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Abstract: 

 

This research studies the effects of industrial and fiscal policy implementation on Italian and German 

non-financial corporations, in detail SMEs. It makes use of six innovative policy indexes constructed 

using the yearly national budgetary plans of the two Eu countries. The aim is to analyse the 

developments in terms of productivity, employment, investment and competitivity in the local SMEs 

sector, in the years following the latest financial crisis. The indexes allow to run an event-based analysis 

formed around the different policy shocks, which also takes in consideration the different timing of 

policy intervention between the two countries. The results show the flaws of Italian policy makers in 

supporting the recovery for their firms, conditioned by an initial post-crisis period of austerity measures, 

and by the stringent recommendations of the Commission of the Eu. Germany instead resulted better 

equipped to respond to the crisis, with a more resilient economy and a tendency toward decisive pro-

growth policies. Overall, this research investigates which measures resulted the most efficient in terms 

of sustainability, audience and impact for SMEs, proposing a framework which will be beneficial for 

future policy implementations in times of crisis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1.1 Introduction 

 

In the aftermath of the financial (2008-2009) and the European sovereign crisis (2009-2012), economic 

policies in the European Union (EU) focused on austerity measures and fiscal consolidation. They aimed 

at the support of the banking and financial industry, failing to address the consequences for other sectors. 

This negligence propelled the double-dip recession in 2012 (Heimberg 2015), when the brief increase 

in GDP was not substantiated by an improved outlook for firms (especially small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs)) (Corsetti et al. 2017). In the EU alone, where the subprime crisis developed into a 

sovereign debt crisis, the financial turmoil caused around a million firms (mostly SMEs) to file for 

bankruptcy, and more than 7.5 million jobs were lost (EUROSTAT). The gains in the financial sector 

appeared to be limited to few investors, while losses were in many ways mostly socialized (Stiglitz et 

al. 2010). Several academics then started to call for different measures in favour of the real economy, 

such “Strategic-” or “People QE”, to support SMEs or workers (Bernardo et al. 2013) promoting firm’s 

economic resilience.  

To respond to the consequences of the crisis, this research wants to contribute to the academic debate 

about the transmission of fiscal and industrial policy to SMEs, using firm-level accounting and financial 

data. It aims to be of assistance for Governments (Govs) to “get the micro foundations right” (Lucas 

1979), aiming at the support of corporate productivity and investment, and in a broader way, improving 

the ability of SMEs to endure periods of stress. Overall, the research fits in the academic literature about 

crisis management, with the goal to normalize policy implementation in times of downturns. It calls for 

the broad scope and relevance of financial and company-oriented analysis, in supporting the decision-

making process of policymakers. The conclusions of the paper, moreover, are expected to lower the 

pressure on central banks (CBs), allowing them to reduce the size and needs for non-conventional 

policies, focusing on price stability and their role of lender of last resort. The paper aims to reinforce 

the importance of Govs intervention to recover from a crisis, favouring an expansive New-Keynesian 

approach, as opposed to the Neoclassical austerity measures implemented in response to the Sovereign 

crisis.  

To do so, the paper focuses on the experiences of Germany and Italy from 2009, when the crisis reached 

its peak in the EU, until 2020, when the Covid-19 pandemic started. The two are representatives for 

countries with freedom of policy intervention versus moderate capacity of intervention plus pressing 

recommendations (from the Council of the EU (CEU)) respectively. Taking into consideration this 

background, the study will be of use for future research about crisis management for both virtuous and 

faltering economies, highlighting the different scope of intervention at times of downturn. The paper 

differentiates from the major banking and corporate finance literature as it makes use of a broad set of 



companies’ financial variables, to assess the goodness of targeted policy implementations, collected 

from the Gov’s yearly national budgets. The study compares the different approaches adopted by Italy 

and Germany to recover from the crisis, focusing on measures aimed at non-financial corporations 

(NFCs) and in detail small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs). Thereby, the paper stands out from 

the available literature as it assesses the level and timing of policy intervention, intended to promote (1) 

productivity, (2) employment, (3) investment, and in general, (4) business competitivity (in terms of 

accounting or tax benefits). Around these four categories, this study introduces six different policy 

indices, constructed accordingly to the targets reported on the national budgets and aligned to EU 

standards. The paper examines how economic policies managed to support SMEs specifically, as they 

represent around 70% of the total business economy for the EU (in the period 2008-2013) (ECB 2013), 

and ample literature is already available on financial institutions (Taylor 2009) or the banking sector 

(Kollmann et al. 2013). 

Taking in consideration the specific fiscal capabilities of the countries in study, the research offers 

assistance to future policy makers in targeting various aspects of a “post-crisis” fragile corporate sector. 

Contributing to the existing literature with an innovative approach focused on a broad set of categories 

of policy intervention, expected to be more comprehensive than previous methods narrowly focussed 

on few marketed variables or aggregated outputs (De Jong et al. 2017).  

The countries selected are twofold an ideal setting for the research. In the first place, they share the 

same currency and commitment to the EU treaties, they receive similar policy recommendations (or 

guidelines in case of Germany) from the CEU, which are aligned toward the same goals, and they benefit 

from access to the same common market (Kollmann et al. 2013). For these reasons, they allow with 

some assumptions for an event-based study formed around comparable national policies, using a 

staggered difference in difference model (Goodman-Bacon 2021). Such methodology is suitable for the 

comparison between countries or sectors where certain measures were implemented (treatment group), 

against comparable ones who did not (control group), allowing as well for the different timing of policy 

implementation. Out of scope for this study, the nature of the panel data, and the sectors in consideration, 

would consent, with further assumptions, to control for differences also among same industries but from 

different countries, to further decompose the impact of the targeted local policies.  

Secondly, regardless of the common monetary policy centrally managed by the ECB, national Govs 

have different fiscal space and capabilities, with their policy manoeuvres that consequently resulted 

quite diverse (in formulation) among the EU members. The effects of monetary policy will be 

conveniently ignored in the study, relying on the assumption of the neutrality of money for real 

economic factors. Nevertheless, the paper will account for the expansionary/countercyclical behaviour 

of the ECBs in the period of consideration, stressing for the necessity for fiscal and industrial measures 



especially at times of loose monetary policies. This scenario allows for an international analysis of 

comparable policies implementation, which takes in consideration the fiscal constraints of the countries 

in study. The results will then be beneficial to other nations at times of distress, as they propose different 

toolkits for policy makers depending on the status of their national balances, assuming at the same time, 

a dovish central bank.  

To run the event study between different countries, same-category measures implemented at national 

level were grouped, in accordance with the classification provided on the official EU documents. 

Despite the different formulation, it was therefore possible to construct six policy indices for the 

categories of intervention, allowing for a comparison across different national measures at different 

point in time. The categories of policy intervention will be extensively presented in the second 

chapter, while the full collection of measures will be reported in the appendix.  

When the sovereign crisis exploded, continental-EU nationals policy makers referred to the Stability 

and Growth Pact (SGP) (debt to GDP ratio at max 60% and annual deficit at max. 3%) to motivate their 

preference toward austerity measures (Estella.2018), comforted as well by some promising literature 

on the effects of excessive deficit procedures (Alesina 2012). Despite the rationale, those measures 

further depressed the EU economies and aggravated the social and political consequences of the crisis 

even more (Darvas et al. 2018). In 2016, Papadimoulis, the vice president of the European Parliament 

(EP), critically described the SGP as “rendering a growth-oriented policy almost impossible for a 

growing number of member states”. Throughout the study it will be commented whether the novel 

policies adopted are to be considered pro-growth or pro-stability, with, in line with expectations, the 

first being mostly adopted by Germany and the latter by Italy.  

In the end, the EU Institutional framework limited the scope of action for some of its member (HLP 

2014) and appeared to be biased toward the decisions of its biggest partners (France and Germany 

among all) in terms of approach for the recovery. In the early years of the Sovereign crisis, strict 

austerity measures were imposed on the insolvent EU countries (Brunnermeier et al. 2016), but in 2014, 

Draghi’s speech at Jackson Hole concerning a “New Fiscal Focus”, officially dismantled the last 

consensus towards austerity, in favour of an expansive New-Keynesian period of reforms (Der Spiegel 

2014).  

The conclusion of the study will elaborate on the potential impact that those fiscal constraints might 

have had on the initial policy decision process, and if the EU framework displayed some flaws in its 

construction. 

The most relevant financial and accounting variables used for the analysis will be presented in the third 

chapter, while the remaining variables will be extensively reported in the appendix. The research aims 



to clarify the impact that economic policy implementation had on SMEs, discussing the sustainability 

(one-off vs. long term) (Evans et al. 2012) in terms of Govs’s spending, and the audience (in terms of 

number of firms affected) for the novel measures. The policies selected are indeed aimed at a resilient 

economic environment in line with the general guidance of the CEU, for the development of a European 

corporate market (EU target 2020) where NFCs and specifically SMEs (the backbone of the European 

economy), are supported by Institutions in case of down-turns (OECD 2009 and Izvorski 2018). After 

all, the crisis showed that helicopter money to non-virtuous countries fails to efficiently stimulate the 

economy, if not supported by fiscal counter-cyclical measures and national macroprudential tools, 

which make Gov’s intervention even more relevant to mitigate the effects of boom-bust cycles (IMF 

2016). EU Institutions adhere to the principle of subsidiarity (TEC 1992), which intrinsically prevents 

and limits supernational authorities to intervene in substitution of Member states to preserve their 

sovereignty. Nevertheless, EU countries concur on common intents and goals (with regards to the 

economy among many others), and the countries that suffered the most during the crisis appeared to be 

the ones with the lower socio-economic convergence over the period 1999-2014 (Italy, Portugal, Spain, 

Greece, Cyprus, and Ireland, which despite a positive convergence was highly impacted) (ECB 

Economic bulletin May 2015).     

The study confirms that both Italian and German policy implementations did have a statistically relevant 

impact on their local SMSs, with the first ones also outperforming their foreign counterpart for some 

categories, despite Germany was only moderately affected by the crisis, especially in comparison to 

Italy. The results obtained by the Italian Gov are to be considered in relative terms, surely positive as 

reactionary measure to recover from a crisis, but far from being sufficient to converge to German 

standards. While Italian policymakers deployed mostly shot term pro-stability measures, which given 

the dramatic situation could not fail to deliver positive results, the German ones promoted structural 

pro-growth policies aimed at an always stronger future economy. Conditioned by the CEU 

recommendation and the growing size of public debt, the per-se unstable Italian Govs failed to push 

forward structural reforms which could decisively revert the outcomes of the crisis, lagging behind 

Germany in terms of productivity, employment, investment and competitivity. 

The conclusions of the study will be beneficial for economies also outside of the EU, and at the same 

time for crisis originating outside of the financial sector, as the study relies on financial and accounting 

data to determine the goodness of the national policies adopted in response to a shock. The measures, 

conditioned by the individual national fiscal capabilities, are in turn reactionary rather than preventive, 

and could be tailored to the country specific necessities.  

The paper is organized as follows: the next section presents a brief background on the issue and the 

research questions that will be answered. The next chapter reviews the literature that informs the paper, 



plus the composition and construction of the policy indices. The third chapter introduces the data and 

the sample selection, while the fourth introduces the model and comments on the results and the 

robustness checks. The last chapter concludes the study addressing the results and their implications.  

 

 

1.2 Background and Research questions 

Following decades of deregulation, the financial industry benefited from greater access to liquidity, new 

technologies, and speculation, at the expense of NFCs, SMEs, individual investors, and plain depositors 

(Gaille 2015). When financial institutions (FIs) exposed to the US subprime mortgage market failed or 

were bailed out, the global and real economies suffered devastating consequences (Akerlof 2009), with 

the crisis that propagated and evolved internationally (Wolf 2015).  

To promote the recovery, CBs started, in different measure, to inject liquidity in the markets. However, 

the lack of vision and political stability in some European countries prevented the efficient channelling 

of such liquidity, with SMEs suffering the worst consequences (Elmerskov et al. 2012). Following 

pressures from continental countries, the ECB, as opposed to the FED, initially did not act decisively 

against the crisis (Mody et al. 2016), as low interest rates and big injection of liquidity would have 

exacerbated the fears of Germany, in the first place, of rising inflation (Cesaratto 2011). Meanwhile, 

the beginning of the 2008 credit crunch, followed by the EU sovereign crisis, and the consequent 

reduction in interest rates took a toll on the profits of the Eurozone banking sector. Banks were even 

more exposed to default risks, as they hold most of the Gov’s debt, especially for those countries with 

high public debt and most affected by the crisis (Blundell-Wignall 2012). Therefore, non-healthy banks 

restricted their loans to companies, practically passing the credit supply shock to NFCs and SMEs (ECB 

2013), that have limited capability in raising capital through the markets, compared to their big-cap 

counterparts (OECD 2009). Concurrently, equity markets were rallying with high volatility and falling 

stock prices, leading to further insolvencies and drops in enterprise values. In summary, NFCs and 

especially SMEs found themself without their traditional credit channels, experiencing diminishing 

investment opportunities, equity capital and liquidity, leading to a wave of bankruptcies, as the Govs 

failed to support the sector. 

In response to the incapacity of some EU Govs to stimulate a recovery, and the unwillingness of the 

banking sector to provide credit (Arce 2020), in 2016 the ECB expanded its non-conventional assets 

purchase programme with the CSPP (corporate sector purchase programme), to buy non-banks bonds 

in the market to directly inject liquidity in the corporate sector (De Santis 2018). Unfortunately, SMEs 

were once more neglected, as they rarely have access to bond-based financing. In fact, they benefited 



from the policy only if they had an established relationship with a bank, which, after the measure, held 

excess liquidity directly deriving from the lower demand of credit from CSPP-eligible firms (Betz 2021). 

When the subprime mortgage bubble burst, the fiscal capabilities of the EU members were subjected to 

the constraints imposed by the SGP. The Pact was implemented in 2011 with the Euro Plus Pact and 

the Fiscal Compact, and it motivated and justified the measures recommended by the Troika (European 

Commission’s (EC), ECB and International Monetary Fund (IMF)) to countries in distress like Greece. 

The Pact always sparked much controversy (e.g., Prodi in 2001 and Larch et al. 2011). On one hand, 

in theory, the strict targets for debt and public deficits limited the capabilities of countries to engage in 

structural pro-growth reforms. From another side, the punitive arm of the Pact was never implemented 

in practise (since 2003), failing to justify the poor resolution in Gov’s intervention (De Jong 2020). The 

Pact was indeed dubbed “dead” twice, first in relation to France and Germany avoiding punishment in 

2003 (Schaüble 2012), and in 2016 when also Portugal and Spain eluded sanctions (De Gross 2016). 

Since the crisis, more importance was indeed given to the 3% threshold of budget deficit, for the 

sustainability of public debt, than to the 60% debt to GDP ratio, which was repeatedly breached by 

several countries (e.g., the EU average of Debt/GDP ratio for q1 2021 was 100% (Eurostat)). Instead of 

punitive measures against those who exceeded the limits, the EU started to assist and guide countries in 

their policy measures, through the “European semester”. For example, supervising over the spending 

reviews, as well-designed expenditure rules are crucial for the consolidation and the maintenance of 

sound public finances (Holm-Hadulla et al.2011).  

EU Institutions structurally fail to address corporate national matters, stressing the importance of fiscal 

and industrial policies to help to create a conducive economic environment to restore the economy, and 

allow the ECB to manage its rates out of negative territory (Draghi 2019).  

Nonetheless, despite the Govs’ financial burdens, in the aftermath of the crisis, in the EU economic 

policy mostly evolved into three directions: contention of the downturn, implementation of the financial 

system and recovery measures (Röhn et al. 2015). This paper aims to highlight which recovery measures 

appeared to be the most beneficial for SMEs, investigating the changes in their business environment, 

clarifying which policies were more effective, and commenting on the feasibility/sustainability and 

audience of the measures adopted.  

The paper will then be developed and organized around the following research questions: 

 

First: Given that EU macroeconomic policies intrinsically fail to address the necessities of NFCs and 

in detail SMEs, calling for the intervention of national authorities especially at times of crisis. Would it 



be possible to construct a framework to assists Govs in the support of these firms, in terms of 

productivity, employment, investment and competitivity?  

