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new-developmental model, introduced by Latin-American authors, with
the European Union’s Europe 2020 Strategy. The paper develops three
main arguments: (1) that a relation of commensurability can be established
between the Brazilian logistic state-model, its associated new-
developmental model and the Europe 2020 Strategy, (i) that the
establishment of such a relation has to take into consideration the
distinctions between Brazil and the European Union which represent
distinct forms of political organization; and (iii) that the European Union’s
Europe 2020 Strategy represents the European Union and its member-
states as logistic regulators concerning state-society relations. The policy
significance of both arguments is evaluated. The paper, building from an
international comparative public policy perspective, focus on the policy
and academic relevance of comparing three policy paradigms developed in
different institutional settings but whose policy framework can be
represented as commensurable.

* KEY WORDS: Logistic-state-model; New-developmental model; Europe
2020 Strategy; Neoliberalism; Comparative Public Policy.
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1. INTRODUCCION

Building on an international comparative public policy conceptual model, the
goal of this paper is to answer to the following research question: how can a
relation of commensurability be established between the logistic-state model
and the new-developmental model, developed by Brazilian authors (Cervo,
2003; Bresser-Pereira, 2006), and the Europe 2020 Strategy. The paper will

develop three main arguments:

@) that a relation of commensurability can be established between
the Brazilian logistic-state model, its associated new-

developmental model, and the Europe 2020 Strategy;
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(if) that the establishment of such a relation has to take into
consideration the distinctions between Brazil and the European
Union which represent distinct forms of political organization;
(iii) that such relation of commensurability is visible in the way the
Europe 2020 Strategy represents the European Union (EU) and
its member-states as logistic regulators concerning state-society

relations.

The objective of the paper is to discuss in what ways the EU can benefit
from the study of how countries like Brazil have, in the recent past, addressed
state-society relations by rethinking the neoliberal paradigm. In this context,
a comparison will be established among Latin-American historically situated
economic models whose goal was to prescribe public policy measures in the
context of a developing Brazil, the Europe 2020 Strategy, and their underlying
economic paradigms. A relation of commensurability is understood as a
relation of accessibility, which means that “two theories are commensurable
when they can be transformed into each other across appropriate conceptual
dimensions” (Rossler, 2013, pp. 213-214). The paper recognizes that to
establish a relation of commensurability between two distinct systems of
political organization — a state and a hybrid intergovernmental organization —
presents particular challenges. States like Brazil and the European Union (EU)
are very different political, institutional, and legal constructions. In order for
European regulations to become effective, they have to be transposed and
implemented by each EU member-state (Bérzel, 2003). This adds complexity

to an already intricate political and juridical system (Borzel, 2003)

The paper concludes that as it has occurred with the adoption of the
logistic-state model in Brazil, the Europe 2020 Strategy may also be

understood as a response to “radical liberalism” (Cervo, 2003, paragraph 75).
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Such a response, and again as it happened with the Brazilian historical
experiment with the logistic-state model, targets the governance of state-
society relations (David, 2018). The policy significance of the paper derives
from its attempt to think about modes of governance that constitute
alternative paths to “radical liberalism” (Cervo, 2003, paragraph 75), which is
being contested worldwide (David, 2018). The paper assumes that the
Brazilian logistic-state and new-developmental models and the Europe 2020
Strategy constitute alternative modes of governance to “radical liberalism”
(Cervo, 2003, paragraph 75; Gill, 1998). To represent the European Union
and its member-states as logistic regulators concerning state-society relations
has benefits in terms of the construction of a more fair European Union in a
context where the dissimilarities between core and peripheral EU member-
states are profound and where radical liberal inspired austerity policies
revealed to be controversial (Bouin, 2018). Adopting international
comparative public policy as a conceptual model allows the paper to reason

from its empirical reference points.

European studies literature has discussed the nature of the European
Union political experiment as well as the fragilities of its economic integration
model (see Bouin, 2018). However, there is a literature gap concerning the
analysis of comparative public policy scenarios between the European Union
and Latin-American countries. The European Union is understood as a role
model in the field of regional economic integration, and comparative public
policy is established predominantly among its member-states or between
other Buropean states and seldom with non-European countries (Olsen,
2002). Comparative politics is also employed to discuss the distinctions and
similarities between the United States’ (US) federal model and the European

Union as a political system (Hueglin & Fenna, 2015). Some studies extend the
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analysis of federal experiments to other countries and compare them with the
EU (Kopstein et al., 2014). However, in what public policy is concerned, there
are not many studies focused on comparative public policy between the
European Union and Latin-American countries. This paper tries to contribute

to the development of those studies.

