41. 
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Annex 2 – Medium-Term Objectives (MTO and Minimum Benchmark) 

 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2016 2017 2018 2019

BE 0,75 0,00 0,00 0,00 -1,70 -1,70 -1,40 -1,40

BG -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,70 -2,10 -1,90 -1,90

CZ -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,70 -1,70 -1,60 -1,50

DK -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,70 -0,90 -0,80 -0,90

DE -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,50 -1,50 -1,40 -1,30

EE 0,00 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,80 -1,70 -1,40 -0,80

IE 0,00 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,20 -1,30 -1,00 -1,00

ES 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 -1,50 -1,10 -1,10 -1,00

FR -0,40 -0,40 -0,40 -0,40 -1,60 -1,30 -1,10 -1,00

HR -1,75 -1,75 -1,75 -1,50 -1,30 -1,10

IT 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 -1,70 -1,50 -1,30 -0,80

CY 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 -1,80 -1,60 -1,30 -0,80

LV -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,80 -1,70 -1,70 -1,60

LT -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,80 -1,50 -1,40 -1,30

LU 0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,70 -1,50 -1,40 -1,20

HU -1,70 -1,50 -1,50 -1,50 -1,50 -1,40 -1,20 -1,10

MT 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 -1,90 -1,80 -1,70 -1,50

NL -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,40 -1,10 -1,00 -0,80

AT -0,45 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,80 -1,60 -1,60 -1,50

PL -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,90 -1,00 -1,00 -0,80

PT -0,50 0,25 0,25 0,25 -1,80 -1,60 -1,10 -1,00

RO -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,80 -1,60 -1,60 -1,50

SI 0,00 0,25 0,25 0,25 -1,70 -1,40 -1,00 -0,90

SK -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,50 -1,70 -1,60 -1,50

FI -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -0,50 -1,10 -0,60 -0,50

SE -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -0,90 -1,00 -0,90 -0,80

UK -1,25 -0,75 -0,75 -0,75 -1,50 -1,10 -1,00 -0,80

MTO as chosen by the Member State for the relevant budgetary year

Minimum Benchmark as calcaluted for the revelant budgetary year

Table: Evolution of MTOs and Minimum Benchmarks

Minimum BenchmarkMTO



 

18 

policy paper 14 

References 

Bibliographical References: 

European Commission (2014), “Economic governance review Report on the application of 

Regulations (EU) Nos 1173/2011, 1174/2011, 1175/2011, 1176/2011, 1177/2011, 

472/2013 and 473/2013”, November 2014 – Available at the following link: https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?qid=1421836615737&uri=CELEX%3A52014DC0905 (accessed on 

9/2/2019). 

European Commission (2018), “Vade Mecum on the Stability & Growth Pact – 2018 Edition” – 

Available at the following link: https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-

finance/ip075_en.pdf (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

European Commission (2019) “Post-Programme Surveillance Report – Portugal, Autumn 

2018”, Institutional Paper 097 | February. 

Darvas, Z., Martin, P., Ragot, X. (2018) “European Fiscal Rules Require a Major Overhaul”, 

Policy Contribution 18/2018, Bruegel. 

Feld, L. P., Schmidt C. M., Schnabel I. and Wieland V. (2018) ‘Refocusing the European Fiscal 

Framework’, VoxEU.org, 12 September. 

Ministério das Finanças (2018) Relatório do Orçamento de Estado para 2019. 

Pereira, P. T., Afonso, A., Arcanjo, M. and Santos, M. (2016) Economia e Finanças Públicas, 5ª 

edição, Escolar Editora. 

Pereira, P. T., Cabral, R., Morais, L. and Vicente, J. (2018) Uma Estratégia Orçamental 

Sustentável para Portugal, Almedina. 

Wieser, T. (2018) ‘Fiscal Rules and the Role of the Commission’, Bruegel Blog, 22 May.  

Sources of European Union law: 

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union – Available at the following link: https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A12012E%2FTXT (accessed on 

9/2/2019). 