 

Second: A narrow focus of economic policy and regulation of the financial system inherently 

marginalises and limits the chances for a resilient economic environment. It weakens the real economy, 

results in severe crisis also outside of the financial sector and prevents Govs to stimulate a prompt 

recovery. What would be the impact on SMEs of better-informed policy implementation? Should Govs, 

in times of crisis, support also NFCs, and especially SMEs, or they should solely favour the banking 

and the financial sector?  

 

Third: Considering that a European ‘one size fits all’ procedure does not allow for the necessary 

flexibility to tackle a crisis, as it does not account for the heterogeneity across firms and national fiscal 

balances. Would it be viable to implement a toolkit for policymakers, looking at firm-specific 

characteristics and needs, which would assist them in tailoring their measures to specific sectors of the 

economy, according to the individual national fiscal capabilities? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. Literature  

This paper aims to contribute to an extensive strand of literature on crisis management, providing 

recommendations that will assist politicians in the support of the recovery processes for SMEs in future 

times of crisis. The conclusion will not claim to be effective at times of expansion of the economy as 

well, as the paper focuses on the ability of Govs to develop specific counter-cyclical measures, and 

further research is recommended to assess novel policies in good times. The literature that informs the 

paper relies mostly on two major streams: the relation between companies and fiscal policies, and the 

official policy measures implemented at national level. 

 

2.1 The relation between companies and fiscal policy 

This study adopts a corporate finance perspective to address the need for fiscal and industrial policies, 

with the hypothesis that targeting NFCs and SMEs, rather than primarily Banks and FIs, could have had 

positive effects on the process of exiting from the crisis. Despite banks are crucial to both the 

sustainability of public debt and investor confidence (Aldasoro et al. 2017, Caporin et al. 2017), 

providing liquidity for corporate investment, and a means for productivity for those firms that could not 

retain workers (Haughwout et al. 2000). Therefore, the paper does not argue with the measures adopted 

for Banks or FIs, but rather investigates extra options in the hands of Govs to stimulate the economy. 

Previous studies investigated the externalities brought by a credit crunch to NFCs, relating constraints 

in the banking industry with overall profitability (Gertler et al. 2010, Bentolila et al. 2013, Transition 

report 2016), as well as stock prices and volatility (Barakchian et al. 2013, Faia et al. 2019). As 

expected, the shortage of liquidity causes profitability and prices to fall, while increases the volatility 

in the markets also due to the increasing number of bankruptcies and the following network contagion 

effect (Helwege et. Al 2016). Previous literature also investigated the relation between fiscal and 

industrial policies and corporate financing and stability (Cavalli et al. 2019), looking at liquidity ratios, 

output, and employment, to reinstate the important dualism between monetary and fiscal policies, and 

how the latter should gain from the first. Overall, not only expansionary measures delivered positive 

results for firms but also tight policies which improve the Govs’ budgets, can benefit corporate 

financing, as these reduce yield spreads and the cost of debt (De Jong 2018). Further studies verged on 

the relation between policies and debt and equity markets (Dumicic et al. 2019), and as expected, wages, 

output, and consumption (Fatas et al. 2001). This paper draws on the above relations by studying 

multiple measures at the same time, using the innovative indices proposed. This study overlooks the 

impact of monetary policy, taking the liquidity injected by the ECB as an exogenous prior, but it will 

nevertheless comment on the impact of having a dovish CB. Moreover, the study will remark the risks 



for local companies and the sovereign outlook with respect to tail events, stressing how fiscal and 

macroprudential policies could, in different forms, improve the financial stability of NFCs. The severe 

economic situation of Italy for example, was the result of several decades of bad policies (Treu 2014), 

which could not be amended with simple injection of liquidity. Instead, it required structural measures 

in favour of the liberalization of the job market and pension and simplification of the bureaucratic stance 

(Das 2016). Despite the credit crunch, it was not the lack of liquidity that prevented Govs to stimulate 

a quick recovery, since indiscriminate public capital flows per se failed to promote growth and output 

(De Jong 2017). Rather, it was the necessity of more targeted, responsible, and structured policies which 

could reduce public debt promoting growth (Melchiorre 2014). Economic policy is undoubtedly 

relevant to recover from a crisis, but it should not create a dependency of firms to it, to prevent the risk 

of zombie firms, which would otherwise fail in a normal competitive market (Andrews 2019). With the 

goal of establishing a resilient economic environment, policymakers could develop pro-growth and pro-

stability measures, conditional on their financial constraints (OECD 2015). Recent studies show that 

moderate financial liberalization (Caldera Sánchez et al. 2016), and pro-growth policies in the product 

and labour market (Caldera Sanchez et al. 2017, Laeven et al. 2018) facilitate a sustainable recovery, 

despite at times, increasing credit risk, instability, or political turmoil (Afonso et al. 2010). In contrast, 

pro-stability policies refer to better quality of institutions and institutional network (Gilles et al. 2015), 

improving micro-and macro-prudential policies (Corsetti et al. 2019), and a fair and comprehensive tax 

system which promotes both debt and equity financing, or helps finding alternatives in times of credit 

crunch (Overesch et al. 2019). 

This study aims to shed a light on the most effective, feasible and far-reaching policies to support SMEs 

in times of crisis, given their importance for the economy in terms of real economic activity and 

employment. 

The research examines the financial outlook for firms belonging to the representative countries before 

and after the introduction of the new Govs’ measures, which constitute the core literature that inspired 

the paper, and is reviewed in the following section. 

 

2.2 Policy measures 

The second stream of the literature which informs this empirical essay is represented by the fiscal and 

industrial measures implemented by Italian and German policymakers, divided in the previously 

presented categories depending on their targets. The four classifications are constructed according to 

the definitions available on the yearly national budget programmes, and they are aligned with the CEU 



recommendations and EU standards. The measures are collected from the Italian and German “draft 

budgetary plan”, issued by each EU country every year, and by the EC recommendations and opinions 

on the different member’s reform and stability programmes. The budgetary plans were standardized and 

harmonized across the EU after the crisis, following regulation EU no 473/2013, while the Council 

delivers recommendations and opinions in accordance with the Council Regulation No 1466/97 of 7 

July 1997, to strengthen the surveillance of budgetary positions and guide the coordination of economic 

policies.   

A) Productivity 

B) Employment 

C) Investment 

D) Competitivity 

 

[To be completed] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Data and Sample selection. 

 

To perform the analysis the paper relies on two major types of data. The first one, of qualitative nature, 

is constituted by the measures used to construct the policy indices presented in the previous chapter. 

They were collected from the national budgetary plans of Italy and Germany, all available on the EC 

website. After reading through the national records, the measures which could be beneficial to NFCs, 

and in detail SMEs, were collected, to construct the different indicators for policy intervention. The 

indices were formed by a combination of discretionary measures taken by the central governments and 

CEU’s country specific recommendations, which were targeted at promoting productivity, employment, 

and investment, and in general business competitivity. 

Indices of policy measures: 

Productivity 1. Measures to promote Productivity 

Employment 2. Measures for promotion of new Employment 

3. Measures to support Employment 

Investment 4. Measures for Investment and R&D 

Competitivity 
5. Measures concerning Fixed assets and Amortization 

6. Tax measures  

The full collection of policies available allowed to draw other three policy indices concerning negative 

measures (e.g., imposing austerity measures or repealing a previously implemented policy) for 

productivity, tax, and investment (for Italy only), together with an extra index for taxes, which targeted 

specific industries. Reverting positive measures was usually motivated by the non-sustainability of the 

policy, due to high costs for countries with fiscal constraints, bad formulation of the policy, which would 

lead to a reduced audience, or the poor or below-expectations impact for firms. This study will leave 

the analysis of the negative measures to future research, as the focus here is on the positive counter-

cyclical measures adopted, without delving in the “tapering” process for fiscal policies. The analysis 

across industries also goes beyond the scope of this paper. 

 The second type of data, of quantitative nature, was collected from two major sources. Companies’ 

balance sheet and financial information are available on Thomson Reuters databases, while the 

macroeconomic variables, used as control in the model, are accessible from the Eurostat and ECB 

database. From Thomson Reuters it was possible to extract observations for 1394 unique listed 

companies from 2008 until 2020, to construct an unbalanced panel with 137 variables (extensively 

reported in the appendix) in quarterly frequency. The analysis is run in annual base, due to the timing 

of release of the yearly national budgets, which are usually issued around October and enter into force 

in the following January. However, having trimestral data allowed to control for those companies which 

have their fiscal year different from the calendar one, but they are so few in number that are irrelevant 



for the study. In case of discontinuous time series, with maximum one year of missing observations or 

zeros (due to reporting issues), the values were linearly interpolated. This adjustment could bias the 

outcomes of the model, smoothing the effect of a policy shock on companies. Anyway, missing 

observations around a policy event are assumed to cause further bias by overestimating the effect of a 

shock, once the companies jump in the sample again. The adjustment was in turn necessary to account 

for those companies which left and entered the database, reducing the risk of survival bias (Wooldridge 

2012) . From the Eurostat and the ECB statistical database were collected as macroeconomic control 

variables: the EU 10y sovereign yield curve, the quarterly EU HICP rate, the average EU debt to GDP 

ratio, the EA GDP at yearly frequency and the ECB 12months interest rate. Those variables, together 

with “Size”, which takes values from 1 to 4 depending if the firms are micro, small, medium, or large, 

will be used throughout the study for all the different policy indices, and despite, depending on the 

model, some of them are not statistically significant (looking at their single p-value), taken together 

they always pass their respective F-tests. All the independent variables were also tested for each policy 

index using both a Pearson and Spearman correlation matrix and a Variance Inflation Factors test. The 

results are comforting that multicollinearity does not represent an issue for the study, and only the 

12month ECB interest rate results to have a correlation of more than 65% with the 10years ECB rate. 

As robustness check, the full study was run again excluding the 12month ECB rate, and the results, 

especially for the variables of interest, do not change remarkably, with their sign never affected. All the 

regressions in use were also evaluated using the Hausmann test, which consistently rejects the random 

effect hypothesis for all the policy indices in the study. Fixed effects for company names and dates were 

indeed selected, in line with expectations, given the nature of the panel. 

[Hausman table] 

The companies were later divided by size into micro, small, medium, and large, following the EC 

definition n361 of 2003, which differentiate companies by number of employees (micro <10, small <50, 

medium < 250), annual turnover (micro ≤ 2m€, small ≤ 10m€, medium ≤ 50m€) or balance sheet total 

(micro ≤ 2m€, small ≤ 10m€, medium ≤ 43m€). The following table reports the number of companies 

in the study, divided by year and firm size:  



 

As expected, given the size of the economy, and the ease to found and then list a company on the stock 

market (with Germany consistently outperforming Italy throughout the years in the Forbes rankings for 

“Best countries for Business”), Germany has in total more than two times the number of companies of 

Italy. The ratio peaks at more than four times the number of micro companies and falls to 2.11 for large 

ones. This heterogeneity could have biased the results, as it influences the number of companies which 

are sampled for the analysis. Anyway, the canonical difference in difference model adopted 

appropriately relies on the assumptions of parallel trends and no anticipatory effects (de Chaisemartin 

& D'Haultfoeuille 2020). The first assumption entails that changes in averages among treatment and 

control group would have been parallel if no treatment would happen, and no anticipatory effects 

assumes that the treatment would not have causal effect before the event happens.  

[Reg. parallel trends.]                                                                                                                (Eq. 1) 

The assumption of parallel trends conveniently relies on the averages of treatment and control group, 

fixing the issue of the different number of companies. Moreover, to account for the diversity in 

capitalization and size, all the most relevant variables were scaled by their total assets. The variables 

for the models were then log-linearized, to normalize and smooth their data process and to limit the risk 

of under coverage sampling bias (Wooldridge 2012). 

The dependent variables for the models and the firm specific independent variables, used as control, 

vary according to the policy indices constructed. The first ones are presented here, while the independent 

variables will be presented with the complete model in the next section. 

For the first index, the study relies on a proxy for productivity constructed using revenues and changes 

in total asset, following the rationale of Schoar 2002. The proxy constructed (variable “Rev_net”) 

differentiate from previous literature as it does not rely on industry specific data, but rather aims to 

Micro Small Medium SMEs Large Total Micro Small Medium SMEs Large Total

2008 3.0 12.0 27.0 39.0 133.8 214.8 51.0 56.0 123.0 179.0 304.8 713.8

2009 3.0 11.8 33.3 45.0 131.0 224.0 47.0 58.3 129.0 187.3 317.0 738.5

2010 4.0 10.0 35.0 45.0 138.0 232.0 57.8 58.0 122.0 180.0 326.0 743.8

2011 6.0 12.0 35.0 47.0 143.0 243.0 61.0 57.5 117.0 174.5 334.8 744.8

2012 9.5 13.0 39.5 52.5 145.8 260.3 60.8 61.8 118.8 180.5 344.5 766.3

2013 13.0 12.0 39.0 51.0 156.8 271.8 53.3 67.3 117.8 185.0 363.3 786.5

2014 13.0 16.0 50.0 66.0 164.5 309.5 51.3 72.0 112.3 184.3 391.0 810.8

2015 14.0 20.0 53.5 73.5 188.5 349.5 58.5 73.3 103.0 176.3 406.8 817.8

2016 16.5 22.5 57.0 79.5 212.5 388.0 57.3 72.0 105.0 177.0 418.0 829.3

2017 17.0 28.5 73.0 101.5 218.8 438.8 57.0 74.0 110.3 184.3 419.8 845.3

2018 19.0 37.0 81.0 118.0 218.0 473.0 65.0 72.0 111.5 183.5 420.5 852.5

2019 21.0 36.3 78.0 114.3 218.8 468.3 60.5 78.5 113.5 192.0 400.5 845.0

2020 14.5 36.8 81.5 118.3 210.5 461.5 50.5 70.8 108.0 178.8 371.8 779.8

Total 153.5 267.8 682.8 950.5 2279.8 4334.3 730.8 871.3 1491.0 2362.3 4818.5 10273.8

Average 11.8 20.6 52.5 73.1 175.4 333.4 56.2 67.0 114.7 181.7 370.7 790.3

Max. 21.0 37.0 81.5 118.3 218.8 473.0 65.0 78.5 129.0 192.0 420.5 852.5

Min. 3.0 10.0 27.0 39.0 131.0 214.8 47.0 56.0 103.0 174.5 304.8 713.8

Italy Germany



generalize the concept of productivity especially in the context of the analysis of SMEs; for which their 

number of sales, taken alone, might not be explanatory for the actual health or effectiveness in running 

the business.  

For the employment indices, the dependent variables used are two: “Wage” constructed including 

salaries, benefits and accrued payrolls, and “Employ” (number of employment). The goal is to evaluate 

if the policy implemented did have an impact on the total amount of salaries paid out or on the number 

of workers employed. It is expected that both Wage and Employ will be positively affected by the 

measures which promote new employment (with higher salaries paid out and higher number of 

workers), while for the measures concerning the support of employment Wage should reduce, with part 

of the salaries provided by the Gov, and Employ should not benefit much. 

With regards to investment, a variable “Inv” was populated using R&D (research and development) 

adjusted for amortization, when available, or total investment adjusted for total amortization. Using 

total investment was necessary due to the granularity of the data available for SMEs, which is not always 

consistent, and many companies tend to incorporate their expenses for R&D in a total measure for 

investment.  

Boosting competitivity has been a goal for national and European policymakers for long time, but its 

definition can be quite broad and difficult to model, especially given the availability of data for SMEs. 

The study focuses on those measures which targeted the accounting of fixed assets and amortization, 

which were implemented to improve the soundness of companies’ balance sheet, and to further stimulate 

expenditure and investment. Two definitions of fixed assets were adopted: the first one (variable 

“FA_Amo”) calculates fixed assets as the difference between total and current assets, adjusted for 

amortization. While the second (variable “PPE_Amo”), was computed using a measure for property 

plant and equipment, once more adjusted by amortization. The last index instead verges on tax 

competitiveness, assessing the effect of policies on the variable “Tax,” which was constructed from 

income tax, plus the difference between income tax payable and credit, plus the difference between 

accrued and deferred tax, minus deferred income tax. 

