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In search of a growth model for Italy: the failed
attempt of an export-led recovery strategy?

Alessandro Bramucci
Institute for International Political Economy, Berlin School of Economics and Law (HWR Berlin), Germany
alessandro.bramucci@hwr-berlin.de

We analyse Italy’s growth pattern from 2001 to 2019 using the demand and growth regime
categories proposed in the post-Keynesian tradition and recently adopted in the comparative political
economy (CPE) literature. We argue that after the Global Financial and Economic Crisis (GFEC),
Italy followed an export-led recovery strategy. In this respect, Germany’s growth model emerged as the
successful model to follow. In the dominant view, Germany’s economic success since the mid-2000s
was attributed to a series of painful but necessary economic reforms. The success of Germany’s
export-led mercantilist regime became particularly attractive to Italy given the similar export-
oriented manufacturing industry. However, Italy has followed the ‘wrong’ German model based
on wage compression and restrictive budget policies while the ‘true’ German model is based on
non-price competitiveness factors.

Keywords: demand and growth regimes, export-led growth, competitiveness, internal devaluation,
Germany, Italy

JEL codes: E10, E69, F14

1 INTRODUCTION

When trying to analyse the stagnation that has characterised the Italian economy over the past
three decades, twomain lines of interpretation emerge. The first set of arguments, which are of
orthodox inspiration, focus on the problems of the Italian economy from the aggregate supply
side. The discussion focuses on labour market institutions and the degree of centralisation of
the collective bargaining system, on the role of competition in the domestic market for goods
and services, and on the functioning and quality of public institutions.1 The second group of
arguments, of heterodox inspiration, look instead at the role (and lack) of aggregate demand
and how this has shaped the growth performance of the country.2

This approach is reflected, not surprisingly, in the comparative political economy (CPE)
literature. In the CPE literature the dominant paradigm until recently has followed the
so-called Varieties of Capitalism (VoC) approach. Based on the institutional and supply-
side characteristics of advanced capitalist economies, the VoC approach proposed the well-
known distinction between liberal market economies (LMEs) and coordinated market
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1. Here the usual call for structural reforms prevails, that is, more flexibility in the labour market,
more competition in the market for goods and services and the decentralisation of wage bargaining
(see, for example, European Commission 2019).
2. In support of this view, see Storm (2019) and Cesaratto/Zezza (2018).
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economies (CMEs) (Hall/Soskice 2001). In their well-received article, Baccaro/Pontusson
(2016) suggested to move away from the categories of the VoC tradition, illustrating a
new approach to CPE that places at the centre of the analysis the core elements of post-Key-
nesian/Kaleckian economic thinking, namely aggregate demand and income distribution.3

The authors suggest the concept of ‘growth models’, where the two opposing but, at the
same time, complementary models are the so-called export-led growth model and the con-
sumption-led growth model. In the former, growth is driven by net exports and thus by
foreign demand whereas, in the latter, growth is driven by household consumption and
thus by domestic demand. The fall in household income witnessed since the late 1970s
in advanced capitalist economies implied that consumption was increasingly sustained by
debt rather than income so that the consumption-led growth model can be labelled the
debt-led growth model. The two models are complementary since the current account def-
icits of the debt-led growth model allow the export-led growth model to run trade surpluses.

Post-Keynesian scholars have also investigated the emergence of different growth regimes
and the shift of the regimes after the Global Financial and Economic Crisis (GFEC) of
2007–2009.4 The regimes are the debt-led private demand boom regime, the domestic
demand-led regime, and the export-led regime both in its mercantilist and weak constellation
(Dodig et al. 2016; Dünhaupt/Hein 2019; Hein 2019; Hein/Martschin 2021). Academics
of post-Keynesian inspiration have thus welcomed the new approach to CPE by Baccaro and
Pontusson, highlighting some shortcomings with regard to the distinction between the wage-
led and the profit-led regime (that is, how aggregate demand reacts to a change in income
distribution), and the source of aggregate demand, that is, for example, debt-led growth or
export-led growth (Hein/Martschin 2021; Stockhammer 2022). As highlighted in Amable
(2023), the notion of growth models can be also traced back to the work of the French
Régulation theory and in particular to the contribution of the French economists Robert
Boyer and Michel Freyssenet appeared in the 1990s/2000.

According to the VoC approach, the Italian model is seen as ambiguous, showing incoher-
ence and lack of complementarities among institutions and is thus relegated to the case of a
‘mixed market economy’ (Molina/Rhodes 2007). As argued by Della Sala (2004), in the
post-war period Italy tried to mimic elements of a CME and in more recent times,
under the impetus of the European integration process, the country tried to adopt elements
of an LME without becoming either one. The VoC approach predicts that countries that
best fit one of these two fundamental types of capitalism will register better economic
outcomes while countries somewhere in between the two – and this is the case of Italy –
will not perform as well.

In the growthmodels perspective, Baccaro/Pontusson (2016) argue that Italy has failed to
find a substitute to the Fordist ‘wage driver’ of growth and that ‘persistent stagnation is
always an option’.5 In Hein et al. (2021), Italy’s growth regime shifts from a domestic
demand-led regime in the period 2000–2008 to an export-led regime in the period
2009–2016. Kohler/Stockhammer (2022) suggest that the classification of growth models
according to the dichotomy export-led/consumption-led may have lost its explanatory
power for the period after the GFEC. The authors show how in the sample of 30 high-
income OECD countries used in Hein et al. (2021), 24 countries (including Italy) out
of 30 can be classified as export-led in the post-crisis experience. The authors question

3. In defence of the VoC approach, see Hope/Soskice (2016).
4. In this literature the term ‘growth regime’ is preferred to ‘growth model’, but the two concepts
are similar. We use the two terms as synonyms.
5. This consideration is, however, based on the theoretical shortcoming in the paper to which we
referred earlier.
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the validity of this interpretation, highlighting how in most cases the growth contribution
made by net exports is primarily due to the fall in imports rather than by the growth of
exports. Hein/Martschin (2021) keep the regime distinctions also for the post-crisis period,
arguing how it is the macroeconomic policy regime – that is, the combination of fiscal,
monetary and wage policies as well as open economy conditions – that influences the coun-
try’s growth regime and its change. In the case of Italy, a highly restrictive macroeconomic
policy regime after the global crisis has forced the country to shift from a stagnating domes-
tic demand regime to a stagnating export-led regime (Hein/Martschin 2021).