Treaty on stability, coordination and governance in the Economic and Monetary Union – 

Available at the following link: http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_DOC-12-2_en.htm 

(accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Council Regulation (EC) No 1466/97 of 7 July 1997 on the strengthening of the surveillance of 

budgetary positions and the surveillance and coordination of economic policies – Available 

at the following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01997R1466-20111213 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Council Regulation (EC) No 1467/97 of 7 July 1997 on speeding up and clarifying the 

implementation of the excessive deficit procedure – Available at the following link: 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1421836615737&uri=CELEX:52014DC0905
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1421836615737&uri=CELEX:52014DC0905
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1421836615737&uri=CELEX:52014DC0905
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip075_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip075_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:12012E/TXT
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:12012E/TXT
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_DOC-12-2_en.htm
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:01997R1466-20111213
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:01997R1466-20111213


 

19 

policy paper 14 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01997R1467-

20111213 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Council Regulation (EC) No 479/2009 of 25 May 2009 on the application of the Protocol on 

the excessive deficit procedure annexed to the Treaty establishing the European 

Community – Available at the following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32009R0479 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Regulation (EU) No 1173/2011 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 November 

2011 on the effective enforcement of budgetary surveillance in the euro area – Available 

at the following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32011R1173 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Regulation (EU) No 1174/2011 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 November 

2011 on enforcement measures to correct excessive macroeconomic imbalances in the euro 

area – Available at the following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32011R1174 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 November 

2011 on the prevention and correction of macroeconomic imbalances – Available at the 

following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32011R1176 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Council Directive 2011/85/EU of 8 November 2011 on requirements for budgetary frameworks 

of the Member States – Available at the following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32011L0085 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Regulation (EU) No 473/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 May 2013 

on common provisions for monitoring and assessing draft budgetary plans and ensuring 

the correction of excessive deficit of the Member States in the euro area – Available at the 

following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32013R0473 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Regulation (EU) No 472/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 May 2013 

on the strengthening of economic and budgetary surveillance of Member States in the euro 

area experiencing or threatened with serious difficulties with respect to their financial 

stability – Available at the following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32013R0472 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Resolution of the European Council on the Stability and Growth Pact Amsterdam, 17 June 1997 

– available at the following link: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A31997Y0802%2801%29 (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

“Specifications on the implementation of the Two Pack and Guidelines on the format and 

content of draft budgetary plans, economic partnership programmes and debt issuance 

reports”, 30 September 2016 – Available at the following link: 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/coc/2014-11-

07_two_pack_coc_amended_en.pdf (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

“Specifications on the implementation of the Stability and Growth Pact and Guidelines on the 

format and content of Stability and Convergence Programmes”, 15 May 2017 – Available 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:01997R1467-20111213
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:01997R1467-20111213
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32009R0479
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32009R0479
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011R1173
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011R1173
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011R1174
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011R1174
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011R1176
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011R1176
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011L0085
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011L0085
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32013R0473
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32013R0473
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32013R0472
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32013R0472
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31997Y0802(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31997Y0802(01)
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/coc/2014-11-07_two_pack_coc_amended_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/coc/2014-11-07_two_pack_coc_amended_en.pdf


 

20 

policy paper 14 

at the following link: http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-

INIT/en/pdf (accessed on 9/2/2019). 

Economic and Financial Committee, “Commonly agreed position on Flexibility in the Stability 

and Growth Pact”, 12 February 2016 – Available at the following link: 

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/st-14345-2015-init/en/pdf (accessed on 

9/2/2019).

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/st-14345-2015-init/en/pdf


 

 

ipp-jcs.org 

© Institute of Public Policy – Lisbon  |  February 2019 – All rights reserved 

 

IPP Policy Paper 14. February 2019 

ISSN: 2183-9360 

The European labyrinth of budgetary rules and the “Medium-Term 

Objective” 

 
By: Paulo Trigo Pereira 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The views and information set out herein are those of the authors do not necessarily reflect those of Institute of Public Policy, the University of Lisbon, or any other institution which 

either the authors or IPP may be affiliated with. Neither Institute of Public Policy nor any person acting on its behalf can be held responsible for any use, which may be made of the 

information contained herein. This report may not be reproduced, distributed, or published without the explicit previous consent of its authors. Citations are authorized, provided the 

original source is acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rua Miguel Lupi, nº20, 1249-078 Lisboa, Portugal 

+351 213 925 986             admin@ipp-jcs.org 