The table below displays the mean and standard deviations for all the dependent variables and their 

component, scaled by total assets, and divided per country. 

             [Stats. Dependent variables] 

Here the evolution of the dependent variables over time: 

 

 



[Chart dependent variables] 

To run the event-based analysis, it is necessary to show that the variables do have a statistically 

significant difference between individual countries, confirming that Italy and Germany are suitable 

countries for the study. To do so, here are reported the results of a Wilcoxon rank-sum test, whose null 

hypothesis states that the treated and control groups are identical, against an alternative hypothesis that 

a specific sample of the population has values greater than another. A significant Z score would lead to 

reject the null hypothesis, proving that Italy and Germany are statistically different one to each other, 

for the following dependent variables (all scaled by total assets) (Wooldridge 2012). 

[Wilcoxon rank-sum test]   

Overall, Italy and Germany appear to be statistically different one from each other for all the dependent 

variables, confuting the null hypothesis of the Wilcoxon test, and implying that they can be used for the 

analysis. 

The following table shows the overall changes, for the dependent variables, before and after the different 

policy events for Italy and Germany: 

[Table dependent variables aroud policy events] 

Concerning the independent variables instead, the following table shows the evolution of the 

macroeconomic variables used as control for the model 

[Table independent variables-fixed] 

While here is the evolution of all the different firm-specific variables included, divided per policy index. 

[Table independent variables- firms specific] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 Model, Results and Robustness 

4.1 Model and results 

This research relies on the experience of Buckley 2002, Arpaia 2009, Ekberg 2013 for the analysis of 

common shocks on the heterogeneous European market, using a diff-in-diff model with a panel 

structure.  

[Reg diff-in-diff]                                                                                                                          (Eq. 2) 

The research wants to highlight in the first place the diverse behaviour of companies and sovereigns, 

explaining such deviations with structural differences among national sectors (SMES vs. large firms).  

Studying firm-level and macroeconomic variables, usually comes with some empirical trade-offs, which 

can only be overcome by a model with light parametrization. A diff-in-diff approach allows to 

understand the effects in the treatment group of a specific modelled event, assuming that most of the 

improvements at company level are due to endogenous policy actions, rather than monetary policy, 

foreign spill overs, or trade activities. Applying such methodology implies some limitations in the 

parametrization of asymptotic properties, given that the number of point estimators for the treatment 

effect in the data is usually quite limited compared to the number of observations (Conley et al. 2011); 

and the variables studied often present strong cointegration (Bertrand et al. 2004). The model per se 

entails some simplifying assumptions on noise dispersion within the data, and the robustness of the 

results obtained; but to address this, extra control variables were included (e.g., firm specific and 

macroeconomic ones). Throughout the paper, before turning to the diff-in-diff approach, all the firm-

specific variables were regressed against the relevant dependent, followed by another regression using 

the complete set of controls against the dependent.  

For the study three different models are formulated. The first will be a canonical multi time-periods 

diff-in-diff model which will evaluate the effects of policy implementation for SMEs, as opposed to 

large firms within the same country. The second model is as well a canonical diff-in-diff which will 

focus on the effects of the new local measures comparing the developments for national versus foreign 

SMEs. The third one will be a staggered diff-in-diff model with the extra assumption of variation in 

treatment timing, built on the work of Callaway & Sant’Anna 2021, Goodman-Bacon 2021 and 

Wooldridge 2021.  

[Reg. staggered diff-in-diff]                                                                                                           (Eq. 3) 

The aim is to expand the simplistic diff-in-diff approach accounting for the different moments of 

intervention of the two countries in study, testing the relative impact of being an early or a late reformer 

on the different periods in consideration. 

 

Commented [LB1]: Equations from references 



1) For the first index, the dependent variable used is a proxy for productivity constructed using 

revenues adjusted by change in total assets. In line with a simplifying Cobb-Douglas production 

function, wages and capital are assumed to be the only two means of production for the firm, and for 

this reason are used as firm-specific control variables for the regression. As previously stated, the 

microeconomic independent variables differ between policy indicis, except for “Size”, but they were 

all tested against their respective dependent before being included in the models. Before moving to the 

first diff-in-diff, the dependent Rev_net was as well regressed including the macroeconomic variables 

previously introduced. 

[Model 1] 

Rev.net is the vector of the dependent variable Rev.net, scaled by total asset and log linearized, 

constructed for the corresponding i company in period t . 𝑌𝑖,𝑘,𝑡 is a matrix of k firm specific explanatory 

variables, while 𝑙𝑍 𝑙,𝑡−1 represent the matrix of the macroeconomic variables. 𝛽0, 𝑖 is the firm-specific 

intercept in the model, 𝛽1,𝑘 and 𝛽2,𝐿 are the coefficients of the two matrices and 𝜀𝑖,𝑡 is a vector of error 

terms. For the study of the first index the models are run  four times using as firm specific variables 

“Wage” and four different measures of capital: a) total investment ( variable “Tot_Invest), b) a variable 

“K1”, which is computed as total investment minus amortization, depreciation and wages (as reported 

on Thomson Reuters), c) a constructed “K2” variable which is formed as total investment minus 

amortization, depreciation and wages (as reported by Worldscope database, still available through 

Thomson Reuters) and d) total capital mins wages (variable “TC_net”). 

In detail, when the data is available, the two measures K1 and K2 are expected to accurately isolate the 

yearly capital invested in the company, assumed to be the other only means of production in the Cobb-

Douglas function together with the workforce. When total investment is not available, K1 and K2 are 

populated using “TC_net”. 

To understand which independent variables are relevant for the difference in difference, the log of wage 

and the log of the four definitions of capital, scaled by total asset, were regressed over the dependent 

“Rev_net”. 

[Regressions]                                                                                                                                (Eq. 4) 

 

 

 

 



Looking at the p-values only, total investment appears to be the only definition of capital which is not 

statistically significant to explain Rev_net, but it still passes the F-test for both wage and total 

investment taken together. Given these first results, the models for the first index could be run four 

times using all the different measures of capital previously described. Prior to the diff-in-diff analysis, 

all the independent variables (both firm-specific and macroeconomic) were tested against the dependent.  

[Full regressions]                                                                                                                          (Eq. 5) 

Once all the component of the regressions were assessed, it was possible to move to the core difference 

in difference estimation at country level and between countries. The setting is ideal for a staggered diff-

in-diff or two-way fixed effect estimation, assessing the impact of comparable policy measures 

implemented at different point in time (Whited 2021). Nevertheless, before applying the first model, 

three new dummies were created: the first one is a Date dummy which distinguish the time periods 

before and after the policy shock (so called “treatment” for diff-in-diff models) 

 Date_prod0_ITA = (Year <=2010) 

 Date_prod1_ITA = (Year >=2011 & Year <=2012) 

 Date_prod2_ITA = (Year >=2013 & Year <=2017) 

 Date_prod3_ITA = (Year >=2018) 

 Date_prod0_GER = (Year <=2011) 

 Date_prod1_GER = (Year ==2012) 

 Date_prod2_GER = (Year >=2013 & Year <=2014) 

 Date_prod3_GER = (Year >=2015 & Year <=2019) 

 Date_prod4_GER = (Year >=2020) 

In Italy, four policy measures, expected to be favourable for productivity defined four different time 

periods, with the first measure published in 2010 and effective from 2011, and the last one published in 

2017 and effective from 2018. 

In Germany instead, five different events compose the policy index, with the first measure published in 

2011 and the last one effective from 2020.  

The second dummies differentiate between treatment and control group, where the treated companies 

are the national SMEs, and the control group are large companies for the first model, and the foreign 

SMEs for the second one. For the first model the regressions do not take in consideration micro firms, 

so that the diff-in-diff will return the impact of policy implementation on SMEs only, opposed to large 

firms. For the second model instead, the comparison will be between different countries’ SMEs, first 

testing Italian policies against German SMEs, and afterwards the effect of German policy 

implementation for German SMEs against the Italian ones. 



Treated_ITA_SME = (SME_Index ==1 & Country =="Italy") 

Treated_GER_SME = (SME_Index ==1 & Country =="Germany") 

The last dummies necessary for the diff-in-diff estimation are the interaction variables DID, which result 

from the multiplication of the Date and the Treatment dummies 

DID_prod0_ITA_SME = Treated_ITA_SME * Date_prod0_ITA 

DID_prod1_ITA_SME = Treated_ITA_SME * Date_prod1_ITA 

DID_prod2_ITA_SME = Treated_ITA_SME * Date_prod2_ITA 

DID_prod3_ITA_SME = Treated_ITA_SME * Date_prod3_ITA 

DID_prod0_GER_SME = Treated_GER_SME * Date_prod0_GER 

DID_prod1_GER_SME = Treated_GER_SME * Date_prod1_GER 

DID_prod2_GER_SME = Treated_GER_SME * Date_prod2_GER 

DID_prod3_GER_SME = Treated_GER_SME * Date_prod3_GER 

DID_prod4_GER_SME = Treated_GER_SME * Date_prod4_GER 

These are the variables of interest for the study, which isolate and explain the effects of the policy 

implementation for the local SMEs. 

To conclude, the first two canonical models have the following form for all the policy indices 

constructed:  

[Full model]                                                                                                                                   (Eq. 6) 

𝛽5, 𝑖 Is the relevant coefficient for the analysis, as it signals if the novel measures adopted did have an 

impact on local SMEs, for this first index, in terms of productivity.  

Making use of (a) total investment as a proxy for capital, the Did variable result to be significant in 

period 0 ( -82%*), period 1(+35.77%*) and period 2 (+24.22%**)1.  

For (b) K1, the Did dummy is significant in period 0 (-20.63% *), period 2 (+5.81%**) and period 3 

(5%***).  

With (c) K2 the Did is significant in period 0 (-21.5%*) and period 2 (+ 6.79%*) only. 

At last, using (d) total capital net, the dummy for the diff-in-diff is significant in period 0 (-18.44%*), 

period 2 (+5.54%**) and period 3 (+4.72%***). 

The results concerning period 0, despite being statistically relevant, are not informative for policy 

makers as they refer to the time period before the first policy introduction, and they will not be 

commented. Irrespectively of which proxy is used for capital, the results clearly show that from period 

1. Throughout the paper the results will be presented and commented only when statistically significant, Superscripts indicate 

statistical significance at 0.01 (*), 0.05 (**) and 0.10 (***) percent levels 
 



1 onward Italian SMEs benefitted from the policies implemented more than their large counter parts. 

Most of the policies for this first index concern the reduction or abolition of taxes for productivity 

contracts, which appeared to bring a positive impact on SMEs of 35,77% for period 1 using 

Tot_investment. A positive impact in period two of 24,22% using (a), 5,81% using (b), 6,79% using (c) 

and 5,54% using (d), and to conclude, an impact of 4,72% in period 3 using TC_net. The magnitude of 

the results obtained can be questioned due to the availability and consistency of the data. However, in 

general, looking at the positive (negative) sign of 𝛽5,𝑖, it can be noted that the Italian Government 

managed (did not manage), within its capacity, to stimulate productivity for SMEs with its novel policy 

measures.  

Starting from period 1, the regressions are tested for common trend pre-treatment, and for the entire 

period; with the latter delimited by the publication of a subsequent policy event (e.g., for prod1 the pre-

treatment period ends in 2010 and the entire one ends in 2012). A Wald test is further performed for 

common time effects pre-treatment between treatment and control group, using a set of dummy 

variables constructed from the interaction between Treated_ITA/GER_SME and Year.  

[trend regressions]                                                                                                                      (Eq. 7) 

In period 1 regression (a) appears to have a negatively deviating time trend for the pre-treatment state 

(-19.64%) statistically significant at 1%, while there is no evidence of deviating time trends for the 

entire period. The result from the Wald test moreover strongly indicates that the null hypothesis of 

common time effects in the pre-reform period should be rejected.  

Having negatively deviating time trends before the introduction of a policy could lead to an 

overestimation of the impact of such measure for SMEs. Nevertheless, this research does not aim to 

comment on the levels of the coefficient of the relevant Did variables, but rather assesses if the policies 

selected delivered more or less favourable conditions for the national firms in response to the crisis.  

In period 2 regression (a) display a positively deviating time trend pre reform state (+12.41%*) and a 

slightly positive deviation for the entire period (7.8%**). Regression (b) and (c) as well present a 

marginally positive deviation in time trend pre-reform (2%*** and 3.5%** respectively) and for (c) an 

even smaller effect on the entire period (1.2%***). The previous results were confirmed for regression 

(d) as well, with positive a deviation pre-reform (3.09%*). For all the regressions the Wald test indicates 

the absence of common time effects in the pre-reform period. 

Positively deviating time trends could lead to an underestimation of the coefficient of interest, but again 

here it is important to look at the sign of the relevant coefficients, which appear to be all positive, 

proving the improvement of productivity for SMEs, when the policies became effective.  



In period 3 regression (b) shows marginally negative deviation for the entire one (-0.6% significant at 

5%). Regression (d) instead appears not to have deviating time trends pre-reform and for the entire 

period, and as in regression (c), no common time effects for the pre-reform period. 

The test for parallel trends is usually not sufficient nor necessary to validate the diff-in-diff model, and 

it is rather used as a tool to moderate the interpretation of the results obtained. Moreover, the test should 

not be considered conclusive for the selection of the approach to use or shocks to consider, as 

conditioning a diff-in-diff model to only the data which do not present parallel trends can lead to biased 

results for the whole methodology (Roth 2018). 

Concerning the control variables, despite some faltering p-values, they all pass the F-test and including 

them in the model appears to bring benefits to both the statistical significance of the dummy variables 

of interest, and to the R-squared of the regressions. 

[Table model 1] 

Following the analysis at national level, the second model compares the effect of Italian policy measures 

between Italian SMEs and German ones. Here the regression applied is the same as for model one, but 

it is limited to SMEs and expanded for both the countries (Italy and Germany). Excluding large and 

micro firms from the second model entails that the dummy variable “Teated_ITA/GER_SME” is 

omitted because of collinearity with the Did. 

The Did dummy for regression (a) results statistically significant for period 0 (-24.04%**) and period 

1 (+30.36%**). For regression (b) the Did variable is significant in period 1 (+8.99***) only. The Did 

is not significant for regression (c) in any period, and, using regression (d) the Did is significant for 

period 3 (+5.83%***) only. These results are in line with expectations, as period 1 and period 3 are the 

two periods in which only Italy implemented some measures, while in period 2 also Germany did so, 

causing the DID variable to be non-significant. 

In period 1 both regression (a) and (b) did not appear to have deviating time trends pre-reform and for 

the entire period, as well as no common time-effects pre-reform. In period 3 instead, regression (d) 

shows marginally positive time trend pre-reform (1.82%) significant at 1%, but no trends for the entire 

period nor common time-effects pre-reform. 

Overall, the Italian policy measures resulted to affect SMEs positively, also in comparison to their 

German counter parts, with an effect ranging from 30,36% to 8,99% in period 1 using Tot_Invest and 

K1 respectively, and 5,83% in period 3 using TC_net. 

[Table model 2] 

 



The same two model were also applied for Germany only and for a comparison between Germany and 

Italy, following German policy implementations. 

Using regression (a) for model one German policy makers had a significant impact on their SMEs in 

almost all the periods, with the Did variable relevant for period 0 (-19.99%*), period 1 (-38.76%*), 

period 3 (44.01%*) and period 4 ( -29.33%*). For regression (b) the Did variable was significant in 

period 0 (-9%*), period 3 (4.81%*) and period 4 (6.13%**). Using (c) and (d) the DID variable of 

interest is significant in period 0 (-7.97%* and -7.37%*), period 3 (4.22%* and 4%**) and period 4 

(6.52%** and 5.17%***). 

For period 1 regression (a) shows no time trend both for pre-reform and for the entire period. 

