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Economic Dialogue with the President
of the Eurogroup

ECON on 21 April 2020
Mário Centeno has been invited to his second Economic Dialogue during this parliamentary term. The previous
dialogue in the ECON Committee took place on 18 November 2019.

The exchange of views with Members of the ECON Committee will cover the ongoing work of the Eurogroup, notably
policy measures intended to combat the economic, financial and social consequences of COVID-19.

For an overview of the role of the President of the Eurogroup, please see Briefing: The role (and accountability) of
the President of the Eurogroup - April 2020.

Highlights and content
The Eurogroup Chair is meeting ECON members amidst one of the most severe crisis the EU has faced.
European institutions have been working together to deliver a strong response. The Eurogroup Report of 9
April outlines the main pillars of such response - some of these still to finalise, agree and implement. The
objective of the European Council meeting this week is to make further progress, notably as regards the
proposal of an European Recovery Fund.

This briefing is organised as follows: section 1 gives an overview of some EU/EA policy measures undertaken
or planned to mitigate the effects of the coronavirus crisis; section 2 outlines some of the macroeconomic
estimates available; section 3 provides the latest information on the European Semester and section 4 adds
information on issues that are relevant for the banking sector. Section 5 addresses two issues relating to the
institutional set up of the Eurogroup.

Among the topical issues being discussed one can highlight:

(i) an European Recovery Fund, details of which are still to be defined. Various proposals have been put
forward and guidance is expected from the Heads of State and Government meeting on the 23 April (see
further section 1);

(ii) huge uncertainty as to the shape, impact and economic effects of the current corona crisis (see further
section 2);

(iii) adjustments to the current European Semester to cater for impacts of the crisis on budgetary prospects
and public administration resources (see further section 3);

(iv) also uncertain impacts on bank’s balance sheets and the banking system in general (see further section
4).

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/eurogroup/president/
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/528782/IPOL_BRI(2015)528782_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/602116/IPOL_BRI(2018)602116_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/602116/IPOL_BRI(2018)602116_EN.pdf
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1. EU/EA level policy measures undertaken or planned
The European Union/Euro Area response to the corona crisis encompasses a number of measures, some
already adopted or taken and others still being discussed (see separate EGOV overview table). This section
focuses on (a) a new ESM instrument; (b) the Commission proposal for SURE; (c) ways forward: a Recovery
Fund and an overhauled Multilateral Financial Framework (MFF) 2021-2027.

1.1 A new ESM credit facility

On 9 April, the Eurogroup agreed the Pandemic Crisis Support (PCS), a specific and temporary precautionary
instrument addressing the crisis-related financing needs of Euro Area Member States. According to the
Eurogroup report (Point 16), such PCS will:

- Build on the current enhanced conditioned credit line (ECCL), adjusted to deal with the present crisis and
available until the COVID-19 crisis is over; nevertheless, a reference is made to the provisions of the ESM
Treaty being applicable as well as the EU economic governance framework;

- Be based on standardised terms agreed in advance and on the basis of up-front assessments by the
European institutions; with light conditionality (requirement to use the funds to “support domestic financing
of direct and indirect healthcare, cure and prevention related costs due to the COVID 19 crisis” and commitment,
going forward, to “strengthen economic and financial fundamentals, consistent with the EU economic and fiscal
coordination and surveillance frameworks, including any flexibility applied by the competent EU institutions”);

- Assistance will be granted up to 2% of the requesting Member State GDP as of end-2019, as a benchmark
(see table in Annex 1).

Information available is rather limited. It is unclear which provisions of the ESM Treaty will still apply to this
instrument, how the decision on granting assistance will be taken, which provisions of EU economic
governance will apply, the interaction with the OMT, and which “up front assessments”, as referred in the
Eurogroup report, will apply.

In an interview of 19 April, Klaus Regling clarified that the PCS would be different from other ESM financial
instruments insofar it would be available in equal terms to all Member States, as it addresses a “common
shock”, and no changes to the conditionality would be possible as long as the instrument is available.

1.2 Commission proposal for SURE

On 2 April, the Commission presented a proposal for a regulation on the establishment of a European
instrument for temporary support to mitigate unemployment risks in an emergency (SURE). The proposed
regulation would allow the Commission to provide loans to an EU Member State for the financing of short-
time work or similar measures aimed to protect employees and self-employed. To that end, the regulation
empowers the Commission to issue bonds in capital markets, backed by guarantees to be given by all EU
Member States. The instrument would deploy up to 100 bn euro of financial assistance. The regulation is
based on article 122 of the Treaty.

The Commission and the Council are the main actors in applying the Regulation and Parliament is only kept
informed of Commission’s reports on the use of financial assistance and continuation of the exceptional
occurrences that justify its application.

There are a number of open issues in the regulation relating, namely, to the terms and conditions of the
loans to be granted and of the guarantees. Availability of the instrument depends on a critical mass of (at
least) 25 billion euro in guarantees being issued by Member States in accordance with their national
procedures.

On 9 April the Eurogroup pledged for a quick agreement on SURE, which should be debated and approved
by the ECOFIN. In the meantime, some Member States have reported problems in adopting SURE swiftly
(see here). Eurogroup meeting has been postponed to the week 27-30 April.

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/645723/IPOL_IDA(2020)645723_EN.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/09/report-on-the-comprehensive-economic-policy-response-to-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.esm.europa.eu/interviews/klaus-regling-interview-corriere-della-sera-italy
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/support_to_mitigate_unemployment_risks_in_an_emergency_sure_0.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/09/report-on-the-comprehensive-economic-policy-response-to-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.politico.eu/article/finland-puts-brakes-on-commissions-unemployment-scheme/
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1.3 Ways forward: a Recovery Fund and an overhauled MFF 2021-2027

Many proposals have appeared in the public debate on how to finance the recovery after-corona, by both
academics and policymakers. At the moment, it seems that two main strands are being explored, which may
be more or less interconnected:

 The setup of a “Recovery Fund” (included in the Eurogroup report to EU leaders, 9 April 2020) and

 A proposal for an overhauled Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) 2021-2027.