The paper will be comprised of four sections. The first section is
constituted by the introduction. The second section is dedicated to
methodological and theoretical questions. The section will discuss how
comparative politics and international comparative public policy constitute
viable conceptual frameworks to study the similarities between public policy
regulatory models built in different regional contexts. The logistic-state model
and the new-developmental model (Cervo, 2003; Bresser-Pereira, 2006) will
be characterized in what concerns their origins, political and economic
features, and regarding the motivations that led to the development of the
models as regulatory approaches to state-society relations. The second section
will also discuss the Europe 2020 Strategy. The European Union’s road map
in the area of competitiveness, growth, and employment will be addressed as
embodying how European policy-makers understand economic and social

regulation in the European space.

The third section will present the main findings of the paper and discuss
their policy implications. The section will focus on the viability of establishing
a relation of commensurability among the development of the logistic-state
model as it was accomplished in Brazil and the Europe 2020 Strategy. The
goal is to question if the Europe 2020 Strategy frames state-society regulation
from a logistic agency perspective. Two assumptions are at the core of the
third section. First, that both the Brazilian economy and the EU economy can

be characterized through a core-periphery structural framework. Secondly,
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that the logistic state-model, the new-developmental model, and the Europe
2020 Strategy can be interpreted as answers to “radical liberalism” and as
being inspired by post-Keynesian perspectives (Cervo, 2003, paragraph 75;
David, 2018).

The concluding section will assess the policy significance associated

with the two arguments developed in the paper.

2. METHOD AND THEORY

2.1.  Comparative politics and comparative public policy

The first chapter will start by questioning if comparative politics and
international comparative public policy constitute possible conceptual
frameworks to study the similarities between public policy regulatory models

built in different regional contexts.

In the last decades, the disciplinary field of comparative politics has
suffered fundamental transformations concerning its object of research, and
investigation (Boix & Stokes, 2009, p. 544). The epistemological dimension of
comparative politics” evolution in recent years is particularly important since
the research focus was (re)centered on “cross-national” comparisons between
political systems and civic cultures of several states (Boix & Stokes, 2009, p.

544).

A particular research focus within comparative politics’ literature
concerns the study of the mechanisms that lead to state formation, namely in
what regards the “impact” of states or governmental-like structures on
“economic growth” as well as on the “distributive and social consequences of
the emergence of political authority” (Boix & Stokes, 2009, p. 545). Such an

impact and consequences are particularly significant to understand the
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relevance of comparing the development of the logistic-state paradigm as it
was accomplished in Brazil and the Europe 2020 Strategy, which contains
guidelines in the economic and social welfare areas. One of the main goals of
comparative politics is to understand the variety of social, political and
economic experiments constructed within political communities in order to
enlighten if there are political, economic and social arrangements developed
by political apparatus which “serve their people’s interests better than others,”
namely by decreasing poverty and increasing social well-being (Orvis &
Drogus, 2018, p. 3). By fulfilling such a goal, the discipline of comparative
politics associates a theoretical dimension to a praxeological component
focused on the assessment of the “existing possibilities as exemplified by the
various forms of government in the states of the world” (Kopstein et al., 2014,
p-D.

There are two particular research areas that demonstrate the relevance
of establishing a linkage among the scientific areas of comparative politics and
international relations: the areas of comparative federalism and comparative
public policy. Comparative federalism, as a sub-discipline, has emerged due to
the “multifaceted” nature of federal experiments (Burgess, 20006, p. 1). The
study of comparative federalism has gained increased relevance due to the
“crisis of modern statehood” that highlights “the promise of federalism” for

the constitution of political communities (Hueglin & Fenna, 2015, p. 2).

Comparative public policy studies have a pragmatic nature: their goal is
to assist policy-makers in their effort to find public policy solutions by
studying how other governments dealt with similar problems (Rose, 2005, p.
1). The goal is to comprehend “under what circumstances” and “to what

extent” public policies or public regulatory models, proved to be efficient in
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a particular country, may be successful in different geographical, cultural,

political, and economic locations (Rose, 2005, p. 1).

Another element that endows international comparative public policy
with increasing relevance is the fact that most public policy questions today
are neither domestic nor external falling on what Rose designates as the
category of “intermestic” which leads policy-makers to discuss policy
solutions “by looking abroad” (Rose, 2005, p. 3). However, a comparative
public policy exercise has to take into account the parallels and dissimilarities
concerning the institutional environment within which policy-making is
elaborated (Wilder, 2017). The risk derives from the need to circumvent the
possibility of a misfit to impose a “fit” among empirical data and theoretical
frameworks “designed with specific institutional configurations in mind”
(Wilder, 2017, p. 1). Following Wilder, recent literature in comparative public
policy has elaborated on new theoretical developments that enable
“comparisons among and across dissimilar institutional settings” (Wilder,
2017, p. 1). By “looking beyond institutional settings, academics may compare
policy discourses, policy paradigms, and political cultures among distinct
geographical settings” (Wilder, 2017, p. 1). This paper is focused on the policy
significance of comparing three policy paradigms developed in different
institutional settings but whose policy framework can be represented as

commensurable.
2.2. The “logistic-state” and the “new-developmental” models

Professor Amado Luiz Cervo, the main responsible for the introduction and
development of the concept of the logistic-state model, in his article “Politica
Exterior e Relagdes Internacionais do Brasil” (2003) discusses what the author
designates as the four main paradigms that have guided Brazil’s foreign policy.

