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2.1

Introduction

In the run-up to the Dutch general election on 2&é&mber 2006 the CPB Netherlands Bureau
for Economic Policy Analysis (CPB) published anlgsia of the economic effects of eight
election platforms.The CPB conducted this analysis at the requestegpolitical parties in
guestion. This was the sixth occasion since 1986dihich an evaluation of election platforms
has been made, so it is by now somewhat of aiwadit

This working document contains an extensive sumroétiie study’s findings. Section 2
provides some background information, considermgdontents, merits and limitations of the
analysis. Section 3 outlines the scenario for tbecb economy which serves as the basis for
the analysis. Section 4 considers the effectsegtaction platforms: first the implications for
the public finances, macroeconomic developmentspanchasing power; then the extent to
which the parties’ policy packages will succeethiproving the sustainability of the public
finances; and finally, proposals in the areas ofcation, science and innovation. The study
aims to chart not only the parties’ expendituresh@se policy areas, but also the positive
effects of the policy proposals.

Analysing election platforms: contents, merits an d
limitations

Contents

The CPB study makes it possible to compare thégsadlection platforms on economic
aspects. Key elements of the analysis are the ¢atpins for the public finances,
macroeconomic developments and purchasing powefarfes the budgetary effects are
concerned, the CPB devotes attention to the imiica of the proposed measures for the
revenues and expenditures of the public sectonva®oie, that is to say, the central government
in the narrow sense, the social security and labmarket sphere, and the publicly financed part
of the health service. The macroeconomic effeateem the implications for the Dutch
economy, specifically those for GDP, employmenhstonption, wages, inflation and so on.
The purchasing power effects cannot be easily egprkin a single figure, because the
implications of party programmes may differ widelgtween types of households. These
effects are therefore expressed in a scatter diagral by means of specific figures for
different groups of households.

This study differs from previous exercises in sal/egspects. For one thing, it was prepared
under much greater time pressure. This had to tothe fall of the coalition government and

! See CPB (2006b).



the consequent calling of early elections. The toressure is also the reason why the
environmental implications of the election platf@rmere not taken into account this time (as
they were in 2002). For the same reason the C&Bdacided to abandon the original plan to
set out the benefits of investments in infrastreestu

However, in two spheres the current study actuafigrs additional information compared to
the previous studies. This time attention was paieffects of the parties’ policy proposals in
the area of education, science and innovation @ioetimplications of the parties’ election
platforms for the sustainability of the public firzes.

The CPB recently published a study which setslmaitdtest insights into the economic
implications of investments in the area of educgtazience and innovatidrin this study the
authors indicated, on the basis of empirical researhich proposals are “promising” and
which are not, and which proposals cannot be juddmlg these lines on the basis of
experiences elsewhere. A proposal was deemed‘@rdmising” if the benefits were expected
to exceed the costs, that is to say, if welfarerowes as a result of the proposal’s
implementation. The parties’ proposals in the afeaducation, science and innovation have
been evaluated in the same way in “Charting chbdises section 4.5).

The analysis of the implications of the electioatfdrms for the sustainability of the public
finances relies on a recent CPB study on the effefcpopulation ageing on public finances.
This study concludes that the public finances atesastainable under current public spending
plans and tax and social security contribution levEhe study gives an estimate of the size of
the “sustainability deficit” and the correspondiextent of the policy adjustments required (as a
percentage of GDP) to make the public financesaguable. “Charting choices” shows to what
extent the parties will succeed in improving thetainability of the public finances.

How does the CPB analysis come about? Well befagéneral election the CPB publishes a
scenario for the Dutch economy for the next govemi's term of office (a four-year period).
This scenario offers an indication of the develophtd the economy and the public finances
under unchanged policies. The CPB opts for a casitsaenario for economic growth. This is
because since 1994 budgetary policy has been lbasadower economic growth rate than the
most probable forecast. This approach reducesrti®pility of budgetary setbacks during the
government’s term, and hence also the chancesvofthto take interim austerity measures not
foreseen in the coalition agreement.

2 See M.F. Cornet et al. (2006).
% See C. van Ewijk et al. (2006).
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In the run-up to the general election the politjgatties draw up their programmes for the
forthcoming government term. These programmes dechufinancial section, which outlines
the financial consequences of the policy propo&sdsh party which wants to have its
programme evaluated submits it to the CPB. Thig tiight parties did so: the Christian
Democratic Movement (CDA), the Labour Party (Pvdilkg People’s Party for Freedom and
Democracy (VVD), the Socialist Party (SP), the Greeft (GL), Democrats '66 (D66), the
Christian Union (ChrU) and the Reformed Politicalty (SGP).

The Dutch political landscape

The Netherlands has a multi-party system. Because of the system of proportional representation, in effect no single
party can secure a majority in parliament. Dutch coalition governments often consist of three or even four parties. The
Christian Democratic Movement (CDA) and its predecessors — the catholic KVP and the protestant ARP and CHU
parties, which merged in 1977 — constituted a steady factor in Dutch politics until 1994. That year saw the
unprecedented formation of a “purple” coalition of the Labour Party (PvdA), the right-liberal People’s Party for Freedom
and Democracy (VVD) and the left-liberal Democrats ‘66 (D66). After the elections of 2002, a new coalition took office
consisting of the CDA, the VVD and a new party, the Pim Fortuyn List (LPF), named after its founder. After the snap
elections of 2003, three parties formed a new government: CDA, VVD and D66. The last party withdrew from the
coalition in mid-2006. Since then a minority caretaker administration has been in office composed of ministers from the
CDA and VVD.
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2.2

The CPB then has detailed discussions with eatiegbarties. During these discussions the
parties are invited to give further details of thlicy proposals. The CPB will ask the parties
for further details if, for instance, the policyopiosals in the election platform are not specific
enough to be analysed, or if it is not clear howcimmoney a party wants to allocate to certain
policy proposals.

In working out the effects of the programmes, tb@n®mic scenario for the next government’s
term of office serves as the baseline projectidre TPB submits its preliminary findings on an
election platform’s economic effects to each partguestion. The parties may then adjust
aspects of their policy proposals, and in pradtiey often do. The reported effects of the
programmes are based on parties’ final submissmtize CPB.