Details on the MFF and the Recovery Fund are still being elaborated and negotiated: EU leaders are meeting
on 23 April and the Commission is expected to come up with its MFF proposal on 29 April. On 17 April, the
European Parliament adopted a resolution covering also a Recovery Fund and the future MFF, including EU
own resources.

The EU already acts as a borrower to finance three instruments (Balance of Payments, European Financial
Stabilisation Mechanism and Multilateral Financial Assistance – see Annex 2): it issues bonds at very
favorable rates and provides loans to countries at the same financial conditions. Such operation is possible,
but has a limit, related to the difference (“margin”) between payment and appropriations in the EU Budget
(MFF). The available amounts are now very limited. At the current juncture it is uncertain which model - if
any of those already existing - will be used for the Recovery Fund, and one could also think of the proposal
for the Budgetary Instrument for Convergence and Competitiveness (BICC) as inspiration. The paragraphs
below summarise some of the positions taken on this new instrument.

Eurogroup President Mário Centeno, in an interview with five European newspapers on 14 April, here,
explained on the Recovery Fund that “We agreed to set up a recovery fund that ensures solidarity with the most
affected member states, as stated in our report. We cannot use old rulebooks; there is no moral hazard attached
to this crisis; it is not the result of structural problems in our countries… There are many options: we can use
the MFF, set up a fund, as proposed by France, or think of different solutions for common debt issuance...
... We need to think in terms of trillions. It could be 0.7 trillion euros, 1 trillion euros or 1.5 trillion euros… Eurobond
is always very vague. It can mean joint and several, but it can also mean joint and separate, meaning that
the issuance is made by some EU institution together (or via an SPV), but the liability is spread on each
member states separately. We need to wait for the European Council. We have one proposal on that on the
table, which is the one by France… So far, we have two possibilities on the table: the MFF and France's proposal.
Any of those solutions will be innovative because we are dealing with a new situation. And we need to be open
minded.”

Bruno Le Maire in Kathimerini (16 April): “the French finance chief repeats that his country would prefer a joint issue
with guarantees by all EU member-states to underpin it, where each country is in principle liable for the whole of the debt
that will be issued by the new instrument. However, responding to a question about the European Stability Mechanism
model, where each member is liable only for its share as represented in the total capital of the organization, (...)  he says
that “we are open to other options, but now is time to decide. And if we want to be able to decide, we need to be able to
compromise. (...)” Irrespective of the form of common guarantees, (...) Le Maire explains the ways in which the French
proposal differs from a Eurobond in its pure version (which “should remain a possibility for the future,” he notes) (...)  “We
propose to raise common debt only for the future. That’s the key difference with Eurobonds, which were also about past
debts,” he says. The Recovery Fund, he adds, is also different from Eurobonds because it has a definite end-date, and
because it is geared toward a single purpose: investment.... Using common debt issuance is better than using the
Multiannual Financial Framework. Raising debt at very low interest rates allows the cost of the recovery to be spread over
time, while spending funds via the MFF places an immediate burden on public finances of member-states.(...)” He says
that common debt issuance by a “coalition of the willing” instead of all member-states would be a clearly suboptimal
alternative. “I strongly believe we should stick to the unity of the eurozone and the EU. (...)” The money raised by the
Recovery Fund, through a special purpose vehicle or through the European Commission, according to Le Maire, will be
given to EU member-states in the form of “grants, not loans,” based on the effect of the pandemic on their economy. The
precise methodology, he says, should be set up by the Commission; it won’t be for the members themselves to decide.
Investments “will be between three and five years,” while debt servicing shares will be based on the gross domestic
product of each country and will take place over 10-20 years. Noting that a coordinated recovery “will cost a lot,” he gives
a ballpark figure for the size of the Recovery Fund of 1 trillion euros.”. The French proposals are explained in a Q&A disclosed
- in French - at the French Finance Ministry website.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/09/report-on-the-comprehensive-economic-policy-response-to-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2020-0054_EN.html
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-financial-assistance/eu-borrower_en
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/eurogroup/president/news/20200415-centeno-interview-5-papers/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/09/report-on-the-comprehensive-economic-policy-response-to-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.ekathimerini.com/251739/article/ekathimerini/business/eu-recovery-fund-is-the-best-scenario-says-le-maire
https://www.tresor.economie.gouv.fr/Articles/2020/04/17/covid-19-quelles-reponses-de-l-europe-a-la-crise
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Some countries have made publicly available non-papers ahead of the Leaders meeting (notably Spain and
France).

The possible role and overhaul of the MFF was presented by Commission President Von der Leyen on 16
at the EP plenary): “We need a Marshall Plan for Europe's recovery and it needs to be put in place immediately.
There is only one instrument we have that is trusted by all Member States , which is already in place and can
deliver quickly. It is transparent and it is time tested as an instrument for cohesion, convergence and investment.
And that instrument is(...) the European budget. The European budget will be the mothership of our recovery. And
for that reason, the next seven year budget must be different to what we had imagined (...). We will use the power
of the whole European budget to leverage the huge amount of investment we need to rebuild the Single
Market after Corona. We will frontload it (...) This is why we will need innovative solutions and more headroom
in the MFF to unlock massive public and private investment. This will kick-start our economies and drive our
recovery towards a more resilient, green and digital Europe.”.

