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IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS 

 

The Fiscal Governance Frameworks of 
the United States and the European 
Union: Comparing ‘Apples and Pears’ 
This paper lays out the different institutional frameworks that govern fiscal policy in the United States 
and the European Union. It details the resulting differences in fiscal activity through a comparison of the 
revenues, expenditures, and fiscal balances that we observe at the central and state level in both 
jurisdictions. The paper tries to provide a factual ‘snap shot’ of these fiscal frameworks in order to 
distinguish the characteristics of these two institutionally very different economic governance systems.  

1. Comparing ‘apples and pears’ 
It should be noted from the outset that the fiscal frameworks 
in the United States and the European Union have grown up 
in entirely different historical and political contexts; a fact 
reflected in their heterogeneity. As such, attempting to draw 
comparisons between these two systems is not 
straightforward. It is an exercise akin to comparing ‘apples 
and pears’. Perhaps the most fundamental difference 
between the U.S. and the EU is their institutional governance 
structures: the former is a federation; the latter is not. This is 
also reflected in the current design of their respective fiscal 
governance frameworks, especially with respect to the 
division of competencies in fiscal matters between 
supranational and national levels: one has extensive federal 
structures combined with sovereign states1, while the other 
has rather limited supranational structures combined with 
sovereign (Member) States2. These very different 

                                                                 
1 The 10th amendment of the U.S. constitution explicitly reserves to “the States or the people” all powers “not 
delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States”.   
2 Under the principle of conferral, the Union shall act only within the limits of the competences conferred upon 
it by the Member States in the Treaties to attain the objectives set out therein. Competences not conferred 
upon the Union in the Treaties remain with the Member States. Under the principle of subsidiarity, in areas 
which do not fall within its exclusive competence, the Union shall act only if and in so far as the objectives of 
the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States, either at central level or at regional 

Box 1: Delors report on EMU 

“Even after attaining economic and monetary 
union, the Community would continue to 
consist of individual nations with differing 
economic, social, cultural and political 
characteristics. The existence and preservation 
of this plurality would require a degree of 
autonomy in economic decision-making to 
remain with individual member countries and 
a balance to be struck between national and 
Community competences. For this reason it 
would not be possible simply to follow the 
example of existing federal States; it would be 
necessary to develop an innovative and 
unique approach.” (Delors report, 1989). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tenth_Amendment_to_the_United_States_Constitution
http://ec.europa.eu/archives/emu_history/documentation/chapter13/19890412en235repeconommetary_a.pdf
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institutional and political settings naturally imply that the economic governance systems are very 
different from each other.  

In addition, the U.S. currency union (the dollar area) has evolved over the last 150 years, while the EU 
currency union (the euro area) is still rather young. Therefore, naturally, both monetary unions are unique 
in their design and functioning. 

When outlining their governance frameworks, this briefing focuses solely on the fiscal (budgetary) 
aspects of the two unions, necessarily to the exclusion of other closely related topics. It does not, for 
example, discuss the academic view of an optimal currency area3; nor does it take into account the nature 
and role of the labour markets, financial markets, social and pensions systems, and economic and 
business cycles4 in the two unions. It also does not assess the role of fiscal stabilisation policy at 
supranational and national level in a monetary union5, nor the role of the respective central banks and 
banking supervisors in these jurisdictions6. An analysis of all the above elements that play a role in the 
functioning of the respective currency unions would deserve much wider and extensive approach. 

Keeping those limitation in mind, this briefing aspires to provide a ‘snap shot’ of the characteristics of 
both fiscal governance systems, based on stylized facts (aggregated data on revenues and expenditures 
and the supranational and national level). Due care should be taken when drawing any conclusions from 
this comparative analyses of the respective fiscal governance structures.   

The briefing starts with a short overview of the main institutional characteristics of the fiscal governance 
frameworks in the U.S. and the EU (Section 2). It then provides a summary of the main actual differences 
in their respective budgetary structures (Section 3) based on comparative aggregated statistics on 
revenues (Annex A), expenditures (Annex B) and fiscal balances (Annex C and D) in the U.S. and the EU in 
2014. 

  

                                                                 
and local level, but can rather, by reason of the scale or effects of the proposed action, be better achieved at 
Union level (Article 5 of the Treaty on EU). 
3 Optimal currency area is a relative concept and has been used in academic research since works by Mundell 
(1961), McKinnon (1963), and Kenen (1969).  
4 For a paper on this see, for instance: Business Cycle Synchronization in the EMU: Core vs. Periphery: Ansgar 
Belke, Clemens Domnick and Daniel Gros, No. 427 / November 2016, CEPS. 
5 Many papers have exit that try to quantify the role of various factors in macro-economic stabilisation in 
monetary unions. E.g. J. F. Kirkegaard, (2015): Economic Governance Structures in the United States argues 
that the fiscal stabilisation by the federal government is rather small is U.S. See also Abdelhak S Senhadji, Carlo 
Cottarelli, Tigran Poghosyan (2016): The Role of Fiscal Transfers in Smoothing Regional Shocks: Evidence from 
Existing Federations, IMF Working Papers. 
6 For instance, the Federal Reserve Bank and the European Central Bank monetary policy implementation 
frameworks substantially differ. As regards to government bond purchases/use of government bonds as 
collateral, the underlying assets for the Fed are the Treasury bonds issued by the Federal government, while 
the underlying assets for the ECB are central government bonds issued by the euro area Member States. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12012M%2FTXT
https://www.ceps.eu/system/files/WD427.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2015/542668/IPOL_STU(2015)542668_EN.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/cat/longres.aspx?sk=44111.0
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/cat/longres.aspx?sk=44111.0
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2. The main building blocks of the fiscal governance 
structures in the EU and the U.S.  