Merits and limitations

Why does the CPB offer the political parties ananymity to have their election platforms
analysed? In the first place this is intended ssraice to the voters. The CPB tries to provide
the best possible estimates of the costs and tiefiteof, for instance, the tax measures and
the subsidies which the parties advocate. The sisalyus gives voters an opportunity to
compare the economic aspects of the party progranemen impartial basis, since all
programmes are evaluated in the same way. Thessakyeks to avert arguments about the
“facts”, so that the election campaign can conegaton what matters, namely the political
choices.

The CPB'’s analysis helps to broaden understandititgeacontents of the parties’ election
platforms and extends their comparability in sevesys:

The same basic scenario for the next governmesit's of office is used to evaluate each
election platform. This means that differencesutcomes between the parties cannot be due to
diverging assumptions about economic developments.

The political parties have to elaborate and expladéir proposals in such a way that the CPB is
able to analyse them. This means that the pariesat (on the basis of unfounded optimism)
exaggerate the benefits and/or understate the ebsieir proposals.

The policy proposals and their financial conseqesrare presented in a comparable way. This
means that the parties’ commitments in the findramid economic sphere can be compared to
each other.

The CPB systematically investigates the consistefitie programmes. The parties can spend
money only once. In their initial proposals theg aometimes guilty of “miscalculations”, but
such issues are invariably resolved in the detallsdussions between the party in question and
the CPB.



The CPB includes in its analysis only measures lwhie expected to be technically and legally
feasible. If the CPB does not have the in-houserige to make a judgement on the feasibility
or legality of certain proposals, then it obtaidsiae from other institutions.

The CPB was not able to analyse the election plagadn the run-up to the 2003 general
election, because the government fell at an unéggdenoment and for that reason there was
not enough time to examine the parties’ proposetietail. The experience of that year
illustrates the advantages of the CPB analysis.ptiical parties claimed that their policies
would have a range of favourable implications fer économy and the public finances. The
other parties then questioned the claimed effaati®ig the campaign. Voters had no basis on
which to judge which claims were justified and whigere not. The arguments over the “facts”
did not enhance the quality of the political debate

The CPB'’s analysis should not be regarded as & yatlgement or a seal of approval, let alone
as advice on how to vote. Programmes are not eteal@s good or bad, they just contain
different political choices. The analysis showsithplications of these choices, so that the
economic effects of the programmes can be compérisdup to the voters to decide which
effects appeal to them. In as far as their palitireference is based on economic
considerations, the CPB analysis can be of assist@anthem. In any case, voters are of course
free to ignore the CPB’s analysis. After all, ele@cs are not just about the economy and the
budget. The political debate is also about othggdailves, such as the quality of education and
the environment, the perception of public safety #re accessibility of public services.

“Charting choices” is not only useful for voterss 8oon as the results of the CPB analysis are
published, the political parties use these resaltefend their policy proposals. It is not
unusual for politicians to bombard each other VB figures during election debates. The
study also comes in handy after the election, duttie formation of a new coalition
government. In the Netherlands, parties usualljnfgovernments on the basis of wide-ranging
coalition agreements. This means that electionsfiea followed by detailed negotiations, and
consequently the formation of a government can berynlong process. The coalition
agreement plays an exceedingly important role dutie government’s term of office. It sets
out the results of the give and take among thetamapartners on many policy issues. It is also
the starting point for discussions on the goverrttaetecisions or if new developments demand
a policy response. It is not easy to amend ceedig@iments of the coalition agreement without
risking the whole agreement unravelling or evencdalition collapsing. This explains why
policy adjustments are difficult to achieve in tteurse of a government’s term.

The CPB study is useful during the coalition negfidns because it offers an initial overview
of the economic and financial implications of theigus parties’ proposals. It thus offers a
starting point for negotiating the terms of a cii@h agreement. Given the inevitable



differences in the parties’ perspectives, the CRHysfacilitates the exchange of information
between the parties on the implications of thelices. However, something similar applies as
in the case of the voters: it is up to the poblitits how they want to use the CPB study.

To what extent are the study’s results sensitiviagostrategic behaviour of political parties? Or
to put it even more strongly: can parties abustifea of the CPB’s models? The old economic
saying that “there are no 20-dollar bills lying thve sidewalk” can be invoked here, or another
favourite CPB maxim: “no pain, no gain”. Politicsabout making choices. Almost invariably
these choices leave both winners and losers. Altgif a measure would only have winners, it
would have been taken long ago. Each measuresdiltaly to have an upside and a downside.

This can be illustrated with several examples:

An increase in labour market participation leadsttonger economic growth. But prosperity is
more than just growth: higher labour market pgwtition will be at the expense of people’s
leisure time, for instance.

A demand for more public services may have a pegen the form of lower private spending
power.

Stimulating structural economic growth may clasthweducing income differentials through
redistribution. If the former is considered morgortant, the latter will be more difficult to
realise, and vice versa.

A favourable development over the short term maxgtttee expense of developments over the
long term. The costs of population ageing are @apeint. Postponing appropriate measures
will spare today’s generations, but it imposeseatgr burden on future generations.
Investments in the knowledge economy are anothesr icepoint. They may reduce consumer
spending over the short term, but against this thay well contribute to greater prosperity in

the future.

The CPB always seeks to set out the upsides ardbtliasides of policies in good faith. If the
analysis of a measure only reveals an upside ifirgténstance, this is a reason for suspicion.
As said, there are no 20-dollar bills lying on #igewalk, because they get quickly picked up.
A measure that has no downside raises the questiether it is feasible. Typical examples are
“the fight against fraud” and “efficiency gains”lIfolitical parties are opposed to fraud. If it
were possible to fight fraud in a cost-effectiveyniiseems likely that the appropriate
measures would have been adopted a long time &go.i§why commitments of this kind

should be viewed with some scepticism.

Another question which the CPB asks itself if a suga only has positive effects is whether the
economic model which has been used takes accowtitrefevant mechanisms. Another CPB
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3.1

maxim can be invoked here: “different models fdfedent purposes”. It is not possible to build
a single model which is suitable for the analysialbpossible policy measures. Such a model
would be unmanageable. Hence the CPB uses a nuhb®rdels: it uses the applied general
equilibrium model MIMIC for the effects of tax meaes on the labour supply; it uses another
long-term model, GAMMA, to evaluate the sustainiépibf the public finances; and it uses the
model SAFFIER for the macroeconomic impact of measover the short and medium term.
Microeconomic simulation models are used to cateulae proceeds from tax and social
security contribution measures and the effectswohasing power. Furthermore, previously
published or ongoing CPB studies are also usedatyse specific policy measures.