Further reading:
 The proposed amendments to the Treaty establishing the European Stability Mechanism - April

2020
 The European Stability Mechanism:  Main Features, Instruments and Accountability - October 2019
 The European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism: Main Features - April 2020
 The ESM and the EIB: comparison of some features - April 2020
 The SURE: Main features - April 2020
 What do we know about the BICC today - February 2020

https://english.elpais.com/politics/2020-04-20/spain-proposes-a-15-trillion-coronavirus-recovery-fund-financed-through-perpetual-eu-debt.html
https://www.politico.eu/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/FR-nonpaper-Covid-european-response_clean.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_20_675
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/634357/IPOL_IDA(2019)634357_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/497755/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497755_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2020/645718/IPOL_BRI(2020)645718_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/614497/IPOL_IDA(2018)614497_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2020/645721/IPOL_BRI(2020)645721_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2019/634359/IPOL_BRI(2019)634359_EN.pdf
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2. Recent macroeconomic estimates
Estimating the economic effects of the coronavirus pandemic is nearly impossible, due to too high
uncertainty surrounding the situation and linked, namely, on how it will be contained regionally and
globally. However, some latest estimates are provided below.

The IMF provided its projections in the World Economic Outlook released on 14 April 2020. In its baseline
scenario, the Fund forecasts that the global economy will contract by –3% in 2020, a much worse decrease
than in 2009 (latest global financial crisis) when the world output fell by 0.1%, so making the current corona
crisis the worst global recession since the Great Depression. The global economy is projected to grow by
5.8% in 2021, helped by policy support (see Annex 3 for more detailed forecasts).

The assumptions in the baseline scenario are the following:

 All countries experience disruptions to economic activity due to the pandemic.

 The disruptions are concentrated mostly in the second quarter of 2020 for almost all countries
except for China (where it is in the first quarter), with a gradual recovery thereafter.

 Countries experiencing severe epidemics lose about 8 percent of working days in 2020 over the
duration of containment efforts and subsequent gradual loosening of restrictions. Other
countries lose about 5 percent of working days in 2020. These losses are compounded inter alia
by those generated by tighter global financial conditions and weaker external demand.

 Financial conditions are assumed to be tight for the first half of 2020 and gradually ease
afterwards in the second half of 2020.

However, as the IMF had highlighted in their analysis “There is extreme uncertainty around the global growth
forecast. The economic fallout depends on factors that interact in ways that are hard to predict, including the
pathway of the pandemic, the intensity and efficacy of containment efforts, the extent of supply disruptions, the
repercussions of the dramatic tightening in global financial market conditions, shifts in spending patterns,
behavioral changes [...], confidence effects, and volatile commodity prices. [...] Risks of a worse outcome
predominate”. Given such uncertainty, the IMF had outlined three additional scenarios and provided their
economic impact estimations.

The alternative scenarios (to baseline) outlined in the World Economic Outlook:

 The first scenario assumes that, in all countries, the measures to contain the spread of the virus
in 2020 last roughly 50 % longer than assumed in the baseline.

 The second scenario assumes that there is a second outbreak of the virus in 2021 that is roughly
two-thirds as severe as in the baseline.

 The third scenario assumes that it takes longer to contain the outbreak in 2020 and that there
is a second outbreak in 2021.

Across all alternative scenarios, global GDP is estimated to deviate significantly from the baseline, ranging
from -6% in 2020 to 8 percentage points below baseline in 2021. The IMF has also highlighted that advanced
economies with strong governance capacity, well-equipped health care systems, and the privilege of issuing
reserve currencies are relatively better placed to weather this crisis.

The BIS published its economic projection on 17 April 2020, based on the experiences of past pandemics. It
estimates the impact on global GDP growth for 2020 of the magnitude around –4%. As the IMF, the BIS is
warning that there are substantial downside risks if containment policies are prolonged.

The Covid-19 pandemic is not only the most serious global health crisis since the 1918 Great
Influenza (Spanish flu), but is set to become one of the most economically costly pandemics in recent
history. Experience with past epidemics provides some insights into the various channels through
which economic costs could arise, in the short as well as longer term. At the same time, Covid-19
differs from previous episodes in several important ways. Notably, the globally synchronised

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2020/04/14/weo-april-2020
https://www.bis.org/publ/bisbull07.pdf
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lockdowns and trauma of financial markets reinforce one another into an unprecedented economic
sudden stop. For these reasons, the Covid-19 global recession is unique. However, past epidemics can
shed light on transmission channels to the economy, especially when stringent containment policies
are not in place.

The OECD published its latest OECD estimates on 14 April. According to the organisation, many economies
will fall into recession and experience a decline in the level of their output (the output decline is estimated
to range between one-fifth to one-quarter). The OECD based its impact assessment on an analysis of sectoral
output and consumption patterns across countries, followed by an assumption of common effects within
each sector and spending category in all countries. The report estimates that for each month of
containment, there will be a loss of 2 percentage points in annual GDP growth.

Figure 1. The potential initial impact of partial or complete shutdowns on activity in the G7 economies

Source: OECD Report for G 20 based on annual accounts.

