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Hard	  to	  speak	  of	  success	  in	  EZ	  context	  

Source:	  World	  Bank	  and	  Orphanides	  (2015)	  
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PIIGS:	  Ireland	  best	  of	  a	  bad	  bunch	  

Source:	  World	  Bank,	  www.cso.ie	  

70

75

80

85

90

95

100

105

110

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Greece Ire land
Ire land  revised Portugal
Spain

GDP per capita, 2008=100



Flexible	  labour	  markets?	  EmigraSon?	  

Source:	  WEO	  April	  2015	  
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Ireland’s	  fiscal	  consolidaSon	  precedes	  
Troika	  

Source:	  WEO	  April	  2015	  

-20

-16

-12

-8

-4

0

4

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Greece Ireland
Por tugal Spain

General government structural balance



Austerity	  easier	  if	  you	  are	  richer..	  

Source:	  World	  Bank	  
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..are	  exporSng	  to	  growing	  economies..	  

 

Germany, main export destination for a majority of Member States 
In almost all EU Member States, the main partner for exports of goods in 2014 was another member of the 
European Union, except for Ireland (the United States were the main destination of exports), Greece (Turkey), 
Lithuania (Russia), Sweden (Norway) and the United Kingdom (the United States).  

In some Member States, at least a quarter of exports were made to one single partner: Germany. This was the 
case in 2014 for the Czech Republic (32% of exports of goods to Germany), Austria (29%), Hungary (28%), 
Poland (26%) and the Netherlands (25%). Overall, Germany was the main destination of goods exports for 16 
Member States and among the top 3 in 21 Member States. 

For extra-EU trade, that is trade with non-EU countries, the 3 main destinations of EU exports in 2014 were the 
United States (18% of all extra-EU exports), China (10%) and Switzerland (8%). 

Exports of goods of the EU Member States: top 3 partners, 2014 
(based on trade value) 

 Main partner % Second main partner % Third main partner % 

EU* United States 18 China 10 Switzerland 8 

Belgium Germany 17 France 16 Netherlands 12 

Bulgaria Germany 12 Turkey 9 Italy 9 

Czech Republic Germany 32 Slovakia 8 Poland 6 

Denmark Germany 18 Sweden 12 United Kingdom 8 

Germany France 9 United States 9 United Kingdom 7 

Estonia Sweden 18 Finland 15 Latvia 11 

Ireland United States 22 United Kingdom 15 Belgium 13 

Greece Turkey 12 Italy 9 Germany 7 

Spain France 16 Germany 10 Portugal 7 

France Germany 17 Belgium 7 Italy 7 

Croatia Italy 14 Bosnia and Herzegovina 12 Slovenia 11 

Italy Germany 13 France 11 United States 7 

Cyprus Greece 16 United Kingdom 10 Israel 5 

Latvia Lithuania 17 Russia 15 Estonia 11 

Lithuania Russia 21 Latvia 9 Poland 8 

Luxembourg Germany 24 France 17 Belgium 16 

Hungary Germany 28 Austria 6 Romania 6 

Malta Germany 14 Hong Kong 9 France 9 

Netherlands Germany 25 Belgium 13 United Kingdom 9 

Austria Germany 29 Italy 6 United States 6 

Poland Germany 26 United Kingdom 6 Czech Republic 6 

Portugal Spain 24 France 12 Germany 12 

Romania Germany 19 Italy 12 France 7 

Slovenia Germany 19 Italy 11 Austria 9 

Slovakia Germany 22 Czech Republic 13 Poland 8 

Finland Germany 12 Sweden 11 Russia 8 

Sweden Norway 11 Germany 10 United Kingdom 7 

United Kingdom United States 12 Germany 10 Netherlands 7 

* EU exports refer to extra-EU exports only, while exports of Member States refer to total exports (both intra- and extra-EU) 



...have	  a	  bigger	  depreciaSon..	  

Source:	  BIS:	  hXp://www.bis.org/staSsScs/eer/	  
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..in	  real	  as	  well	  as	  in	  nominal	  terms..	  