2.1. The governance rules in EMU 

Fiscal governance in the EU today is characterised by a set of commonly agreed rules at the supranational 
level, and fiscal policy decisions taken by the sovereign Member States at the national level within the 
agreed EU legal framework. This so-called ‘rule based system’ has been one of the building blocks of the 
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), which binds participating Member States to a single monetary 
policy while preserving their autonomy over taxation and spending decisions.  

Today the economic governance of the EMU is based on the following main policy tools (see also Box 2):  

− A single monetary policy for the euro area, framed and implemented by the European Central 
Bank based on the EU treaties;  

− Common rules for national fiscal (including the establishment of independent oversight bodies 
for fiscal policies) agreed at the supranational level: the Stability and Growth Pact being enforced 
at the EU level, and the so-called ‘Fiscal Compact7’ (a rule for a balanced budget beyond the 
cycle) incorporated and mainly enforced at the national level;  

− Member States’ responsibility for their fiscal policies through the Treaty-based ‘no bail-out 
principle’ and ‘no monetary financing’; 

− Multilateral surveillance of national fiscal and economic policies, including macro-economic 
imbalances, at the EU-level, based on EU Treaties and their specification in secondary law (the 
so-called ‘European Semester’ for economic policy coordination); and 

− Enhanced surveillance mechanisms and the possibility to grant Member States financial 
assistance under strict conditions in order to safeguard the stability of the euro, based on 
intergovernmental agreements, EU treaties, and their specifications in secondary law. 

In order to deal with (both symmetric and asymmetric) shocks (in euro area) Member States, the EU 
governance framework relies to a large extent on the capacity of national budgetary and other policies 
to react (either through automatic stabilisers or discretionary fiscal policies) to adverse economic 
environments subject to certain restrictions. In particular, a number of detailed fiscal rules (regarding 
public deficits and public debt limits) have been introduced at the EU level with the objective of 
preventing unsustainable public finances and thereby enabling Member States to conduct counter-
cyclical fiscal policies during the economic cycles. These common rules are intended to support a set of 
EU objectives, namely to prevent and correct unsustainable economic policies, and, in more general 
terms, support sustainable growth and job creation in the EU's Member States. 

                                                                 
7 The Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Economic and Monetary Union. 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/history/20120301-tscg-euro-summit/
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2.2. The role of the EU budget 

As was the case for its predecessors (the ECSC and EEC), the budget of the present-day EU is relatively 
limited (approximately 1.0 per cent of GDP). Currently the largest share goes on creating growth and jobs 
and reducing economic gaps between the EU's various regions. Agriculture, rural development, fisheries 
and environmental protection also account for a major share. Other areas of expenditure include 
combating terrorism, organised crime and illegal immigration (see Box 3). 

With the creation of the European Coals and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1951, a limited central budget 
was set by the ‘founding fathers’ through a levy on coal and steel. With the creation of the European 
Economic Community (EEC) in 1957, this was expanded with common custom duties and sugar levies, 
which are now known as the ‘traditional own resources’. In 1980, the budget was expanded to include 
contributions from the Member States on the basis of a VAT-rate. Then, to cover an extra part of the 
budget, a new ‘own resource’ was introduced in 1988, based on the Gross National Income (GNI) of 
Member States. 

The idea of ‘fair return’ has evolved into a de facto principle of the EU budget. In the 1980s the UK put 
pressure on the EEC to decrease its contribution, as its returns from the EU budget were limited 
compared to its contribution and to the returns received by other Member States.. Correcting budgetary 
contributions is also today a part of the current own resources system8.  

 

  

                                                                 
8 For more information, see European Parliament fact sheet on EU revenues. 

Box 2: EU Treaty provisions framing national economic and fiscal policies 
The Member States shall coordinate their economic policies within the Union [...]. (Article 5 TFEU). Member 
States shall conduct their economic policies with a view to contributing to the achievement of the objectives of 
the Union (Article 120 TFEU) and, hence, shall regard their economic policies as a matter of common concern and 
shall coordinate them within the Council [...] (Article 121(1) TFEU); Member States shall avoid excessive 
government deficits (Article 126(1) TFEU).  

Overdraft facilities or any other type of credit facility with the European Central Bank or with the central 
banks of the Member States in favour of Union institutions, bodies, offices or agencies, central governments, 
regional, local or other public authorities, other bodies governed by public law, or public undertakings of Member 
States shall be prohibited, as shall the purchase directly from them by the European Central Bank or national 
central banks of debt instruments (Article 123 TFEU). 

The Union shall not be liable for or assume the commitments of central governments, regional, local or 
other public authorities, other bodies governed by public law, or public undertakings of any Member 
State, without prejudice to mutual financial guarantees for the joint execution of a specific project. A Member 
State shall not be liable for or assume the commitments of central governments, regional, local or other 
public authorities, other bodies governed by public law, or public undertakings of another Member State, 
without prejudice to mutual financial guarantees for the joint execution of a specific project (Article 125 TFEU). 

In order to ensure the proper functioning of economic and monetary union, and in accordance with the relevant 
provisions of the Treaties, the Council shall […] adopt measures specific to those Member States whose 
currency is the euro [...]: (Article 136(1) TFEU). 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/fiches_techniques/2013/010501/04A_FT(2013)010501_EN.pdf
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The budget is restricted by various principles. Among other things, the EU budget is to remain in balance. 
This means that, contrary to national budgets, it cannot be in deficit. Currently, the European 
Commission borrows by issuing bonds for some specific purposes (using the EU budget as a guarantee), 
such as loans given under the European Financial Stability Mechanism9, the balance of payments 
assistance to non-euro area Member States, and the macro-financial assistance to non-EU countries.  

                                                                 
9 Although the EFSM is still in place for specific tasks, new loans for financial assistance to euro area Member 
States are now provided through the European Stability Mechanism. 

Box 4: 2017 Monti Report on ‘own resources’ 
An independent high-level group, chaired by Mario Monti, was set up in February 2014 to reflect on new 
ways to finance the European project. The report concludes that the EU budget needs deep reform on both 
the revenue and expenditure side.  