For period 3 as well regression (a) shows no time trend (pre-treatment and for the entire period) and no 

common time effects before the treatment. Regression (b) instead result to have marginally positive 

time trend pre-reform (2%*) and neglectable time trend for the whole period (0.76%**). Using 

regression (c) and (d) the results are in line with the previous one, with marginally positive time trends 

before the treatment (1.99%* for (c) and 1.83%* for (d)) and neglectable time effect for the full period 

(0.65%** for (c) and 0.59%** for (d)). 

Period 4 regression (a) exhibit marginally positive time trend pre-reform and during the whole period 

(3.26* and 3.29%* respectively). Regression (b), (c) and (d) instead have neglectable positive time trend 

for both the pre-treatment and the entire period (0.7%* and 0.86%* respectively for (b), 0.64%* and 

0.8%* for (c) and 0.58%* and 0.73%* for (d)). For all the regressions the Wald test always excluded 

common time effects pre-treatment. 

 

German policy measures in turn appeared to have negative impact on SMEs in period 1 (-38,76% for 

(a)), but reverted to positive impact in period 3 (by 44,01% for (a), by 4,81% for (b), 4,22% for (c) and 

4% for (d)) and in period 4 (6,13% for (a), 6,13% for (b), 6,52% for (c) and 5,17% for (d)). Regarding 

period 1 it can only be concluded that the measures adopted by the German government appeared to be 

more beneficial for large companies as opposed to SMEs, without diminishing the goodness of the 

policy per se. In detail, the first measure implemented by the German Government aimed at a 

simplification of the national bureaucratic framework, for which large companies appeared to benefit 

the most. 

[Table model 1] 

 



When German policies are evaluated comparing German vs Italian SMEs, the DID dummy for 

regression (a) is significant for period 0 (22.17%**), period 1 ( -53.09%*), period 2 (-28.66**) and 

period 4 (100%*). For (b) the DID is significant in period 1 (-16.51%*) only and using (c) it is possible 

to find significance for period 1 (-14.03%**), period 3 (-5.32%***) and period 4 (9.36%***). Applying 

(d) the DID is relevant for period 3 only ( -5.76%***). 

In period 1 regression (a) displays no time trend pre-treatment and for the whole period. Regression (b) 

instead has marginally positive time trend both pre-treatment and for the whole period (3.32%* and 

3.43%* respectively). For (c) as well marginal positive time trend pre-treatment and for the entire period 

are present (3.18** and 3.3%* respectively). For period 2 regression (a) shows no statistically 

significant time trends pre-treatment and for the whole period. In period 3 regression (c) and (d) exhibit 

marginal positive time trend pre-treatment (1.8%* and 1.7%* respectively) but no time trend for the 

full period. Period 4 shows for regression (a) a marginal positive time trend pre-treatment and for the 

full period (3%* and 3.15%* respectively), while for regression (c) marginally positive time trend 

coefficients (0.49%*** for the pre-treatment and 0.47%*** for the whole period). All the regressions 

display no common time effects pre-treatment. 

German policy measures, in line with the previous results, appeared to have a negative effect on German 

SMEs compared to the Italian counterpart in period 1 (-53,09% using (a), -16,51% using (b), and -

14,03% using (c)). In period 2, as expected, German measures still appeared to lag behind the ones of 

Italy, with the German SMEs which, despite the policy implementation, suffered a loss of -28,66% for 

(a). This result for period 2 is nevertheless ambiguous, as looking at the previous model, German SMEs 

did not result to be significantly affected by the national policy implementation. In period 3 again the 

diff-in-diff returns negative coefficients for the productivity of German’s SMEs (-5.32% for (c) and -

5,76% for (d)). Period 4 seems to be the only period when German policies outperformed Italian ones 

in terms of productivity for SMEs, with positive coefficients for (a) of 100% and (c) at 9,36%. Those 

coefficients need to be considered with cautiousness, and rather than focusing on their values, it is 

interesting to notice their sign.  

[Table model 2] 

To conclude, the third and last model was run, using a staggered diff-in-diff approach or two-way fixed 

effect estimation (Wooldridge 2021). In this setting it was evaluated the effect of the introduction of 

comparable policy measures at different point in time between the two countries, comparing early 

reformers to late reformers, over a period of time before the late reformers reform. But also, late 

reformers to early reformers over a period of time when the early reformers already reformed (Callaway 

& Sant’Anna 2021). 



[Staggered-early reformer]                                                                                                        (Eq. 8) 

[Staggered-late reformer]                                                                                                           (Eq. 9) 

In this setting it is possible to notice that for regression (a) Italian SMEs (with Italy being the “early 

reformer”) had a positive effect of 41.19%** on productivity, while the result for Germany is also 

statistically significant but at 1% and with coefficient of -64.8%. The results comfort previous 

expectations, given that Italy was the first country to introduce a measure in favour of productivity, with 

positive effect for its SMEs and in relative terms negative effect for the German ones.  

Period 2 could not be compared as it ends for both the countries at the same point in time, while in 

period 3, with Germany being the early reformer, the profitability of the German SMEs benefitted by 

29.8%* and the Italian lost -19.38%***. Looking at period 3, with Italy early reformer, the productivity 

of Italian SMEs benefitted 30.79%**, while Germany appears not to be statistically significant. The 

results once again are in line with the expectations, with the early reforming country which is capable 

of positively affecting the productivity of its national SMEs in comparison to the late foreign reformer. 

 

Using regression (b) instead, the result for Italy is not statistically significant, while for Germany it has   

a negative impact on productivity by -17.47%*. In period 3, with Germany early reformer, Italy is 

statistically significant, losing -9%* with respect to Germans SMEs. Running the same regression, with 

Italy being the early reformer, does not return statistically significant results for both Italy and Germany. 

For regression (c) the Italian relevant dummy is again not statistically significant, while for Germany it 

has coefficient -17.84%*. For Germany in period 3 the results are in line with regression (b), with 

DID_prod2_ITA_SME being the only DID statistically significant with coefficient -9.9%*. Using Italy 

as early reformer returns a positive effect of 6.15%***, while Germans SMEs suffered a -7.16%*** of 

productivity. Here the results are again in line with expectations, with the late reformers having negative 

impact on their SMEs in relative terms. 

Using regression (d) for period 1, with Italy early reformer, returns a negative impact on Germans SMEs 

of -15.26%*, and for period 2 (with Germany first reformer) Italian SMEs lost -8.4%* of productivity 

compared to their counterpart. For period 3 instead only Italy, early reformer, is statistically significant 

with a positive effect of 7.53%**. The results continue to be in line with the previously discussed 

dynamics of policy introduction, where late reformers are penalised in comparison to early ones. 

[Table model 3] 

The results show that both Italian and Germany policy measures did have an impact on the national 

SMEs, at times also outperforming their large conational. In a comparison between the two countries, 



given the seriously negative outlook of the Italian economy following the crisis, in relative terms, Italian 

SMEs benefitted more from national policies than the German ones. Nevertheless, average Italian 

productivity (scaled by total assets) still lays well under German productivity as per Chart X here 

reported. 

 

 

The staggered diff-in-diff analysis proves how early reformers were effective in improving the national 

productivity of local SMEs, highlighting the benefits of prompt and decisive intervention.  

The first policy index analysed demonstrated how in terms of boosting productivity the Italian 

Government resulted more efficient than the German one, but still with considerable margins of 

improvement. In terms of feasibility the Italian Gov. achieved the results reported mostly lowering taxes 

for productivity contracts, which can be considered as a long-term pro-growth measure, as long as 

positive taxes are imposed. Germany as well focussed on pro-growth measures, promoting the 

simplification of legislation and the digitalization, both considered feasible within the German fiscal 

capabilities. In terms of audience, the policies implemented by both the countries were targeted to all 

the national firms, with Italian SMEs being the ones profiting the most. The results obtained should be 

treated cautiously as Germany already had policy measures in place to promote productivity, and their 

effects are not picked up from this index. Overall, to fairly assess the capacity of German policymakers 

to stimulate productivity, the study should go back to the years preceding the crisis, which is out of the 

scope of this paper. Italian policy makers clearly did have a positive impact on productivity for SMEs 



in the aftermath of the crisis, but more decisive policies (in terms of monetary and time commitments) 

and simplification of legislation, are still far behind other countries (according to the CEU). 

[chart Ita and Ger productivity]  

 

2) The second policy index verges on those measures which were supposed to promote employment. Here 

the three models are repeated twice using two different dependent variables: (a) the logarithm of “Wage” 

scaled by total assets, and (b) the logarithm of “Employment” (number of employees). As for the first 

index, before moving in to the three diff-in-diff models, all the independent variables were tested against 

the dependent, always passing the relevant F-test even in case of non-significant p-values. For this 

second index the time dummies for the policy measures are as follows: 

Date_job_promo0_ITA = (Year <= 2011) 

Date_job_promo1_ITA = (Year >= 2012 & Year <= 2018) 

Date_job_promo2_ITA = (Year >= 2019) 

Date_job_promo0_GER = (Year <= 2011) 

Date_job_promo1_GER = (Year >= 2012 & Year <= 2013) 

Date_job_promo2_GER = (Year == 2014) 

Date_job_promo3_GER = (Year >= 2015 & Year <=2018) 

Date_job_promo4_GER = (Year >= 2019) 

While the definition of the “treated” dummies remains the same throughout the different indices, the 

Did variable given by the multiplication of the Date and Treated dummies changes accordingly to the 

timing of the policy implemented. 

[Regs]                                                                                                                                            (Eq. 10) 

Using Wage as dependent, the relevant Did dummies for Italy appear to be statistically significant for 

period 0 and period 1 only, with +8.9%* and -5.6%* respectively. Using Employment as dependent 

instead, the dummy variables are significant for period 0 at +3.4%** and for period 2 at -5.9%*. The 

results for Italy are difficult to interpret, as the Italian Government introduced a novel policy measure 

every year from 2012 to 2018. Looking at wages, it seems that the Italian government with its policy 

implementation did not positively affect the total amount of wages for SMEs employees. This result is 

against expectations, as the measures implemented mostly referred to public assistance in terms of tax 

benefits in support for trainings and new hirings, and wages as well as employment should have increase 

rather than decline. The measures did not appear to be sufficient to promote a recovery from the crisis, 
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as those SMEs which found their self with shortages of liquidity intrinsically could not benefit from the 

novel policies as much as their large national counterparts. Looking at employment instead, Italian 

policies failed to promote new hirings for SMEs, with the number of employees which was negatively 

affected for period 2.  

[Table model 1] 

Concerning common trends, some marginally negative time trend appeared for regression (b) in period 

3 only, with coefficient -4.8%* and -7.2%* for the pre-treatment and for the entire period respectively. 

The hypothesis of common time effects pre-reform was excluded using the previously presented Wald 

test. The presence of time trends could bias the result obtained in period 3, nevertheless, the existence 

of a negative trend can already signal how the Italian Government was not able to materially revert the 

declining number of employees for SMEs, failing to actively promote employment for the sector. 

The second model again compares the effects of Italian policy implementation on its national SMEs in 

comparison to the German SMEs sector. 

 [Table model 2] 

The results are statistically significant for regression (a) in period 1 and 2 (-7.6%* and 13.9%* 

respectively), and for regression (b) for all the three periods, with positive coefficient in period 0 

(+7.8%*) and negative coefficients for period 1 (-3.4%*) and period 2 (-2.5%***). Looking at Italian 

SMEs, in comparison to their foreign counterparts, the Italian policy implementation did have a negative 

impact on both wages and number of employees in period 1 (from 2012 to 2018), while for period 2 

wages appeared to increase, and employment remained negatively affected. The result for period 2, 

using wage as dependent variable needs to be taken with a pinch of salt, as in the previous model, the 

policy implementation did not have a statistically significant effect on Italian SMEs overall. 

In terms of time trends, for regression (a) a slightly positive time trend pre-treatment is visible for period 

1 (1.5%***), compensated by an overall negative time trend for the entire period (-1.2%**). For period 

two instead the results of the previous model are confirmed, with a marginally negative time trend in 

both the pre-treatment and entire period (-1.6%* and -1.5%* respectively). Using regression (b), for 

period 1, a marginally positive time trend (1.2%*) is visible for the entire period, while for period 2, 

despite being statistically significant the coefficients are so small to be irrelevant. Common time-trend 

pre reform were excluded once again for all the above.  

Overall Italian policy measures did not seem to be enough to stimulate wages or employment for the 

national SMEs sector, lagging behind in comparison to larger Italian firms, but also to German SMEs. 

The strong increase in employment in the years 2012 to 2014 was only matched by a mild increase in 

wages (Table x), probably hinting on a temporary increase of unskilled labour. It could be concluded 



that the policies appeared as pro-stability, as they failed to structurally reform the economy, and firms 

only benefitted from them in times of crisis, with new hirings which were not accompanied by higher 

wages and were not retained when the measures were abolished.  

Moving to Germany, it is possible to notice that in period 0 and 1 the German policy measures did have 

a positive impact on wages, at least in comparison to their larger conational firms. Using regression (a) 

the relevant dummies are statistically significant for each period excluding period 2. In the first two the 

coefficient is positive at 12%* and 10.9%* while for period 3 and 4 it turns negative at -8.4%* and -

17%*. For regression (b) instead the Did dummy is significant in periods 0, 3 and 4. In detail, for the 

last two periods, German policies appeared to have had a negative effect on number of employees for 

SMEs, with coefficients of -5.7%* and -9.2%*. It appears that in the last two periods in study the 

measures implemented did not support SMEs, but rather benefitted large companies. 

 [Table model 1] 

Using wage as dependent variable, marginally positive time trend (1.4%*) are visible for period 1 for 

the pre-treatment period, while marginally negative trends are significant for period 4 for both the pre-

treatment (-2%*) and entire period (-1.7%*). Using Employ as dependent variable instead, there are 

marginally negative time trend pre-treatment and for the entire period for both period 3 (-2.2%* and -

6.4%* respectively) and period 4 (-2.7% 8 and -4%* respectively). 

No common time trend pre-reform was visible, but the negative performances and coefficients also for 

Germany show the difficulties that Govs have in stimulating employment for SMEs, irrespectively of 

the fiscal capabilities of the local country. 

Looking at the comparison between German SMEs and Italian ones, it is possible to infer that German 

policy makers were more capable of targeting their policies also in favour of SMEs. In terms of 

expectations, the measures adopted in Italy should have increased wages and employment for SMEs, 

with the government partially supporting salaries and incentivizing new hirings. In Germany instead 

both wages and employment should have remained stable, with a readjustment of the duration of the 

contracts of workers. 

For regression (a) German measures resulted statistically significant and beneficial for its SMEs in 

period 1 and 2 (13.4%* and 12.8%* respectively), bouncing back to negative effects only in period 4 (-

13.97%*). Using (b) instead, the effect on SMEs was positive in both period 3 and period 4 (4.5* and 

2.5%* respectively). These last results are comforted by the previous model in terms of significance, 

but they remark how, despite German measures for this second index favoured large firms more than 

SMEs, they were still outperforming the Italian ones.  

[Table model 2] 



Testing for common time trends and using regression (a), it appears that for period 1 and 2 there is a 

marginally positive (1.8%* and 1.3%* respectively) trend pre-treatment and for period 2 also for the 

entire period (1%*), while for period 4 there is a negative time trend both pre-treatment (-1%*) and for 

the entire period (-3%*). 

All the results in terms of wages for period 3 and 4 in Germany should be considered with cautiousness, 

as from the year 2015 until 2020 the German minimum wage was raised inconsistently from 8.50 to 

9.50 euros. Raising the minimum wage was not included in this policy index (which is in majority 

formed using policies to promote the conversion of contracts from short to long term), and for this 

reason the results are expected to underestimate the real efficacy of German policy makers. 

[Table model 3] 

Moving to the third model and using the staggered diff-in-diff approach, with Italy being the early 

reformer, the results are statistically significant for regression (a) for Italian SMEs in period 1 before 

2013, with a negative impact of -0.06%** on wages. Looking at German SMEs, with Germany being 

the late reformer, it appears that in period 1 German policies had a negative impact on wages of -4.2%** 

and in period 4 of -0.7%*. The incapacity of policy makers to revert a downward process for wages is 

also visible by the presence of common negative time trends, and a general reduction in salaries in the 

aftermath of the financial crisis. 