A final, and indispensable, input for the analysia dose of common sense. Each measure is
evaluated in terms of its feasibility, each mod@icome on its plausibility. Thus it is the full
range of instruments at the CPB’s disposal as ageits experience which enable it to decide on
a case-by-case basis which analytical instrumemss suited to evaluate a specific policy

measure.
A scenario for the Dutch economy
The Dutch economy in 2008-2011

An evaluation of the economic effects of a parglesction platform is only possible against the
background of a projection for the Dutch econontye TPB has prepared a cautious scenario
for the period 2008-2011 which serves as the haseliojection for the analysls.

The cautious scenario assumes that the economexpiind by an average of 1%% per year.
Economic growth in this scenario is ¥z percentagetpower per year than the projected
potential economic growth. Some ¥4 percentage mditite difference between actual and
potential economic growth in the cautious scenarises from the use of a safety margin. The
other difference of ¥4 percentage point relateti¢operformance of the economy in 2007. The
output gap is expected to come out at %% in 200dtHer words, actual GDP may well come
out %% above potential GDP. The assumption isttieastance of the cycle will be neutral by
2011, that is to say, the output gap in that yadiboe nil. The closing of the output gap of %%
in 2007 means that, in the years 2008-2011, aett@omic growth will be almost ¥
percentage point lower per year than potential ¢gnow

4 For a full description of this scenario, see CPB (2006a).
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3.2

The public finances in 2008-2011

The cautious scenario is based on the assumptionatfanged policies. That is to say, all the
policy measures taken by the outgoing governmentaken into account, but measures taken
by the new government are not anticipated.

The EMU balance is expected to come out at aroidnd B007. In the cautious scenario under
unchanged policies, government revenues will irggdaster than public spending, so that the
EMU balance will improve. Table 3.2 shows the chem@n 2007 prices) of the relevant
revenues and expenditures and the consequenbletiel EMU balance in 2011. In the
cautious scenario the revenues of the central govent (taxes) and the social security funds
(social security contributions) will increase by24illion euros over the next government’s
term of office. Expenditure ceilings apply to thiestegories of public spending (i.e. central
government in the narrow sense, social securityl@molur market, and health). The
expenditures in these “budget discipline sectordl’imcrease by 14% billion euros in the basic
scenario. Other relevant expenditures will incrdasd4 billion euros more than other relevant
revenues during the next government term. Givesetiohanges in government revenues and
public spending, the EMU balance will increasehia tautious scenario from around nil in
2007 to around 6 billion euros in 2011. The EMUanak will thus improve to the equivalent of
1.0% of GDP by 2011.

Table 3.1

EMU balance in 2011, cautious scenario

billion euros, 2007 prices

EMU balance 2007 (1) 0
Increase in revenues from taxes and social security contributions (2) 24,
of which taxes 12%

social security contributions 12%

Increase in expenditures under budget discipline sectors (3) 14%

of which central government in the narrow sense 2Ys

social security and labour market 3%
Health 8%

Increase in other expenditures minus increase in other revenues (4) 4Y,
EMU balance 2011 (=1+2-3-4) 6

a
All amounts in 2007 prices. The deflator used is the price of GDP.

3.3

Budgetary targets over the long term

Because of the ageing population and the gradimgiestion of the natural gas revenues, public
spending — on the assumption of current publicisemprovision and tax and social security
contribution rates — will increase faster than gowgent revenues over the coming decades.

This means that without new policies, the EMU beéawill deteriorate and the public debt will
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increase. The consequent higher interest paymeittsisther widen the budget deficit. In

short, without new policies the public debt willemtually spiral out of control. Policy
adjustments will therefore be needed sooner or.Hteo adjustments are made in the coming
years, more extensive adjustments will have to hdenin the future. Postponing measures will
therefore disadvantage future generations. If nreasare taken quickly, the burdens of the
necessary adjustments will be distributed more lggaaross the generations.

The public finances are sustainable if the existingglic services can expand in line with

overall prosperity without taxes having to be rdigethe future or without the public debt
spiralling out of control. In the spring of 200&t&PB published a study which concludes that
the public finances are not sustainable at the mafiEhis study shows that the best way to
evaluate the sustainability of the public finanisesn the basis of what is known as the “robust”
EMU balance. This indicator differs in several agpdrom the “normal” EMU balance. The
robust EMU balance corrects the EMU balance folinigact of the economic cycle, and leaves
out of consideration interest payments on the edipare side of the budget and interest and

dividend income and natural gas revenues on thenteyside.

Table 3.2

The public finances in 2011, cautious sce  nario

levels in % of GDP

EMU balance (1) 1
Cyclical component of EMU balance (2) 0
Structural EMU balance (3=1-2) 1
Interest payments (4) 2
Primary structural EMU balance (5 =3 + 4) 2%
Interest and dividend income (6) 1
Natural gas revenues (7) 1%
Robust EMU balance (8=5-6-7) e
Sustainable robust EMU balance (9) 2
Sustainability deficit (10 = 9 — 8) 1%

In the cautious scenario the robust EMU balanceesoout at 2% of GDP in 2011. This
balance is thus %2 percentage point lower thanrbenial” EMU balance for that year, which is
projected at 1% of GDP (see section 3.2). TablesBdvs the composition of this difference of
% percentage point. The cyclical component of thitJEbalance is virtually nil in 2011, so that
the structural EMU balance will be virtually thensaas the actual EMU balance. The
difference is almost entirely due to the fact inégrest payments, interest and dividend income
and natural gas revenues are not included in tivest&EMU balance.

On the basis of current perceptions, making thdipfibances sustainable will require a robust
EMU balance of 2% of GDP in 2011. In the cautiocsmrio the robust EMU balance will

® See C. van Ewijk et al. (2006).

13



4.1

amount to %% of GDP in 2011, and thus 1% percergag#s below the sustainable robust
EMU balance. The “sustainability deficit” will th@mount to 1%2% of GDP in 2011.