The IMF has also listed crucial policy fields for the recovery phase, namely, (i) securing a swift recovery (given
the uncertainty even after the containment measures will be lift off, authorities need to ensure clear and
effective communication about the state of pandemic, as well as, ensure strong policy frameworks and well
anchored inflation expectations); (ii) scaling back targeted measures (current policy measures will need to
be unwound as the underlying restrictions are lifted and recovery is firmly under way); (iii) balance sheet
repair, debt restructuring (early and proactive recognition of nonperforming loans, effective in court as well
as out-of-court restructuring mechanisms should be ensured, unviable firms will need to be dissolved to
avoid resource misallocation); and (iv) strong multilateral cooperation (multilateral cooperation will have to
complement national policy efforts).

https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=126_126496-evgsi2gmqj&title=Evaluating_the_initial_impact_of_COVID-19_containment_measures_on_economic_activity
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=126_126496-evgsi2gmqj&title=Evaluating_the_initial_impact_of_COVID-19_containment_measures_on_economic_activity
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2020/04/14/weo-april-2020
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3. Implementation of the European Semester
3.1 A streamlined Semester during the pandemic

Due to the pandemic crisis, Member States have adopted emergency measures with major budgetary
consequences and the Council, based on a proposal by the Commission, has invoked the general escape
clause under the SGP and hence the fiscal recommendations as adopted by the Council in July 2019 are not
applicable. Many Member States have also triggered national escape clauses to suspend national budgetary
restrictions1.

In accordance with the European Semester cycle, Member States would be expected to submit in April 2020
their National Reform Programmes (NRPs) and Stability or Convergence Programmes (SCPs). The
Commission assesses these programmes, notably in relation to the obligations of the Member States under
the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) and the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP). As regards the
assessment of the compliance with the fiscal recommendations, the Commission would normally publish
opinions on the SCPs as part of their proposals for annual Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs). The
Commission is expected to propose the 2020 CSRs in May.

On 16 April 2020, as a consequence to the exceptional circumstances, the Finance Ministers of the EU have
agreed on the simplification of information requirements for this year's cycle of the European Semester:

Given the high degree of uncertainty as a result of the socio-economic fallout of the COVID-19
pandemic, the Commission has put forward a simplified process for this year's European Semester
exercise. This is intended to preserve the European Semester's main milestones, while taking into
account the challenging times member states are facing. In particular, there would be a streamlined
approach for the submission of national reform and stability or convergence programmes (NRPs and
SCPs) by member states. The Commission expects to present its Spring forecast, as well as draft country-
specific recommendations in early May 2020.

The Commission had proposed to Member States to provide the following information:

1. An outline of the broad strategy at national level and the main policy initiatives in response to the
pandemic;

2. A summary of the macroeconomic scenario described in the SCP, including an outlook for
employment and the social situation;

3. An overview of the key policy responses to the main challenges in light of the pandemic and/or
identified in the Country Reports;

4. To the extent possible, a brief explanation of the national process for the approval of the NRP and
the involvement of national actors.

In order to enhance the reliability of the underlying forecast figures of the SCPs, the EU requires that the
macroeconomic forecasts used by the Governments are produced or endorsed by EU independent fiscal
institutions (IFIs). However, due to the extraordinary circumstances and to free up resources to estimate the

1 Escape clauses - As of 31 March 2020, 14 out of the 26 countries have triggered national escape clauses to suspend
national budgetary restrictions. These clauses can only be activated in exceptional circumstances. For example, the
German constitution allows the state to issue public debt of more than 0.35% of nominal GDP only in an emergency
and upon the parliament’s approval. On 25 March 2020, the German parliament activated the national escape clause
and approved issuance of public debt amounting to EUR 156 billion (4.5% of GDP) to finance measures mitigating the
impact of the shock. The fiscal capacity of some EU countries is also constrained by other policies. For instance, Greece
would, in accordance with the conditions of the Financial Assistance received in the past, be required to have a primary
surplus of at least 3.5% of GDP in 2020. However, the eurozone finance ministers agreed on 16 March 2020 to suspend
this target, giving Greece more fiscal space to mitigate the consequences of the crisis.
https://www.euifis.eu/download/european_fiscal_monitor_special_update.pdf

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/03/23/statement-of-eu-ministers-of-finance-on-the-stability-and-growth-pact-in-light-of-the-covid-19-crisis/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/03/23/statement-of-eu-ministers-of-finance-on-the-stability-and-growth-pact-in-light-of-the-covid-19-crisis/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/ecofin/2020/04/16/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/ecofin/2020/04/16/
https://www.euifis.eu/download/european_fiscal_monitor_special_update.pdf
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budgetary and economic impacts of the crisis and government measures, many national IFIs have decided
not to fulfill this function at this stage2.

The network of EU IFIs published an overview of the estimated budgetary consequences (based on
information available by end of March 2020). According to EU IFIs, COVID-19 could negatively impact budget
balances in 2020 by 2.4% to 5.2%. However, some EU Member States have indicated that the budgetary
impact could be up to four times larger if lockdown measures remain in force until the end of the year.

Nevertheless, some national IFIs have produced opinions:

France: The High Council of Public Finance adopted on 14 April 2020 an opinion on the macroeconomic
assumptions of the 2020 Stability programme. The High Council states that exceptionally high uncertainty
resulting from the health crisis caused by the COVID-19 epidemic affects all macroeconomic forecasts and
requires frequent revisions. It notes that the Government's assumption of the impact of the confinement
measures  on GDP (-3 percentage points of GDP per month) is in line with recent estimates for the first month
of containment and that the scenario presented is constructed over an eight-week period of containment.
Furthermore, the High Council observes that this economic scenario is based on the strong assumption of a
relatively rapid return to normal activity beyond 11 May 2020. In particular, it assumes that the economic
policy measures taken in response to the crisis will preserve the economy's productive capacity and that
both domestic and foreign demand will not suffer lasting consequences of the crisis. Overall, the High
Council notes that, if this strong assumption were not to be met, the fall in activity could be even greater
than the Government's forecast of -8% in 2020. The High Council notes that the structural deficit for 2020,
as estimated by the Government, would be the same as in 2019. However, the significance of this assessment
in the current context is very limited. The assessment of the structural deficit could subsequently be
reconsidered if some of the expenditure related to the health crisis were to be maintained and if the
assessment of potential GDP were to be revised downwards. The High Council notes that after an almost
uninterrupted increase between 2008 and 2019, the debt ratio, which stood at 98 GDP points in 2019, would
rise sharply in 2020 to 115 GDP points.