According to the report, EU own resources are today interpreted in national budgets in a great variety of 
ways. This makes comparisons between Member States almost impossible and results in a conceptual bias 
where some own resources are in fact considered a national transfer or ‘cost’ item, and not a resource 
‘owned’ by the EU. A first step towards more transparency would therefore be to acknowledge own 
resources for what they are, and provide a clear and standard presentation of contributions to the EU in 
national budgets. 

The report lists as possible new ‘own resources’ a carbon tax, a common tax on fuel or another 
energy/environmental tax, a common corporate income tax, a reformed VAT, or a tax on the financial 
sector.  

Monti said: “It should focus more on common challenges such as securing our external borders, stabilising our 
neighbourhood or tackling climate change. At the same time, new resources would help us move to a more 
simple, transparent, fair and democratically accountable system. Now is the moment to make the financing of 
our EU project fit for the future. Let’s not waste this opportunity”. 

Box 3: The main categories of EU budget expenditures 

1. Smart and Inclusive Growth  
a. Competitiveness for growth and jobs: includes research and innovation; education and training; trans-
European networks in energy, transport and telecommunications; social policy; development of 
enterprises etc.  
b. Economic, social and territorial cohesion: covers regional policy which aims at helping the least 
developed EU countries and regions to catch up with the rest, strengthening all regions' competitiveness 
and developing inter-regional cooperation.  
2. Sustainable Growth: Natural Resources: includes the common agricultural policy, common fisheries 
policy, rural development and environmental measures.  
3. Security and citizenship: includes justice and home affairs, border protection, immigration and asylum 
policy, public health, consumer protection, culture, youth, information and dialogue with citizens.  
4. Global Europe: covers all external action ('foreign policy') by the EU such as development assistance or 
humanitarian aid with the exception of the European Development Fund (EDF) which provides aid for 
development cooperation with African, Caribbean and Pacific countries, as well as overseas countries and 
territories. As it is not funded from the EU budget but from direct contributions from EU Member States, 
the EDF does not fall under the MFF.  
5. Administration: covers the administrative expenditure of all the European institutions, pensions and 
European Schools.  
6. Compensations: temporary payments designed to ensure that Croatia, who joined the EU in July 2013, 
does not contribute more to the EU budget than it benefits from it in the first year following its accession. 
Source. European Commission. 

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/hlgor/library/reports-communication/hlgor-report_20170104.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/hlgor/library/reports-communication/hlgor-press-release-20170113.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/introduction/index_en.cfm
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2.3. Fiscal governance in the U.S.10 

In the U.S., fiscal activity takes place at three distinct levels: federal (central), state (50 ‘sovereign’ states, 
plus the federal territory of the District of Columbia), and local (there are more than 90,000 local 
government entities.  

The U.S. federal government is the central government of the United States, and is an independent fiscal 
entity with its own democratically elected institutions and associated direct own power to tax. The U.S. 
Congress has the sole right under the U.S. Constitution to determine federal government revenues and 
expenditures, though it can, and often does, delegate specific implementation power, for instance over 
fee structures for governmental services and general government program enactment, to the executive 
branch.  

Federal government spending has been a critical component of the U.S economy since the foundation 
of the United States in the late 18th century. However, the present-day relatively large size of the U.S. 
federal government is a function of the growth of the modern 20th century state. It was only after Word 
War 1 and 2 that the size of non-war related U.S. federal expenditures began to grow rapidly. 

In recent years, as a result of large U.S. federal government deficits, total outstanding government debt 
has risen rapidly (from 54.2 per cent of GDP in 1990 to 103.2 per cent of GDP in 2014). In practise, a need 
has emerged to repeatedly raise the federal government debt ceiling to avoid a U.S. government 
default, as was recently permitted by the Budget Control Act of 2011 under the Presidency of Obama11. 
This, however, is not a historical anomaly. Since 1960, Congress has acted 78 times to permanently raise, 
temporarily extend, or revise the definition of the debt limit12. 

                                                                 
10 For an extensive overview of the economic governance structure in U.S., please see Kirkegaard (2015). It is 
used as the main source for this section, unless otherwise mentioned. 
11 Budget Control Act of 2011: raised the debt limit (and downgrades of federal government’s credit rating by 
S&P) and No Budget, No Pay Act of 2013: temporarily suspend the debt ceiling until May 19, 2013. On May 19, 
the debt ceiling was raised to approximately $16.699 trillion to accommodate the borrowing done during the 
suspension period. 
12 See Box 1 in Kirkegaard (2015). 

Box 5: Treaty provisions framing the EU’s general budget 

All items of revenue and expenditure of the Union shall be included in estimates to be drawn up for each financial 
year and shall be shown in the budget. The Union's annual budget shall be established by the European 
Parliament and the Council in accordance with Article 314. The revenue and expenditure shown in the 
budget shall be in balance. (Article 310(1) TFEU) 

With a view to maintaining budgetary discipline, the Union shall not adopt any act which is likely to have 
appreciable implications for the budget without providing an assurance that the expenditure arising from such 
an act is capable of being financed within the limit of the Union's own resources and in compliance with the 
multiannual financial framework referred to in Article 312. (Article 310(4) TFEU) 

The Union shall provide itself with the means necessary to attain its objectives and carry through its policies. 
Without prejudice to other revenue, the budget shall be financed wholly from own resources [...]. (Article 311 
TFEU) 
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Until 1840, the states assumed that their debt implicitly carried a federal guarantee. However, in 1840 
the Congress refused to bailout indebted states, and several states defaulted on their debt and had to 
undertake painful adjustment measures. Thus, the federal government sent a costly but clear signal 
regarding the limits of its commitment to provide fiscal support to the states. As a result, in the following 
decades, the U.S. states developed their fiscal sovereignty that we still observe today.13         

According to the U.S. Constitution’s Tenth Amendment, in principle, the 50 states have jurisdiction over 
all subjects not explicitly delegated to the federal government. The Constitution, however, does grant 
the federal government control over many crucial policy areas.  