Those paradigms are: (i) the liberal-conservateur paradigm (19th century and
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the First Republic), (ii) the paradigm of the developing state (1930-1989), (iii)
the paradigm of the normal state (1990-2002), and (iv) the logistic-state
paradigm (2003-2010). The author (2003, paragraph 7) defines a public policy
paradigm as the representation of a nation constructed by a population and
its leaders, the image that the political community adopts concerning the
international system, and how the relationship between these two elements is
established. A paradigm has a double performative role. It endows with
meaning the cognitive behavior of the decision-maker and allows
understanding the operational dimension of foreign and domestic public

policy decision-making (Cervo, 2003).

Following Amado Cervo (2003), the logistic-state paradigm emerged
due to problematics related to the implementation of neoliberal policies in
Latin-American countries from the 1990s onwards (Cervo, 2003). Those
problematics were discussed by several Latin-American critical thinkers
organized in epistemic communities whose goal was to develop an alternative
reading to the neoliberal interpretation of globalization (Cervo, 2003).
Following Amado Cervo (2003), those experts did not sustain a return to the
paradigm of the developing state but the implementation of the logistic-state

paradigm.

As an ideology, the logistic-state paradigm comprises two fundamental
elements: liberalism, as an external element, and concerning the internal realm,
the element of development (Cervo, 2003). In Cervo’s words (2003, paragraph
71), the logistic-state model “unites the classic doctrine of capitalism with
Latin-American structuralism,” locating the paradigm in the globalized
“western order.” To ensure such a location, the logistic-state model has to
differentiate itself from the developing paradigm (Cervo, 2003). Such

differentiation is insured by allocating to society, namely private investors and
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entrepreneurs, economic responsibilities (Cervo, 2003). Regarding the normal
state paradigm, there are also some significant distinctions since the logistic-
state paradigm endows the state not only with the task of ensuring economic
stability, but also the role of supporting civil and economic society in the
“defense of their interests” (Cervo, 2003, paragraph 72). The argument is that
social and economic interests should not be delivered only to market laws
(Cervo, 2003) since a regulatory mechanism is necessary to correct the

negative externalities that may be produced by those laws.

The goal of the logistic paradigm is to internalize, through a mimetic
effect, the behavior of advanced societies considered as the blueprint of the
paradigm (Cervo, 2003). Accordingly, Amado Cervo claims that the external
logic of the logistic-state paradigm compels states to protect their national
interests through the support of free-trade, the empowerment of foreign
competitiveness, as well as, trough consumer protection and welfare policies
(Cervo, 2003). The goal is to liberate states from a condition of structural
dependency to a condition of shared interdependency (Cervo, 2003). In order
to achieve such a transformation, the logistic paradigm refuses what Amado
Cervo (2003, paragraph 75) designates as “radical liberalism” promoting,
instead, increased technological and financial autonomy, as well as the
decrease of external vulnerability. Three objectives assume central
importance: a competitive internal market, the availability of capital, and

corporate foreign competitiveness (Cervo, 2003).

The “logistic” dimension of the paradigm is related to a renewed
attitude of the state zis-g-vis society through which the state transfers to the
private realm corporate responsibilities (Cervo, 2003). The performative role
of the state is to give logistic support preferentially to private corporations —

and only strategically to public enterprise — in order to empower the foreign
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competitiveness of the national economy (Cervo, 2003). The importance of
the economic dimension of state’s performance is as significant as its social
dimension since governments should preserve the welfare and social well-
being of their populations, specifically in what regards wages, social income,

and the availability of jobs (Cervo, 2003).

The logistic-state should be discussed as the product of a reflection
about what degree of intervention states and entities with economic regulatory
competences should pursue in what concerns economic activities (Machado,
2009). As Machado (2009, p. 20) claims, the question is what can be
considered as the “right measure” regarding states’ role in the economic realm
within a liberal framework without reproducing the extremisms of complete
economic de-regulation or state’s economic control usually associated with
the restrictions of private initiative. The model pursues three goals: to
strengthen the state’s apparatus by “transferring entrepreneurial
responsibilities” to “society,” to empower the state’s agency in international
relations and to guarantee a “balanced” foreign policy on behalf of national

development (Machado, 2009, p. 20).