Austria: The Austrian Fiscal Advisory Council published on 17 April 2020 an assessment of budgetary effects
of COVID-19 pandemic in Austria.  Key messages are: The primary objective of the economic policy measures
is to maintain Austria’s production potential by providing liquidity to solvent enterprises, and to secure jobs.
The overall budgetary effect of the adopted discretionary measures at federal level is EUR 16.1 billion.
Assuming a sector specific maximum shock duration of 12-weeks, the COVID-19 containment measures are
expected to result in a 5.8 percentage point loss of real GDP compared to previous forecasts. This
macroeconomic shock implies a reduction of GDP by 4.6% in 2020, a reduction in budget balance by EUR
25.6 billion or 6.6% of GDP (scenario 1) or EUR 23.5 billion or 6.1% of GDP (scenario 2)3.

3.2 Implementation of reforms before the pandemic

EU Member States made at least some progress on almost 40% (37 out of 93) of recommendations under
the 2019 European Semester (Figure 2 below), similar to the 2018 Semester cycle, when the corresponding
number was 39%. Euro area Member States have had, taken together, a better implementation record than
non-euro area Member States (this conclusion does not necessarily hold at individual country level). For
more details, please see separate EGOV briefing Implementation of the 2019 Country Specific
Recommendations.

2 The EU IFI report states: “Covid-19 has also affected the daily activities of IFIs. Most IFIs postponed or cancelled at least part of their
usual reports to free up resources to estimate the budgetary and economic impacts of the crisis and government measures.
Moreover, many EU IFIs are cooperating with national governments to design sustainable fiscal policies that contribute to economic
recovery. Finally, the current situation is delaying the budgetary processes in several member states, which might lead to delays in
the endorsement of the governments’ forecasts by IFIs. As of end-March, the execution of the Stability Programmes has been put
on hold in several member states. It is not clear whether all countries will meet the deadline of April 30th”.
3 Scenario 1 applies a higher weight to demand shocks, while scenario 2 applies equal weights of supply and demand shocks. At the
same time, the COVID-19 pandemic increases government debt in the year 2020 by EUR 31.2 billion or 8.1% of GDP (scenario 1) or
EUR 29.1 billion or 7,5% of GDP.

https://www.euifis.eu/download/european_fiscal_monitor_special_update.pdf
https://www.hcfp.fr/en/node/186
https://www.hcfp.fr/en/node/186
https://www.fiskalrat.at/en/publications/other-studies/working-document.html
https://www.fiskalrat.at/en/publications/other-studies/working-document.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2019/634354/IPOL_ATA(2019)634354_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2020/624400/IPOL_ATA(2020)624400_EN.pdf
https://www.euifis.eu/download/european_fiscal_monitor_special_update.pdf
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Figure 2: Implementation of the 2019 Country Specific Recommendations

Source: EGOV based on the Commission Country Reports (February 2020).
Notes: (1) Based on Commission's assessment of actions taken (rather than outcomes that may materialise with a time lag), assigning
identical weights to all CSRs (i.e. irrespective of their institutional and political sensitivities). (2) Calculations abstract from CSRs
entirely related to the compliance with the SGP (to be assessed by Commission separately during spring 2020). Consequently, the
total number of CSRs covered in this assessment amounts to 93 rather than 97.

Due to the extraordinary uncertainty and the effects of the pandemic on the economic models of many
Member States, one may expect that the recommendation of the European Semester will look rather
different in many aspects in the coming years.

EU legislators are currently working on proposals for a budgetary instrument for convergence and
competitiveness (BICC)4.  The instrument aims at financing structural reforms and public investments in euro
area Member States. The BICC will build on the European Semester and on specific guidance to be issued to
the euro area and each of its Member States on policy priorities that could be financed through the BICC
resources. BICC - once agreed - will also have a bearing in the Semester timeline and general features.

Eurogroup also decided on 9 April to make available a specific COVID 19 credit line by the European Stability
Mechanism (see section 1.1 above for further details). Member States would remain committed to
strengthen economic and financial fundamentals, consistent with the EU economic and fiscal coordination
and surveillance frameworks, as detailed in the Eurogroup proposals.

Further reading:

 Implementation of the 2019 Country-Specific Recommendations - April 2020
 The European Semester for economic policy coordination: A reflection paper - October 2019

4 Work on BICC has been evolving on the basis of Commission proposals on the Multiannual Financial Framework and on a
governance structure for BICC. Further details can be found in a specific EGOV briefing.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2018/624443/IPOL_STU(2018)624443_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2020-european-semester-country-reports_en
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/09/report-on-the-comprehensive-economic-policy-response-to-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2020/624400/IPOL_ATA(2020)624400_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/624440/IPOL_STU(2019)624440_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2019/634359/IPOL_BRI(2019)634359_EN.pdf
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4. Addressing the impacts of the corona virus in the banking system
4.1 Proposal for a euro area bad bank

The FT reported on 19 April that European Central Bank officials have held high-level talks with counterparts
in Brussels about creating a euro area bad bank to free-up banks’ balance sheets from the expected surge
in non-performing loans (NPLs), though the ECB declined to comment.

In this context, the FT mentions that A. Enria, chair of the ECB’s supervisory board, already proposed the idea
of an EU bad bank in early 2017, when he was head of the European Banking Authority. At that time the
proposal was blocked because of state-aid concerns.