Against this background, we attempt to explain the country’s post-crisis regime with the
(failed) attempt to adopt an export-led recovery strategy. This does not mean that the stagna-
tion of the Italian economy begins with the GFEC of 2007–2009. The stagnation of the Italian
economy has been ongoing for almost three decades. In this contribution, however, we focus
on period from 2001 to 2019 to try to explain the paradigm shift in the Italian growth model
after the global crisis in the context of the European Economic and Monetary Union (EMU)
and the relative economic policy constraints.We argue how, after the crisis, Germany’s export-
driven growthmodel emerged as the successful model to follow for Italy and for the eurozone as
a whole. In the dominant view, Germany’s economic success since the mid-2000s was attrib-
uted to a series of painful but necessary economic reforms that were able to kickstart growth
and employment. The success of Germany’s mercantilist export-led growth model has been
especially attractive to Italy, given the similarly export-oriented manufacturing industry and
the strong similarity in the array of exported products. However, borrowing terminology
from Storm/Naastepad (2015), we argue that Italy has applied the ‘wrong’ German model
(the model portrayed in the mainstream interpretation) based on wage compression and
restrictive budget policies. In contrast to this simplified mainstream characterisation of the
German model, Germany’s export success, or the ‘true’ German model, is based on non-
price factors, such as the technological improvement of the exported products and the reor-
ganisation of outlet markets (Simonazzi et al. 2013; Storm/Nasteepad 2015). Not least, even
if Italy had been able to emulate the success of Germany’s mercantilist export-led growth
model, export-led growth suffers from intrinsic contradictions as it depends on the capability
and willingness of the exporter’s trading partners to run permanent current account deficits.
Once the deficit country is no longer able to finance its current account deficits, it will be
forced to consolidate, affecting also the surplus countries.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we identify the demand and growth
regime of Italy, looking at the GDP growth contributions and the sectoral financial balances.
We show how the export-led growth model is the only viable option for a country where
both the private and the public sectors aim at running budget surpluses. In Section 3, we
show how Germany emerged as the successful model to follow. In the dominant interpreta-
tion, the recovery of the German economy since the second half of the 2000s has been
attributed to the success of deflationary policies based on the combination of austerity
and flexibilisation. In Section 4, we argue how Italy followed the ‘wrong’ German model
based on wage compression and price competitiveness while the success of German exports
can be attributed to non-price competitiveness factors. Here, our comparative analysis will
focus on two aspects: the reorganisation of export markets and the improvement in techno-
logical competitiveness of exports. In Section 5, we draw the conclusions.

2 WHICH GROWTH MODEL AFTER THE GFEC?

For our assessment of Italy’s growth model, we look at GDP growth contributions and
sectoral financial balances. Following Hein/Martschin (2021), we distinguish between
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two periods so to capture the changing macroeconomic and macroeconomic policy con-
ditions. The first period ranges from 2001 to 2009 and it includes the GFEC, while the
second period ranges from 2010 to 2019 and includes the eurozone crisis and the follow-
ing period of austerity policies. Table 1 shows the contributions to real GDP growth of
the components of aggregate demand (private consumption, gross (fixed) capital forma-
tion, government demand, and net exports) together with the sectoral financial balances
of the main macroeconomic sectors, the household sector, the corporate sector (forming
together the private sector), the government sectors and the foreign sector. In the period
2001–2009, the main source of growth is represented by public and private consumption
demand, with 0.22 and 0.23 percentage points, respectively (average values over the per-
iod as for the rest of Table 1). Private investment did not contribute to aggregate demand,
and the contribution of gross fixed capital formation is zero while trade balance contributed
negatively to real GDP growth. Growth contributions sum up to real GDP growth, which
in the period 2001–2009 was equal to 0.18 per cent. Looking at the sectoral financial
balances, we can see that the balance of the household sector was positive (private demand
was not deficit-financed). Even if the corporate sector registered a small deficit (equal to
0.23 per cent of GDP), the private sector taken together was still in surplus. Throughout
the 2001–2009 period, the government sector ran a deficit of 3.28 per cent and the foreign
sector recorded a surplus of 1.11 per cent, which is equivalent to a deficit in Italy’s current
account. The sectoral financial balances sum up to zero, as the surplus in one sector must, by
definition, be equal to the collective deficits of the other sectors. Italy’s growth regime in the
period 2001–2009 can be identified as domestic-led.

In the second period (2010–2019), the source of private demand disappears, with gross
fixed capital formation and public demand contributing negatively to GDP growth
(−0.14 and −0.10 percentage points, respectively). The contribution of private consump-
tion is minimal (0.06 percentage points), and the only significant contribution to GDP
growth in the post-GFEC period comes from net exports and thus foreign demand
(0.37 percentage points). In this period real GDP growth was equal to 0.27 per cent.
The stance of the sectoral balances confirms the slowdown in private consumption and
investment. The household and business sectors are both in surplus, and the balance of
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Table 1 Contributions to real GDP growth (percentage points) and sectoral financial balances
(percent of GDP), average values, Italy

2001–2009 2010–2019

GDP growth & growth contributions
Real GDP growth (percent) 0.18 0.27
Private consumption 0.23 0.06
Gross capital formation −0.09 −0.06
– Gross fixed capital formation 0.00 −0.14
Government demand 0.22 −0.10
Net exports −0.19 0.37

Sectoral financial balances
Household sector 2.46 1.27
Corporate sector −0.23 2.45
Government sector −3.28 −2.77
Foreign sector 1.11 −0.89

Source: AMECO (2022). Own calculations.



the private sector as a whole is even larger than in the previous period (3.42 per cent). At
the same time, the deficit of the government sector decreases to 2.77 per cent.6 The exter-
nal sector is in deficit, which is equivalent to Italy’s current account surplus. It follows that
in the period 2010–2019, Italy can be classified among the export-led economies (Hein
et al. 2021; Hein/Martschin 2021). Net exports, with the additional (albeit minimal) con-
tribution of private consumption, appear to be the sole source of growth in the post-
GFEC period.

Figure 1a shows the evolution of net exports as share of GDP. Starting in 2010, we
observe a rapid improvement in net exports followed by a slight decline until 2018
when net exports stopped around 2 per cent to then rise again in 2019. If we analyse
imports and exports trends separately, we observe how the improvement in the trade bal-
ance in the period 2010–2019 has been driven primarily by a reduction in imports
demand rather by a genuine increase in exports. Figure 1b shows exports and imports
as an index, where the base year is 2007. After 2009, Italian exports enters a growth
path that continues until 2019 while import declines both as a consequence of the global
crisis and of the eurozone crisis and the resulting drop in government and consumer
spending. Imports recovered only from 2014 and managed to surpass the pre-global crisis
values only in 2017. In this light, the classification of Italy’s growth regime in the post-
crisis experience as export-led does not appear to be dictated by a genuine shift in the
growth paradigm of the country from one driven by domestic demand to one driven
by foreign demand (Kohler/Stockhammer 2022).