Over time, the 50 state governments and the approximately 90,000 governmental entities have 
accounted for a rising share of fiscal activity. They have diverse revenue sources, including various 
different types of tax revenue and capital transfers, income from state and local government enterprises, 
and other assets and social insurance contributions, and they are also largely free in their taxation 
decisions, subject to only a few limitations imposed by the federal constitution. On the expenditure side, 
most major functions are located at the state or local government level, important exceptions being 
national defence, pensions, and health insurance for the elderly and disabled.  

Subnational governments in the U.S. are, in principle, free to borrow without federal involvement. In 
reality, however, nearly all states have some kind of constitutional or statutory balanced‐budget 
requirement14. 

As regards the legal framework for ‘sovereign’ bankruptcy, the situation differs substantially between 
the state and the local level in the U.S. Local governments are treated as legal corporations, and may 
under some circumstances file for federal bankruptcy protection15. The situation is entirely different for 
state governments, which possess sovereign and, in principle, constitutionally unlimited taxing powers, 
and do not have the legal and constitutional option to file for bankruptcy. The result is that when faced 
with difficulties in making bond payments, U.S. states have no option but to reach negotiated 
settlements with their creditors, for fear of losing access to financial markets.  

3. Main differences in the fiscal governance structures: 
revenues, expenditures, and debt 

3.1 Scene setter 

Tis section provides some highlights of these two institutionally very different budgetary systems based 
on 2014 data on the main revenue and expenditure categories that we have collected for the U.S. and 
the EU (all data and sources are displayed in the Annexes). 

In order to enable a comparative analysis of two very different fiscal systems, we have aimed at classifying 
the revenue and expenditure categories used in these two jurisdictions as harmoniously as possible. In 

                                                                 
13 See Michael D. Bordo, Agnieszka Markiewicz, Lars Jonung (2011): A Fiscal Union for the Euro: Some Lessons 
from History, NBER Working Paper No. 17380, September 2011. 
14 Bordo, Markiewics, and Jonung (2011). 
15 The opportunity for local government entities to seek protection from creditors in U.S. federal bankruptcy 
court is enshrined in Chapter 9 of the U.S. federal bankruptcy code.   

http://www.nber.org/papers/w17380
http://www.nber.org/papers/w17380
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some cases this necessitated a simplification of reality16 and/or careful synchronisation of precisely which 
variables were included in a given category (since the definition of underlying statistics differs in some 
cases between U.S. and EU data). It also has to be noted that in some cases the data is taken from different 
sources, which may explain some misalignments, particularly as regards the data for the federal level and 
the state level in the U.S. While taking these technical assumptions into account, the below summary 
and, in particular, the tables in the annexes, provide a ‘snap-shot’ of the fiscal frameworks in U.S. and EU.    

3.1. Revenues: Annex A 

The combined amount of total revenues collected at both ‘central’ and ‘state’ levels are fairly similar 
across the two sides of the Atlantic: around 40 per cent of GDP in U.S. and around 45 (per cent of GDP in 
the EU.  

However, there are several underlying differences in their composition. In the U.S., for instance, just two 
categories - direct taxation (excluding property) and social insurance and pension contributions - 
account for around 87 per cent of total revenues at the federal level, while at the state level revenues are 
more equally divided over the different categories.  

By contrast, in the EU, where taxation is not within the mandate of the central budget, supranational 
revenues are relatively small (around 1 per cent of EU GDP). At the aggregate Member State level, the 
majority of revenues come from indirect taxation, social insurance and pension contributions, and direct 
taxation (excluding property). However, this aggregated statistic hides major differences among 
Member State’s fiscal policies. Social insurance and pension contributions, for example, account for 17.1 
per cent of GDP in France, while in Denmark it accounts for just 0.1 per cent. Nevertheless, Denmark has 
the highest ‘total revenue’ as percentage of GDP among the EU states (56.7 per cent of GDP), more than 
half of which is raised through direct taxes (31 per cent of GDP). 

There is also vast heterogeneity between the EU and the U.S. at the (Member) State level. For instance, 
Mississippi, the U.S. state with the highest total revenue to its GDP ratio, shows a lower value than 
Romania, the EU Member State with the lowest total revenue to GDP ratio. Moreover, while the sum of 
central and state level direct taxes is nearly equal in the U.S. and the EU, the level of indirect taxes in the 
EU is triple the size of this form of taxation in the U.S.: 13.2 per cent and 4.2 per cent of GDP in the EU and 
the U.S., respectively. In fact, of the U.S. states, New York and North Dakota have the highest levels of 
direct and indirect taxes as a percentage of GDP, respectively, but their levels are similar to the level of 
direct and indirect taxes as a percentage of GDP of Lithuania and Slovakia, respectively, which have the 
lowest rates among the EU Member States. These characteristics are again indicative of the very different 
fiscal set-ups in the U.S. and the EU. 

 

                                                                 
16 For instance, in order to draw comparisons between ‘grants’ in the U.S. and EU programmes funded in 
Member States by the EU budgets, we have deliberately simplified the EU budget by classifying EU spending 
programmes as ‘transfers’ from the supranational level to the national level i.e. expenditures at EU level and 
revenues at national level. Strictly speaking however these EU funds are used specifically for programmes in 
line with EU policy and are not exactly ‘direct revenue’ for the Member States. An alternative way to regard 
the spending by the EU budget would be as a common public investment tool, but this would not have fitted 
less well with other categories used in our table, including, for example, ‘gross capital formation’ by the public 
sector. 
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3.2. Expenditures: Annex B 

Turning to Annex B, we also find that when we combine the total expenditures of ‘central’ and ‘state’ 
level, the resultant sums are slightly different in the U.S. and the EU: around 41 per cent and around 49 
per cent of GDP, respectively.  