Historically, the logistic-state model was implemented in Brazil during
the two Presidencies of Fernando Henrique Cardoso and also during the
Presidencies of Lufs Inacio Lula da Silva (Machado, 2009, p. 20). In the
context of Fernando Henrique Cardoso’s Presidencies, when the logistic
model started to be implemented, the goal was to consolidate the Brazilian
democracy, achieve “fiscal responsibility,” and stabilize the economy
(Machado, 2009, p. 20). Cardoso’s administration was, however, criticized for
adopting an “acritical neoliberal attitude” (Machado, 2009, p. 8). During the
Presidencies of Lula da Silva, such an attitude was tentatively corrected, which

in association with a period of internal stability, led to a more mature and
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“operational” execution of the logistic model (Machado, 2009, p. 20). The
Lula Administration also tried to diminish “foreign financial and technological
dependency” and, particularly, to develop social policies able to correct the
massive “‘socio-economic” disparities existing among individuals and
geographical regions in Brazil (Machado, 2009, p. 20). In accordance with
statistics from the Brazilian Central Bank, between 2003 and 2009, the
economical execution of the logistic-state model resulted in the growth of the
gross domestic product (from 1.9% in 2003 to 5% in 2008), and in the
significant decrease of the public debt as well as of the inflation rate (from

15% in 2003 to 5.8% in 2009) (Machado, 2009, p. 20).

The implementation of the logistic-state paradigm in Brasil was related
to the (re)emergence in the 1990s of liberal beliefs concerning the state and
its role in national economies (Sukiennik, 2008, paragraph 2). According to
the “Washington consensus,” western economists established that the path to
economic development required a diminished presence of the state in the
economy, the privatization of public companies, and the liberalization of the
internal market concerning foreign products (Sukiennik, 2008, paragraph 2).
The consequences were contradictory: the economy became more stable than
in the past, but the “low rates of economic growth and the increase of social
inequalities demonstrated that the liberal state was not the more appropriate
to replace the national-developing state model” (Sukiennik, 2008, paragraph
2). Consequently, from the 2000s onwards, international relations’ academics
from the Brazilian University in association with Brazilian diplomatic
personalities, namely Professor Amado Cervo, developed the model of the
logistic-state (Sukiennik, 2008, paragraph 2). The goal was to overcome the
frailties of the liberal model and the national-developing state model

(Sukiennik, 2008). Academics tried to achieve a middle-term between both
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models, by reducing state investment only to strategic realms in order to
strengthen private initiative (Sukiennik, 2008). The need to strengthen private
initiative and to (re)think the areas where the state should invest its public
resources was discussed in a broader economic framework where
globalization had already attained a level of full maturity (Bresser-Pereira,

2006).

What literature designates as the logistic-state model is associated with
what Bresser-Pereira refers to as the new-developmental model (Bresser-
Pereira, 2006; Sukiennik, 2008). Following the author (20006), the new-
developmental model can be defined as a belief system that has, in its core,
the need to achieve an internal consensus about a national development
strategy. Such a development strategy should focus on the following priorities

(Bresser-Pereira, 2000):

(i) to strengthen fiscal policies;

(if) to empower the competitiveness of private companies;
(iii) the control of interest rates;

(iv) to decrease public debt;

(v) to ensure a fair distribution of national income.

In what concerns the Brazilian economy, Bresser-Pereira (20006, p. 13)
argues that questions concerning national distributive justice are fundamental
since development in Brasil is stalled not only by the lack of a sense of
“nation,” but also by “the concentration of rent, that besides being unfair”
creates the perfect conditions for the emergence of “all sorts of populism.”
Also, a “national strategy of development” demands a robust governmental
apparatus able to build an economic policy based on the decrease of public
spending, the increase of strategic public investment, the articulation between

more qualified human capital and stronger technological progress, the growth
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of economic and social cohesion, and the empowerment of domestic social
capital and civil society (Bresser-Pereira, 2000, p. 14). The democratization of
the governmental apparatus and the construction of a stronger sense of
collective identity should be associated with a “macro-economic policy” able
to ensure the “state’s financial health” translated in the significant decrease of

both private and public debt levels (Bresser-Pereira, 2000, p.14).

Bresser-Pereira argues (2006, p. 14) that the implementation of a new-
developmental model, that following Sukiennik (2008, p. 2) “economically
complements” the logistic-state model, highlights the performative power of
institutions and public policies since the latter should be designed following
context-specific perspectives. Following the author, a “national development
strategy” will be empowered and meaningful when public institutions and
public policies are enduring and capable of giving an “answer to social needs”

(Bresser-Pereira, 2000, p. 14).