The transfer of NPLs to state-backed bad banks gives those commercial banks that make use of this
possibility an advantage over their competitors, which is the core problem of the proposal from a state-aid
perspective. After the 2008 financial crisis, some Member States had set-up similar state-backed bad banks
to enable such transfers, for example Spain, Ireland and Germany. At that time, banks that intended to
benefit from NPLs transfer had to get the Commission’s approval and submit a restructuring plan that
required an adequate compensation for the benefit received, though limited to a contribution by the banks’
shareholders and junior bondholders.

Since then, the legal framework has changed: the introduction of the bank recovery and resolution directive
(BRRD) aimed to avoid that in future the costs of bank failures would again be borne by taxpayers (providing
‘bail-outs’), putting them instead on the private sector. ‘Bail-in’, the concept that entered into force in
January 2016, stipulates that shareholders and a wider range of creditors have to contribute to the losses of
an ailing bank; since, any form of government support is highly restricted, can only be part of an official
resolution process, and requires the participation of the bank’s creditors.

Furthermore, the FT furthermore cites Y. Stournaras, governor of the Bank of Greece, to have warned that
the lesson from the crisis is that one can quickly get rid of the NPLs only with a bad bank, and that there is
an urgent need for such bad banks, whether European or at national level. Greek banks have still by far the
highest level of NPLs on their balance sheets, as can be seen in the latest ECB supervisory statistics for the
fourth quarter of 2019, published on 7 April (see graph below).

Source: ECB

https://www.ft.com/content/15d17d1d-8e1b-4f84-97b4-b62e6ae8f962
https://www.ft.com/content/3b18e5ec-d047-36b2-a35a-10ae8e6a76ed
https://www.bankingsupervision.europa.eu/press/pr/date/2020/html/ssm.pr200407~c2e39fb2a5.en.html
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4.2 Finance Ministers’ position on mitigating actions

Finance Ministers issued on 16 April a statement where they acknowledged and praised actions taken by
European authorities to mitigate effects of the coronavirus outbreak and allow banks to continue financing
the economy. Finance Ministers also urged banks to refrain from making distributions.

As part of the crisis response, banks are being given leeway to deal with the impacts of the crisis in a number
of areas, notably as regards their prudential buffers and regulatory framework. In a recent interview with El
Confidential A. Enria, Chair of the ECB Supervisory Board noted that there is no relaxation of the rules, but
supervisors are using the rules created after the crisis to smoothen the impact of the coronavirus. Financial
markets are also rather volatile (see recent IMF blog post here) and securities regulators are carefully
assessing (and making decisions on) short selling bans and monitoring asset management outflows. The
ECB Supervisory Board has decided, in the meantime, to provide temporary relief for capital requirements
due to market risk, thus responding to increased volatility, smoothing procyclicality, and aiming to maintain
market liquidity and market-making activities.

The short term gains that the measures to contain the pandemic will have cannot be seen in isolation.
Supervisors need to have the necessary instruments to remain vigilant (and reliable information is not often
available, as uncertainty surrounding the current situation is very high) and policymakers need to consider
the measures necessary over time to rebuild the levels of capital banks are being asked to unwind right now.
That could be part of the exit strategy the EU needs to devise. From the public information available on the
various avenues being explored for the after-crisis that does not seem to be the case; A. Enria has, in any
case, already noted that banks will be given enough time to revert to pre-crisis levels and that guidance will
be provided if and when necessary.

4.3 EBA Risk Dashboard

On 14 April 2020 the European Banking Authority (EBA) published its quarterly Risk Dashboard5 covering Q4
2019 data and highlighting main risks and vulnerabilities in the EU banking sector. Since the database does
not encompass the months with virus outbreak, the analysis can only provide an estimate of the banking
sector preparedness to weather the crisis. As concluded by the EBA, ahead of the Corona crisis, EU banks’
capital ratios and asset quality have improved, despite further worsening of return on equity (RoE). The EBA
has maintained the same risk assessment, i.e. asset quality, market risk, operational resilience as well as
liquidity and funding are the risk categories that have medium probability of the materialisation and
medium likely impact on banks; while bank profitability is assessed as high probability and impact risk
category. It should be noted that due to the COVID-19 pandemic outbreak, all the above-mentioned risk
categories have an increasing risk outlook6.

Table 1. Selected indicators for the EU banking sector

Indicator Q4 2018 Q3 2019 Q4 2019
Tier 1 capital ratio 16,3% 16,1% 16,6%
Total capital ratio 19,0% 18,9% 19,3%
Leverage ratio 5,5% 6,4% 5,6%
Ratio of non-performing loans and advances (NPL ratio) 3,2% 2,9% 2,7%
Coverage ratio of non-performing loans and advances 45,0% 44,6% 44,7%
Return on equity (RoE) 6,5% 6,6% 5,8%
Cost to income ratio 64,5% 63,3% 64%

Source: EBA.