The economic effects of the election platforms
Fiscal policy

Seven political parties asked the CPB to analysetionomic effects of their election
platforms: the Christian Democratic Movement (CD#g Labour Party (PvdA), the People’s
Party for Freedom and Democracy (VVD), the Sodidisrty (SP), the Green Left (GL),
Democrats '66 (D66) and the Christian Union (ChrOhe party, the Reformed Political Party
(SGP), asked the CPB only to chart the ex ante dtadgeffects of its election platform. This
means that for this platform the CPB calculateditigications for the public finances without
taking into account the macroeconomic effects efghlicy proposals.

This section focuses on the issue of the resowvbésh the political parties want to allocate to
the various policy areas and what they want toltuataxes and social security contributions.
Less bureaucracy, better education and a moreezffibealth service are major themes in the
election platforms of 2008Some parties want to cut taxes and social secemitgributions,
especially for families.

Table 4.1 shows the increase in net public spenditige cautious scenario and the net
additional public spending (i.e. the balance of memwmitments and cuts and savings) which
the parties advocate for the next government’s troffice. All amounts in the table are
expressed in 2007 prices.

In the cautious scenario the outlays on public atstriation will increase by 2¥4 billion euros in
2008-2011. All parties want to restrict this ingeaThe calls for net cuts and savings in public
administration range from around %z billion euroB)Y® around 1% billion euros (CDA). Some
of these cuts and savings fall on local governmathiers are realised mainly by imposing
efficiency targets on the central government. TRB@ssumes that these budget cuts will lead
to lower levels of public services, for instancehiying off certain tasks to the private or

voluntary sector.

All parties advocate additional outlays on educatla the cautious scenario under unchanged
policies, education spending will increase by #dgil euros in 2008-2011. The parties’ net
additional spending commitments come on top of thiae GL, D66 and SP call for the highest

® In this paper the description of the net additional spending commitments will be restricted to these main themes and social
security. CPB (2006b) provides a full overview.
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increases in education spending (by 3 billion eu2ds billion euros and 2 billion euros
respectively). The PvdA allocates an additionalliifon euros to education, the VVD 1
billion euros, the CDA and SGP both 3 billion eyraxsd the ChrU %% billion euros.

All parties want to improve the efficiency of thedith service. However, they have very
different proposals on how this is to be achie&id.parties — PvdA, VVD, GL, D66, ChrU and
SGP — want to introduce more market forces intchredth service, above all through some
deregulation of hospital prices. The CDA wantsxterd the role of market forces much more
aggressively in the next government’s term of efficot only by deregulating hospital prices
but also by making all regulations governing hezdtle providers much more market-oriented.

Table 4.1 Net additional public spending & 2008-2011

Baseline CDA  PvdA VVD SP GL D66 ChrU SGP

billion euros, 2007 prices

Public administration 2Ya - 1% - 1% - 1% -Ya -% -1 -1 —Ya
Public safety Ya —Ya - Y 0 0 0 - Y Ya %
Defence 0 -Ya -V 0 - 2% - -V 0 Ya
Infrastructure -% Ya 0 Y -V -2 0 -% 0
Environment Ya Ya 0 Y 1Ya Y 0 0
Education 2 Ya 1% 1 2 3 2%, % Ya
Health 8 - Y 0 =1l 1 % - Y - Ya
Social security 2% 2Y 2 -1 3% 3% -2 1% 1%
Development cooperation Y 0 Y -% Yo 1 0 Y Yo
Other 2% 7! 0 — Y =Y -Y% -Y% = 1Y =Y
Total adjusted net additional 18% Ya 3 - 3% 4Yy 5% -1 -% 2%
public spending

a . A . . . . i .
The “Baseline” column shows the spending increases in the cautious scenario. The net additional spending commitments come on top

of that. All amounts are in 2007 prices. The deflator is the price of GDP.

The SP wants to move in the opposite directiowaltts to make the health service better and
more efficient by abandoning all further effortamntroduce market forces and by giving the
government a directing role. The VVD'’s policy pagkdeads to a net reduction in healthcare
spending. The SP and GL also want to make thethsatvice more efficient, but they call for a
net spending increase. The PvdA wants to use efiligi gains to extend the basic health
insurance package. The CPB expects that in therlamgbeyond 2011) the CDA will achieve
considerable efficiency gains by introducing retedacompetition across the board. However,
significant risks and uncertainties are attachetthito For instance, a lack of reliable
information on the quality of healthcare may leactoss of quality overall.

The political parties have different views on sbsicurity. The VVD and D66 both advocate
net cuts in the social security budget (by 1 hilleuros and 2 billion euros respectively). By
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contrast, the other parties want to allocate meseurces to social security. The additional
outlays range from 1% billion euros (ChrU, SGP3%6 billion euros (SP, GL). The net cuts
advocated by the VVD are achieved in particulalitking benefit levels to price increases
rather than contractual pay increases, shortehimgériod of eligibility for unemployment
benefit, and abolishing welfare benefits for peapider the age of 27. Against these cuts, the
VVD calls for an increase in childcare support. @Bieves its cuts by shortening the period
of eligibility for unemployment benefit and raisittge official retirement age. The ChrU and
SGP allocate additional resources for the intradanadf a child-linked budget and for an
increase in the child allowance. The PvdA allocatdditional resources to childcare in
particular. In the case of the SP, most of thetaddil outlays are accounted for by an increase
in social security benefits and a review of thexaminations of disability benefit recipients.
The CDA allocates more resources for the childvedloce and the rent allowance. The GL
allocates additional resources for an increasedrabsecurity benefits, free childcare, and a
leave scheme for retraining, parenthood and care.

Table 4.2 shows the changes in the micro burde®Q@Y prices) which occur in the cautious
scenario under unchanged policiéghe table also shows the changes in the microeurd
compared to the basic scenario which flow fromghgies’ election platforms. The micro
burdens for households and businesses will incriep 84 billion euros and %2 billion euros
respectively under unchanged policies. Most of itheccounted for by the increase in health
insurance contributions. Three parties — VVD, S& @6 — want to reduce the tax burden on
households considerably compared to the basic soef&e platforms of the PvdA, GL and
ChrU provide for a smaller burden relief for housiels. The CDA and SGP opt for a limited
increase in the tax burden on households. Theirtite tax burden on households are achieved
through a wide range of measures. The VVD and Dé&6two achieve most of the advocated
relief by cutting income tax rates. Many partieppgart a higher labour tax credit. No party
calls for a reduction of taxes and social securitytribution rates for businesses. In fact, six
platforms result in a higher burden for businesses.