The model advocated by Bresser-Pereira (2006, p. 17) opposes the
neoliberal ideology, which argues that a solid governmental apparatus is the
antithesis of a competitive market. In the words of Bresser-Pereira (2000, p.
17), the neoliberal “conventional orthodoxy” supports the “ideology of the
minimum State, the Police State, that is only concerned with domestic and
foreign security, leaving economic coordination, public investments, health
care, and public education services in the hands of the market.” The new-
developmental model rejects commercial protectionist policies and upholds
the belief that governments should pursue a strategic industrial policy only
supporting companies that have economic conditions to become
internationally competitive (Bresser-Pereira, 2006, p. 18). The author (20006,
p- 18) highlights that the neoliberal “conventional orthodoxy” is “pessimistic”

concerning the state’s ability to correct the negative externalities of the market
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and to put in place a stronger market associated with effective mechanisms
regarding income distribution. The new-developmental model refuses such a
pessimistic perspective and considers that a strong market has to be associated
with a strong government, stable and democratic institutions, and efficient
public policies in the realms of distributive justice and income distribution
(Bresser-Pereira, 20006, p. 14). Following Sukiennik (2008, paragraph 4), the
goal is to establish an articulation between the “positive aspects” of liberalism

and Keynesianism.

As previously mentioned, the logistic model was executed in Brazil
throughout the two Presidencies of Fernando Henrique Cardoso and also
during the Presidencies of Luis Inicio Lula da Silva (Machado, 2009, p. 20).
The execution of the model empowered Brazil’s international economic
relations and sponsored the growth of external investments financed by the
National Bank of Economic and Social Development (Banco Nacional de
Desenvolvimento Econémico e Social/ BNDES) (Bugiato and Berringer,
2012, p. 28). In fact, in 2000, for the first time in Brazilian history, the bulk of
Brazilian foreign direct investments was higher in comparison with the
numbers regarding foreign investment in the country (Bugiato & Berringer,

2012, p. 30).

The success of the logistic state model raised a debate concerning its
features as an economic and political paradigm (Bugiato & Berringer, 2012).
In economic terms, some literature considers that the implementation of the
logistic-state model allowed the emergence of a positive articulation between
governmental foreign and economic policies (Valdez, 2011; Bugiato &
Berringer 2012, 34). Such articulation brought economic stability and engaged
the state in what Valdez (2002, p. 70) designates as a “neo-developmental”

project (see also Bugiato & Berringer, 2012, p. 35).
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The implementation of the logistic-state paradigm at the level of Brazil’s
economic policies may be regarded as a strategy whose core purpose was to
engage the state into a neo-developmental project based on “social inclusion,”
“economic stability” and the construction of a vigorous internal market
(Valdez, 2002, p. 70). Bugiato and Berringer (2012, p. 35) do not consider that
the governments of Fernando Henrique Cardoso and Lula da Silva have
constituted a new “type of state.” However, they admit that the economic
development which occurred from 2000s onwards allowed for a
reconfiguration of the Brazilian social tissue resulting in the empowerment of
the “big bourgeois” social class, but also in the strengthening of lower classes
due to the increase of social policies, the diminution of unemployment rates

and the rise of the minimum wage (Bugiato & Berringer, 2012, p. 41).

2.3. The Europe 2020 Strategy: enhancing competitiveness through a

logistic frame of governance

The Europe 2020 Strategy is defined as the European Union’s action plan for
increasing growth, social welfare, and competitiveness in the European
economic space (EC, 2010). Some of its most significant priorities concern
employment as well as poverty and social exclusion policies. The Strategy,
elaborated by the European Commission, highlights the need to ensure
“smart sustainable and inclusive growth as a way to overcome the structural
weakness in Burope’s economy, improve its competitiveness and productivity
and underpin a sustainable social market economy” (EU, 2019, paragraph 1).
The “structural weakness in Europe’s economy” is related to the social and
economic inequalities among EU member-states (EU, 2019, paragraph 1;

Table 1).
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Table 1: Economic Disparities Among EU Countries

Gross Gross
Domestic Domestic
Product Product per
/ 2018 capita Unemplo
Member- Member- Member- | yement
(current 2019
States . States . States Rate
prices; Estimates/pur (2018)
Us chasing power
billions parity
$) (current US §)
Germany | 4.029.140 | Luxembourg 112.622.854 Greece 20.2%
United 2.808.899 | Netherlands 59.105.145 Spain 15.2%
Kingdom
France 2.794.696 Germany 54.983.520 Italy 10.9%
Ttaly 2.086.911 Austria 54. 083.767 France 9.2%
Spain 1.437.047 Denmark 53.563. 810 Croatia 9.2%
Croatia 59.971 Latvia 31.215.347 The 3.9%
Netherlan
ds
Lithuania 52.468 Greece 30.522.243 Poland 3.7%
Latvia 34.286 Croatia 27.664.180 Hungary 3.6%
Estonia 29.527 Romania 27.653.322 Germany 3.4%
Cyprus 23.963 Bulgaria 24.576. 502 Czech 2.4%
Republic

Source: International Monetary Fund; World Economic Outlook Database,
2018.Statista. The Statistics Portal. Unemployment rate in member-states of the
European Union in June 2018.