From the arithmetic of the sectoral financial balances, we know that if the public sector
and the private sector would like to achieve simultaneous financial surpluses, it is necessary
that the foreign sector runs an offsetting current account deficit (from the domestic per-
spective, a current account surplus). This means that if the private sector accumulates sav-
ings and the public sector is constrained by a balanced budget rule, as in the European
context, an offsetting current account surplus is required. In Figure 2, we show the

6. More specifically, the primary surplus goes from an average value of 1.62 per cent in the period
2001–2009 to an average value of 1.47 per cent in the period 2010–2019. Interest payments on
debt in relation to GDP went from an average value of 4.89 per cent in the first period to 4.23
per cent in the second period.
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Figure 1 (a) Net exports of goods and services in percent of GDP and (b) exports (black) and
imports (grey) at constant 2015 prices (2007 = 100 per cent), 2001–2019, Italy
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evolution of the sectoral financial balances from 2001 to 2019 for Germany and Italy. We
report the government budget on the vertical axis and the current account on the horizon-
tal axis, both expressed in percent of GDP.7 The diagonal 45-degree line represents all
combinations of government budget and current account where the financial balance of
the private sector is in equilibrium (that is, where saving is equal to investment). Above the
equilibrium line, the private sector records a deficit while below the equilibrium line, the
private sector registers a surplus. We can observe how over time both Germany and Italy
moved towards the area that we have highlighted in grey. In the grey area, three conditions
are simultaneously met: a current account surplus, the compliance with the European deficit
rules (the grey area is limited below by a dotted line cutting the vertical axis at the 3 per cent
mark) and the surplus of the private sector.

In the case of Germany (Figure 2a), we observe how starting from the beginning of the
2000s, the country took a clear mercantilist stance, running high and persistent current
account surpluses (Zezza 2020). At the same time, the private sector registered large sur-
pluses, thus becoming a net lender to the country’s trading partners. The government sector
drastically reduced deficit spending so that in 2012 it reached a balanced budget, and from
2013 it started to record continuous budget surpluses until 2019 (Germany’s path enters the
grey area above the horizontal axis in 2012–2013). As of the early 2000s, Italy’s current
account is negative and the government deficit is negative. The private sector is in surplus
(except for 2008). After the GFEC of 2007–2009, we can see how the country’s trajectory
rotates counter-clockwise and it starts heading toward the grey shaded area. In fact, an even
more restrictive European fiscal policy framework pushed the country to run current
account surpluses. Similar to Italy, the eurozone as a whole followed a counter-clockwise
trajectory. After the crisis, the eurozone needed to achieve persistent current account sur-
pluses in order to offset shrinking government deficits imposed by the restrictive fiscal
rules (Zezza 2020).8 As highlighted by Hein (2019), before the crisis, the eurozone showed
the features of a domestic demand-led regime while, after the crisis, the eurozone turned
towards the export-led regime. A recovery strategy driven by foreign demand is therefore
the only available option when fiscal policy is hindered to stimulate domestic aggregate
demand and the private sector wishes to save (Kregel 2018). As we will see in the following
sections, in the case of Italy, the policies adopted to boost exports depressed domestic
demand without stimulating export demand, turning the growth pattern of the country
into a failed export-led regime.

3 GERMANY AS A ROLE MODEL AFTER THE CRISIS

3.1 The crisis

The economic and financial crisis exposed the fragilities that had been building up within
the EMU since the inception of the single currency. For the peripheral countries of the
eurozone, including Italy, the first years after the introduction of the single currency

7. Such graphical representation of the sectoral financial balances is based on Zezza (2020) and
Kregel (2018), which in turn draws on the framework proposed in Parenteau (2010). This graph has
also found its way into some heterodox macroeconomics textbooks (Mitchell et al. 2019; Lavoie
2022).
8. The graph for the eurozone can be found in Zezza (2020). A dynamic graph showing the evo-
lution of sectoral balances for individual eurozone countries can be found at the following link:
www.alessandrobramucci.com/graphs/dynamic_graph.html.
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correspond to a period of (light) expansion. The convergence of interest rates due to the
disappearance of exchange rate risk favoured the inflow of capital from the core countries
of the currency area, predominantly Germany. Capital inflows boosted domestic (debt-
financed) demand, supporting growth and employment. Current accounts between the
core and the periphery of the eurozone started to deteriorate as the exchange rate between
eurozone countries was now fixed. At the same time, higher growth rates in peripheral coun-
tries led to higher prices and nominal wages, which in turn contributed to further loss of
competitiveness of the peripheral countries vis-à-vis core EMU countries.9 Italy suffered
from the introduction of the euro as the country lost the exchange rate instrument that
it used to resort to in the past in order to improve its foreign trade balance. The single cur-
rency, together with historically higher inflation rates compared to the core EMU countries,
contributed to the erosion of Italy’s external competitiveness. In Europe, the international
crisis soon turned in what in the mainstream interpretation became known as the ‘sovereign
debt crisis’ involving, in particular, Greece and Italy as well as other peripheral countries of
the EMU. The debt crisis was interpreted as a problem of excessive public spending, and to
stop the speculative spiral that had formed in the financial markets around the public debt of
peripheral EMU countries, severe austerity policies were imposed.10

For Germany, the early 2000s were instead years of economic crisis as the country was
still bearing the burden of reunification. With the introduction of the euro, Germany
experienced the opposite situation compared to Italy. Thanks to the euro, a weaker cur-
rency with respect to the older Deutsche Mark, Germany improved its international com-
petitiveness outside the eurozone. In addition, thanks to lower inflation rates compared to
the rest of the eurozone, the country was able to gain a strong competitive edge vis-à-vis
peripheral EMU members. Structural reforms and, in particular, labour market reforms
(the well-known Agenda 2010 and the Hartz IV reforms of the red-green political coali-
tion) pushed wage growth below productivity growth boosting the competitiveness of
German exports.

