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COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND MONETARY AFFAIRS
MONETARY DIALOGUE WITH MARIO DRAGHI,
PRESIDENT OF THE EUROPEAN CENTRAL BANK
(pursuant to Article 284(3) TFEU)
BRUSSELS,
MONDAY, 26 FEBRUARY 2018
1-002-0000

IN THE CHAIR: ROBERTO GUALTIERI
Chair of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
(The meeting opened at 16.17)
Chair. – Italy is not a country that is used to snow, so our planes were cancelled or
postponed, but we are glad to be here.
I would like to welcome the ECB President, Mario Draghi. Due to time constraints, I will skip
an introductory consideration and give him the floor directly. We will also have to shorten our
second part with the questions and answers to four minutes, grouping the second round of
questions.
President Draghi, welcome. You have the floor.
1-004-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – Mr Chair, honourable members of
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, ladies and gentlemen, I am glad to be
back at the European Parliament for my first hearing of this year before your committee.
The two issues you have chosen for today’s debate are very topical, and I will address them in
turn. I will first discuss the euro area inflation outlook and the main factors impacting on the
relationship between growth and inflation. I will then emphasise the relevance of financial
market infrastructures for monetary policy. In doing so, I will explain why the central bank of
issue needs to have the necessary tools to address possible risks in a limited number of areas
which are crucial from the perspective of its monetary policy mandate.
First, on inflation, growth and the ECB’s monetary policy. As I said in my introductory
statement to the European Parliament plenary earlier this month, the euro area economy is
expanding robustly. Growth is stronger than previously expected and more evenly distributed
across sectors and geographies than at any time since the financial crisis. According to the
latest data, the euro area economy grew by 2.5% in 2017, reflecting strong domestic
momentum in private consumption and investment.
These positive developments have been fostered and supported by the pass-through of the
European Central Bank’s monetary policy measures, which have significantly eased
borrowing conditions for households and firms, notably also for small and medium-sized
enterprises.
Considering all of the monetary policy measures taken between mid-2014 and October 2017,
the overall impact on euro area growth and inflation is estimated, in both cases, to be around
1.9 percentage points cumulatively for the period between 2016 and 2020. Our measures have
put the euro area economy on a solid growth pathway, driven by endogenous domestic
dynamics and thus more resistant to a potential slowdown in global demand.
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At the same time, inflation has yet to show more convincing signs of a sustained upward
adjustment. After lingering at levels well below 1% for three years, with occasional dips into
negative territory, euro area headline inflation has fluctuated between 1.3% and 1.5% since
May last year. Annual inflation stood at 1.3% in January. The changes in headline inflation
have been driven by movements in the more volatile components, namely energy prices and,
to a lesser extent, food prices. Measures of underlying inflation – which we monitor for their
information content concerning inflation dynamics – have remained subdued. Inflation
excluding energy and food was 1% in January, and has ranged between 0.9% and 1.2% since
April 2017.
Let me now focus on the factors behind these moderate inflation developments from a
longer-term perspective. The recent period of low inflation may appear surprising from a
cyclical perspective given that we have seen positive economic growth over the past four
years, supporting a steady and gradual absorption of economic slack. This has raised the
question of which factors, cyclical or structural, may have played a role in the
growth-inflation relationship.
A comprehensive analysis by the Eurosystem has concluded that adverse cyclical factors have
played a crucial role in explaining low underlying inflation. These notably consisted of
dampened economic activity and high unemployment in the aftermath of the sovereign debt
crisis, and subsequently subdued foreign demand and low oil prices. Yet, these factors are of a
temporary nature and should not affect inflation over a medium-term horizon, even though
they might impact – and they are impacting in fact – on the speed of adjustment in inflation.