The targets comprised in the Strategy are the following: (i) employment,

(i) research and development, (iii) climate change and energy, (iv) education,

and (v) poverty and social exclusion (EU, 2019, paragraph 2). For each target,

the EU established general parameters to be attained by states until 2020 (EU,

2019, paragraph 3). We should look at each target as interdependent and

following a logic of strict articulation (EU, 2019, paragraph 4).

The attainment of those general parameters by member-states involves

horizontal policy transfer mechanisms associated with a multi-level
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governance process (EU, 2019). It involves horizontal policy transfer
mechanisms since the targets established at the EU level are “translated into
national targets,” and it is the responsibility of the member-states to assess
their evolution regarding each parameter (EU, 2019, paragraph 3). Horizontal
policy transfer embodies a multi-governance process as the targets established
by the Strategy are attained “through a mix of national and EU action” (EU,
2019, paragraph 3). The multi-level governance component of the Strategy is
fundamental since the targets included in the Europe 2020 Strategy work as a
“reference framework” empowering activities at European, national and
regional levels (EU, 2019, paragraph 3). European institutions and member-
states collaborate to appraise how each country is meeting the aforementioned
general parameters (EU, 2019, paragraph 5). Such a process of peer-review,
monitorization, and assessment is non-coercive since we are dealing with
policy areas where Europeanization happens through horizontal policy

transfer (Knill & Lehmkuhl, 2002).

In addition to processual questions involving multi-level governance
processes, it is central to address what are the economic objectives that the
European Union wants to achieve with the Strategy (EU, 2019). In the
“Council Recommendation (EU) 2015/1184 of 14 July 2015 on broad
guidelines for the economic policies of the Member States and of the
European Union,” a legal act which is included in Europe 2020 Strategy, it
can be read that the recent financial crisis highlighted the existence of
structural fragilities in the European and member-states economies that
should be corrected through the following measures: (i) decrease of public
debt levels, (ii) fiscal sustainability and responsibility, (iii) inclusive growth,

sustainable growth and job creation, (iv) public policies aimed at fostering
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investment, and (iv) structural reforms (Council of the European Union,

2015a).

Another  priority  underpinned by the 2015  “Council
Recommendations” concerns the social dimension of the Strategy. The
document is very explicit in its purpose to “address the social impact of the
crisis” through the institutionalization of a “cohesive society” in which
individuals are “empowered to anticipate and manage change and can actively
participate in society and the economy” (Council of the European Union,
2015a, paragraph 4). The “Council Recommendations” are adamant in
stressing the need to ensure the efficiency of labour markets, namely in what
concerns the reducing of obstacles to “labour market participation,” as well
in what regards the need to guarantee that the “benefits of economic growth
reach all citizens and all regions” (Council of the European Union, 2015a,
paragraph 4). The guidelines established by the “Council Recommendations”
are achieved through a multi-level governance apparatus involving the
member-states, European institutions, regional and local authorities, national
parliaments, and civil society representatives (Council of the European Union,
2015a, paragraph 5-6). Such a multi-level governance apparatus is intended to
mirror the economic and social specificities characteristic of each member-

state (Council of the European Union, 2015a, paragraph 7).

The guidelines comprised in the “Council Recommendations” in the
area of sustainable growth and employment should be interpreted in
association with the “Council Decision (EU) 2015/1848 of 5 October 2015
on guidelines for the employment policies of the Member States for 2015.”
The document states the EU’s perspective regarding the modernization of
welfare systems (Council of the European Union, 2015). It declares that social

protection should comprise all demographic sectors of a society to ensure



100 ® OIKOS POLIS, REVISTA LATINOAMERICANA

protection from childhood to old age (Council of the European Union, 2015b,
Guideline 8) The document establishes an articulation between welfare
systems, social inclusion, inequality and active participation in the labor
market (Council of the European Union, 2015b, Guideline 8). A 2019 study,
whose goal was to assess the EU members-states’ progress regarding the
priorities established by the Europe 2020 Strategy (Fedajev et al. 2020),
concluded that such progress was very disparate and unequal among member-
states. States like Sweden, Denmark, Austria, Finland and France recorded the
best performance results, while countries Lithuania, Slovenia, Croatia, and the
Czech Republic also attained significant results (Fedajev et al. 2020). However,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Spain, Italy, Cyprus, Luxembourg, Malta, Romania, and the