3.2 The post-crisis European policy agenda

Thanks to its newfound economic and thus political strength, Germany, together with
European and international institutions (the ‘Troika’), dictated the policies of the
European post-crisis recovery agenda. In the dominant view, Germany’s economic suc-
cess since the mid-2000s was attributed to a series of painful but at the same time neces-
sary economic reforms. Thanks to labour market flexibilisation measures and restrictive
budgetary policies (Schuldenbremse) Germany was able to quickly turn from the ‘sick
man of Europe’ to the leading European economic power showing positive GDP growth
rates, low unemployment rates, large current account surpluses and a declining debt-to-
GDP ratio. Due to its rapid economic success, Germany and the ‘German model’ soon
became a role model for the entire EMU and in particular for the crisis-ridden countries
of the periphery (Piattoni/Notermans 2021; Notermans/Piattoni 2021). The dominant
interpretation of Germany’s economic success was criticised in several respects. Hein/
Truger (2005) questioned the mainstream assumption of institutional sclerosis, that
is, rigid labour market regulations and a generous welfare state, being at the root of

9. Real wages in Italy have been stagnant since the 1990s. See the chart in Buchholz (2023).
10. We know well how in peripheral EMU countries the debt-to-GDP ratio was stable or even
decreasing as in the case of Spain and increased dramatically as a result of the global crisis.
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the German economic malaise of the 1990s/early 2000s, pointing instead to the restric-
tive policy mix both at the domestic and European level. Cesaratto/Stirati (2010) argued
how Germany implemented restrictive wage and fiscal policies to deliberately pursue a
clear mercantilist strategy to the detriment of its European partners. Truger/Rietzler
(2019) questioned that the ‘debt brake’ (Schuldenbremse) was the reason behind the
successful budget consolidation beginning in 2010 in Germany, arguing instead how
the positive macroeconomic conditions enjoyed by the country were responsible for
the realisation of budget surpluses and the reduction of the debt-to-GDP ratio. Never-
theless, the image of Germany’s export-led economic success based on wage moderation
and fiscal discipline remained deeply ingrained in the European policy discourse, so that
the post-crisis European policy agenda was shaped around the two pillars of fiscal aus-
terity, to reduce public debts and to restore confidence of financial markets, and labour
market structural reforms, to improve external competitiveness and relaunch exports
(Notermans/Piattoni 2021).

Italy undertook several reforms following the European policy agenda. However, the
policy mix adopted soon proved to be self-defeating (see Storm 2019). Fiscal consolida-
tion efforts did not help to reduce the debt-to-GDP ratio that jumped from approximately
120 per cent in 2011 to 135 per cent in 2014. The Italian labour market was also subject
to a series of reforms aimed at increasing flexibility and boosting employment. Labour
market structural reforms instead pushed the adoption of temporary and part-time con-
tracts over permanent contracts, favouring the creation of new jobs in low-tech sectors
(Cirillo et al. 2017). Perez/Matsaganis (2019) showed how labour market structural
reforms in Italy and in southern Europe were effective in achieving internal devaluation
but did not help to boost exports and employment. In addition, numerous empirical stu-
dies have found the existence of negative relationship between labour flexibility and labour
productivity.11 The existence of such negative link is also confirmed in the case of Italy.
Lucidi/Kleinknecht (2010) found that, in a sample of 3,000 Italian firms over the period
2001–2003, firms with a high share of flexible workers registered significantly lower rates
of labour productivity growth. Similarly, Calcagnini et al. (2021) found that, in the period
1995–2012, the share of temporary workers was negatively related to productivity (total
factor productivity) growth, in particular in the industrial centre-north regions. Cirillo/
Ricci (2022) perform quantile regression analysis to an original longitudinal sample of
Italian firms for the years 2007, 2010 and 2015 to find that the intensive use of short-
term work weakened labour productivity, especially in low-productive firms, thus reinfor-
cing the dualism of the Italian production system made of a large group of low-productive
and low-wage firms and a small group of high-productive firms.

The adoption of structural reforms in Italy has been pushed by international institu-
tions. The most prominent case of urgent call for structural reforms is certainly the letter
received in August 2011 by the Italian government led at the time by Silvio Berlusconi
co-signed by the president of the Bank of Italy, Mario Draghi, and by president of the
ECB, Jean-Claude Trichet. However, as argued by Amable/Palombarini (2014), neoliberal
structural reforms in Italy found support in the dominant social bloc of the country,
which the authors refer to as the bloc bourgeois. The bloc bourgeois is an elitist social alliance
that brought together parts of the right and of the left and that was deeply committed to
the neoliberal principles of the European integration project.

11. See the review of the literature in Pariboni/Tridico (2020). Several studies have also confirmed
the existence of a negative relationship between labour flexibility and innovation (see, for example,
Kleinknecht et al. 2014).
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3.3 Italy as an export-led economy?

Historical evidence seems to support the thesis that exports played a key role for growth in
Italy. In his work on the development of the Italian economy, Graziani (2000) argued
how after the Second World War (WWII), a country as poor in raw materials as Italy
was pushed to develop an export-oriented industry in order to avoid persistent current
account imbalances. However, instead of specialising in labour-intensive sectors in
which the country had a comparative advantage, the Italian industry was able to specialise
in sectors where world demand at the time was booming, such as consumer durable goods
and luxury goods (Graziani 2000). Econometric analysis provided mixed evidence on the
export-led growth hypothesis for the Italian economy after WWII. Federici/Marconi
(2002) provided evidence in support of export-led growth for the period 1960–1998
while Pistoresi/Rinaldi (2012) found weak evidence arguing how exports growth was
only one of the factors driving growth after WWII.

In general, Italy is often presented as an export-led economy, and there are numer-
ous studies comparing the Italian and the German export-led models in various
respects (Foresti/Trenti 2012; Guerrieri/Esposito 2012; Jones 2021). The success of
Germany’s export-led growth turned out to be particularly attractive to Italy.12 The
two countries are among the largest industrial platforms in the European Union
(EU). The German industry (excluding construction) produces 30.5 per cent of the
entire value added of the EU followed by Italy (13.9), France (13.2), Spain (7.8),
Poland (4.8) and Netherlands (3.8).13 Similar to Germany, Italy exports mostly
goods. Between 2001 and 2009, the share of goods in total exports was equal to
79.9 per cent in Italy and to 84.7 per cent in Germany. In the period 2010–2019,
it increased to 81.4 per cent in Italy and it dropped to 82.7 per cent in Germany.
France and Spain exhibit considerably lower shares, equal to 74.3 and 67 per cent in
the period 2001–2009 and to 70.8 and 69.2 per cent in the period 2010–2019, respec-
tively. Germany and Italy show also a strong similarity in the relative composition of
exported goods (Foresti/Trenti 2011; Heimberger/Krowall 2020). At the top of the list
in Table 2 we find industrial machinery, vehicles, electrical machinery and equipment,
and pharmaceutical products in both Italy and Germany. There are also important dif-
ferences. As we can observe from the last column of Table 2, the export share of vehi-
cles, electrical machinery and equipment, optical and medical equipment, and aircrafts
is higher in Germany, while the export share of beverages, precious metals and stones,
footwear, apparel and leather products (luxury and fashion goods) are higher in Italy.14