Again, however, there are numerous differences in composition. For example, in the EU social payments 
to individuals comprise the single largest category of expenditure at Member State level, accounting for 
around 21 per cent of GDP. By contrast, in the U.S., combined federal and state social payments to 
individuals make up approximately 13 per cent of GDP.  

Levels of interest expenditure are also very different among (Member) States in the U.S. and the EU. 
Although interest payments are fairly similar as a proportion of GDP at the U.S. federal level and the 
aggregate EU state level - around 2.5 per cent of GDP - the range is much greater among the EU Member 
States than among the U.S. states. In the U.S., interest expenditures vary from 0.2 per cent of GDP in 
Wyoming to 1.1 per cent of GDP in New York/Rhode Island. In the EU, by contrast, Portugal faces the 
highest level of interest as a proportion of GDP at 4.9 per cent, while Estonia’s interest payments account 
for just 0.1 per cent of GDP.  

In the U.S., national defence consumption expenditure and gross investment amounted to 4.3 per cent 
of GDP in 2014 (3.5 per cent of GDP and 0.8 percent of GDP respectively). In the EU, total government 
expenditure in defence is 1.3 per cent of GDP; 0.4 per cent points of which is consumption. Among the 
Member States, the UK has the highest percentage of defence as consumption expenditure as a 
proportion of GDP: 1 per cent. On the other hand, defence as gross capital formation in the EU28 is 0.2 
per cent of GDP, with the highest value recorded by Estonia, who invested 0.7 per cent of GDP in defence. 
The Member State with the highest total expenditure is Greece: 2.7 per cent of GDP (note that defence 
expenditures are included in the categories of consumption and gross capital formation in Annex B).  

3.3. Fiscal balances: Annex C and D 

Annex C provides a ‘snap shot’ of fiscal balances in the U.S. and the EU in 2014.  

In terms of sovereign debt, the U.S. the federal government debt ratio reached 103.2 per cent of GDP in 
2014, while at the state level, debt to GDP ratios range from 4.7 per cent in Wyoming to 24.9 per cent in 
New York. By contrast, the average level of government debt is 86.7 per cent of GDP in the EU and 9.2 
per cent in the euro area. Furthermore, unlike in the U.S. there are Member States in the EU with notably 
high levels of sovereign debt. Greece, for example, has the highest debt to GDP ratio within the EU, at 
almost 180 per cent (see figure in Annex D). 

The budget deficit at the U.S. federal level is roughly equal as a proportion of GDP to the EU Member 
State’s average. By contrast, the U.S. state’s budget balances remained, on average, in surplus.  
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ANNEX A: REVENUES (IN % GDP) 
 

 U.S. (% GDP, 2014) EU (% GDP, 2014)  

Revenues (% of total GDP) 
Central level 

(federal) 1 

State level 

(State and local governments) 2 
Central level 

(EU Budget) 

State level 

(Member States, general government) 

U.S. 50 3 State High State Low EU 28 EA 19 MS High MS Low 

Direct taxation, excl. property 10.0 4 2.3 5 4.7 (NY) 5 0.0 (NV/TX/WA/WY) 5 
 

10.6 6 10.5 6 31.0 (DK) 6 4.4 (LT) 6 

Taxes on property  2.7 7 5.3 (NH) 7 1.2 (DE/OK) 7  2.5 8 2.3 8 4.5 (FR) 8 0.4 (EE) 8 

Indirect taxation, excl. custom 
duties and fees 

0.6 9 3.6 10 9.5 (ND) 10 1.8 (NH/OR) 10 
 

13.6 11  13.3 11 22.1 (SE) 11 10.8 (SK) 11 

Custom duties and fees 0.2 12    0.113     

Social insurance and pension 
contributions 

6.6 14 4.1 15 6.5 (CA/MT) 15 1.5 (DC/NJ) 15  13.4 16 15.5 16 19.0 (FR) 16 1.0 (DK) 16 

Transfers/grants between central 
and state level 

 3.5 17 7.3 (MS) 17 2.5 (NV/NH/VA) 17 0.8 18 0.9 19 0.8 19 6.3 (HU) 19 0.3 (NL/UK) 19 

Other revenue 1.7 20  4.8 21 10.3 (AK) 21 2.4 (CT/DC) 21 0.1 22 4.9 23 5.2 23 11.1 (FI) 23 3.6 (UK) 23 

Total revenue 19.0 21.0 24 30.1 (MS) 24 12.6 (DC) 24 1.0 25 45.1 26 46.7 26 56.7 (DK) 26 33.5 (RO) 26 

 

 
 

1 Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), Table 3.2 Federal Government Current Receipts and Expenditures and Table 1.1.5. Gross Domestic Product (data accessed: 18 April 2017). 