Looking at (b) instead, the relevant Did dummy is significant only for Italy in period 1 (Italy being an 

early reformer) within the period 2015-2018, with negative impact on the number of employees of -

4.1%* for Italian SMEs compared to the German ones. This result is in line with the ones from Model 

2, as in period 4 German policy measures already appeared to outperform the Italian ones even without 

accounting for the timing of intervention. 

 

 



The results of this third model prove how both the two countries struggled in promoting employment 

for SMEs in terms of wages paid out and number of workers. Overall, German policy makers performed 

better, even without accounting for the increase in the minimum wage. Italian policy makers mostly 

tried to promote new hirings (using tax benefits), and as such, their measures resulted to be pro-stability 

rather than structural. Employment was in part promoted (until 2014), reducing the need for 

unemployment benefits, but concerning the sustainability of the policies, the new hirings might have 

led to many low-income earners, which still require Gov assistance, and further research on the amount 

of Gov transfers is advised. The audience was limited by the initial financial capabilities of the firms, 

as only those which could afford to increase their work force benefitted, while the ones with shortage 

of liquidity were automatically excluded. In Germany instead, where the unemployment rate is 

consistently below the Italian one, policy makers mostly aimed at improving the quality of the jobs 

provided, supporting companies who switched from “mini jobs” to long term contracts. The pro-growth 

measures adopted were feasible in terms of investment into long term contracts, to curb the need for 

unemployment benefits, but the audience was conditioned to only those firms who already hired 

workers, using short term contracts. From chart X it is possible to visually clarify the results obtained. 

In Germany, SMEs consistently paid more wages (in relation to the firm specific total assets) than in 

Italy, and the small convergence that the two countries enjoyed from 2015 onward was reverted with 

the beginning of the covid pandemic in 2020. Despite the lower level of wages paid out, Italian SMEs 

consistently hired more workers than German SMEs, with the increase in employment in the years 2012 

to 2014 (Chart X) that was probably fuelled by unskilled labour with short term contracts.  

 

 

3) The third index refers to those policies implemented to support employment, and as per index 2, all the 

three models were run two times. First using the logarithm of wages divided by total assets (a), and then 

using the logarithm of the number of employees (b). All the independent variables were tested and 

appeared to be collectively significant for the analysis.  

[Reg]                                                                                                                                             (Eq. 11) 

The Date dummies for this index are the following: 

Date_job_sup0_ITA = (Year <= 2009)     

Date_job_sup1_ITA = (Year >= 2010 & Year <= 2013)     

Date_job_sup2_ITA = (Year >= 2014 & Year <= 2015)     

Date_job_sup3_ITA = (Year >= 2016)     
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Date_job_sup0_GER = (Year <= 2011)     

Date_job_sup1_GER = (Year == 2012)     

Date_job_sup2_GER = (Year >= 2013 & Year <= 2015)     

Date_job_sup3_GER = (Year == 2016)     

Date_job_sup4_GER = (Year >= 2017 & Year <=2018)     

Date_job_sup5_GER = (Year >= 2019)     

In line with the rest of the study, the most relevant variables are DID_job_supt_ITA_SME and 

DID_job_supt_GER_SME, constructed multiplying the time dummies previously presented and the 

“Treated” dummy for national SMEs. 

The first canonical diff-in-diff model verifies if Italian and German policy makers managed to support 

employment in their local SMEs sector. In Italy, looking at wages, the measures adopted resulted 

statistically significant in all the periods, positively influencing wages paid out in period 0 and in period 

1 (+8.5%* and +4.18%** respectively) and negatively in period 2 and in period 3 (-5.4%* and -4.1%*). 

The results for regression (b) instead are less clear, as the relevant coefficients are significant only in 

period 0 (10.2%*) and in period 3 (-3.6%**). Concerning (a), a marginally positively deviating time 

trend pre-policy is present for period 1 (3.1%*), and for the entire period for period 2 until 2015 (1%*). 

In period 3 instead, there is an irrelevant but statistically significant negative time trend pre-policy (-

0.4%*) and for the entire period (-0.7%*). The Wald test for the interaction variables confirms ones 

more that no common time effects pre-reform can be discerned. In regression (b), the negative time 

trends for period 3 both pre-policy (-4.1%*) and overall (-5.5%*) were confirmed, also in line with the 

presence of common time effects in the pre-reform period as confirmed from the Wald test.  

[Table model 1] 

Italian policy makers did have an impact on supporting wages for local firms, with SMEs benefitting 

the most in period 2 and 3, at least in comparison to large companies. With regards to the number of 

employees instead, the measures adopted did not result significant, showing that policies aimed at 

supporting short term contracts or wage negotiation, did not promote new hirings. In line with the 

expectations, the level of wages reduced thanks to the public assistance from the Gov, and the number 

of employment remained mostly unaffected.  

With the second model it is evaluated whether the new Italian policy measures positively affected SMEs 

in comparison to the German ones. 

Looking at (a), the relevant Did dummies turned up to be statistically significant from period 1 onward, 

with Italian companies first positively affected (-10.3%* in period 1 and 2) and then paying more wages 



than their foreign counterparts (15.5%*) in period 3. For (b) instead, as for the first model, the results 

are significant for period 0 and period 3 only, showing again a positive impact for Italian SMEs in 

period 0 (12.1%*) and negative in period 3 (-6.2%). Moreover, in line with the previous model, in period 

1 using (a) some positively deviating time trend is visible in the years preceding 2010 (7.3%*), which 

would revert to negatively deviating time trend pre-reform (-19%*) and for the entire period (-2%*) 

looking at period 3. With regards to number of employees instead no time trend is visible in any period, 

and for both the regressions, no time effect pre-reform was detected. 

  [Table model 2] 

Wages paid out (as fraction of total assets) by Italian SMEs did lag on average behind the ones of 

Germany, at the same time occupying more workers. From 2016 onward instead, when the Italian 

government started to assist companies for new short-term contracts, they slightly converged to the 

German levels.  

This third index shows that German policy makers as well appeared to struggle in supporting 

employment for SMEs. Concerning wages, they did manage to have a statistically significant impact in 

all the five periods, but with positive effects only until 2015, 12 %* for period 0, 10.4%* in period 1 

and 4.54%* in period 2. Subsequently, the policy implemented had an overall negative impact on wages 

paid out of -4.17%* in period 3, -10.8%* in period 4 and -17%* in period 4, but the increase in the 

national minimum wage is expected to have compensated for it. In terms of number of employees 

instead, the results are significant and positive in period 0 (11%*) but negative in period 4 and 5 (-

5.84%* and -9.26%* respectively). Regression (a) for period 1 displays a marginal positively time trend 

deviation for both the pre-policy period (1.4%*) and the whole period (0.8%***), while in period 2, 

only for the pre-policy period (1.2%*). From period 3 onward instead, there are negative time trend 

deviations pre-policy (-1.01%* in period 3, -1.4%* in period 4 and -2%* in period 5) and for the full 

period (-0.8%* in period 3, -0.9%* in period 4 and -1.7%* in period 5), which are statistically significant 

but non remarkable for the analysis. Common time effects for the pre-reform period are again not 

present. 

[Table model 1] 

The policies implemented in Germany provided assistance for low wage earners, and appeared to be 

more beneficial for large firms than SMEs, but the real impact of increasing the minimum wage should 

be further analysed.  

In comparison to Italian SMEs, German policy makers managed to improve wages in period 1 and 

period 2 (10.5% and 13% respectively), but in period 4 and 5 the measures implemented in Italy 

outperformed the German ones. In terms of number of employees instead Germany consistently did 



better for its SMEs than Italy, with a positive impact of 4.39% and 2.5% for both period 4 and 5. For 

(a) period 1 displays positive time trend deviation in the years preceding 2011 and until 2012 (1.87%*** 

and 1.08%***), which is confirmed also for period 2 until 2012 (1.33%*). As expected from the 

previous model, the last two periods have a negative time trend deviation: -1.41%* until 2016 and -

1.2%* for the period ending in 2018 for period 4, and -2.03%* until 2018 and -2.3%* for the entire 

period for period 5. 

Looking at regression (b), from period 4 onward, there are positive time trend deviations of 1% until 

2016, and of 0.69% for the period ending in 2018. For period 5, the positive deviations are of 1.2% until 

2018 and of 1% until 2020 for period 5. The hypothesis of common time effects pre-period is again 

rejected for all the duration of the study and for both regressions. 

[Table model 2] 

Overall, it looks like German SMEs operate with less workers and pay higher wages than the Italian 

ones. Nevertheless, it is important to remind that in the aftermath of the crisis, under the pressure of the 

CEU, Italian policy makers, with the aim of improving their national statistics, tried to boost 

employment promoting short term contracts, as little as one weeklong*. Germany instead is a virtuous 

country in terms of employment, and its policy stance aimed at improving the quality of the contracts 

provided, rather than focussing on the pure number of new hirings.  

With regards to the staggered approach, with Italy being the early reformer in 2009, German SMEs had 

a negative impact on their wages of -7%** compared to the Italian ones, and as well as in 2015 by -

4.69%**. In 2012 instead, being the early reformer, the wages for German SMEs benefited by 4.79%**. 

Italian measures instead, appeared to be beneficial for the wages paid out by its SMEs for the period 

ending in 2018 only, with a positive 10.6%* overall. 

Looking at (b), despite being the early reformer, before 2010 Italy was not able to support Employment 

for its SMEs, and actually, the policy measures adopted (funding for wage negotiation) lead to -5.3%* 

of employment. After 2013, with the introduction of new funds for the unemployed, Italian policy 

makers managed to deliver a 1.8%*** increase in employment, which was again reverted to -3%** in 

the period preceding 2019. 

[Table model 3] 



     

Overall, as for the previous index, both the countries after the crisis did struggle to support wages and 

employment. In Germany the policy measures appeared to be feasible and pro-stability, reducing taxes 

on low earners, and providing assistance to the unemployed. The levels of wages paid out and the 

number of employees diminished during the time in consideration, but the increase in the minimum 

wage which somewhat explains both the two trends. The Gov. partially subsidize companies for the 

salaries to be paid, and employment that felt with the increase in real wages. Assessing the audience for 

the index is difficult, as more data would be necessary to investigate the national unemployment 

composition. 

Italian policy makers were only able to stimulate wages paid out by SMEs from 2014 onward, but at 

levels remarkably lower than in Germany. Concerning this index, most of the Italian policies were aimed 

at supporting the unemployed, without structural measures in place and with measures that favoured 

stability and neglected future growth. The feasibility of the measures is actually arguable, as a country 

should try to promote employment rather than solely assist those without a job, which lead to further 

increases of Gov debt without even reintroducing the unemployed in the work force. In terms of 

audience instead, given the number of unemployed following the crisis, it can be assumed that the 

measures reached many people, but from this index it is possible to notice once more how a virtuous 

country like Germany was able, despite the financial crisis, to develop policy measures which would 

bring growth in the long run (e.g. increase in minimum wage) , while Italian policy makers struggled to 

stabilize the economy.  

4) The fourth policy Index consists of those measures aimed at promoting R&D or in general investment. 

Among the firm specific variables expected to be relevant for this regression, the logarithm of Cash 

(scaled by total assets) appears to be the most significant and beneficial for the three models.  

[Reg]                                                                                                                                            (Eq. 12) 

The time variables constructed are the following:  

  Date_inv_g0_ITA = (Year <= 2010) 
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 Date_inv_g1_ITA = (Year >= 2011 & Year <=2013) 

 Date_inv_g2_ITA = (Year >= 2014 & Year <= 2015) 

 Date_inv_g3_ITA = (Year >= 2016 & Year <= 2017) 

 Date_inv_g4_ITA = (Year == 2018) 

 Date_inv_g5_ITA = (Year >= 2019) 

 Date_inv_g0_GER = (Year <= 2010) 

 Date_inv_g1_GER = (Year == 2011) 

 Date_inv_g2_GER = (Year >= 2011 & Year <= 2013) 

 Date_inv_g3_GER = (Year >= 2014 & Year <= 2020) 

Italy appeared to be more active than Germany for this specific Index, but this is also in line with the 

more stringent recommendation received by the CEU and the stagnating levels of aggregate investment 

(Pisu 2017). As for all the study, the variables of interest are the “DID_invt_ITA/Ger_SME”, build on 

the Date dummies presented above. 

Model 1 returns disappointing results for Italian policy makers, as they appeared to have had positive 

influence on their SMEs in period 0 (+51.9%*) only, while in period 2 (-29%*), period 4 (-26%**) and 

period 5 (-29%*) they caused a strong reduction in R&D or Investment for their SMEs. Negatively 

deviating time trends are present for period 2 both before 2013 and until 2015 (-11%* and -10%* 

respectively), but also for period 4 before 2017 and until 2018 (-7.9%* and -5%* respectively) and in 

period 5 before 2012 and until 2020 (-4.7%* and -3.1%* respectively). Common time-effects pre-trend 

were again excluded after using the Wald test. The policies implemented mostly focus on promoting 

R&D for SMEs and supporting innovation and investment through patents and trademarks (the world-

famous “Made in Italy”). The measures adopted appeared to be inadequate and to benefit mostly large 

firms, proving the incapacity of Italian politicians to support Investment for targeted sectors (at least 

for SMEs).  

  [Table model 1] 

The second model confirms the results previously presented. Comparing the Italian SMEs to the German 

ones, the measure implemented appeared to be statistically significant in period 0 (45%*), in period 2 

(-39.72%*) and in period 4 (-29.2%***). Italian SMEs were at disadvantage both compared to their 

conational larger firms but also against their foreign counterpart. Negatively deviating time trends are 

confirmed in period 2 (-12%* and -11%* for the period until 2013 and 2015 respectively) and in period 

4 (-8%* and -7.9%* until 2017 and 2018 respectively), with no common time-effects pre-trend. 



The Italian Government received numerous recommendations from the CEU to promote investment in 

R&D and Innovation, but it always lagged behind EU standards and targets. Different policy makers 

over the course of the years failed to address the issue, and the only positive effect on SMEs was in 

period 0, when no policy was implemented. The continuous presence of negatively deviating time trends 

is also a sign that Italian policy makers were not capable of reverting the falling levels of private and 

public investment, which might have been partly due to the highly dysfunctional bureaucracy in the 

country, and lack of confidence in the national authorities (Italy changed six ruling coalition in just 

eleven years). 

[Table model 2] 

German policy makers resulted significantly more capable than their Italian counterpart in promoting 

investment for their firms, and in detail, SMEs benefitted from the novel measures in both period 0 

(13%**) and in period 2 (9.99%**), while lost -13.7%*** and -11.8%* in period 1 and 3 respectively 

compared to their large conational. 

Differently from Italy, in Germany are visible some positively deviating time trends for period 1, 6.4%* 

before 2010 and 4.1%*** before 2011, and in period 2, 2.8%*** until 2011, which reverted for period 

3 to -3.5%* for the full period. No common time effects pre-trend were visible. German policies mostly 

promoted expenditure in education, R&D, and innovation, without focusing on specific sectors. The 

measures adopted were not aimed at reducing taxes for innovators, but rather at the development of an 

environment for companies and non-educational research centres, where R&D and Innovation could 

strive. 

[Table model 1] 

Looking at model 2, German SMEs diminished their level of investment compared to Italian ones in 

period 0 (-45.9%*) and in period 1 (-43%**) but gained a 41.7%* in period 3. The results are justified 

by period 0 being the only positive period for Italian SMEs, and in period 1 large German firms 

benefitted more than SMEs, as visible from the previous model. Counterintuitively instead, despite in 

model 1 German SMEs were at disadvantage compared to their larger firms, they still managed to 

outperform the Italian ones, which from 2014 did not experience any positive effect from the novel 

measures. 