In recent years, the performance of the Italian exports has not kept pace with Ger-
many and the other large eurozone economies like France and Spain. Bugamelli et al.
(2018) argued that due to its specialisation in low-skill sectors, Italian production was
exposed to international competition from low-wage countries. This was the case dur-
ing the period 1999–2007 when Italy suffered a proper ‘China shock’. This phase
seems to have ended in 2010 with the Italian exports reducing the negative growth dif-
ferential with respect to Germany thanks to an improvement in price competitiveness
(Bugamelli et al. 2018). Positive exports dynamics were registered in some sectors like

12. An explicit recommendation to imitate the German export-led growth model can be found in
Carlo Cottarelli’s popular book titled The Seven Deadly Sins of the Italian Economy (Cottarelli 2018).
13. Average values over the period 2001–2019 (Eurostat 2022).
14. We have computed an export similarity index by product (Finger/Kreinin 1979) between Italy
and the largest industrial countries of the EU (Germany, France, Spain, Poland and Netherlands).
The highest value over the period 2001–2019 turns out to be between Germany and Italy.
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machinery, motor vehicles, pharmaceutical products, food and beverages, possibly indi-
cating also that the specialisation of the Italian industry shifted away from sectors
exposed to competition from China towards production with higher value-added con-
tent (Bugamelli et al. 2018). Empirical studies find mixed evidence on the determi-
nants of Italian exports. Algieri (2015) found that the decline in the country’s
international competitiveness since the mid-1990s had to be explained with a combi-
nation of price and non-price competitiveness factors, where the latter had a larger
effect. Paternesi Meloni (2018) found that export price competitiveness primarily
explained Italy’s export performance in the period 1994–2014. In the following sec-
tion, using a set of purely descriptive stylized indicators, we argue that Italy has failed
to emulate those non-price competitiveness factors that have contributed to shape the
success of Germany’s export-led model.

4 ITALY LEARNED THE ‘WRONG LESSON’ FROM GERMANY

One progressive interpretation of the euro crisis concluded that trade imbalances
between Germany and the peripheral eurozone countries were to be explained with
the competitive edge that Germany achieved through restrictive wage policies. An
expansionary wage policy in Germany was therefore necessary to rebalance the current
account of Germany vis-à-vis the eurozone deficit countries (Stockhammer/Onaran
2012). Hein/Truger (2017) questioned this interpretation, arguing that an expansionary
wage policy in Germany would not have the effect of deteriorating price competitiveness
of exports (unless the wage expansion was very large), but only the effect of increasing
domestic demand and so closing the current account balance. Tober’s (2021) findings
support the view that price factors do play a role in the competitiveness of German
exports. Using survey data collected among German businesses prior to the official
introduction of the single currency in 1999, the study argues that the attitude of
large exporting companies (the dominant group in the German industrial association)
towards the nascent EMU became very positive after that the German reunification
and the crisis of the European Monetary System (EMS) caused a large real appreciation
of the Deutsche Mark. This meant that German exporters strategically anticipated the
competitive advantage that the single currency would have brought to national exports
(Tober 2021).

Econometric work on the determinants of German exports point to a different direction.
The econometric exercise proposed by Storm/Naastepad (2015) found statistically significant
estimates for the effects of world income on exports and not statistically significant results for
the effects of real unit labour cost. Similarly, Neumann (2020) found that German exports
were mainly determined by foreign demand, both within and outside the EMU, concluding
that German exporters benefited from their specialisation in technologically advanced and
high-quality products for which international demand grew fast. Market research data
show that German production seems to enjoy an excellent reputation in international mar-
kets. In a survey conducted in 23 countries in 2019, the made-in-Germany brand turned
out to be the most popular among international consumers. Interestingly, in second place
follows the made-in-Italy brand, which, unlike the case of the made-in-Germany brand,
turns out to be appreciated mainly by Italians (Smith 2019). Beyond this, there are strategic
and organizational factors that have contributed to shape the success of German manufac-
turing and exports, including the reorientation of exports towards emerging markets and
the reorganisation of the German production network factors that Italy was only partially
able to emulate.
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4.1 Reorganisation of export markets and production networks

One of the main factors contributing to the success of German exports has been the ability
of German companies to take advantage of new high-growth markets. German firms were
able to reorient their export destinations from the traditional partners (eurozone countries,
UK, US) to the new emerging markets, especially China and East European Countries
(EECs) (Celi et al. 2018; Simonazzi et al. 2013). As we can observe from Table 3,
from 2000 to 2019, the share of German exports to China rose by 5.68 percentage points,
to Poland by 2.5 percentage points and to Czech Republic by 1.17 percentage points. In
2019, China became the third largest export market for Germany (7.25 per cent export
share) after the United States (8.94 per cent) and France (7.99 per cent). The share of
Italian exports to China and EECs also increased, but to a lower extent. The share of
exports to China increased by 1.8 percentage points, to Poland by 1.35 percentage points
and to Czech Republic by 0.73 percentage points. Switzerland turned out to be the largest
growing share in Italian exports, with an increase of 2.13 percentage points. At the same
time, the share of exports to major eurozone countries and the other major developed
countries (UK, US) declined, albeit to a lower extent than in Germany. Italy’s top export
destination in 2019 remained Germany, followed by France and the US while China
appeared only in the ninth position.15 Foresti/Trenti (2012) argued how German and Ita-
lian companies follow different approaches to access foreign markets. German companies
display a strategic and organised approach that aims at building long-term relationships in
the export region. Italian companies, on the other hand, tend to act individually with a
more flexible approach, managing to intercept even the smallest sources of demand but
failing to establish long-term links with the foreign market, and so creating only few posi-
tive externalities for the entire Italian production system (Foresti/Trenti 2012). In addi-
tion, Germany has been able to seize the opportunities of globalisation not only on the
demand side by increasing export flows to the fastest growing markets but also on the sup-
ply side by fragmenting and reorganising its production activities on an international scale
(Guerrieri/Esposito 2012). Germany managed to integrate EECs in its production
network through selected relocation strategies, outsourcing only the low-skill-intensive
segments of the production chain while keeping the high-skill-intensive activities at
home. This strategy was able to stimulate domestic productivity and job creation in the
high value-added segments of the production chain. The Italian industry was also able
to take advantage of the eastward enlargement of the EU. Italian companies, however,
have tended to relocate their entire production lines abroad, particularly in low- and
medium-quality sectors, with clear negative consequences in terms of employment for
the Italian economy (Simonazzi et al. 2013).