Netherlands recorded weak performances (Fedajev et al. 2020).
3. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. The Logistic-State and New-Developmental Models, the Europe

2020 Strategy and Latin-American structuralism

The third section will present the main findings of the paper and discuss their
policy implications. The section will focus on the viability of comparing the
conceptual framework of the logistic-state and new-developmental models
(Cetvo, 2003; Bresser-Pereira, 2006) and the Europe 2020 Strategy. The
section will also question if the Europe 2020 Strategy frames state-society

regulation from a logistic agency perspective.

The logistic-state model and the Europe 2020 Strategy are, in Amado
Cervo’s definition, public policy paradigms since both regulatory models
identify long-term interests for particular political communities articulated

into a “cosmovision that merges information about the domestic and
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international realms in order to develop a “strategic calculus” (Cervo, 2003,
paragraph 7). As Cervo argues, a public policy paradigm has a dual function,
for it allows one to comprehend the cognitive behavior of the decision-maker
and to appreciate the operational dimension of public policy decision-making
(Cervo, 2003). It should be highlighted that the historical development of the
logistic-state model (2003-2010) in Brazil was followed by the decision to
implement, the EU level, the Europe 2020 Strategy. Also, both the logistic-
state model and the Europe 2020 Strategy were implemented, in their
respective geographical contexts, in chronological periods where economic
dependency was recognized as a restrictive factor of national development
(Cervo, 2003; Costa, 2018). The emergence, in early 2010, of the European
sovereign debt crisis, coincided with the decision to launch the Europe 2020
Strategy (Ferreira & Fonseca, 2015). When presenting the Europe 2020
Strategy, then European Commission President Durdo Barroso (2010,
paragraph 4) argued, “The crisis is a wake-up call, the moment where we
recognize that ‘business as usual’ would consign us to a gradual decline, to the

second rank of the new global order.”

In Brazil, the logistic state-model was implemented after the adoption
of the normal state paradigm (Cervo, 2003). The normal state paradigm
advocated the embracing of neoliberal policies as a way to surpass the
economic crisis that afflicted Latin-American economies since the 1970s
(Machado, 2009, p. 36). The TINA (“There is no Alternative”) argument to
neoliberal policies, materialized in the Washington consensus and espoused
by both Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan, led to the adoption in several
countries of de-regulation and liberalization measures fully congruent with
market neoliberalism (Sparke, 2013). Neoliberal policies included the

liberalization of trade, investment, and capital associated with the privatization
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of “state companies” and the protection of property rights (Machado, 2009,
p. 30). The logic behind the normal state paradigm was that neoliberalism
would bring interdependence among states, and the internationalization of the
internal market would lead to economic development (Machado, 2009, p. 53).
However, the adoption of the normal state paradigm signified a necessary
subjugation to the main powers of the global economy (Machado, 2009, p.
54). It should also be noted that foreign capital dependency associated with
the privatization of national assets increased the vulnerability and dependency

of Latin-American economies (Machado, 2009, p. 55).

In what concerns the European Union, the Europe 2020 Strategy was
conditioned by the 2007/2008 sub-ptime crisis and by the consequent EU
member-states’ sovereign debt crisis that forced the intervention of European
Union’s institutions and the World Monetary Fund in countries like Greece
and Portugal (Fonseca & Ferreira, 2015). In the period that followed the
sovereign debt crisis and due to the need to reshape the European Economic
and Monetary Union (EMU), the goals of the Europe 2020 Strategy were
overshadowed by the adoption of what Gill (1998, p. 5) designates as
“disciplinary neoliberalism” policies and discourses. The concept of
“disciplinary neoliberalism” can be defined as a discourse centered on the
“security of property rights and investor freedoms, and market discipline on
the state and labor, to secure ‘credibility’ in the eyes of private investors” (Gill,
1998, p. 5). European governments were compelled to be “more responsive
to the discipline of market forces” and less “responsive to popular democratic
forces” (Gill, 1998, p. 5). The “commodity logic of capital” became a
predominant force (Gill, 1998, p. 5). Austerity policies adopted in member-
states, which were the object of bailout programs, transformed an economic

and financial crisis into a social and political crisis (Lapavitsas et al., 2012).
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Based on a neoliberal logic, austerity policies forced states, subjected to bailout
programs, to significantly decrease their public spending and to ensure the
flexibilization of labor market rules (Caldas, 2012). The EU became a
copiously neoliberal agent whose principal goal was to promote private
investment and the fostering of free enterprise (David, 2018). As a result, the
traditional democratic relationship between voters and their elected
representatives was shattered, which lead to the erosion of classic liberal
electoral and non-electoral vertical accountability procedures (David, 2018).
Civil society strongly reacted against continuous political and economic
attacks to the social contract model, which has always constituted the core of

European liberal democracies (David, 2018).