In detail, Italian policy makers were not even able to benefit from the negatively deviating time trend 

that Germany experienced in the period ending in 2020 (-3.4%*), showing how a virtuous country is 

able to outperform others, even in times of downturn. No common time effects pre-trend detected. 

[Table model 2] 



Using the staggered diff-in-diff approach instead, with Germany being the early reformer in 2011, it is 

possible to already see a positive impact for German SMEs compared to the Italian ones (29.2%*), but 

also a positive impact for Italian SMEs after their policy implementation in 2012 (27.2***). Going 

further, the positive trend was also confirmed for German SMEs in the years before 2017 (22.5%*) and 

for Italian SMEs from 2015 onward (29%*).  

[Table model 3] 

Overall, looking at the 3 models all together, the effects of the measures implemented in Italy were only 

visible in relation to German SMEs and taking Italy as a late reformer. The presence of negative trends 

was confirmed also by table Z, but the positive results for model 3 entails that the novel Italian policy 

measure per se did bring some benefits for SMEs investment. Apparently, those measures were not 

correctly targeted to SMEs, and they were not enough in comparison to German ones, with the positive 

impact of Italian policies which was subdued by other factors. The third model proves that Italian 

policies had a small positive effect, but it was simply not enough to achieve the stated targets. 

 

 

In terms of feasibility, Germany with its pro-growth approach heavily invested in education, research, 

and innovation, to promote investment within its companies but also in research centres and innovative 

consultancy firms. Such measures are usually highly welcomed by EU authorities as they have a 

structural impact and a long-term prospect, as opposed to merely tax reductions as implemented in Italy. 

Tax deductions are possible only until there are margins to diminish taxes, and they always require some 



form of expectation from the beneficiaries in terms of scope and duration. Generally speaking, reducing 

taxation for investment in specific sectors (e.g., R&D) can be considered as a pro-growth policy if well 

formulated, but this was not the case for Italy. With regards to the audience, Germany again 

outperformed Italy. German policies were not targeting specific sectors and were rather aimed at 

reinforcing investment in innovation and R&D in a broad way, also promoting the interaction between 

companies and academia and hybrids (research centres and non-academic institutions). Italian policies 

instead just failed in their impact, and audience, and it appear that no pro-growth policy might be 

efficiently working as long as the national bureaucracy will not be simplified. The novel measures 

implemented are also reasonable and in line with the CEU recommendations, but they seem to fail to 

reach the wished outcomes. 

  

5) The last two indices are constituted by those policies which are expected to promote competitivity at 

national and EU level. The fifth index is constructed by those measures which affected the accounting 

reporting of fixed assets (FA), in terms of amount and speed of depreciation and amortization. These 

measures are expected to be beneficial for firms as they promote investments and modernization. They 

were mostly enacted by Italian policy makers to counterbalance the post-crisis growing aggregate 

savings, introducing super and hyper amortization for purchases of tangible assets, but especially for 

“smart equipment”: softwares and IT components related to the EU corporate digitalization process. 

The analysis is run using two different regressions: (a) is constructed using as dependent variable 

“Fa_Amo”, fixed assets adjusted by depreciation and amortization while (b) uses “PPE_Amo”, which 

is property plant and equipment (PPE) adjusted by depreciation and amortization. In the two regressions 

fixed assets and property plant and equipment are used respectively as independent firm-specific 

variables, together with total amortization and depreciation. Here are the relevant Date dummies for the 

index: 

[Reg]                                                                                                                                               (Eq. 13) 

Date_FA_Amo0_ITA = (Year <= 2013) 

Date_FA_Amo1_ITA = (Year == 2014) 

Date_FA_Amo2_ITA = (Year >= 2015 & Year <= 2016) 

Date_FA_Amo3_ITA = (Year >= 2017) 

Date_FA_Amo0_GER = (Year <= 2017) 

Date_FA_Amo1_GER = (Year == 2018) 

Date_FA_Amo2_GER = (Year >= 2019) 
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While the German index is constructed around one event only, in Italy the measures were implemented 

in two phases, the first between 2013 and 2014, and the second started in 2017 and is still ongoing.  

Italian policy makers evidently did manage to positively affect the amount of FA (adjusted) for their 

SMEs. In period 0, before any policy implementation, SMEs were negatively affected by -10%, but in 

period 1 the trend reverted by 5,61%*** and improved by 4,59%** in period 2. Period 3 also displays 

a 3.1% increase of fixed assets, but statistically significant only at 10%. 

With regards to PPE instead, the results appear significant only for period 0 and for period 3 (43.9%* 

and -42.8%* respectively). It is worth to notice how the results have inverted sign for fixed assets and 

property plant and equipment, but concerning SMEs, FA is a more accurate and accessible variable that 

PPE. The negative impact for SMEs in regression (b) might indeed be simply due to large firms being 

more accurate in reporting their PPE, with the model overweighting their contribution. 

Using regression (a) moreover, Italian SMEs experienced some positively deviating time trends, by 

3.9%* until 2013 and 3.7%* until 2014, but also by 2.8%* in the full period ending 2014 and 1.8%* 

until 2016. For (b) instead, some marginal negative time trends are visible for the last period, with -

6.2%* for the period ending in 2016 and -3%* for the full one. Both the regressions do not present 

common time-trends pre reform. 

[Table model 1] 

The second model return results in line with the first one, with Italian policy makers that did have a 

relevant impact on the fixed assets and PPE of Italian SMEs also in comparison to their German 

counterpart. 

In period 0 Italian SMEs suffered a -12.4%* in their FA, which reverted in period 1 to +8.38%*** and 

+16.2%* in period 2. For the last period the effect on Italian SMEs felt to -4.8%***, but the result is 

justified by the decisive positive intervention that German policy makers had for their SMEs in that 

period. Regarding PPE as well, the results are in line with model 1: +30.2%* in period 0, -15.9%*** in 

period 1 and +13.4%** in period 2. The last two results need to be taken with caution as Italian measures 

for period 1 and 2 appeared not to be statistically significant for model 1. In period 3 instead, Italian 

SMEs suffered a decrease of -30.8%* in PPE compared to the German SMEs, which was already 

expected given the big drop visible for period 3 in model 1. 

Concerning time trends, for regression (a) in period 1 there is evidence of some positively deviating 

trends in the years before 2013 (6.1%) and in the period ending in 2014 (5.9%), which continued for 

period 2 as well with 4.1% before 2014 and 4.6% for the full period until 2016. In period 3 the time 

trend is still positive but smaller, 3% until 2016 and 3.7% for the full period. Looking at (b) time trends 

are only statistically significant for period 3, where some marginal negative trends are visible before 



2017 (-2.5%) and for the full period (-4.1%). Also, for this second model no common time-trends pre 

reform are visible.   

[Table model 2] 

Looking at Germany, in period 0 the local SMEs suffered a -5.2%* on their fixed assets compared to 

their large conational, which reverted to +5.6%** in period 1 and continued with a +3.34%*** for 

period 2. As for the Italian case, Germany as well presents opposite signs for PPE, with a positive impact 

of 11%* in period 0 and negative effect of -18.9%* in period 1. German policy makers simply increased 

the threshold for immediate depreciation of low-value assets purchased, mostly in support of those 

SMEs which found their self cash-constrained. While it is possible to see how fixed assets for SMEs 

increased overall, the variable PPE is still assumed to be mostly populated by large firms, and the 

negative results are in line with expectations. 

Moreover, for period 1 and regression (a), marginally negatively deviating time trends are visible, in 

the order of -1.2% for the year before 2017 and -1.4% for the full period until 2018, but also for period 

2 until the year 2020 (-1%). Regression (b) reports similar results, with negatively deviating time trends 

of -2.9% until 2017 and -2.9% after the reform became effective in 2018. The hypothesis of common 

time-trends pre-reform was again excluded. 

[Table model 1] 

The results from model 2 are in line with the previous ones. Using (a), in period 0 German SMEs 

appeared to be at disadvantage to the Italian ones (-8%*), but in period 2 they reverted the trend gaining 

a 6.5%** over their foreign counterpart. In terms of (b) instead, the results appear statistically significant 

for all the periods: -35%* in period 0, +17.2%* in period 1 and +31.2%* in period 2. Overall, German 

policy makers appeared to have a better impact on their SMEs than the Italian ones, despite the latter 

issued more measures and the Italian economy experienced remarkably lower firm investments. 

Relevant time trends are only evident for regression (b), with negatively deviating trends of -3.6% pre-

reform (before 2017) and again -3.4% until 2018 for period 1, and -3.9% until 2018 and -3.6% for the 

full period looking at period 2. No common time-trend pre-reforms are visible. 

[Table model 2] 

Moving to model 3, with Italy being the early reformer in 2013, the adjusted fixed assets of Italian 

SMEs benefitted by 6.7%** by the novel measure, while German SMEs suffered a loss of -11.6%*. 

Taking in consideration the measure implemented in 2014, with Italy still being the early reformer, the 

results do not change by much, with Italian SMEs benefitting by 6.7%* and German ones loosing -

11.3%*. With regards to the Italian policy implemented in 2017 instead, the measure is not statistically 



significant, while the negative effect on German SMEs is moderate but still remarkable (-7.5%*). Using 

Germany as early reformer in 2018 instead, lead to an improve of fixed assets for German SMEs by 

12.5%*, while the effect for Italy could not be determined. 

For PPE instead, using Italy as the early reformer in 2013, it is possible to notice that German SMEs 

did lose -11.8%* compared to their Italian counterpart, and -18.8%* taking Italy as early reformer in 

2014. For 2017 instead, Italian SMEs experienced a -13.4%*** decrease in PPE, followed by a -10.3%* 

for German SMEs in 2018. Looking at Germany as early reformer in 2018 instead, German SMEs 

benefitted by the novel policy measure by 39.8%* in comparison to the Italian ones.  

[Table model 3] 

 

 

This index was mostly populated by Italian policies, which were initially implemented to stimulate a 

rebounce of investment for firms. The measures after all delivered positive results especially for fixed 

assets, and they have been extended and implemented over the years. The measures in turn went from 

being pro-stability, when general tangible assets were targeted, to pro-growth, continuously improving 

the condition for amortization (e.g., super, and hyper amortization). While further analysis is advisable 

with relation to other investment measures, the policies implemented appeared to be positive both in 

terms of feasibility and audience. In the first place, the measures were issued as generally oriented to 

fixed assets, but over the years, they resulted to be a good mean for the Gov to stimulate also the 

digitalization process and the modernization of firms, and the policies were expanded and implemented. 

In terms of audience both SMEs and large firms appeared to benefit from it, as the policies were broadly 

defined and with no limitations to the amount of investment or the type of assets to (super)amortize. 

German policy makers did not look to give too much importance to this category of measures, as the 

only policy enacted was targeted to low-value assets investments only. In this regard, in terms of 

sustainability no issue seemed to arise, but the audience of the policy is assumed to have been limited 



to SMEs and firms with low cash, as large companies or capital-intensive ones are not expected to 

benefit much from a faster and simpler depreciation for tangible assets up to the value of 800€ only. For 

the first time Germany focussed more on a pro-stability approach, while Italian policy makers went for 

targeting stability to promoting future growth (with investments in modernization and digitalization). 

 

6) Among the many tools that policy makers have in their hands to promote competitivity, tax manipulation 

in the corporate and labour market often resulted to be the most common in the EU, especially given 

fixed exchange rates and a common CB. Corporate tax competition is a topic which is often the cause 

of intense debate in the EP, as the countries with the most advantageous regulation want to keep their 

attractiveness (e.g., Luxemburg Ireland, Malta and the most vocal The Netherlands (Smith-Meyer 

2016)), and oppose an EU-wide harmonization of taxes. Homogeneous taxation for labour, savings and 

corporation would minimize the comparative advantage of those “fiscal heavens” (Baldwin 2000), with 

a consequent equalitarian redistribution of welfare among the member (Zodrow 2003). This index, like 

the previous one, is composed primarily of Italian policies, as the tax measures adopted in Germany in 

the time in consideration were mostly targeted to specific industries, for which further research is 

recommended.  

The dependent variable used for this index is the logarithm of “Tax” scaled by total assets, to understand 

the effects of the novel policy measures on the net amount of taxes paid by companies. The firm-specific 

control variables used for this index are the proxy for productivity constructed for the first index 

“Rev_net”, the amount of “Cash”, and gross income (“GI”), scaled by total asset and log-linearized. 

The three were chosen as they are expected to be a strong determinant for the firm’s amount of taxes to 

be paid. They were tested and resulted to be statistically significant both individually, looking at their 

p-value, but also as collection, looking at the F-test.    

[Reg]                                                                                                                                          (Eq. 14) 

The Date dummies for the index are the following: 

Date_tax_fin0_ITA = (Year <= 2012) 

Date_tax_fin1_ITA = (Year >= 2013 & Year <= 2016) 

Date_tax_fin2_ITA = (Year >= 2017 & Year <= 2018) 

Date_tax_fin3_ITA = (Year == 2019) 

Date_tax_fin4_ITA = (Year >= 2020) 

Date_tax_fin0_GER = (Year <= 2013) 

Date_tax_fin1_GER = (Year >= 2014 & Year <= 2015) 

Commented [LB7]: Italy pro-growth Germany pro-
stability. Italy very good with FA e digitalization. 
Germany helped low value asstes 



Date_tax_fin2_GER = (Year >= 2016) 

Italian policy makers did have a statistically significant effect on the amount of taxes paid by SMEs 

throughout all the periods until the year 2018. In detail, while in period 0 they paid 53.3%* more taxes, 

from 2013 onward Italian SMEs benefitted from a reduction in taxes of -8.59%** for period 1 and -

11.23%* in period 2 compared to their large conational.  

Amid the years preceding 2017, a small positively deviating time trend of 9.5%* was visible for period 

1 and confirmed by a 3% positive trend for period 2 both before 2017 and 2018, with no time-trends 

pre-reform. 

Considering the positive trends, which is bad news with regards to taxes, and the general increase in 

taxation, scaled by total assets, for Italian companies, the measures adopted appeared to be quite 

efficient in supporting SME. Apparently, a general reduction in corporate income tax was effectively 

transmitted to NFCs (FIs and Banks have special taxation rules), with SMEs benefitting more than large 

companies. The results might be justified by large firms incurring in numerous direct and indirect taxes 

to run their operations, from social security contributions for workers to withholding tax on dividends, 

interests, and royalties, to VAT costs arising from the supply chain. The positive effects might indeed 

be explained by the simpler and more concentrated business model of SMEs, but further analysis on all 

the taxation costs incurred by Italian firms is advisable, as for this index, all the measures are limited to 

the reduction of the corporate income tax.  

[Table model 1] 

Looking at model two instead, Italian measures again did lag behind the policies introduced by Germany 

in the year preceding the crisis. Italian SMEs experienced an increase of taxes paid out of 11.75%** in 

period 1 and 10.59%** in period 2, compared to their foreign counterpart. In period 3 and 4 instead the 

results point at a reduction of taxes of -21.37%* and -27.63%* respectively, but the latter are ambiguous, 

as in model 1 Italian policies did not appear statistically significant for the last two periods. 

Until 2017 a negatively deviating time trend of -3.3%** was visible for period 2, confirmed for period 

3 at -4.1%* and at -3.8%* for the period ending in 2018. Looking at period 4 as well, there is evidence 

of negatively deviating time trends before 2018 (-3.9%*) and for the full period (-4.1%*). Once more 

no time-trends pre-reform are visible for any period. 

[Table model 2] 

The only two policies selected for Germany concerned the continuation and confirmation of the 

reduction in VAT, which went from 19% in 2007 to 16% in 2020 (EC). In period 0 German SMEs had 

a negative impact on their taxes paid out of 18.24%* which was reverted in period 1 by -16.92%*. 



Period 2 is not statistically significant, as the policy implemented in 2015 was already clearly anticipated 

and communicated by the Gov, nullifying the effect of the shock. Negative time trends of -8.5%* before 

2013 and of -5.7%* for period until 2015 were also visible, with the Wald test which confirms the 

absence of common time effects pre-reform with 94% confidence. 