Source:	  BIS	  
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..and	  are	  much	  more	  open,	  implying	  
lower	  mulSpliers..	  
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..and	  ensuring	  that	  a	  given	  %	  change	  in	  
exports	  does	  more	  for	  you..	  
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(by	  the	  way,	  Portugal	  seems	  to	  have	  goXen	  
a	  lot	  of	  bang	  for	  each	  devaluaSon	  buck)	  
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Structural	  reforms:	  Ireland	  might	  seem	  
the	  “best	  kid	  in	  class”..	  	  
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7. Waived conditions are
not considered when

assessing the degree of
implementation.

2.2 Implementation of structural reforms

Although programme design and tailoring to a
country’s economic situation is important, suc-
cess will ultimately depend on whether structural
reforms are implemented. In order to assess the
degree of programme implementation, Figure 3
shows the breakdown of the MONA-based imple-
mentation index described in the introduction to
this section and in Ivanova et al (2003)7.

From this analysis, Ireland comes out as the clear
best performer with a close to perfect implemen-
tation record. Interestingly, however, Portugal and
Greece (taking the first and second programmes
together) do not differ much in the share of pro-
gramme conditionality fully implemented, both
hovering around the 80 percent mark. But differ-
ences emerge in terms of non-implementation.
Portugal experienced a large share of delays but
implemented almost the full (non-waived) set of
conditions in the end. Greece did not implement
roughly 10 percent of the structural reforms dis-
cussed with the creditors under the first and
second programme, and delayed just as many.

It is worth noting a difference between the first and
second Greek programmes. The first saw a high
share of delays, but most of the reforms were ulti-
mately implemented. This is in line with the expert
survey-based findings of Pisani-Ferry et al (2012).
The bulk of Greek non-implemented measures are
to be found in the second programme.

This indicates that the time dimension might be of
relevance. Figure 4 shows the pace of reform
implementation, displaying the number of new
reform measures implemented in Greece, Ireland
and Portugal between each review. Note that
because each programme had a different starting
date, each review had a different date, and Figure
4 shows the order of reviews for each country.

As can be seen, the pace of reform implementa-
tion started slowly in Greece and picked up after
the first review. This is a common trend in all pro-
grammes, because reforms require time to be
designed and implemented. Although systemati-
cally below the pace of implementation of Portugal
(except for the fourth review), Greece was broadly
in line with the other countries during the first pro-

gramme. However, implementation of reforms by
Greece lost momentum towards the end of the first
programme (5th review) and in the transition to
the second Greek programme, as noted by Pisani-
Ferry et al (2012). As the new programme slowly
phased in, reforms under new headings had to
enter the legislative pipeline. As such, we observe
a slow down in the number of reforms imple-
mented under the first review of the second Greek
programme. It must be noted that the pace of
reform implementation picked up steadily until
the last review, by when Greece was implement-
ing more reforms (in absolute terms) than Portu-
gal. However, by this point the reform gap,
measured as the area between the Portuguese
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Figure 3: Breakdown of conditionality by
implementation record

Source: Bruegel based on IMF MONA database.
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..but	  some	  were	  given	  easier	  homework	  
than	  others	  (&	  skipped	  difficult	  quesSons)..	  
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(2000) who underlines how changes in organ-
isational routines, the creation of new institu-
tions (such as regulatory agencies or
tax-collection agencies), or fundamental
changes in existing bureaucratic organisations
take a long time to reach fruition even if initi-
ated quickly. If administrative and reform
implementation capacity is constrained, and if
a quick return to growth is considered crucial,
priority should be given to other structural
reforms that are likely to be growth-enhancing
already in the short- and medium-term.