Further reading: Banking Union: Corona crisis effects - April 2020

5 The figures included in the Risk Dashboard are based on a sample of 147 banks, covering more than 80% of the EU banking sector
(by total assets), at the highest level of consolidation, while country aggregates also include large subsidiaries.
6 The level of risk and short-term outlook summarise, in a judgmental fashion, the probability of the materialisation of the risk factors
and the likely impact on banks. The assessment takes into consideration the evolution of market and prudential indicators, National
Supervisory Authorities' and banks’ own assessments as well as analysts’ views. The short term outlook refers to a six months period.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/04/16/statement-of-eu-ministers-of-finance-on-continuing-bank-lending-and-on-maintaining-a-well-functioning-insurance-sector-amid-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.bankingsupervision.europa.eu/press/interviews/date/2020/html/ssm.in200420~66c91bbfbb.en.html
https://blogs.imf.org/2020/04/14/covid-19-crisis-poses-threat-to-financial-stability/
https://www.esma.europa.eu/press-news/esma-news/esma-issues-positive-opinions-short-selling-bans-austrian-fma-belgian-fsma
https://www.ft.com/content/69e46be8-9513-4f15-ba10-0f9b70ca1c55
https://www.bankingsupervision.europa.eu/press/pr/date/2020/html/ssm.pr200416~ecf270bca8.en.html
https://www.ft.com/content/4b8108e5-b04c-4304-9f40-825076a4fed7
https://www.bankingsupervision.europa.eu/press/interviews/date/2020/html/ssm.in200420~66c91bbfbb.en.html
https://eba.europa.eu/eu-banks-sail-through-corona-crisis-sound-capital-ratios
https://eba.europa.eu/sites/default/documents/files/document_library/Risk Analysis and Data/Risk dashboard/Q4 2019/882137/EBA Dashboard - Q4 2019.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2020/645719/IPOL_BRI(2020)645719_EN.pdf
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5. Institutional setting of the Eurogroup: two recent tendencies
Two issues deserve specific attention in what regards the most recent institutional setting of the Eurogroup:
on one side, the following up of requests for increased transparency and the crescent inclusiveness of the
Eurogroup.

On the first point, following calls from various actors for increased transparency, the Eurogroup has
proposed a number of measures - namely a register of documents and further availability of Eurogroup
Working Group meeting calendars. Looking at the information made available, one may conclude that it is
better organised and is easier to search, but there seems to be no more substantial information available.

The substantial lack of transparency goes hand in hand with increased inclusiveness of the Eurogroup, to a
point where the frontiers with the ECOFIN are blurred. In fact, and at least since September 2018, Eurogroup
has recurrently been meeting in “inclusive format” to discuss euro area issues that are also relevant for the
internal market, such as Banking Union. That has led to blurred frontiers with the ECOFIN, even if current
available information allows concluding Eurogroup is not taking over ECOFIN competences. But Eurogroup
format allows confidential discussions that will dispense later ECOFIN discussions. The point is whether such
inclusiveness is detrimental to the transparency of the ECOFIN as a Council formation.

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent
the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the
source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2020.

Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu

This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses

mailto:egov@ep.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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Annex 1: Euro Area Member States - Relevant data with respect to the Pandemic
Crisis Support proposed by the Eurogroup (April 2020)

Euro Area
Member State

2% 2019 GDP
(Billions €)

10 years Sovereign
Bond Yield (%)

Country Credit Rating

S&P Moody's Fitch
Austria 7.97 -0.09 AA+ Aa1 AA+
Belgium 9.47 -0.02 AA Aa3 AA-
Cyprus 0.44 1.26 BBB- Ba2 BBB-
Estonia 0.56 - AA- A1 AA-
Finland 4.80 -0.12 AA+ Aa1 AA+
France 48.38 -0.06 AA Aa2 AA
Germany 68.72 -0.54 AAA Aaa AAA
Greece 3.75 1.97 BB- B1 BB
Ireland 6.94 0.07 AA- A2 A+
Italy 35.75 1.55 BBB Baa3 BBB
Latvia 0.61 -0.06 A+ A3 A-
Lithuania 0.97 0.31 A+ A3 A
Luxembourg 1.27 -0.36 AAA Aaa AAA
Malta 0.26 0.4 A- A2 A+
Netherlands 16.24 -0.33 AAA Aaa AAA
Portugal 4.25 0.71 BBB Baa3 BBB
Slovakia 1.88 0.04 A+ A2 A+
Slovenia 0.96 0.02 AA- Baa1 A
Spain 24.91 0.52 A Baa1 A-

Sources:
 GDP: Eurostat and own calculations;
 Sovereign Bonds yields (average March 2020): ECB;
 Credit Rating: National sources and countryeconomy.

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/tec00001/default/table?lang=en
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/financial_markets_and_interest_rates/long_term_interest_rates/html/index.en.html
https://countryeconomy.com/ratings
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Annex 2: simplified overview of characteristics of financial assistance mechanisms

Table A1: Existing mechanisms

Mechanism Legal basis Legal nature Addressees Who decides on
lending

Maximum
lending
capacity

Funding Conditionality

Proposal for
SURE -
European
instrument for
temporary
support to
mitigate
unemployment
risks in an
emergency
following the
COVID-19
outbreak

Art. 122 TFEU Facility (no legal
personality)

All Member States Council
(qualified
majority)

EUR 100bn Borrowings
by
Commission
back-
guaranteed
by EU
member
States

Not specifically referred to
but MS must demonstrate
an increase in expenses
related to short term
employment schemes and
use the funds to finance
such increase in expenses

BoP Facility –
Balance of
Payments
Facility

Art 143 TFEU;
Council regulation
332/2002

Facility (no legal
personality)

Non-euro area
Member States

Council
(qualified
majority)

EUR 50bn Borrowings
by
Commission
guaranteed
by the EU
budget

Full programme

EFSM –
European
Financial
Stability
Mechanism

Art 122 TFEU;
Council regulation
407/2010

Facility (no legal
personality)

All Member States Council
(qualified
majority)

Depending
on EU
Budget limits
( EUR 60bn in
2010)

Borrowings
by
Commission
guaranteed
by the EU
budget

Full programme

ESM -
European
Stability
Mechanism

Intergovernmental
agreement based
on Art 136 TFEU

International
financial
institution
established under

All Euro Area
Member States

ESM Board of
Governors by
mutual
agreement,
qualified

Around EUR
704bn (704
798.7
million)