https://www.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?ReqID=9&step=1%23reqid=9&step=3&isuri=1&904=2014&903=87&906=a&905=2016&910=x&911=0
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2 Revenues in % State GDP. (Source: United States Census Bureau, State and Local Government Finances, data accessed: 18 April 2017). GDP per state found at Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), 
Annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by state in current dollars, data accessed: 18 April 2017. 
3 Total figures of all states in % GDP, including also District of Columbia. 
4 Composed of “Personal Current Taxes” and “Taxes on Corporate Income, except the one from Federal Reserve banks” (source: BEA, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
5 As composed by the aggregate of all taxes on “Individual income”, “Corporate income” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
6 Direct taxation as provided by European Commission, Data on taxation, EC , data accessed: 19 April 2017. Consists of “Direct taxes as % of GDP - Total, Table 13” minus “Taxes on property as % of 
GDP-Total, Table 73”. 
7 Composed of “Taxes on property” (source: United States Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
8 Consists of “Taxes on property as % of GDP-Total, Table 73” (source: Data on taxation, EC, data accessed: 19 April 2017). 
9 Composed of “Excise taxes” (source: BEA, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
10 The sum of all indirect taxes on “Sales and gross receipts” (composed by “General sales” and “Selective sales”. Under the “Selective sales” are included:  “Motor fuel,” “Alcoholic beverage,” 
“Tobacco products,” “Public utilities” and “Other selective sales”), “Motor vehicle license” and “All other taxes”. (Source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017).  
11 Composed of “Indirect taxes as % of GDP-Total, Table 3”, including “Excise duties” (source: Eurostat, code: D2122C, data accessed: 19 April 2017 and 24 April 2017) minus “Taxes and duties on 
imports excluding VAT, code: D212” (source: Data on taxation, EC, and Eurostat, data accessed: 19 April 2017 and 24 April 2017) 
12 Composed of “Custom duties” (source: BEA, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
13 Composed of “Traditional own resources” (source: own calculations based on European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures  data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
14 Composed of “Contributions for government social insurance”, from persons and the rest of the world (source: BEA, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
15 Composed of the “Insurance trust revenue”, including “Unemployment compensation”, “Employee retirement”, “Worker’s compensation” and “Other insurance trust revenues” (source: U.S. 
Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
16 Composed of “Net social contributions, receivable” (source: Eurostat, code D61REC, data accessed: 29 April 2017) 
17 Composed of ‘Intergovernmental revenue from Federal government’ (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). Please note that these transfers consists of Federal aid for natural 
resources, health (such as alcohol and drug abuse), utilities supply systems etc. 
18 Composed of “GNI based contributions” and “VAT-based contributions” from Member States, including corrections and adjustments for the UK, Sweden, the Netherlands, Denmark and Ireland 
(source: own calculations based on European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures, data accessed: 18 April 2017). Please note that these revenues are collected by Member States 
and transferred to the central budget of the EU (see Annex B). 
19 Revenues from EU funds. State (source: own calculations based on total expenditures of EU funds, European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
While these figures are not included in total revenues per Member, note that in this table these revenues are treated as funds “transferred” (like grants transferred from federal level to states in U.S.) 
to Member States from the EU budget. The EU programmes included in this category refers to the following areas: “Smart and inclusive growth”, “Sustainable growth: natural resources”, “Security 
and citizenship” (for more information on the specific nature of these programmes, see European Commission homepage). 
20 Composed of  “Taxes from rest of the world”, “Income receipts on assets”, “Current transfer receipts” , “Capital transfer receipts” and “Taxes from Federal Reserve Banks” (source: BEA, data 
accessed: 18 April 2017). 
21 Composed of “Charges and miscellaneous general revenue,” “Utility revenue” and “Liquor store revenue” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
22 Other revenues, specified as EU staff, contributions by non-EU countries to certain EU programs and fines on companies that breach EU rules and regulations (source: EU Budget Revenues and 
Expenditures, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
23 Composed of “Other subsidies on production, receivable”, “Property income, receivable”, “Other current transfer, receivable”, “Other capital transfer, receivable” ,“Investment grants, receivable”,  “ 
Market output, output for own final use and payments for non-market output” (source: Eurostat, code: D39REC, D4REC, D7REC, D99REC, D92REC, P11_P12_P131, data accessed: 29 April 2017). 
24 Consists of “Total revenue” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 

25 Total revenues, reserves from last year excluded (source: own calculations based on European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures, data accessed: 18 April 2017). Please note that 
the majority of this total is collected at national level and then transferred to the EU budget by the member states. Only 0.2 percent of EU GDP is from the traditional own resources (customs duties 
and sugar levies) and direct revenues (e.g. sanctions) at the EU level. 
26 Composed of “Total general government revenue” (source: Eurostat, code: TR, data accessed: 25 April 2017). Note that the sum of the categories used in this table does not correspond to the total 
general revenues category taken from Eurostat, as the categories used in this table are aligned as much as possible with the corresponding categories used in the U.S. Moreover, please note that 
the contributions from EU budget to Member States is not included in ESA 2010 definition, thus it not be included in the total revenues as shown in our table. 

http://www.census.gov/govs/local/
http://www.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=2%23reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/economic-analysis-taxation/data-taxation_en
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/economic-analysis-taxation/data-taxation_en
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/economic-analysis-taxation/data-taxation_en
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/introduction/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
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ANNEX B: EXPENDITURES (IN % GDP) 
 

 U.S. (% GDP, 2014) EU (%GDP, 2014) 

Expenditures (as % of GDP) 
Central level 

(federal)1 

State level 2 

(State and local governments) 
Central level 

(EU Budget) 3 

State level 

(Member States, general government) 

U.S. 50 4 State High State Low EU 28 EA 19 MS High MS Low 

Public services 5.5 5 14.1 6 21.6 (VT) 6 10.0 (DC) 6 0.06 7 16.4 8 15.6 8 25.7 (FI) 8 12.3 (DE) 8 

Social payments to individuals 10.9 9 1.9 10 2.9 (OH) 10 0.5 (DC) 10  21.2 11 23.0 11 26.0 (FR) 11 11.3(LV) 11 

Gross capital formation / Public 
Investment 

1.5 12 1.9 13 4.5 (AK) 13 1.1 (NH) 13  2.9 14 2.7 14 5.4 (HU) 14 1.8 (CY) 14 

Interest payments 2.5 15 0.7 16 1.1 (NY/RI) 16 0.2 (WY) 16  2.5 17 2.7 17 4.9 (PT) 17 0.1 (EE) 17 

Transfers/grants between central and 
state level 

2.8 18 0.02 19 0.12 (CA) 19 0 (27 States) 20 0.9 21 0.8 22 0.9 22 1.0 (EL/LV) 22 0.5 (LU/UK) 22 

Other expenditure 1.1 23 0.3 24 0.7 (AZ) 24 0.1 (DC/KS) 24 0.05 25 3.9 26        4.8 26    8.0 (SE) 26  1.5 (LT) 26  