4.2 Improvement of international non-price competitiveness

In order to capture the degree and dynamics of non-price competitiveness of exports, we
have looked at three proxy indicators. First, we have looked at public spending on second-
ary and tertiary education. This indicator captures, to a rough extent, the degree to which
a country invests in its human capital and therefore in the ability of the younger

15. The fact that mercantilist Germany is the main market for Italian goods raise further doubts
on the effective functioning of an export-led recovery strategy for Italy. In this sense, it would be
interesting to investigate to which extent Italian firms may have become an integral part of the Ger-
man production chain looking for example at Trade in Value Added (TiVA) database of the OECD.
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generations to advance the country’s future technological frontier. As we can see from
Table 4, in 2019 (as in 2001 and 2007) government education spending in Italy lagged
behind France (2.8 per cent) and Germany (2.4 per cent). Recent empirical analysis
showed how the underfunding of public universities in Italy contributed to the migration
of young university researchers with the consequent loss of skills and human capital
(Nascia et al. 2021). In addition, Truger (2016) showed how public spending on educa-
tion was subject to heavy budget cuts during the crisis years, particularly in the peripheral
eurozone countries, with obvious negative consequences on long-term growth potential.

Second, we look at R&D spending (public and private). Again, Italy lags constantly
behind Germany and France. We can see that in 2019, Germany’s R&D spending
(3.1 per cent) was more than double the figure for Italy (1.4 per cent). Indeed, there is
a positive relationship between R&D, innovation and export performance. The empirical
study by Guarascio et al. (2016) highlighted the existence of a ‘virtuous circle’ between
R&D spending, new product development and increased export market share. In their
econometric study, the virtuous circle breaks down when the sample is narrowed down
to Central/Mediterranean countries (France, Italy, Spain), confirming how Italy’s low
values in R&D spending had a significant negative effect on export performance.
Third, following Kohler/Stockhammer (2022) and Hein/Martschin (2021), we look
at the Economic Complexity Index (ECI). This indicator provides an excellent measure
of the degree of competitiveness of exports goods.16 Here the gap between Italy and
Germany is evident. While in 2019 Germany reached the fourth position in the ECI
ranking, losing two positions compared to 2001 and 2007, Italy reached the seventeenth
position, losing four positions compared to 2001. We can therefore conclude that despite
the similarity in the range of exported products, Italy did not manage to properly emulate

16. For a detailed account about the construction of the ECI, see Hidalgo/Hausmann (2009).
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Table 4 Government education spending, R&D spending and economic complexity index,
selected years

2001 2007 2019

Government education spending* (% of GDP)
France 3.2 2.9 2.8
Germany 2.7 2.5 2.4
Italy 2.5 2.4 2.1
Spain 2.2 2.1 2.1

R&D spending** (% of GDP)
France 2.1 2.0 2.2
Germany 2.4 2.4 3.1
Italy 1.0 1.1 1.4
Spain 0.9 1.2 1.2

Economic complexity index (rank)
France 10 13 15
Germany 2 2 4
Italy 13 18 17
Spain 19 26 34

Notes: *Secondary and tertiary education. **Public and private; last value 2018.
Sources: Eurostat (2022), World Bank (2022) and OEC (2022).



the factors that make German exports competitive. This explains the decline of Italian
exports in increasingly competitive international markets.

5 CONCLUSIONS

We have attempted to explain the disappointing performance of the Italian economy after
the GFEC of 2007–2009 as the failure of an export-led recovery strategy. This does not
mean that the poor growth performance of the Italian economy starts after the GFEC.
The stagnation of the Italian economy has persisted for almost 30 years. In this contribution,
we have decided to focus on the period 2001–2019, investigating Italy’s growthmodel and, in
particular, the shift of the growth model after the crisis in the context of the EMU and the
relative economic policy constraints. First, we have looked at growth contributions and sec-
toral financial balances. We have shown how Italy transformed from a stagnant domestic
demand-led economy in the period 2001–2009 to a stagnant export-led economy in the per-
iod 2010–2019 (Hein/Martschin 2021). We have also observed how net export growth was
the result of the deceleration of imports rather than of genuine exports growth, raising
doubts on the interpretation of the Italian growth model in the post-crisis period as
being truly export-led (Kohler/Stockhammer 2022). Based on the arithmetic of the sectoral
financial balances, we have argued that current account surpluses are required when the pri-
vate sector aims at running financial surpluses and the government sector is constrained by a
balance budget policy. A growth strategy based on foreign demand was therefore the only
viable option, for Italy and for the eurozone as a whole. In an attempt to pursue export-led
growth, however, deflationary policies were adopted that instead of stimulating foreign
demand have reduced domestic demand (Kregel 2018; Zezza 2020).

Second, we have argued that after the GFEC of 2007–2009, Germany and the
‘German model’ became a role model for the entire EMU and, in particular, for the
crisis-ridden countries of the periphery. In the dominant view, Germany’s economic suc-
cess since the mid-2000s was attributed to a series of painful economic reforms. Thanks to
structural reforms, in particular labour market flexibilisation policies coupled with restric-
tive budgetary policies, Germany was able to quickly turn from the ‘sick man of Europe’
to the leading European economic power, showing a series of positive macroeconomic
indicators. The German model became attractive to Italy, another large export-oriented
manufacturing economy with close similarity to Germany in the array of exported pro-
ducts. Borrowing terminology from Storm/Naastepad (2015), we have argued that Italy
attempted to restore export competitiveness following the ‘wrong’ German model, that
is, the model adopted in the European reform agenda, while the success of German
exports, or the ‘true’ German model, was based upon not only non-price competitiveness
factors such as strong investment in R&D and education, but also the international reor-
ganisation of outlet markets and the restructuring of the production network. In Italy, an
export-led recovery strategy based on wage compression has failed to substantially boost
exports. Instead, it has depressed domestic demand, trapping the country in permanent
stagnation. The enduring stagnation in the country is therefore the result of misguided
policy. This reminds us of Steindl’s notion of ‘stagnation as policy’ inspired by Kalecki’s
work ‘Political Aspects of Full Employment’ (Hein 2016: 33).

This study suffers from two major limitations. First, it remained purely descriptive and
the arguments presented were based on the existing literature. Therefore, econometric
work on the determinants of exports for Italy and Germany is required. In addition,
we decided to focus exclusively on goods exports. Future research should also look at ser-
vices exports. Second, while northern regions may enjoy a successful export-led growth
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model, southern regions may be cut off from the growth process. Therefore, the Italian
growth model deserves closer attention also from the regional perspective. To conclude,
even if Italy had successfully implemented an export-led recovery strategy, export-led
growth is not a sustainable growth model in the long run as it contributes to the accumu-
lation of international macroeconomic imbalances (Simonazzi et al. 2013; Hein 2019).
For this reason, we argue in favour of a growth revival based on domestic demand,
both public and private, in Italy and in the entire eurozone. Whether this will be possible,
it remains to be seen.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Preliminary versions of this paper were presented in October 2021 at the 25th FMM
conference and in October 2022 at the IPE online workshop ‘Frontiers in Growth
Regimes Research - Theoretical Perspectives and Country Cases’. I thank the audience
of both presentations for their helpful comments. Special thanks go to Eckhard Hein,
Achim Truger, Gennaro Zezza, Sarah Godar, the colleagues of the IPE Berlin and
two anonymous referees. The usual disclaimers apply.