2 GREECE’S REFORM EFFORTS IN PERSPECTIVE

Quantifying structural reform efforts and conse-
quentially determining the degree of implemen-
tation of IMF adjustment programmes are
notoriously problematic (Dreher, 2009). In line
with Ivanova et al (2003), this Policy Contribution
makes use of the IMF’s Monitoring of Fund
Arrangements (MONA) database, which contains
detailed information on all measures taken as part
of programme conditionality and, in particular,
tracks whether structural reform targets were met,
partially met, met with a delay, waived, or not met,
by the time of each programme review. This allows
calculation of the percentage of structural condi-
tionality that was implemented. This approach is
in line with work carried out on the topic by the
European Commission (see Deroose and Griesse,
2014) and the OECD (see OECD, 2012).

Making use of MONA-based indicators of reform
implementation has clear pros and cons. On the
positive side, the granular nature of MONA allows
the types of reforms that were implemented at
each stage of the programme to be tracked in
detail. On the negative side, all reforms are
weighed equally, whereas some measures are
surely qualitatively and quantitatively more
important than others. To alleviate this concern,
we also cross-check the MONA-based findings
with alternative indicators of structural reform
timing and effort (Box 1 on page 9). 

2.1 Structure of the programme

Before looking at reforms that have been imple-
mented, it is interesting to look at how programme
conditionality differed in different euro-area pro-

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Greece 1 Greece 2 Portugal Ireland

Other structural measures

Labour mkts, excl. public sectorFinancial sector

Public enterprise reform and pricing (non financial sector)

Pension and other social sector reforms

Civil service and public employment reforms, and wages

Central BankGeneral government

Figure 2: Conditionality by reform headings,
euro-area country programmes

Source: Bruegel based on IMF MONA database. Note:
categories used in the chart (eg general government, central
bank) are the original headings used in the IMF’s MONA
database. No filtering has been done for implemented or non-
implemented measures.

gramme countries. Figure 2 shows the composi-
tion of reforms under the IMF’s structural bench-
marks heading for the first and second Greek
programmes, Ireland and Portugal. At this stage no
account is taken of whether reforms were imple-
mented or not.

Compared to Ireland and Portugal, both Greek pro-
grammes significantly emphasised the restructur-
ing of the government’s operations. This is
unsurprising given the public-sector origin of the
crisis in Greece. Public enterprise reforms were less
at the centre of the Greek programmes than in Por-
tugal. The Irish programme was (unsurprisingly)
very focussed on financial sector restructuring.

There were also sharp differences between the
first and second Greek programmes. The former
was less focussed on the financial sector and
more on pensions, the civil service and public
enterprises than the latter. Moreover, other struc-
tural measures (which includes reforms aimed at
improving the business environment) gained
more importance in the second programme. This
is something already documented by Terzi and
Wolff (2014) using a term-frequency methodol-
ogy to examine programme documents in order to
grasp the general direction of conditionality.



..and	  less	  homework..	  
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7. Waived conditions are
not considered when

assessing the degree of
implementation.

2.2 Implementation of structural reforms

Although programme design and tailoring to a
country’s economic situation is important, suc-
cess will ultimately depend on whether structural
reforms are implemented. In order to assess the
degree of programme implementation, Figure 3
shows the breakdown of the MONA-based imple-
mentation index described in the introduction to
this section and in Ivanova et al (2003)7.

From this analysis, Ireland comes out as the clear
best performer with a close to perfect implemen-
tation record. Interestingly, however, Portugal and
Greece (taking the first and second programmes
together) do not differ much in the share of pro-
gramme conditionality fully implemented, both
hovering around the 80 percent mark. But differ-
ences emerge in terms of non-implementation.
Portugal experienced a large share of delays but
implemented almost the full (non-waived) set of
conditions in the end. Greece did not implement
roughly 10 percent of the structural reforms dis-
cussed with the creditors under the first and
second programme, and delayed just as many.

It is worth noting a difference between the first and
second Greek programmes. The first saw a high
share of delays, but most of the reforms were ulti-
mately implemented. This is in line with the expert
survey-based findings of Pisani-Ferry et al (2012).
The bulk of Greek non-implemented measures are
to be found in the second programme.

