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5 Towards a European fiscal policy strategy to boost 
and safeguard public investment and support the re-
covery 

5.1 The EU Commission’s insufficient strategy for public in-
vestment and fiscal stimulus 

It is by now widely accepted on the EU level that a more expansionary fiscal policy 

against the imminent deflationary stagnation is necessary, because monetary policy 

alone will not be able to spark off the recovery. In his by now famous Jackson Hole 

speech Mario Draghi called for a more expansionary fiscal stance for the Euro area as 

a whole and a public investment programme on the European level insisting, however, 

that the existing rules of the Stability and Growth Pact be respected (Draghi 2014). The 

European Council at its meeting in June 2014 also saw the need to enhance growth 

within “the possibilities offered by the EU's existing fiscal framework to balance fiscal 

discipline with the need to support growth” (European Council 2014: 7).  

The new Commission has launched mainly two initiatives substantially enlarging its 

predecessor’s efforts (European Commission 2014b and 2015b). For expositional pur-

poses they can be divided into three main sets of measures. The first two of them are 

particularly concerned with promoting (public) investment in Europe. First, the so-called 

‘investment clause’ under the preventive arm of the treaty is specified and will poten-

tially be made applicable on more occasions. Second, an Investment Plan for Europe, 

the ‘Juncker-Plan’ has been launched, i.e. a European Fund for Strategic Investments 

(EFSI) to finance investment on a large scale. Third, the interpretation of the SGP has 

been clarified with the aim of providing more fiscal leeway for member states under 

adverse economic conditions and/or implementing structural reforms. 

As to the first measure, the underlying idea of the ‘investment clause’ dates back to the 

Commission ‘blueprint for a deep and genuine economic and monetary union‘, which 

envisaged allowing a temporary deviation from the MTO or the adjustment path to-

wards it under the preventive arm if it was the result of ‘non-recurrent, public invest-

ment programmes with a proven impact on sustainability of public finances’ (European 

Commission 2012b: 25), e.g. projects co-financed by the EU.9 However, the Commis-

sion made clear from the very beginning that this would have nothing to do with a 

                                                
9
 See Prota and Viesti (2013) for a summary of the developments around and the debate about the ‘in-

vestment clause’. 