REFERENCES

Algieri, B. (2015): Price and non-price competitiveness in export demand: empirical evidence from
Italy, in: Empirica, 42, 157–183.

Amable, B. (2023): Nothing new under the sun: the so-called “growth model perspective”, in:
European Journal of Economics and Economic Policies: Intervention, 20(3), 444–460.

Amable, B., Palombarini, S. (2014): The bloc bourgeois in France and Italy, 7, 177–216, in:
Magara, H. (ed.), Economic Crises and Policy Regimes. The Dynamics of Policy Innovation and
Paradigmatic Change, Cheltenham, UK and Northampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar Publishing.

AMECO (2022): Annual macro-economic database of the European Commission’s Directorate
General for Economic and Financial Affairs, Autumn 2022, URL: https://economy-finance.ec.
europa.eu/economic-research-and-databases/economic-databases/ameco-database_en.

Baccaro, L., Pontusson J. (2016): Rethinking comparative political economy: the growth model per-
spective, in: Politics & Society, 44(2), 175–207.

Bugamelli, M., Fabiani S., Federico S., Felettigh, A., Giordano C., Linarello, A. (2018): Back on
track? A macro-micro narrative of Italian exports, in: Italian Economic Journal, 4, 1–31.

Buchholz, K. (2023): Where real wages rose and where they stagnated, URL: https://www.statista.
com/chart/5364/uk-greece-come-bottom-for-wage-growth/.

Calcagnini, G., Marin, G., Perugini, F. (2021): Labour flexibility, internal migration and produc-
tivity in Italian regions, in: Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, 57, 308–320.

Celi, G., Ginzburg, A., Guarascio, D., Simonazzi, A. (2018): Crisis in the European Monetary Union.
A Core-Periphery Perspective, London: Routledge.

Cesaratto, S., Zezza, G. (2018): What went wrong with Italy, and what the country should now fight
for in Europe, Macroeconomic Policy Institute at the Hans-Böckler Foundation, Düsseldorf, IMK
Working Paper, No 37/2018.

Cesaratto, S., Stirati, A. (2010): Germany and the European and global crises, in: International Jour-
nal of Political Economy, 39(4), 56–86.

Cirillo, V., Fana, M. Guarascio, D. (2017): Labour market reforms in Italy: evaluating the effects of
the Jobs Act, in: Economia Politica, 34, 211–232.

Cirillo, V., Ricci, A. (2022): Heterogeneity matters: temporary employment, productivity and wages
in Italian firms, in: Economia Politica, 39, 567–593.

Cottarelli, C. (2018): I Sette Peccati Capitali Dell’economia Italiana, Milan: Feltrinelli.

In search of a growth model for Italy 129

© 2024 The Author Journal compilation © 2024 Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd



Della Sala, V. (2004): The Italian model of capitalism: on the road between globalization and
Europeanization?, in: Journal of European Public Policy, 11(6), 1041–1057.

Dodig, N., Hein, E., Detzer, D. (2016): Financialisation and the financial and economic crises: the-
oretical framework and empirical analysis for 15 countries, in: Hein, E., Detzer, D., Dodig, N.
(eds) Financialisation and the Financial and Economic Crises: Country Studies, Cheltenham, UK
and Northampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar Publishing, 1–41.

Dünhaupt, P., Hein, E. (2019): Financialization, distribution, and macroeconomic regimes before and
after the crisis: a post-Keynesian view on Denmark, Estonia, and Latvia, in: Journal of Baltic Studies,
50(4), 435–465.

European Commission (2019): Country Report Italy 2019, Commission Staff Working Document,
SWD (2019) 1011 final, Brussels.

Eurostat Database (2022): The database of the European Union, URL: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/
web/main/data/database.

Federici, D., Marconi, D. (2002): On exports and economic growth: the case of Italy, in: The Journal
of International Trade & Economic Development, 11(3), 323–340.

Finger, J., Kreinin, M. (1979): A measure of ‘export similarity’ and its possible uses, in: Economic
Journal, 89(356), 905–912.

Foresti, G., Trenti, S. (2012): Struttura e performance delle esportazioni: Italia e Germania a con-
fronto, in: Economia e Politica Industriale, 2, 77–109.

Graziani, A. (2000): Lo sviluppo dell’economia italiana. Dalla ricostruzione alla moneta europea. Nuova
edizione aggiornata, Torino: Bollati Boringhieri.

Guarascio, D., Pianta, M., Bogliacino, F. (2016): Export, R&D and new products: a model and a
test on European industries, in: Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 26: 869–905.

Guerrieri, P., Esposito, P. (2012): Italia e Germania: due modelli di crescita export-led a confronto,
in: Economia e Politica Industriale, 2: 17–53.

Hall, P.A., Soskice, D. (2001): Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comparative
Advantage, Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Heimberger, P., Krowall, N. (2020): Seven ‘surprising’ facts about the Italian economy, Social
Europe, 25 June, URL: https://socialeurope.eu/seven-surprising-facts-about-the-italian-economy.

Hein, E. (2016): Secular stagnation or stagnation policy? Steindl after Summers, in: PSL Quarterly
Review, 69(276), 3–47.

Hein, E. (2019): Financialisation and tendencies towards stagnation: the role of macroeconomic
regime changes in the course of and after the Financial and Economic Crisis 2007–09, in:
Cambridge Journal of Economics, 43(4), 975–999.

Hein, E., Martschin, J. (2021): Demand and growth regimes in finance-dominated capitalism and
the role of the macroeconomic policy regime: a post-Keynesian comparative study on France,
Germany, Italy and Spain before and after the Great Financial Crisis and the Great Recession,
in: Review of Evolutionary Political Economy, 2, 493–527.

Hein, E., Meloni, W.P. and Tridico, P. (2021): Welfare models and demand-led growth regimes
before and after the financial and economic crisis, in: Review of International Political Economy,
28(5), 1196–1223.

Hein, E., Truger, A. (2005): What ever happened to Germany? Is the decline of the former
European key currency country caused by structural sclerosis or by macroeconomic mismanage-
ment? in: International Review of Applied Economics, 19(1), 3–28.

Hein, E., Truger, A. (2007): Opportunities and limits of rebalancing the Eurozone via wage policies.
Theoretical considerations and empirical illustrations for the case of Germany, in: PSL Quarterly
Review, 70(283), 421–447.