Moreover, given the uncertainty surrounding the measurement of economic slack, the true
amount may be larger than estimated, which could slow down the emergence of price
pressures. This is particularly visible in the labour market, where wage growth has remained
subdued despite strong employment gains. Nonetheless, these factors should wane as the
economic expansion continues and unemployment further declines. In fact, wage growth in
the euro area has already picked up recently and the labour market is expected to improve
further.
On the structural side, globalisation may have reduced the responsiveness of inflation to
domestic cyclical conditions but empirical evidence for the euro area is not clear-cut. Other
potential factors include demographic trends or changes in behaviour triggered by
technological developments, which may contain price pressures, for instance through
increased price transparency. However, even if these factors are somewhat more persistent,
they should still not exert a permanent impact on inflation.
Overall, the analysis indicates that the relationship between growth and inflation remains
largely intact, even if it has temporarily weakened in recent years to the extent that the speed
of adjustment in inflation towards our aim has been affected.
Looking ahead, we anticipate that headline inflation will resume its gradual upward
adjustment, supported by our monetary policy measures. At the same time, uncertainties
continue to prevail. In particular, the recent volatility in financial markets, notably also in the
exchange rate, deserves close monitoring with regard to its possible implications for the
medium-term outlook for price stability.
Therefore, while the strong momentum of the euro area economy has clearly strengthened our
confidence in the inflation outlook, patience and persistence with regard to monetary policy is
still needed for inflation to sustainably return to levels of below, but close to, 2%. In fact, the
evolution of inflation remains crucially conditional on an ample degree of monetary
accommodation provided by the full set of our monetary policy measures: our net asset
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purchases, the sizeable stock of acquired assets and the forthcoming reinvestments, and our
forward guidance on policy interest rates.
Let me now move to the relevance of central clearing for monetary policy and the role of the
central bank of issue and let me turn to the interactions between financial market
infrastructures and monetary policy, which you have also chosen as a topic for today’s
hearing. This is indeed an important and timely issue.
Allow me to recall the important role played by the central counterparties – or CCPs – in
financial markets. By interposing themselves in a network of financial transactions, CCPs
reduce counterparty credit risk and increase market transparency. However, under crisis
conditions, the disruption of clearing activities can have a significant negative impact on our
ability to conduct monetary policy tasks. For instance, it may cause significant liquidity
strains for CCP users, which in many cases are also our monetary policy counterparties. In
particular, these strains may arise from large and sudden calls to provide additional resources
to a CCP under stressed market conditions. In addition, disturbances affecting a CCP active in
the money markets can impair normal monetary policy transmission channels. These are just
two examples of the links between the operation of CCPs and the transmission of monetary
policy.
While these links are not new, they now warrant closer attention for two reasons. First, the
financial system has come to rely more on central counterparties. The introduction of
mandatory central clearing requirements in response to the crisis has made financial markets
safer and more transparent. This is in large part thanks to the European Parliament’s push for
stronger financial regulation, such as the European Market Infrastructure Regulation (EMIR).
While this strengthening is of course welcome, it also means that CCPs have become more
systemic. Second, the United Kingdom’s decision to leave the European Union means that,
under the current legislative regime, several CCPs clearing significant volumes of
euro-denominated business will be operating outside the framework of the European Union
regulation and the safeguards this provides.
In this context, the Commission’s EMIR II proposal, currently being discussed by this
committee, is a welcome and necessary initiative. The existing regime was never intended to
cope with large-scale euro-denominated clearing activities being carried out in a country
outside the European Union. The EMIR II proposal would enable the EU authorities to
directly supervise systemically important third-country CCPs on the basis of EU regulatory
requirements, using EU supervisory instruments. The proposal provides for an enhanced role
for the central bank of issue in this context, reflecting the strong links between clearing and
monetary policy.
The indispensable corollary to the EMIR II proposal is the recommendation to amend Article
22 of our Statute, which was unanimously adopted by the ECB’s Governing Council last
June. The General Court in Luxembourg held in its judgment in 2015 that it would be for the
ECB to request the EU legislature to amend Article 2, should the ECB consider that having
the power to regulate CCPs is necessary for the proper performance of its tasks under the
Treaties. In particular, in order to ensure that we can carry out the tasks foreseen under
EMIR II, it is of the utmost importance that we have the relevant powers under the Treaties.