This indicates that the time dimension might be of
relevance. Figure 4 shows the pace of reform
implementation, displaying the number of new
reform measures implemented in Greece, Ireland
and Portugal between each review. Note that
because each programme had a different starting
date, each review had a different date, and Figure
4 shows the order of reviews for each country.

As can be seen, the pace of reform implementa-
tion started slowly in Greece and picked up after
the first review. This is a common trend in all pro-
grammes, because reforms require time to be
designed and implemented. Although systemati-
cally below the pace of implementation of Portugal
(except for the fourth review), Greece was broadly
in line with the other countries during the first pro-

gramme. However, implementation of reforms by
Greece lost momentum towards the end of the first
programme (5th review) and in the transition to
the second Greek programme, as noted by Pisani-
Ferry et al (2012). As the new programme slowly
phased in, reforms under new headings had to
enter the legislative pipeline. As such, we observe
a slow down in the number of reforms imple-
mented under the first review of the second Greek
programme. It must be noted that the pace of
reform implementation picked up steadily until
the last review, by when Greece was implement-
ing more reforms (in absolute terms) than Portu-
gal. However, by this point the reform gap,
measured as the area between the Portuguese
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Figure 3: Breakdown of conditionality by
implementation record

Source: Bruegel based on IMF MONA database.
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suggesSng	  that	  higher	  Irish	  growth	  
was	  not	  due	  to	  reforms	  
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7. Waived conditions are
not considered when

assessing the degree of
implementation.

2.2 Implementation of structural reforms

Although programme design and tailoring to a
country’s economic situation is important, suc-
cess will ultimately depend on whether structural
reforms are implemented. In order to assess the
degree of programme implementation, Figure 3
shows the breakdown of the MONA-based imple-
mentation index described in the introduction to
this section and in Ivanova et al (2003)7.

From this analysis, Ireland comes out as the clear
best performer with a close to perfect implemen-
tation record. Interestingly, however, Portugal and
Greece (taking the first and second programmes
together) do not differ much in the share of pro-
gramme conditionality fully implemented, both
hovering around the 80 percent mark. But differ-
ences emerge in terms of non-implementation.
Portugal experienced a large share of delays but
implemented almost the full (non-waived) set of
conditions in the end. Greece did not implement
roughly 10 percent of the structural reforms dis-
cussed with the creditors under the first and
second programme, and delayed just as many.

It is worth noting a difference between the first and
second Greek programmes. The first saw a high
share of delays, but most of the reforms were ulti-
mately implemented. This is in line with the expert
survey-based findings of Pisani-Ferry et al (2012).
The bulk of Greek non-implemented measures are
to be found in the second programme.

This indicates that the time dimension might be of
relevance. Figure 4 shows the pace of reform
implementation, displaying the number of new
reform measures implemented in Greece, Ireland
and Portugal between each review. Note that
because each programme had a different starting
date, each review had a different date, and Figure
4 shows the order of reviews for each country.

As can be seen, the pace of reform implementa-
tion started slowly in Greece and picked up after
the first review. This is a common trend in all pro-
grammes, because reforms require time to be
designed and implemented. Although systemati-
cally below the pace of implementation of Portugal
(except for the fourth review), Greece was broadly
in line with the other countries during the first pro-

gramme. However, implementation of reforms by
Greece lost momentum towards the end of the first
programme (5th review) and in the transition to
the second Greek programme, as noted by Pisani-
Ferry et al (2012). As the new programme slowly
phased in, reforms under new headings had to
enter the legislative pipeline. As such, we observe
a slow down in the number of reforms imple-
mented under the first review of the second Greek
programme. It must be noted that the pace of
reform implementation picked up steadily until
the last review, by when Greece was implement-
ing more reforms (in absolute terms) than Portu-
gal. However, by this point the reform gap,
measured as the area between the Portuguese
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Figure 3: Breakdown of conditionality by
implementation record

Source: Bruegel based on IMF MONA database.
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PoliScal	  impact	  dramaSc	  nonetheless	  
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If the general election was tomorrow which party or independent candidate do you think you would give 
your first preference vote to?  (Past vote weighted) 
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