Total expenditure 22.8 27 18.9 28 28.8 (AK) 28 13.2 (DC) 28 1.029   48.1 30 49.4 30 58.1 (FI) 30 34.4 (RO) 30 

 

 
1 Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Table 3.2 Federal Government Current Receipts and Expenditures (data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
2 Source: United States Census Bureau, State and Local Government Finances (data accessed 18 April 2017). 
3 All EU-budget figures are own calculations based on European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures (data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
4 Total figures of all states in % GDP, it includes also the District of Columbia. (Source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 

http://www.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?ReqID=9&step=1%23reqid=9&step=3&isuri=1&903=87
http://www.census.gov/govs/local/
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
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5 Defined as “Consumption expenditures” (source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, data accessed: 18 April 2017). For instance, National Defence consumption expenditure and gross investment 
were 4.3% of GDP. 3.5% were consumption expenditure (source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Table 3.11.5, data accessed: 03 May 2017).The consumption expenditure are defense services 
produced by government that are valued at their cost of production. Excludes government sales to other sectors and government own-account investment (construction, software, and research and 
development).  
6 Consists of “Current operations” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). They are related to several issues such as: utilities management, education and financial administration. 
7 Expenditure on “Administration” (data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
8 Consists of “Intermediate consumption” and “Compensation of Employees, payable” (source: Eurostat, code P2 and D1PAY, data accessed: 18 April 2017). Please note that the Eurostat data 
“Compensation of Employees” include also “employees’ social contributions”. For instance, total general government expenditure in Defence for EU28 is 1.3% of GDP (1.2% of GDP for EU19). The 
country with the highest total expenditure is Greece (2.7 % of GDP). The intermediate consumption of EU28 is 0.4% of GDP (0.3% for EU19). The country with the highest intermediate consumption 
expenditure in defence is the United Kingdom (1.0% of GDP) and the lowest is Luxembourg (0.0%) (Source: Eurostat, COFOG classification: GF02 Defence, code: TE and P2, data accessed 03 May 2017).  
9 Consists of “Government social benefits to persons” and “to the rest of the world” (source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
10 Consist of “Insurance benefits and repayments” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
11 Consists of “Social benefits (other than social transfers in kind)”, “Social transfers in kind - purchased market production” (source: Eurostat, code D62_D632PAY, data accessed: 18 April 2017). See 
also comments in footnote 8. 
12 Consists of “Gross government investment” (source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, data accessed: 18 April 2017). This investment covers different areas in particular the construction sector. 
National Defence gross investment were 0.8% of GDP (source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Table 3.11.5, data accessed: 03 May 2017). Gross government investment consists of general 
government and government enterprise expenditures for fixed assets; inventory investment is included in government consumption expenditures. 
13 Consists of “Capital outlay” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
14 Consists of “Gross capital formation” (source: Eurostat, code: P5, data accessed: 18 April 2017). For instance, gross capital formation in defence is 0.2% of GDP for both EU28 and EU19. The country 
with the highest value is Estonia with 0.7% of GDP and the lowest are: Ireland, Cyprus, Luxembourg, Slovenia and Slovakia with 0.0% of GDP (source: Eurostat, COFOG classification: GF02 Defence, 
code: P5, data accessed 03 May 2017). 
15 Consists of “Interest Payments” (source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
16 Consists of “Interest on debt” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
17 Consists of “Interest, payable” (source Eurostat, code D41PAY, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
18 Consists of “Grants-in-aid to state and local governments” (source: U.S. Bureau of economic analysis, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
19 Consists of “Intergovernmental expenditure” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017). This category includes for example grants and any amounts or reimbursement paid to other 
governments for performance of general government services or activities.  
20 In 27 states, no intergovernmental transfers existed in 2014. 
21 Consists of all expenditure from the EU Budget through its different EU programmes as they are transferred to different national authorities in the member states (data accessed: 18 April 2017). The 
EU programmes included in this category refers to the following areas: “Smart and inclusive growth”, “Sustainable growth: natural resources”, “Security and citizenship” (for more information on the 
specific nature of these programmes, see European Commission homepage. 
22 Total National Contributions to the EU budget composed of GNI based national contributions, VAT based contributions, including corrections and adjustments for the UK, Sweden, the Netherlands, 
Denmark and Ireland (source: own calculations based on European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures). This is not calculated in the total expenditures of the Member States. Please 
note that these expenditures are transferred directly from Member States to the central budget of the EU (see Annex A). 
23 Consists of “Other current transfer payments to the rest of the world”, “Subsidies” and “Capital transfer payments” (source: US Bureau of economic analysis, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 

24 Consists of “Assistance and subsidies” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
25 Consists of “The EU as a global partner” (source: own calculations based on European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures). This category in budget 2015 is now called “Global Europe” 
and covers all external action (‘foreign policy’) by the EU. 
26 Consists of “Other taxes on production, payable”, “Subsidies, payable”, “Property income, payable”, “Current taxes on income and wealth, etc., payable”, “Other current transfers, payable”, 
“Adjustment change pension entitlement”, “investment grants, payable”, “other capital transfer, payable” , “acquisitions less disposals of non-financial non-produced assets” ( source: Eurostat, codes: 
D29PAY, D3PAY, D4PAY(-D41PAY), D5PAY, D7PAY, D8, D99PAY, D92PAY, NP , data accessed: 18 April 2017). It can be observed that the Capital Transfer are expressed “in the form of investment grants 
and other capital transfer” (Source: European System of Accounts, ESA 2010 pp. 433). Moreover it has to be noted that in the definition of ESA 2010 from “Property income” must be deducted “Interest 
payment”. 