The debate on the efficiency of austerity measures included the
discussion about the structuralist concept of center-periphery to highlight the
existence of peripheral European countries, which, after the crisis of
2007/2008, could not cope with its consequences plunging into a soveteign
debt crisis (Lapavitsas et al., 2012). Despite having tried to “disguise” their
public debt problems, peripheral countries became exposed due to the fragility
of their economies (Lapavitsas et al., 2012). Core European member-states
imposed “fiscal stringency” on these countries with unpredictable
consequences (Lapavitsas et al., 2012). EMU rules worsened the social and
economic conditions of peripheral countries since they were designed to
protect the “interests of financial capital,” which aggravated the “position of
labor compared to capital” (Lapavitsas et al., 2012). The capital-state relations
were overprotected, but state-society relations were forgotten (Lapavitsas et

al,, 2012).

In this context, the relations between Germany and the Eurozone

petipheral countries assumed increased relevance (Lapavitsas et al., 2012, 4).
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In the words of Lapavitsas et al., the result of the eurozone policies was a
“structural current account surplus for Germany, mirrored by current account
deficits for peripheral countries” (Lapavitsas et al., 2012, p. 4). A core-
petiphery analysis has led to the conclusion that the efficient association of
countries with disparate development levels into the eurozone cannot be
accomplished through the coercion of the most fragile member-states to
behave following the German example and accordingly to the idea of an
Optimum Currency Area (Celi & Ginzburg, 2018, p. 17). Once more, what is
in question is how to shape state-society relations, namely in peripheral
countries where wages are lower and social welfare is more fragile (Lapavitsas
et al., 2012). The distributional dimension of economic policies assumes, in
this context, central importance (Lapavitsas et al., 2012). It has to be taken
into consideration that, in addition to the existence of a center-periphery
distinction among EU countries, there also discrepancies regarding types of
welfare states in Europe (Learneurope, 2019). We can establish a distinction
between six types of welfare states within the wider European Economic
Area, namely: (i) the social-democratic/Nordic model (Denmark, Finland,
Sweden, Norway, and Iceland); (ii) the conservative/corporatist model
(Austria, Belgium, Germany, Greece, Italy, Malta, Cyprus, Luxemburg, the
Nethetlands, Spain and Portugal); (iii) the Anglo-Saxon/liberal model (United
Kingdom and Ireland); (iv) the model of the former Soviet Union (Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania); (v) the model of post-communist Europe (Bulgaria,
Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia) and, finally, (vi)
welfare states model an a development process (Romania) (Learneurope,

2019).

Following Armando Di Filippo (2009, p. 175), within economic

institutionalist literature, the Latin-American structuralist theory has
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developed a very particular approach to economic theory, which includes a
new perspective to the concept of economic value. Economic structuralist
theory designed a “systemic, multidimensional and dynamic approach” that
was applied to the study and discussion of how to improve the “social
distribution of labor productivity generated in the central economies and the
effects of these on the societies of the periphery” (Di Filippo, 2009, p. 175).
One of the central components of the Latin-American structuralist economic
theory concerns its perspective about the performative role of the market (Di
Filippo, 2009, p. 175). The market is not understood as a “self-regulating
system that returns to stable equilibrium positions,” but as a “quantitative
expression of the national or international power status of contracting parties”
(D1 Filippo, 2009, p. 175). According to Di Filippo (2009, p. 176), through its
study of the articulation between the market and the development of price
systems, Latin-American structuralist economic literature introduced an
element often neglected in economic theory: human societies and their
“multidimensional” and “historical dynamics.” Such introduction is
particularly visible in the theoretical perspective on prices and the market
adopted by Latin-American structuralists who argue that the “existence” of a
market mirrors the “power positions of social actors in relation to the

different spheres of each society” (Di Filippo 2009, p. 177).

As a result of such perspective on the markets, Latin-American
structuralists give a considerable relevance to the distributional dimension of
national and international political economy (D1 Filippo, 2009, p. 181). The
importance of questions related to social and economic distribution is that
they enhance how, in neoliberal economies, the growth of distributional
surplus may occur without consequences in terms of “social output” (Di

Filippo, 2009, p. 177). As D1 Filippo claims, “[w]hen markets are allowed to
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follow their own dyna