The changes in the micro burden can also be divildésrms of assessment base. In the
cautious scenario the taxes on labour and inconrease by 4% billion euros, while the taxes
on capital and profit fall by 1%4 billion euros. Adarties opt for higher taxes on polluting
activities and on capital and profit, albeit tofeient extents. Nearly all parties want to reduce
taxes on labour and income compared to the basitasio. Nearly all platforms lead to an
increase in other taxes (including excise dutiegobacco and alcohol).

” An increase in the micro burden by x billion euros means that households and businesses have to pay x billion euros more
in taxes and social security contributions as a result of revenue-generating measures by the government. However, a
change in the micro burden does not necessarily coincide with the income effects perceived by households and businesses.
This is because such a change may be accompanied by measures on the public spending side which may also have an
effect on household purchasing power or business profit.
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Table 4.2 Changes in micro burden %, 2008-2001
Baseline CDA PvdA VVD SP GL D66 ChrU  SGP
billion euros, 2007 prices
Total change in micro burden 3% e 0 =3 -1 -1 -5 0 1

Divided by payer
Businesses Ya 0 1% Ya 1Y Y 1% 0 Ya
Households 3Va Y -1% -5% -5% -1% -6% - Y Ya

Divided by assessment base

Environment 0 Yo 1% Ya 2Y4 13% 1v5 1 Ya
Labour and income 4% -1 -4 -6%2 -7 -19% -7% -3 0

Capital and profit - 1Y% Yo 2%, Ya 3% 4%, ) Ya )
Other 0 Yo 0 Y Ya Ya Ya 1 Ya

a . . . . . . . . . . .
The “Baseline” column shows the increase in the micro burden in the cautious scenario. The increases in the micro burden in the
election platforms come on top of that. All amounts are in 2007 prices. The deflator is the price of GDP.

4.2 Macroeconomic effects

Table 4.3 shows the macroeconomic effects of tinegaelection platforms. The estimated
effects of the policy packages come on top of thetious scenario figures listed in the first
column. Because greater uncertainty attaches toamegnomic developments over the

medium term than to the calculated effects of tluppsed measures, the CPB is less specific
on the scenario figures than on the effects opthiey measures. That is why the basic scenario
figures are rounded to quarters of a percentage pad the policy effects to tenths.

The effect of the party programmes on structural GD P

Table 4.3 shows, among other things, the impact of each party programme on annual economic growth during the next
government’s term of office. The figures indicate by how many more percentage points the economy will expand per
year in 2008-2011. Multiplying the figures by four gives a programme’s impact on GDP for 2011. A policy package not
only affects economic growth during the period in question, but also in the following years, because the structural effect
on GDP has not yet been fully realised by 2011. For this reason the increase in GDP is also calculated over the longer
term, when all the adjustment processes have been completed. This is the increase in structural GDP due to a party
programme. Dividing the increase in the structural GDP figure by four gives the effect on annual structural growth during

the next government term.

By definition the output gap is equal to the difference (in %) between the actual and structural GDP. Because the level
of the output gap (i.e. the performance of the economy) cannot be predicted this far ahead, this key figure has been set
at nil for 2011 in the cautious scenario. However, the policy measures included in an election platform may cause the
output gap to come out higher or lower by 2011. If the measures boost actual GDP more than structural GDP, the output
gap will be positive in 2011. In that case an unfavourable effect on economic growth will have to be factored in after
2011. Conversely, if the measures boost actual GDP less than structural GDP, then the output gap will be negative in

2011. In that case a favourable effect on economic growth can be expected after 2011.
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Under the CDA'’s policy package, economic growth wdme out 0.1 percentage point higher
than in the cautious scenario. The CDA plans toict€mployment growth in the public sector
by 0.5 percentage points compared to %% growthérbasic scenario, which means that jobs
will be lost. The proposed strengthening of mafletes in the health service will boost labour
productivity growth in this sector. Hence employmiernthe health service will also increase by
less than in the basic scenario. However, thetiatias in the market sector will increase faster
than in the basic scenario, because the partyisypphckage has a positive impact on output
and restrains pay increases to some extent. Ondmgltotal employment will increase by more
than in the basic scenario, so that the unemployna¢a will come out slightly lower by 2011.
The effect of the CDA’s programme on structuralresroic growth during the next
government’s term of office is broadly the saméhaseffect on actual growth. Structural
growth is pushed upwards because the party’s messuake it more attractive for benefit
recipients to accept paid work, as evidenced byl#wdine in the replacement rate.

The budgetary policies proposed by the PvdA withatate consumption growth. The party’s
measures will increase public spending, includhegdutlays on education, by 0.2 percentage
points more than in the basic scenario. The adedaaeasures will also boost private
consumption growth. As a result, economic growth @a@me out 0.1 percentage point higher.
The favourable effect on employment means thatittemployment rate in 2011 will be below
that in the basic scenario.

The PvdA'’s programme will not affect the structuzabnomic growth rate during the next
government term. It is true that the measures haguasitive impact on the labour supply, but
this is offset by an increase in the equilibriuneonployment rate. The latter development is
due to an increase in the replacement rate whighemmentation of the policy proposals entails.

The VVD opts for reducing non-pay labour costs (ge”) and linking social security benefit
levels to the increase in prices rather than cohied pay rates. This supply-oriented policy
depresses pay trends and implies that benefitsigdllby less than contractual pay. But because
the VVD allocates significant resources to cut saaad social security contributions, this

policy mix still has a favourable effect on priva@nsumption. For that reason economic
growth comes out 0.1 percentage point higher thahed basic scenario. The VVD opts for a
restriction on employment in the public sector #malhealth service. Against this, the party’s
policy package has a definite favourable effecemployment in the market sector. On balance
the package stimulates employment growth. Hencerleenployment rate will come out lower
than in the basic scenario by 2011.

The VVD’s policy package translates into a strugt@conomic growth rate in the next
government term that is 0.3% percentage pointsehnititan in the basic scenario. The reduction
of the “wedge” leads to a small increase in th@lalsupply. Furthermore, the smaller wedge
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and the decoupling of benefits and contractualrpsss have a downward effect on the

equilibrium unemployment rate.