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/introduction/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
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27 Consists of “Total expenditure” (source: U.S. Bureau of economic analysis, data accessed: 18 April 2017). The vertical sum of the item we considered is 24.3; this calculation keeps out the “consumption 
of fixed capital” which is considered a negative item by the source used. 
28 Consists of “Total expenditure” (source: U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 18 April 2017) 
29 Consists of “Total expenditure” (source: own calculations based on European Commission, EU Budget Revenues and Expenditures data accessed: 18 April 2017). Please note that the majority of the 
EU budget is transferred back to Member States through the different EU programmes. Only a small part of the total expenditures (0.11 percent of EU GDP) is used for EU own functioning (e.g. 
administration) and to for external actions. 
30 Consists of “Total general government expenditure” (source: Eurostat, code TE, data accessed: 18 April 2017). Note that the sum of the categories used in this table does not correspond to the total 
general expenditures category taken from Eurostat, as the categories used in this table are aligned as much as possible with the corresponding categories used in the U.S. 

 
  

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/figures/interactive/index_en.cfm
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ANNEX C: FISCAL BALANCES (IN % GDP) 
 

 U.S. (% GDP, 2014) EU (% GDP, 2014) 

Fiscal balance (as % of GDP) 

Central 
level 

(federal)  

State level 

(State and local governments) 

Central level 

(EU Budget) 

State level 

(Member States) 

U.S. 50 1 State High State Low EU 28 EA 19 MS High MS Low 

Sovereign debt 103.2 2 17.2 3 24.9 (NY) 3 4.7 (WY) 3 0.6 4 86.7 5 92.0 5 179.7 (EL) 5 10.7 (EE) 5 

Government deficit (-) / surplus. (+) - 3.8 6 2.2 7 5.4 (ND) 7 -0.7 (NJ) 7 0.0 8 - 3.0 9 - 2.6 9 1.5 (LU) 9 - 8.8 (CY) 9 

 

1 Total figures of all states in % GDP, including also District of Columbia. 
2 Composed of Gross Federal debt as % of GDP (source: The White House. Office of Management and Budget. Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2016, Historical Table 7.1 “Federal 
Debt”. Data accessed: 18 April 2017).  
3 Defined as “Outstanding debt” (source: United States Census Bureau. State and Local Government Finances, data accessed: 18 April 2017). See also Annex D. 
4 The total amount of outstanding debt on 31 December 2014 was € 84.1 billion (source: European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on 
guarantees covered by the general budget, year 2015. Situation at 31 December 2014, pp 5. 
5 Consists of “Government consolidated gross debt” (source: Eurostat, code: GD, last updated: 25 October 2016, data accessed: 19 April 2017). See also Annex D. 
6 Consists of “Net lending or net borrowing (-)” (source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Table 3.2 Federal Government Current Receipts and Expenditures, data accessed: 18 April 2017). 
7 Consists of ‘Total Revenues’ minus ‘Total Expenditure’ (own calculation based on data from U.S. Census Bureau, data accessed: 19 April 2017). 
8 The Treaty prohibits any deficit in the EU Budget (Regulation EU/EURATOM, No 966/2012 ). 
9 Consists of “Net lending (+)/ net borrowing (-)” (source: Eurostat. code: B9, data accessed: 19 April 2017). 

 

 

 
  

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collectionCode=BUDGET&browsePath=Fiscal+Year+2016&searchPath=Fiscal+Year+2016&leafLevelBrowse=false&isCollapsed=false&isOpen=true&packageid=BUDGET-2016-TAB&ycord=337
http://www.census.gov/govs/local/
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/1/2015/EN/1-2015-373-EN-F1-1.PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/1/2015/EN/1-2015-373-EN-F1-1.PDF
http://www.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?ReqID=9&step=1%23reqid=9&step=3&isuri=1&903=87
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:298:0001:0096:en:PDF
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ANNEX D: U.S. AND EU SOVEREIGN DEBT IN 2014 (% GDP) 

 

 

Source: Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2016, United States Census Bureau. State and Local Government Finances. 
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Source: Eurostat. 
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ANNEX E: LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

US 
  

RI Rhode Island 

US total Federal and state level combined 
  

SC South Carolina 

US fed. U.S. Federal Level  
  

SD South Dakota 

US 50 All U.S. states, including District of 
Columbia   

TN Tennessee 

AL Alabama  
  

TX Texas 

AK Alaska 
  

UT Utah 

AZ Arizona 
  

VT Vermont 

AR Arkansas 
  

VA Virginia  

CA California 
  

WA Washington 

CO Colorado 
  

WV West Virginia 

CT Connecticut 
  

WI Wisconsin 

DE Delaware 
  

WY Wyoming 

DC District of Columbia 
  

EU  

FL Florida 
  

EU 28 European Union Member states 

GA Georgia 
  

EU 19 Euro-Area Member states 

HI Hawaii 
  

BE Belgium 

ID Idaho 
  

BG Bulgaria 

IL Illinois 
  

CZ Czech Republic 

IN Indiana 
  

DK Denmark 

IA Iowa 
  

DE Germany 

KS Kansas 
  

EE Estonia 

KY Kentucky 
  

IE Ireland 

LA Louisiana 
  

EL Greece 

ME Maine  
  

ES Spain 

MD Maryland 
  

FR France 

MA Massachusetts 
  

HR Croatia 

MI Michigan 
  

IT Italy 
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MN Minnesota 
  

CY Cyprus 

MS Mississippi 
  

LT Lithuania 

MO Missouri 
  

LV Latvia 

MT Montana 
  

LU Luxembourg 

NE Nebraska 
  

HU Hungary 

NV Nevada 
  

MT Malta 

NH New Hampshire 
  

NL Netherlands 

NJ New Jersey 
  

AT Austria 

NM New Mexico 
  

PL Poland 

NY New York 
  

PT Portugal 

NC North Carolina 
  

RO Romania 

ND North Dakota  
  

SI Slovenia 

OH Ohio 
  

SK Slovakia 

OK Oklahoma 
  

FI Finland 

OR Oregon 
  

SE Sweden 

PA Pennsylvania 
  

UK United Kingdom 
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