Borrowings in
international
capital
markets
guaranteed

Depending on financial
assistance instrument
chosen

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/support_to_mitigate_unemployment_risks_in_an_emergency_sure_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/support_to_mitigate_unemployment_risks_in_an_emergency_sure_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-financial-assistance/loan-programmes/balance-payments-bop-assistance_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:02002R0332-20090528&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:02002R0332-20090528&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-financial-assistance/loan-programmes/european-financial-stabilisation-mechanism-efsm_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32010R0407&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32010R0407&from=EN
https://www.esm.europa.eu/
https://www.esm.europa.eu/sites/default/files/20150203_-_esm_treaty_-_en.pdf
https://www.esm.europa.eu/sites/default/files/20150203_-_esm_treaty_-_en.pdf
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Table A2: Discontinued mechanisms

Mechanism Legal basis
Legal
nature

Addressees
Who decides on
lending

Maximum
lending capacity

Funding Conditionality

EFSF –
European
Financial
Stability Facility
(discontinued)

Intergovernmental
agreement between Euro
Area Member States

Company by
shares
incorporated
in
Luxembourg

Euro Area
Member States

Unanimity of
Euro Area
Member States

EUR 440bn Borrowings
guaranteed by
Euro Area
Member States in
accordance with
ECB capital key

Full programme

Greek Loan
Facility -
Mechanism for
financial
assistance for
Greece
(discontinued)

Intergovernmental
agreement between Euro
Area Member States and
agreement for the
programme under Art.
126/9 TFEU

Facility (no
legal
personality)

Greece (created
in 9 May 2010)

Unanimity of
participating
Euro Area
Member States

EUR 80bn (minus
EUR 2,7 as Ireland
and Portugal
stepped down
and Slovakia did
not take part)

Bilateral loans of
each
participating
Member State in
accordance with
EB capital key

Full programme

Luxembourgish
law

majority or
simple majority
depending on
subject matter

by ESM
capital

MFA – Macro-
Financial
Assistance

Article 212 of TFEU
and Joint
Declaration by the
European
Parliament and the
Council adopted
together with the
decision providing
further macro-
financial assistance
to Georgia

Facility (no legal
personality)

Partner countries
(candidate and
potential candidate
countries, countries
bordering the EU
covered by the
European
Neighbourhood
Policy (ENP) and
other third countries

Co-decision
procedure

Depending
on EU
Budget limits

Borrowings
by
Commission
guaranteed
by the EU
budget

Respect of human rights
and effective democratic
mechanisms, including a
multi-party parliamentary
system and the rule of law,
the existence of a non-
precautionary credit
arrangement with the IMF
and a satisfactory track-
record of implementing IMF
programme reforms.
Conditions are documented
in a MoU.

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/international-economic-relations/macro-financial-assistance-mfa-non-eu-partner-countries_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12016E212
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013D0778&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013D0778&from=EN
https://www.esm.europa.eu/efsf-overview
https://www.esm.europa.eu/sites/default/files/20111019_efsf_framework_agreement_en.pdf
https://www.esm.europa.eu/sites/default/files/20111019_efsf_framework_agreement_en.pdf
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/64c89a77-ddc4-46f4-9bb0-18d7e80f6f0c/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/64c89a77-ddc4-46f4-9bb0-18d7e80f6f0c/language-en


Economic dialogue with the President of the Eurogroup - ECON on 21 April 2020

16 PE 645.737

Annex 3. Overview – the IMF 2020 April World Economic Outlook forecast

Euro Area
Member State

Real GDP, % Inflation, %
Unemployment rate,

%
Current account

Balance, %

Projections Projections Projections Projections

2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021

Austria 1,6 -7,0 4,5 1,5 0,4 1,7 4,5 5,5 5,0 2,6 1,9 2,0

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

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

Croatia 2,9 -9,0 4,9 0,8 1,3 1,2 7,8 11,5 8,0 2,9 -4,0 -1,5

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

Czech Republic 2,6 -6,5 7,5 2,9 2,1 2,0 2,0 7,5 6,0 0,0 -2,1 -0,9

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

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

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

France 1,3 -7,2 4,5 1,3 0,3 0,7 8,5 10,4 10,4 -0,8 -0,7 -0,6

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

Greece 1,9 -10,0 5,1 0,5 -0,5 1,0 17,3 22,3 19,0 -2,1 -6,5 -3,4

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

Ireland 5,5 -6,8 6,3 0,9 0,4 1,7 5,0 12,1 7,9 -9,5 6,3 5,3

Italy 0,3 -9,1 4,8 0,6 0,2 0,7 10,0 12,7 10,5 3,0 3,1 3,0

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

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

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

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

Netherlands 1,8 -7,5 3,0 2,7 0,5 1,2 3,4 6,5 5,0 10,9 9,0 9,4

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

Portugal 2,2 -8,0 5,0 0,3 -0,2 1,4 6,5 13,9 8,7 -0,1 0,3 -0,4

Romania 4,1 -5,0 3,9 3,8 2,2 1,5 3,9 10,1 6,0 -4,7 -5,5 -4,7

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

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

Spain 2,0 -8,0 4,3 0,7 -0,3 0,7 14,1 20,8 17,5 2,0 2,2 2,4

Sweden 1,2 -6,8 5,2 1,7 0,5 1,5 6,8 10,1 8,9 3,9 2,2 4,0

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

Euro area 1,2 -7,5 4,7 1,2 0,2 1,0 7,6 10,4 8,9 2,7 2,6 2,7

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

Source: IMF, World Economic Outlook.

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2020/04/14/weo-april-2020