The SP opts for strong growth in employment inghblic sector and the health service. It also
calls for higher income transfers to householdstagter benefits in kind. The consequent
boost to household income growth leads to a steéape¥ase in private consumption. Under
these policy proposals, economic growth will inseeay 0.1 percentage point compared to the
basic scenario. More specifically, employment ia plublic sector and the health service will
increase by more than in the basic scenario. ASHis policy package also has a favourable
effect on employment growth in the market sectog, unemployment rate in 2011 will be
appreciably lower than in the basic scenario.

The SP’s programme will not affect the structu@m@mic growth rate during the next
government term. It is true that labour supply gfowill increase, but so will the equilibrium
unemployment rate. The party’s commitment to rex¢ng cut in the corporation tax rate will
have an unfavourable effect on this measure of pimment.

Table 4.3 Macroeconomic effects of the parties’ ele  ction platforms & 2008-2011

Baseline CDA PvdA VVD SP GL D66 Chru

% per year effect on annual growth in percentage points

Production and consumption
Gross domestic product 1% 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
Structural GDP 2 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 -04 0.3 -0.1
Private consumption 1% 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.0
Public spending 1% -0.2 0.2 -0.2 0.2 0.4 -0.1 -0.1

Pay and prices
Pay rates, market sector 3% -0.2 0.1 -0.8 0.1 -0.3 -0.6 0.0
Consumer price index 1% 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.1

Labour market

Employment in labour years Ya 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1
of which market sector -Ya 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0
public sector Ya -0.5 0.0 -0.6 0.5 0.2 -0.2 0.5
health service 2 -0.1 0.1 -0.6 0.3 0.5 -0.1 -01
Labour supply in labour years Ya 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
2011 level, effect on 2011 level in percentage points
in %
Unemployment 4 -0.1 -0.3 -0.2 -0.4 -0.5 -0.3 -0.3
Equilibrium unemployment 4 -0.1 0.1 -0.5 0.2 0.3 -0.5 0.0
Output gap 0 0.1 0.6 -0.8 0.5 1.9 -0.7 0.4
Replacement rate 67% -0.3 0.5 -25 -0.3 -2.0 -24 -0.3
Labour share in enterprise income 78 -0.1 0.0 -0.6 -0.1 0.2 -05 0.1

a . - . . ; .
No effects are given for the SGP programme, because, in line with this party’s wishes, only its programme’s ex ante budgetary effects
were calculated.
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As is to be expected, the GL has an ambitious enmiental programme, with high taxes on
polluting activities. The party wants to raise tweporation tax compared to the basic scenario.
It also calls for sweeping changes to the tax systed the state pension scheme.
Implementation of the party’s proposals will incseaconomic growth by 0.1 percentage point
compared to the basic scenario. The party wartsei@mte more jobs in the public sector and the
health service. This policy package also has aualile effect on employment growth in the
market sector. Hence the unemployment rate in 2@l be appreciably lower than in the basic
scenario.

The GL's policy proposals will depress structuradeomic growth by 0.4 percentage points
during the next government term. The increasesvirenmental taxes and the corporation tax
will lead to an increase in equilibrium unemploymérhis increase should remain in bounds,
however, because the party wants to introduce mredancome tax credit (EITC) to make it
more attractive for benefit recipients to acceptl geork.

A proviso must be entered here. Because of botlathe number of measures proposed by the
GL and their complexity, it is possible that theBZ$models cannot accurately evaluate the

far-reaching policy changes included in this patyfogramme.

D66 advocates substantial additional outlays farcation. This party also wants to strengthen
the supply side of the economy by reducing theatak social security contribution burden
significantly and by making it more attractive fmenefit recipients to accept paid work. The tax
relief proposed by D66 and the decline in the regi@ent rate resulting from its proposals will
have a downward effect on pay increases. Privatswuoption growth will still accelerate,
however, because the party calls for considerabsleuts. D66’s policy proposals will increase
economic growth by 0.1 percentage point comparegdgdasic scenario. The party calls for
some restrictions on employment in the public seatal the health service. Against this, its
policies clearly stimulate employment in the mag@ttor. On balance, employment will
increase by more than in the basic scenario, sahtbainemployment rate will come out lower
by 2011.

D66'’s policy package will boost structural economiowth by 0.3 percentage points during the
next government term. This is mainly due to the faat the proposals will lead to a slightly
higher labour supply and a lower equilibrium uneoyphent rate.

The ChrU opts for strong growth in employment ia trublic sector and for some increases in
taxes. Among the changes compared to the basiasogethe party proposes an increase in
indirect taxes, including excise duties on alcohmplementation of the party’s proposals will
have virtually no effect on economic growth. But fholicy package gives a boost to
employment growth, so that the unemployment ra@dihl will be lower than in the basic

scenario.
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The ChrU’s policy package will depress structu@rmemic growth somewhat during the next
government term, mainly because of the proposeéase in indirect taxes. The equilibrium
unemployment rate will rise only marginally, howeMeecause the hike in indirect taxes is

partly offset by a decline in the replacement rate.

In the cautious scenario the EMU balance comeaolit0% of GDP in 2011. Table 4.4 shows
the EMU balance in 2011 on the basis of the implaaten of the various party programmes.
A larger EMU surplus in 2011 is possible if a paspts for net cuts and savings and/or a net
increase in taxes and social security contributidihgs leads to an ex ante improvement in the
EMU balance. The actual EMU balance can also bednted by the macroeconomic effects of
the policy proposals. These are known as “poskiack-on effects”. Not all of the
macroeconomic effects of the parties’ policy measwrill become evident during the next
government term. Some of them will only become entdn the following years. These
“pipeline effects” of policies will continue to &ftt the actual EMU balance after 2011. These
pipeline effects are not included in the estimatetlal EMU balance for 2011, but they are

included in the structural EMU balance expectedfiat year.

The structural EMU balance comes out at 0.9% of GDEO11 in the cautious scenario. The
policy packages of nearly all parties result imaBer structural EMU surplus in 2011. The
expected structural EMU surplus ranges from 1.0%0BP (CDA) to 0.3% of GDP (SP, GL).

The robust EMU balance comes out at 2% of GDP {20 the cautious scenario. Three of
the party programmes — CDA, VVD, ChrU — result inddly the same figure for 2011. The
programmes of the PvdA, SP, GL and D66 resultloweer robust EMU balance in 2011.