[Table model 1] 

With regards to Model 2, it appears that the analysis between German and Italian SMEs is not 

statistically significant for the relevant Did variable in any of the three periods. At international level 

the measures adopted did not look to have much impact, but again, the policy shocks were probably 

smoothed by the clear communication from policy makers, which helped SMEs forming expectations 

around the decrease in VAT. 

[Table model 2] 

The third model as well does not present statistically significant results, apart from a negative effect for 

German SMEs in period 0, with an increase in taxes in the year 2014 of 12.12%** using Italy as early 

reformer. In Germany, most of the relevant measures for this last index were implemented in the years 

preceding the crisis, and no policy shock was really present. Although, looking at table x, it is possible 

to see how in 2014 in Italy taxes remained mostly flat, while in Germany they increased before having 

a remarkable drop in 2015.  

[Table model 3] 

 



In light of the goal of promoting competitivity, Italian policy makers once again resulted only partially 

effective. The reduction in corporate income tax rate is a sustainable policy, expected to promote growth 

and capital accumulation (Alesina 2013). Nevertheless, the overall taxes paid by Italian firms did 

increase over the years, along with an increase in the VAT of 2% points (from 20% to 22%). The policies 

were also far reaching in terms of audience, but they were not enough to stimulate a prompt recovery in 

the corporate sector, and most of all, they were offset by other increases in taxes. On the other side 

instead, despite the crisis, Germany improved its competitivity and reinforced its position as exports 

leader in the EU, further reducing taxes and stimulating growth. Decreasing the VAT moreover is one 

of the measures with the greatest audience, as it is a tax which affects everybody throughout the supply 

chain, up to the final consumer.  

 

4.2 Robustness of the results 

The results obtained are comforted by a few robustness checks.  (1) The analysis was run again 

excluding the 12-month ECB interest rate. (2) The time trends between Italy and Germany were 

analysed more in detail, to make sure the two countries can be used for the difference-in-difference 

approach under the assumption of parallel trends. (...) 

[To be completed] 
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5 Conclusions 

 

The paper investigates the different approaches of Italian and German policy makers, in addressing the 

consequences of the latest financial crisis and the EU sovereign crisis for their local SMEs sector. The 

banking and the financial industries benefitted from financial assistance and bailouts from Governments and 

the ECB. Small and medium enterprises instead, did not receive a similar support, despite being the EU 

horsepower, in terms of value-added averaging 60% of the total business economy, and number of 

employees, retaining 70% of the total workforce. 

The study makes use of six different policy indicis to assess the ability of policy makers to stimulate 

productivity, employment, investment and competitivity for SMEs, in period of crisis and stagnation. 

The measures selected for the indices resulted significant for the research, highlighting the importance of 

fiscal and industrial policy intervention to moderate the consequences of a crisis. The research runs from 

2009 to 2020, unfortunately missing some important policy measures. In the years 2004-2008 Germany 

embarked on a plan of pro-growth structural economic reforms to liberalize the job market, limit the costs 

of the public pension system, and in addition, through several tax cuts for both firms and people, promoted 

GDP growth and employment. The increase in spending, together with the bank’s bailouts happening in the 

aftermath of the crisis, worsened the German fiscal situation, pushing their debt to GDP from 60% in 2001 

to 82% in 2014. Meanwhile, the Italian debt went from 110% to 135% of GDP in the same period, often 

ignoring the CEU recommendations and lacking the ability to develop structural forward-looking policies. 

(Melchiorre 2014).   

The political instability and the high level of public debt in countries like Italy limited the scope of 

intervention for politicians, exacerbating the consequences of the recession. The austerity measures adopted 

in reaction to the crisis reassured the markets, but did not restore confidence in the real economy, motivating 

the shift in consensus toward expansionary policies in new-Keynesian style. 

Over the years Italian policy makers appeared to be effectively supporting SMEs in stimulating productivity, 

investment in fixed assets, and in a lesser way, wages. At the same time, the level of unemployment, the 

general investment in R&D and in property plants and equipment, and the amount of taxes paid deteriorated. 

The results prove that moderate pro-stability measures were not sufficient to invert the negative trends in 

the economy. The measures in favour of productivity were beneficial but appeared to be too soft, as they 

were often conditioned on an initial investment which not all the SMEs could afford, and the Gov would 

only partly compensate firms for their extra expenditures. The policies enacted to promote fixed assets 

instead resulted decisive and favourable, showing that targeted monetary incentives are effective to stimulate 

SMEs. With regards to wages, the policies introduced were not sufficient to restore the level of salaries to 

pre-crisis period, and the small increase visible over the years, is probably due to a physiological bounce 

back after the austerity measures imposed before 2013. Short term contracts temporary and artificially 



boosted employment in the years preceding 2015, but the reticence of the Italian Gov to develop unpopular 

measure in favour of the liberalization of the job market will still put Italy at a disadvantage compared to 

Germany. The Italian Gov failed to support wage growth and employment, as well as investment, especially 

at the expenses of SMEs. The measures in favour of R&D and PPE served mostly large companies, and the 

ones specifically targeted to SMEs were strongly unsuccessful, calling for more funding and incentives to 

promote research and innovation. To conclude, Italian SMEs were not sufficiently supported by the Gov, at 

the same time incurring in increasing taxes also in comparison to their large conational. 

German policy makers instead, managed with their policy measures to stabilize or even improve the 

condition for their SMEs sector. While productivity, and investment in R&D, fixed assets, and PPE remained 

mostly constant over the 12 years period, the increases in the minimum wage are expected to have reduced 

the pressure on salaries for firms, and the number of employees in the work force. Despite the increasing 

public debt, German policy makers reduced the amount of taxes for business, showing that virtuous 

countries, where not recommended by organizations like the CEU, should embark in expansive policies to 

recover from a crisis. 

 

[Incomplete]  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



References 
 

A. Goodman-Bacon, Difference-in-differences with variation in treatment timing. Journal of 

Econometrics (2021), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2021.03.014 

Adrian Blundell-Wignall, 2012. "Solving the Financial and Sovereign Debt Crisis in 

Europe," OECD Journal: Financial Market Trends, OECD Publishing, vol. 2011(2), pages 

201-224. 

Aida Caldera Sánchez & Alain de Serres & Filippo Gori & Mikkel Hermansen & Oliver Röhn, 

2017.  "Strengthening economic resilience: Insights from the post-1970 record of severe 

recessions and financial crises," OECD Economic Policy Papers 20, OECD Publishing. 

Aida Caldera Sánchez & Filippo Gori, 2016. "Can Reforms Promoting Growth Increase Financial 

Fragility?: An Empirical Assessment," OECD Economics Department Working Papers 

1340, OECD Publishing. 

Akerlof G.A Shiller R.J “Animal Spirits” Princeton University Press 2009. 

Alberto Alesina, 2012. "Fiscal Policy after the Great Recession," Atlantic Economic Journal, 

Springer;International Atlantic Economic Society, vol. 40(4), pages 429-435, December. 

Aldasoro, Iñaki & Delli Gatti, Domenico & Faia, Ester, 2017. "Bank networks: Contagion, systemic 

risk and prudential policy," Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, Elsevier, vol. 

142(C), pages 164-188. 

Alesina, Alberto F. and Francesco Giavazzi. “Fiscal Policy after the Financial Crisis.” (2013). 

Altavilla, Carlo & Boucinha, Miguel & Peydró, José-Luis & Smets, Frank, 2020. "Banking 

supervision, monetary policy and risk-taking: big data evidence from 15 credit registers," 

Working Paper Series 2349, European Central Bank. 

Andrew F. Haughwout, 2000. "Public infrastructure investments, productivity and welfare in fixed 

geographic areas," Staff Reports 104, Federal Reserve Bank of New York. 

Andrews, Dan & Petroulakis, Filippos, 2019. "Breaking the shackles: Zombie firms, weak banks 

and depressed restructuring in Europe," Working Paper Series 2240, European Central 

Bank. 

Antoinette Schoar, 2002. "Effects of Corporate Diversification on Productivity," Journal of Finance, 

American Finance Association, vol. 57(6), pages 2379-2403, December. 

António Afonso & Hans Peter Grüner & Christina Kolerus, 2010. "Fiscal Policy and Growth: Do 

Financial Crises make a Difference?," Working Papers Department of Economics 2010/10, 

ISEG - Lisbon School of Economics and Management, Department of Economics, 

Universidade de Lisboa. 

https://ideas.repec.org/a/oec/dafkad/5k9cswmzsdwj.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/oec/dafkad/5k9cswmzsdwj.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/oec/dafkad.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/oec/ecoaaa/1340-en.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/oec/ecoaaa/1340-en.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/oec/ecoaaa.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/kap/atlecj/v40y2012i4p429-435.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/kap/atlecj.html
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ecb/ecbwps/20192240.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ecb/ecbwps/20192240.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/ecb/ecbwps.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ise/isegwp/wp102010.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ise/isegwp/wp102010.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/ise/isegwp.html


Arce, O, R Gimeno R, and S Mayordomo (2020), “Making room for the needy: the credit-

reallocation effects of the ECB's corporate QE”, Review of Finance 25: 43-84. 

Arpaia, Alfonso and Dybczak, Kamil and Pierini, Fabiana, Assessing the Short-Term Impact of 

Pension Reforms on Older Workers’ Participation Rates in the EU: A Diff-in-Diff Approach 

(March 26, 2009). Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=1991870 or 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1991870 . 

Baldwin, R. and P. Krugman. (2000). “Agglomeration, Integration and Tax Harmonization,” Centre 

for Economic Policy Research Discussion Paper No. 2630. 

Barakchian, S. Mahdi & Crowe, Christopher, 2013. "Monetary policy matters: Evidence from new 

shocks data," Journal of Monetary Economics, Elsevier, vol. 60(8), pages 950-966. 

Bentolila, Samuel & Jansen, Marcel & Jiménez, Gabriel & Ruano, Sonia, 2013. "When Credit Dries 

Up: Job Losses in the Great Recession," CEPR Discussion Papers 9776, C.E.P.R. 

Discussion Papers. 

Bernanke, B. S., J. Boivin, and P. Eliasz (2005). Measuring the effects of monetary policy: A 

factor-augmented vector autoregressive (FAVAR) approach. The Quarterly Journal of Eco-

nomics 120 (1), 387{422. 

Bernardo G., Ryan-Collins J., Werner R., Greenham T. (2013). Strategic quantitative easing 

Bianchi, Francesco & Faccini, Renato & Melosi, Leonardo, 2020. "Monetary and Fiscal Policies in 

Times of Large Debt: Unity is Strength," CEPR Discussion Papers 14720, C.E.P.R. 

Discussion Papers. 

Bianchi, Francesco & Melosi, Leonardo, 2019. "The dire effects of the lack of monetary and fiscal 

coordination," Journal of Monetary Economics, Elsevier, vol. 104(C), pages 1-22. 

Bluhm, Marcel & Faia, Ester & Krahnen, Jan Pieter, 2014. "Monetary policy implementation in an 

interbank network: Effects on systemic risk," SAFE Working Paper Series 46, Leibniz 

Institute for Financial Research SAFE. 

Bolton, Patrick & Freixas, Xavier & Gambacorta, Leonardo & Mistrulli, Paolo Emilio, 2013. 

"Relationship and Transaction Lending in a Crisis," CEPR Discussion Papers 9662, 

C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers. 

Brunnermeier, M., James, H., & Landau, J. 2016, The Euro and the Battle of Ideas, 

Buckley, Jack and Shang, Yi (2002) "Estimating Policy and Program Effects with Observational 

Data: The “Differences-in-Differences” Estimator," Practical Assessment, Research, and 

Evaluation: Vol. 8, Article 24. 

Callaway, Brantly & Sant’Anna, Pedro H.C., 2021. "Difference-in-Differences with multiple time 

periods," Journal of Econometrics, Elsevier, vol. 225(2), pages 200-230. 

https://academic.oup.com/rof/article/25/1/43/5889968
https://academic.oup.com/rof/article/25/1/43/5889968
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/econom/v225y2021i2p200-230.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/econom/v225y2021i2p200-230.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/econom.html


Carola Binder & Alex Rodrigue, 2018. "Household Informedness and Long‐Run Inflation 

Expectations: Experimental Evidence," Southern Economic Journal, John Wiley & Sons, 

vol. 85(2), pages 580-598, October. 

Charles Wyplosz, 2012. "Fiscal Rules: Theoretical Issues and Historical Experiences," NBER 

Chapters, in: Fiscal Policy after the Financial Crisis, pages 495-525, National Bureau of 

Economic Research, Inc. 

Christopher A. Sims 2016 ‘Fiscal policy, Monetary policy and Central Bank Independence’, 

Jackson Hole Economic Policy Symposium: This document is licensed under the Creative 

Commons Attribution-Non-commercial-ShareAlike 3.0 Unported License. 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/. 

Cl'ement de Chaisemartin & Xavier D'Haultfoeuille, 2020. "Difference-in-Differences Estimators 

of Intertemporal Treatment Effects," Papers 2007.04267, arXiv.org, revised Mar 2022. 

Corsetti, G. & Eichengreen, B. & Hale, G. & Tallman, E., 2019. "The Euro Crisis in the Mirror of 

the EMS: How Tying Odysseus to the Mast Avoided the Sirens but Led Him to Charybdis," 

Cambridge Working Papers in Economics 1914, Faculty of Economics, University of 

Cambridge. 

Corsetti, Giancarlo & Duarte, Joao B. & Mann, Samuel, 2018. "One money, many markets: a factor 

model approach to monetary policy in the Euro Area with high-frequency identification," 

LSE Research Online Documents on Economics 87182, London School of Economics and 

Political Science, LSE Library. 

Cournède, B., et al. (2015), "Effects of Pro-Growth Policies on the Economic Stability of Firms, 

Workers and Households", OECD Economic Policy Papers, No. 12, OECD Publishing, 

Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/5js3777tdqjf-en. 

D'Acunto, Francesco & Hoang, Daniel & Paloviita, Maritta & Weber, Michael, 2019. "Human 

frictions in the transmission of economic policy," Working Paper Series in Economics 128, 

Karlsruhe Institute of Technology (KIT), Department of Economics and Management. 

Dae Woong Kang, Nick Ligthart, Ashoka Mody  “The ECB and the Fed: A comparative narrative” 

19 January 2016. Available at: https://voxeu.org/article/ecb-and-fed-comparative-narrative  

De Jong, Jasper and Ferdinandusse, M. and Funda, Josip and Vetlov, Igor, The Effect of Public 

Investment in Europe: A Model-Based Assessment (February 21, 2017). ECB Working 

Paper No. 2021, Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2921108 or 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2921108   

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/h/nbr/nberch/12656.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/nbr/nberch.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/nbr/nberch.html
https://ideas.repec.org/b/nbr/nberbk/ales11-1.html
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/
https://ideas.repec.org/p/arx/papers/2007.04267.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/arx/papers/2007.04267.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/arx/papers.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/cam/camdae/1914.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/cam/camdae/1914.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/cam/camdae.html
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1787/5js3777tdqjf-en
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://voxeu.org/article/ecb-and-fed-comparative-narrative


De Jong, Jasper F.M. & Gilbert, Niels D., 2020. "Fiscal discipline in EMU? Testing the 

effectiveness of the Excessive Deficit Procedure," European Journal of Political Economy, 

Elsevier, vol. 61(C). 

De Santis, R A, A Geis, A Juskaite and L Vaz Cruz (2018), “The impact of the corporate sector 

purchase programme on corporate bond markets and the financing of euro area non-financial 

corporations”, ECB Economic Bulletin 3: 66-84. 

Der Spiegel “Merkel stellt Draghi zur Rede” 31/08/14 available at: 

https://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/merkel-veraergert-ueber-draghi-ezb-fordert-

mehr-investitionsprogramme-a-989009.html 

Draghi 2019 available at: 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/pressconf/2019/html/ecb.is190912~658eb51d68.en.html 

ECB Economic Bulletin Issue 5/2015 available at: 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/eb201505_article01.en.pdf 

ECB Monthly Bulletin July 2013 https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/mobu/mb201307en.pdf 

Eirc M. Leeper and Xuan Zhou, November 2013 ‘Inflation's Role in Optimal Monetary-Fiscal 

Policy’ wp19686. NBER, available at: https://www.nber.org/papers/w19686. 