Hidalgo, C.A., Hausmann, R. (2009): The building blocks of economic complexity, in: Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 106(26), 10570–10575.

Hope, D., Soskice, S. (2016): Growth models, varieties of capitalism, and macroeconomics, in:
Politics & Society, 44(2), 209–226.

International Trade Centre (ITC) (2022): Trade statistics, URL: https://intracen.org/resources/
trade-statistics.

Jones, E. (2021): The financial consequences of export-led growth in Germany and Italy, in:
German Politics, 30(3), 422–440.

130 European Journal of Economics and Economic Policies: Intervention, Vol. 21 No. 1

© 2024 The Author Journal compilation © 2024 Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd



Kleinknecht, A., van Schaik, F.N., Zhou, H. (2014): Is flexible labour good for innovation?
Evidence from firm-level data, in: Cambridge Journal of Economics, 38(5), 1207–1219.

Kohler, K., Stockhammer, E. (2022): Growing differently? Financial cycles, austerity, and competi-
tiveness in growth models since the Global Financial Crisis, in: Review of International Political
Economy, 29(4), 1314–1341.

Kregel, J.A. (2018): Growth and the single currency: the fiscal policy paradox, in: Una politeia per
un’Europa diversa, più forte e più equa, 7 September, Rome: Presidenza del Consiglio dei
Ministri – Dipartimento per le Politiche Europee, 37–55, URL: https://www.politicheeuropee.
gov.it/media/4295/per-uneuropa-piu-forte-e-piu-equa-2_versione-finale-impaginato.pdf.

Lavoie, M. (2022): Post-Keynesian Economics. New Foundations, 2nd edn, Cheltenham, UK and
Northampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Lucidi, F., Kleinknecht, A. (2010): Little innovation, many jobs: an econometric analysis of the
Italian labour productivity crisis, in: Cambridge Journal of Economics, 34(3), 525–546.

Molina, Ó., Rhodes, M. (2007): The political economy of adjustment in mixed market economies:
a study of Spain and Italy, in: Hancké, B., Rhodes, M. and Thatcher, M. (eds), Beyond Varieties
of Capitalism: Conflict, Contradictions, and Complementarities in the European Economy, Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press, 223–252.

Mitchell, W., Wray, L.R., Watts, M. (2019): Macroeconomics, London: Bloomsbury Publishing.
Nascia, N., Pianta, M., Zacharewicz, T. (2021): Staying or leaving? Patterns and determinants of

Italian researchers’ migration, in: Science and Public Policy, 48(2), 200–211.
Neumann, H. (2020): The determinants of German exports – an analysis of intra- and extra-EMU

trade, in: International Review of Applied Economics, 34(1), 126–145.
Notermans, T., Piattoni, S. (2021): Italy and Germany: incompatible varieties of Europe or dissim-

ilar twins?, in: German Politics, 30(3), 319–339.
Observatory of Economic Complexity (OEC) (2022): The Economic Complexity Index (ECI),

URL: https://oec.world/en/rankings/eci/hs6/hs96.
Parenteau, R. (2010): Minsky and the Eurozone predicament: transcending the dismal science, Slides

presented at a conference, 15 April, URL: http://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/conf_april10/
19th_Minsky_PPTs/19th_Minsky_Parenteau.pdf.

Pariboni, R., Tridico, P. (2020): Structural change, institutions and the dynamics of labor produc-
tivity in Europe, in: Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 30, 1275–1300.

Paternesi Meloni, W. (2018): Italy’s price competitiveness: an empirical assessment through export
elasticities, in: Italian Economic Journal, 4, 421–462.

Piattoni, S., Notermans, T. (2021): Introduction to Italy and Germany: incompatible varieties of
Europe?, in: German Politics, 30(3), 301–318.

Perez, S.A., Matsaganis, M. (2019): Export or perish: can internal devaluation create enough good
jobs in southern Europe?, in: South European Society and Politics, 24(2), 259–285.

Pistoresi, B., Rinaldi, A. (2012): Exports, imports and growth. New evidence on Italy: 1863–2004,
in: Explorations in Economic History, 49, 241–254.

Simonazzi, S., Ginzburg, A., Nocella, G. (2013): Economic relations between Germany and south-
ern Europe, in: Cambridge Journal of Economics, 37(3), 653–675.

Smith, M. (2019): “Made in Germany” is the best thing you can see stamped on your product,
URL: https://yougov.co.uk/topics/international/articles-reports/2019/07/02/made-germany-
best-thing-you-can-see-stamped-your-p.

Stockhammer, E. (2022): Post-Keynesian macroeconomic foundations for comparative political
economy, in: Politics & Society, 50(1), 156–187.

Stockhammer, E., Onaran, O. (2012): Rethinking wage policy in the face of the Euro crisis. Impli-
cations of the wage-led demand regime, in: International Review of Applied Economics, 26(2),
191–203.

Storm, S. (2019): Lost in deflation: why Italy’s woes are a warning to the whole Eurozone, in: Inter-
national Journal of Political Economy, 48(3), 195–237.

Storm, S., Naastepad, C.W.M. (2015): Crisis and recovery in the German economy: the real lessons,
in: Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, 32, 11–24.

Tober, T. (2021): The launch of EMU and German export interests, in: Socio-Economic Review,
URL: https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwab054.

In search of a growth model for Italy 131

© 2024 The Author Journal compilation © 2024 Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd



Truger, A. (2016): Austeritätspolitik und Bildungskürzungen: zur Diagnose und Therapie einer
Europäischen Krankheit, in: Bellmann L., Grözinger, G. (eds), Bildung in der Wissensgesellschaft,
Marburg: Metropolis, 201–213.

Truger, A., Rietzler, K. (2019): Is the “debt brake” behind Germany’s successful fiscal consolidation:
A comparative analysis of the “structural” consolidation of the government subsector budgets from
1991 to 2017, in: Revue de l’OFCE, 2, 11–30.

World Bank (2022): World Bank Open Data, URL: https://data.worldbank.org/.
Zezza, G. (2020): Fiscal policy in a monetary union: the eurozone case, in: European Journal of

Economics and Economic Policies: Intervention, 17(2), 156–170.

132 European Journal of Economics and Economic Policies: Intervention, Vol. 21 No. 1

© 2024 The Author Journal compilation © 2024 Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd


	In search of a growth model for Italy: the failed attempt of an export-led recovery strategy?
	1 Introduction
	2 Which growth model after the GFEC?
	3 Germany as a role model after the CRISIS
	3.1 The crisis
	3.2 The post-crisis European policy agenda
	3.3 Italy as an export-led economy?

	4 Italy learned the ‘wrong lesson’ from Germany
	4.1 Reorganisation of export markets and production networks
	4.2 Improvement of international non-price competitiveness

	5 Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