Table 4.4 The public finances, 2011

CDA PvdA VVD SP GL D66 Chru SGP

in % of GDP

EMU balance, basic scenario 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ex ante improvement in EMU balance 0.0 -0.5 -0.3 -0.8 -0.9 -0.7 0.0 -0.2
Positive knock-on effects 0.0 0.5 -0.2 0.5 1.3 0.1 0.0
EMU balance 1.1 1.0 0.5 0.7 1.4 0.4 1.1
Structural EMU balance, basic scenario 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Ex ante improvement in EMU balance 0.0 -0.5 -0.3 -0.8 -0.9 -0.7 0.0
Structural positive knock-on effects 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 -0.2
Structural EMU balance 1.0 0.6 0.9 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.8

Robust EMU balance 0.6 0.2 0.5 0.0 =02 0.3 0.4
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4.3

Towards sustainable public finances

The Dutch population is gradually ageing, and theres of over-65s in the total population will
increase significantly over the coming decadess @leing is good news for individual
citizens, because they live longer and in bettaithebut it also puts pressure on the
sustainability of the public finances.

There are two ways to achieve sustainable pullanftes by the end of the next government'’s
term of office. The first way is to implement pgliadjustments which raise the robust EMU
balance by 1%2% of GDP (or 9 billion euros) by 20lle second way is to take measures
during the next government term which will offeprespect of an improving robust EMU
balance after 2011 as well. This can be the casedsures are implemented gradually, or if
measures have an effect on government revenuegenditures that increases as the
population ages. In the first case, the measurkdevannounced now, but the implications will
partly be felt after 2011. The budgetary problerthen pushed into the future to some extent. If
both ways improve the sustainability of the pulffiliances by less than 1%2% of GDP, then
further policy adjustments will be required afté12 to achieve sustainable public finances.

Various elements of the parties’ election platfotmp to make the public finances sustainable
through effects which occur after 2011. The maiesoare set out below, for each party:

CDA: gradual individualisation of the general tardit (which will make it more attractive for
non-working partners to get a foband the structural effects of the introductiémmre market
forces into the health service;

PvdA: phased introduction of a tax on the supplaamrpension for over-65s;

VVD: gradual individualisation of the general tavedit, linking benefit levels (except the basic
state pension) to price increases rather thanacto@l pay rates, and the structural effects of
measures which reduce health spending and weléarefib claims;

SP: gradual individualisation of the general taedit; and in due course abolition of mortgage
interest relief;

D66: gradual individualisation of the general ta&dit, gradual raising of the official retirement
age to 67 years, and (over the very long term)itidnolof mortgage interest relief coupled with
the abolition of the transfer tax;

® The general tax credit is a reduction of income tax liability. At the moment, non-working partners are also eligible for this
tax credit. Individualisation of the general tax credit implies its abolition for non-working partners. They can only retain it if
they take up paid employment.
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Figure 4.1
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GL: reform of the tax system, including abolitiohtlbe general tax credit, gradual introduction
of a system of accumulating state pension righttherbasis of earned income, and gradual
conversion of mortgage interest relief into a 1. Q#sidy of the mortgage debt;

ChrU: phased abolition of the reduced income tée f@ar over-65s;

SGP: phased abolition of the reduced income taxfoatover-65s.

Figure 4.1 shows to what extent the party programim@rove the sustainability of the public
finances. If a party advocates measures whoseteffélt only become evident after 2011, they
have been left out of consideration here. Nondefiolicy packages offers a prospect of fully
sustainable public finances. In other words, asghistand at the moment, the implementation
of each programme will require further policy adjoents after 2011. D66’s programme brings
the greatest improvement in sustainability (1%%DBiP). However, all of this improvement is
achieved after 2011, and implementation of thiggmmme will actually lead to a deterioration
of the robust EMU balance by 2011. Two party pragres — CDA, VVD — improve
sustainability by %% of GDP, entirely through effewhich occur after 2011. Three party
programmes — SP, GL, ChrU — improve sustainalilty2% of GDP, mostly through effects
after 2011, and in the case of the first two adteinitial deterioration by 2011. The PvdA’s
programme does not lead to an improvement in swatdity on balance. It leads to a
deterioration of the robust EMU balance by 2011lictviis compensated fully by a favourable
effect on sustainability after 2011.

Improvement in the sustainability of the public finances (in % of GDP)

Oimprovement in robust EMU balance by 2011 @ additional effect after 2011 M total

i ]* JI

CDA PvdA VVD SP GL D66 Chru
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4.4

In the case of the SGP’s programme, only the ex lantigetary effects have been calculated.
For this reason only a qualitative judgement cambéde concerning this programme’s
contribution to improving the sustainability of thablic finances. This party’s programme will
probably lead to a small improvement in sustainigbilthough this will not be achieved until
after 2011.

In so far as the political parties are able to iowerthe sustainability of the public finances
through measures which have a favourable effeth@®mnobust EMU balance by 2011, the
accompanying purchasing power effects are showimeipurchasing power figures presented in
the next section. The purchasing power effectsedgures which help to improve the
sustainability of the public finances after 2011 ,wiowever, not be considered here. If there is
still a sustainability deficit in 2011, further o} adjustments will be required in the following
years. These policy adjustments will of course haresequences for purchasing power trends
after 2011.

Purchasing power

The party programmes affect purchasing power throaagious measures, such as changes in
the tax system, in the social security sphere,jimatige financing of healthcare services. The
effect of these measures on pay rates and prigsdasmportant for the development of
purchasing power. Table 4.5 shows the changesriohpsing power in the cautious scenario,
and then in the same scenario including the effefctise party programmes. The purchasing
power figures take account of different forms afdme, such as from paid employment, benefit
payments, pensions, interest income and capitakg@he figures relate only to employees,
public sector workers, benefit recipients and pamsis. Together these groups account for 85%
of all households in the Netherlands. The purclgpswer effects for the self-employed,

directors / majority shareholders, students andrstare not considered here.

Purchasing power will increase for most househdidsnot equally across the board. The
average purchasing power increase and the rediStnibeffects differ from party to party, as
table 4.5 shows. This table shows the median psichgower increase for several categories
of households. “Median” means that, in each gr&@%» of households will experience a lower
increase in purchasing power than the figure shoviiile the other 50% will be better off.
Households have been divided on the basis of tritsia: the level of income, the source of
income, and the situation of the household.