Ekberg, John & Eriksson, Rickard & Friebel, Guido, 2013. "Parental leave — A policy evaluation 

of the Swedish “Daddy-Month” reform," Journal of Public Economics, Elsevier, vol. 97(C), 

pages 131-143. 

Elmeskov, Jorgen and Douglas Sutherland (2012). “Post-Crisis Debt Overhang: Growth 

Implications across Countries”, Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1997093. 

Estella, A. (2018). The Stability and Growth Pact under the Crisis – and beyond. In Legal 

Foundations of EU Economic Governance (Law in Context, pp. 160-195). Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/9781316493243.008 

Ester Faia & Vincenzo Pezone, 2019. "Monetary Policy and the Cost of Wage Rigidity: Evidence 

from the Stock Market," 2019 Meeting Papers 278, Society for Economic Dynamics. 

Fatás, Antonio & Mihov, Ilian, 2001. "The Effects of Fiscal Policy on Consumption and 

Employment: Theory and Evidence," CEPR Discussion Papers 2760, C.E.P.R. Discussion 

Papers. 

Fausto Cavalli & Ahmad Naimzada & Nicolò Pecora, 2019. "Complex interplay between monetary 

and fiscal policies in a real economy model," Working Papers 409, University of Milano-

Bicocca, Department of Economics, revised May 2019. 

Gaille Brandon 2015: ‘8 Pros and Cons of financial deregulation’. Available at: 

https://brandongaille.com/8-pros-and-cons-of-financial-deregulation/ 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/ecb.ebart201803_02.en.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/ecb.ebart201803_02.en.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/ecb.ebart201803_02.en.pdf
https://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/merkel-veraergert-ueber-draghi-ezb-fordert-mehr-investitionsprogramme-a-989009.html
https://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/merkel-veraergert-ueber-draghi-ezb-fordert-mehr-investitionsprogramme-a-989009.html
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/eb201505_article01.en.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/mobu/mb201307en.pdf
https://www.nber.org/papers/w19686
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/p/cpr/ceprdp/2760.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/cpr/ceprdp/2760.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/cpr/ceprdp.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/mib/wpaper/409.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/mib/wpaper/409.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/mib/wpaper.html
about:blank


Gertler, Mark & Kiyotaki, Nobuhiro, 2010. "Financial Intermediation and Credit Policy in Business 

Cycle Analysis," Handbook of Monetary Economics, in: Benjamin M. Friedman & Michael 

Woodford (ed.), Handbook of Monetary Economics, edition 1, volume 3, chapter 11, pages 

547-599, Elsevier. 

Giancarlo Corsetti & Aitor Erce & Timothy Uy, 2017. "Official Sector Lending Strategies During 

the Euro Area Crisis," Discussion Papers 1720, Centre for Macroeconomics (CFM). 

Giannone, Domenico & Lenza, Michele & Pill, Huw & Reichlin, Lucrezia, 2011. "Non-standard 

monetary policy measures and monetary developments," Working Paper Series 1290, 

European Central Bank. 

Gonzalo Caballero, 2013. "Effects of Fiscal and Monetary Policy in the Great Recession," 

Economies, MDPI, Open Access Journal, vol. 1(2), pages 1-4, September. 

Gros, D (2016), “The second death of the Stability Pact and the birth of an inter-governmental 

Europe”, Centre for European Policy Studies commentary, 28 July 2016. 

Heimberger, Philipp (2015): Did Fiscal Consolidation Cause the Double Dip Recession in the Euro 

Area, ICAE Working Paper Series, No. 41, Johannes Kepler University Linz, Institute for 

Comprehensive Analysis of the Economy (ICAE), LinzHuizinga, Harry, Johannes Voget, 

and Wolf Wagner. 2014. "International Taxation and Cross-Border Banking." American 

Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 6 (2): 94-125. 

HLP: The post-crisis EU financial regulatory framework: do the pieces fit? 5th report of session 

2014-15: 2014-15 103 (House of Lords Papers)  

Holm-Hadulla, F., S. Hauptmeier and P. Rother (2011), “The Impact of Numerical Expenditure 

Rules on Budgetary Discipline over theCycle”, Applied Economics 

IMF 2016 available at: 

https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/world/G7-

G20/G20-Documents/2017-Germany-IMF-increasing-resilience-november-

2016.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3 

In 'T Veld, Jan & Kollmann, Robert & Ratto, Marco & Roeger, Werner & Vogel, Lukas, 2014. 

"What drives the German current account? And how does it affect other EU member 

states?," CEPR Discussion Papers 9933, C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers. 

Itai Agur & Maria Demertzis, 2015. "Will Macroprudential Policy Counteract Monetary Policy’s 

Effects on Financial Stability?," IMF Working Papers 15/283, International Monetary Fund. 

Ivanov, Ivan T. & Pettit, Luke & Whited, Toni, 2021. "Taxes Depress Corporate Borrowing: 

Evidence from Private Firms," IHS Working Paper Series 32, Institute for Advanced 

Studies. 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ecb/ecbwps/20111290.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ecb/ecbwps/20111290.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/ecb/ecbwps.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/gam/jecomi/v1y2013i2p15-18d29002.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/gam/jecomi.html
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/world/G7-G20/G20-Documents/2017-Germany-IMF-increasing-resilience-november-2016.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/world/G7-G20/G20-Documents/2017-Germany-IMF-increasing-resilience-november-2016.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/world/G7-G20/G20-Documents/2017-Germany-IMF-increasing-resilience-november-2016.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3
https://ideas.repec.org/p/cpr/ceprdp/9933.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/cpr/ceprdp/9933.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/cpr/ceprdp.html
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ihs/ihswps/32.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ihs/ihswps/32.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/ihs/ihswps.html


J. B. Taylor & Harald Uhlig (ed.), 2016. "Handbook of Macroeconomics," Handbook of 

Macroeconomics, Elsevier, edition 1, volume 2, number 2. 

Jasper de Jong & Marien Ferdinandusse & Josip Funda, 2017. "Public capital in the 21st century: 

As productive as ever?," DNB Working Papers 542, Netherlands Central Bank, Research 

Department. 

Jasper de Jong, 2018. "The effect of fiscal announcements on interest spreads: Evidence from the 

Netherlands," DNB Working Papers 584, Netherlands Central Bank, Research Department 

Jean Helwege, Gaiyan Zhang, Financial Firm Bankruptcy and Contagion, Review of Finance, 

Volume 20, Issue 4, July 2016, Pages 1321–1362, https://doi.org/10.1093/rof/rfv045 

John Muellebauer on VOX EU CEPR 10 June 2016. Available at: 

https://voxeu.org/article/helicopter-money-and-fiscal-rules . 

Kadiyala, K.R. and S. Karlsson (1997). ‘Numerical methods for estimation and inference in 

Bayesian VAR-models’, Journal of Applied Econometrics, 12(2), 99–132. 

Laeven, Luc & McAdam, Peter & Popov, Alexander, 2018. "Credit Shocks, Employment 

Protection, and Growth: Firm-level Evidence from Spain," CEPR Discussion Papers 13026, 

C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers. Learn – from the Financial Crisis, Penguin Books, New York. 

Larch, Martin & van den Noord, Paul & Jonung, Lars, 2011. "The Stability and Growth Pact: 

Lessons from the Great Recession," Working Papers 2011:6, Lund University, Department 

of Economics. 

Lenza, Michele & Slacalek, Jiri, 2018. "How does monetary policy affect income and wealth 

inequality? Evidence from quantitative easing in the euro area," Working Paper Series 2190, 

European Central Bank. 

Marianne Bertrand & Esther Duflo & Sendhil Mullainathan, 2004. "How Much Should We Trust 

Differences-In-Differences Estimates?," The Quarterly Journal of Economics, Oxford 

University Press, vol. 119(1), pages 249-275. 

Massimiliano Caporin & Gisle J. Natvik & Francesco Ravazzolo & Paolo Santucci de Magistris, 

2017. "The Bank-Sovereign Nexus: Evidence from a non-Bailout Episode," CREATES 

Research Papers 2017-25, Department of Economics and Business Economics, Aarhus 

University. 

Mirna Dumičić, 2019. "Linkages Between Fiscal Policy and Financial (In)Stability," Journal of 

Central Banking Theory and Practice, Central bank of Montenegro, vol. 8(1), pages 97-109.  

Overesch, Michael and Wolff, Hubertus, Financial Transparency to the Rescue: Effects of Country-

by-Country Reporting in the EU Banking Sector on Tax Avoidance (February 8, 2019). 

https://ideas.repec.org/b/eee/maches/2.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/maches.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/maches.html
https://doi.org/10.1093/rof/rfv045
https://voxeu.org/article/helicopter-money-and-fiscal-rules
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/p/hhs/lunewp/2011_006.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/hhs/lunewp/2011_006.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/hhs/lunewp.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ecb/ecbwps/20182190.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ecb/ecbwps/20182190.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/ecb/ecbwps.html
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/a/cbk/journl/v8y2019i1p97-109.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/cbk/journl.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/cbk/journl.html


Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3075784 or 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3075784  

Philip Arestis & Malcolm Sawyer, 2004. "On the Effectiveness of Monetary Policy and of Fiscal 

Policy," Review of Social Economy, Taylor & Francis Journals, vol. 62(4), pages 441-463. 

Princeton University Press, Princeton, N. Jersey. 

Pisu, M. (2017), "Promoting a private investment renaissance in Italy", OECD Economics 

Department Working Papers, No. 1388, OECD Publishing, 

Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/1d22b8b1-en. 

Richard W. Evans & Laurence J. Kotlikoff & Kerk L. Phillips, 2012. "Game Over: Simulating 

Unsustainable Fiscal Policy," NBER Chapters, in: Fiscal Policy after the Financial Crisis, 

pages 177-202, National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc. 

Robert Kollmann, Marco Ratto, Werner Roeger, Jan in′t Veld,Fiscal policy, banks and the financial 

crisis,Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control,Volume 37, Issue 2,2013,Pages 387-

403,ISSN 0165-1889, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2012.09.007.  

Robert P. GILLES & Emiliya A. LAZAROVA & Pieter H.M. RUYS, 2015. "Stability in a Network 

Economy: The Role of Institutions," CIRIEC Working Papers 1501, CIRIEC - Université de 

Liège. 

Röhn, O., et al. (2015), "Economic resilience: A new set of vulnerability indicators for OECD 

countries", OECD Economics Department Working Papers, No. 1249, OECD Publishing, 

Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/5jrxhgjw54r8-en. 

Rubio-Ramirez, J.F., D.F. Waggoner and T. Zha (2010). ‘Structural vector autoregressions: theory 

or identification and algorithms for inference’, Review of Economic Studies, 77(2), 665–96. 

Santoro M.A., Strauss M.J. “Wall Street values: Business ethics and the global financial 

crisis” Cambridge University Press 12-2013 

Sant’Anna, Pedro H.C. & Zhao, Jun, 2020. "Doubly robust difference-in-differences estimators," 

Journal of Econometrics, Elsevier, vol. 219(1), pages 101-122. 

Sargent, T., & Lucas, Jr., R. E. (1979). After Keynesian Macroeconomics. In After the Phillips 

Curve: Persistence of High Inflation and High Unemployment: Federal Reserve Bank of 

Boston Conference Series No. 19 (pp. 49-72) 

Satjiajit Das : “If a Eurozone financial crisis is to be avoided, Italy and France need structural 

reforms - and quickly. The independent, 5/6/2016. Available at: 

https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/if-a-eurozone-financial-crisis-is-to-be-avoided-italy-

and-france-need-structural-reforms-and-quickly-a7066016.html 

Schaüble, W (2012), “Economic and institutional perspectives”, speech, Florence, 17 May 2012. 

about:blank
about:blank
https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/rsocec/v62y2004i4p441-463.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/rsocec/v62y2004i4p441-463.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/taf/rsocec.html
https://doi.org/10.1787/1d22b8b1-en
https://ideas.repec.org/h/nbr/nberch/12642.html
https://ideas.repec.org/h/nbr/nberch/12642.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/nbr/nberch.html
https://ideas.repec.org/b/nbr/nberbk/ales11-1.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/crc/wpaper/1501.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/crc/wpaper/1501.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/crc/wpaper.html
https://doi.org/10.1787/5jrxhgjw54r8-en


Schuknecht, Ludger, Philippe Moutot, Philipp Rother, and Jürgen Stark (2011). “The Stability and 

Growth Pact: Crisis and Reform.” SSRN Electronic Journal, n.d. 

doi:10.2139/SSRN.1791598. 

Sergio Cesaratto & Antonella Stirati, 2011. "Germany and the European and Global 

Crises," Department of Economics University of Siena 607, Department of Economics, 

University of Siena. 

Smith-Meyer 2016 available at:  https://www.politico.eu/article/oxfam-luxembourg-ireland-

netherlands-among-worst-tax-havens/ 

Stiglitz, Joseph E, Stephany & Ocampo, Jose Antonio & Griffith-Jones (ed.), 2010. "Time for a 

Visible Hand: Lessons from the 2008 World Financial Crisis," OUP Catalogue, Oxford 

University Press, number 9780199578818.Stimulating investment to rebalance the economy. 

London: nef. Retrieved from https://neweconomics.org/2013/07/strategic-quantitative-

easing/ . 

Stock, J. H., and M. W. Watson (2012). Disentangling the channels of the 2007-2009 recession. 

NBER Working Papers 18094, National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Stock, J. H., and M. W. Watson (2016). Dynamic factor models, factor-augmented vector 

autoregressions, and structural vector autoregressions in macroeconomics. Volume 2 of 

Handbook of Macroeconomics, pp. 415 {525. Elsevier. 

Taylor, John B. (2009). Economic policy and the financial crisis: An empirical analysis of what 

went wrong. Critical Review: A Journal of Politics and Society 21 (2-3):341-364. 

TEC 1992 available at:  https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12002E%2FTXT 

TEC 2012 available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/treaty/tec_1992/oj 

The Impact of the Global Crisis on SME and Entrepreneurship Financing and Policy Responses 

OECD 2009, available at: 

https://www.oecd.org/cfe/smes/theimpactoftheglobalcrisisonsmeandentrepreneurshipfin

ancingandpolicyresponses.htm 

Timothy G. Conley & Christopher R. Taber, 2011. "Inference with "Difference in Differences" with 

a Small Number of Policy Changes," The Review of Economics and Statistics, MIT Press, 

vol. 93(1), pages 113-125, February. 

TRANSITION REPORT 2015-16, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. Available 

at: tr-ebrd.com. 

https://ideas.repec.org/p/usi/wpaper/607.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/usi/wpaper/607.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/usi/wpaper.html
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://neweconomics.org/2013/07/strategic-quantitative-easing/
https://neweconomics.org/2013/07/strategic-quantitative-easing/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12002E%2FTXT
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12002E%2FTXT
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/treaty/tec_1992/oj


Vetlov, Igor & Ferdinandusse, Marien & de Jong, Jasper & Funda, Josip, 2017. "The effect of 

public investment in Europe: a model-based assessment," Working Paper Series 2021, 

European Central Bank. 

Wolf, M. 2015, The Shifts and the Shocks: What We’ve Learned – and Have Still to Learn from the 

Financial Crisis 

Wooldridge, Jeffrey M., 1960-. (2012). Introductory econometrics : a modern approach. Mason, 

Ohio :South-Western Cengage Learning, 

Wooldridge, Jeffrey M., Two-Way Fixed Effects, the Two-Way Mundlak Regression, and 

Difference-in-Differences Estimators (August 17, 2021). Available at SSRN: 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=3906345 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3906345 

Zervou, Anastasia S., 2013. "Financial market segmentation, stock market volatility and the role of 

monetary policy," European Economic Review, Elsev 

Zodrow, G.R. Tax Competition and Tax Coordination in the European Union. International Tax and 

Public Finance 10, 651–671 (2003). https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026377819946 

 

 

 

 

 