The first block of figures shows the purchasing pofigures for three groups of households
with different incomes. The first group includekhaduseholds with gross incomes up to 150%

of the statutory minimum wage. The highest grossiimes in this group of households will be
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24,000 euros in 2007. The second group includesdimids with incomes between 150-400%
of the statutory minimum wage. The gross incomet@$e households will range from 24,000-
64,000 euros in 2007. The third group includes Bhakls with incomes of more than 400% of
the statutory minimum wage. In most party programnheuseholds from the lowest of the
three income groups fare less well than higherrmedouseholds. With the CDA and ChrU,
however, the purchasing power of this group in@sdsy as much as that for households with
incomes between 150-400% of the statutory minimwagey With the ChrU, this group also
fares as well as the highest income group. Undepthgrammes advocated by the PvdA, GL
and SP, households from the middle income groupyethie greatest increase in purchasing
power. With the VVD, households from the highesbime group fare better than lower income
households. With the SP and GL, the opposite isdlse. With D66, households from the
highest income group enjoy the same purchasing pmweease as households from the middle

income group.

Those households in which the main earner has wijbbnjoy a higher purchasing power
increase with the VVD and GL than households whoai earner is a benefit recipient. Under
the policy proposals of the other five partieshihiese groups of households will enjoy the
same purchasing power increase. Households whaseeauaner is older than 65 will see their
purchasing power increase by less than househdidsevmain earner is younger than 65. This
is due in part to the increase in the labour taditiproposed by many parties.

Table 4.5

Purchasing power a, 2008-2011
Baseline CDA PvdA VVD SP GL D66 Chru

change in median purchasing power, in % per year

< 150% of statutory minimum Wageb
150%-400% of statutory minimum
wage

> 400% of statutory minimum wage

Main earner in paid employment
Main earner benefit recipient
Main earner over 65

Single earner
Double earner
Single person

All households

1

7
7

Y

)
)

7

1

1Y

1Y
1Y
)

1

1

1

1Y

EZ

1Y
1Y
a4

1%
1

1

1
1Y

1%

1Y
7
1

)
1Y
1

1Y

1%
1%

Ya

1%
1%
1v

1%

1%
2%

1%

2%
1%
a4

1
2Y4
1%

2

1Y

1Y

1Y
1Y
)

Ya
1v
1Y

1Y

Y

1Y

Y

a . A ) . ) ’
The “Baseline” column shows the purchasing power changes in the cautious scenario. The other columns show the changes in the

cautious scenario plus the effects of the party programmes.

The income limits for the over-65s are set at 70% of the gross incomes indicated here.
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4.5

The differences in purchasing power trends on #sestof household situation are relatively
small under the party programmes of the CDA, PV@R,and ChrU. With the VVD and D66,
the purchasing power of single earners developsféee®urably than among other households,
owing to the gradual individualisation of the geale¢ax credit. With the GL, the purchasing
power of double-earner and single-person houselttdsases by more than that of single-
earner households.

The table also shows the median purchasing powegase for all households considered here.
This purchasing power increase amounts to %% icdhgous scenario. This figure comes out
higher in all the party programmes. The increageuithasing power for the median household
ranges from 1% (CDA, PvdA, ChrU) to 1%% (VVD, D66)2% (SP) and 2% (GL). However,
the favourable development of purchasing power WighGL and SP is offset in part by a less
favourable structural position of the public finasdn 2011. This because measures to support
purchasing power of course carry a price tag.

Table 4.5 provides no information on the distribntdf purchasing power changes within the
general figures. Hence it does not show that sipegibups of households will experience an
appreciable reduction in their purchasing poweis Thtrue in particular for households with
high incomes and high capital assets under the &hsSP’s programmes. These households
will face a considerable increase in their taxes sotial security contributions.

Knowledge policy

Education, science and innovation are importantcgsuof wealth and prosperity. The parties
devote considerable attention to this area — dbliely called “knowledge policy” — in their
election platforms. This year's CPB analysis of ¢kenomic effects of the election platforms
evaluated the benefits of knowledge policy forfirgt time. However, it was not yet possible to
guantify these benefits and incorporate them imorhacroeconomic effects outlined in section
4.2,

Figure 4.2 shows the net additional spending comstits on knowledge policy advocated by
the parties. The parties call for additional researfor education in particular. Within
education, the parties often focus attention orstiree themes, for instance the quality of
teachers, drop out rates among vocational secomdiugation (MBO) and pre-vocational
secondary education (VMBO) pupils, and the finagafhigher education studies. Parties
differ in the extent to which and the way in whitley want to address these themes. The total
net additional spending commitments in the ardenofvledge policy range from 1 billion

euros (CDA, VVD, ChrU) to 3% hillion euros (GL). terms of GDP, the additional outlays
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Figure 4.2
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range from 0.2% to 0.6%; in terms of increaseshercurrent allocations to knowledge, they
range from 3% to 10%.

The CPB has evaluated the proposals in the knowledticy sphere for their contribution to
national welfare. Proposals are deemed to be “miogii if empirical research suggests that
they will have a favourable effect on welfare, tisatio say, if the benefits exceed the costs. For
instance, research shows that additional trainbngefachers is promising, as are early and pre-
school education programmes. An austerity measamalso be “promising”. An example
would be the introduction of a graduate tax to fmythe master stage in academic education.
Figure 4.3 shows the total volume of promising josgds for each party. The GL's and D66’s
programmes include promising proposals of more thhitlion euros and nearly 2 billion euros
respectively. Each of the other party programmelude promising proposals of between %

billion and % billion euros.

Net additional spending on knowledge pol icy, 2011 (in billion euros, 2007 prices)

M education O science Einnovation

ggLLL

CDA PVDA VVD SP GL D66 Chru

Proposals are deemed to be “unpromising” if emainiesearch shows that they have an
unfavourable effect on national welfare. The partieake virtually no unpromising proposals.
Only the SP and GL make proposals of this kindhdacless than ¥4 billion euros.

For many of the knowledge-related measures itislear whether they are promising or
otherwise. They may well have a favourable effecthey may have an unfavourable effect on
welfare; however, little or nothing is known abdhis. The net additional spending
commitments in this category range from around liphieuros (CDA, VVD, ChrU) to 2

billion euros (GL).
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Figure 4.3 Promising proposals for knowledge policy , 2011 (in billion euros, 2007 prices)
3,5 1
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