Revising Article 22 is therefore a necessary step. Considering the risks the ECB faces with
regard to the implementation and transmission of its monetary policy, it is imperative that it
be equipped with the necessary tools vis-à-vis CCPs, especially in a crisis situation.
I want to make clear that such measures would aim to address risks in a limited number of
areas which are crucial for the implementation of the single monetary policy and the smooth
operation of the payment systems, which ultimately affect our primary objective of
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maintaining price stability as mandated by the Treaties. Areas of particular relevance from
this perspective are liquidity arrangements, settlement processes, collateral, margins and
interoperability arrangements. Let me add that such measures would only be triggered in the
event of a clear threat to the conduct of our monetary policy, and would in no way encroach
upon the prerogatives of CCP supervisors or the frameworks established by EU legislators.
The ECB will act only within its competence, which is to formulate and implement the
monetary policy of the euro area. Furthermore, any measures taken on this basis would need
to be proportionate, and fully justified by the need to fulfil our monetary policy tasks. I also
want to stress that, as a rule, the implementation of the regime for non-EU countries should
continue to rely as much as possible on cooperation with, and deferral to, local authorities.
Let me also stress the crucial importance of finalising the adoption of key pieces of EU
legislation – such as EMIR II – well in advance of Brexit, in order to be prepared for all
possible contingencies, including a no-deal scenario. Failing to do so could leave central
banks and supervisors without the appropriate tools to handle the risks linked to systemic euro
CCPs operating outside the umbrella of EU regulation. Naturally, we are available to provide
any assistance in the context of these discussions.
Finally, we should not overlook the systemic cross-border implications of central clearing
within the EU. We should therefore also strive to achieve enhanced supervisory convergence
within the Union. This would contribute to ensuring the integrity of the Single Market and a
level playing field. The European Parliament can play a key role in furthering these
objectives.
Let me conclude. Our monetary policy measures have had tangible benefits for the euro area
economy. Further policy initiatives are, however, needed to reduce vulnerabilities, strengthen
resilience in crisis situations and increase growth potential. Only ambitious policies will
deliver concrete benefits for the people of Europe.
This is also what our common history tells us. This year marks the 25th anniversary of the
Single Market and the Maastricht Treaty’s entry into force. Those were bold decisions and we
continue to benefit from them today: goods, people, services and capital can move freely and
EU legislation ensures that commensurate rights and obligations apply throughout our Union.
With the creation of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) we went further by adopting
the single currency.
It is in this spirit that I look forward to the coming months and the pivotal discussions we will
have on reforming EMU governance. Thank you for your attention. I am now at your disposal
for questions.
1-005-0000

Chair. – Thank you, President Draghi. I appreciate the patience and persistence you refer to
as far as monetary policy is concerned and also as regards our legislative work on EMIR II
and Article 22. We are strongly committed to concluding this legislation by the end of the
year, exactly for the reasons you have underlined.
We have to limit our slots to four minutes. The first is speaker is Brian Hayes.
1-006-0000

Brian Hayes (PPE). – President Draghi, welcome again to the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs. Can I just put on the record my thanks to you for your remarks at the end of
the plenary session in Strasbourg, where you spoke about a willingness to visit Member
States, including my own. We really appreciate that as a good engagement with policymakers,
for future discussions.
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I have two quick questions because I know we are stuck for time. This is your first time to be
with us since we saw the package of tax reform measures in the United States last December.
I wrote to you last January to get your view on the impact that this could have on significant
US multinationals and their deposits in eurozone banks. You know that the US are proposing
a repatriation tax of 15.5% and I would be interested in your view on what impact, if any, you
think this could have on eurozone banks. When I wrote to you last July, you said you would
take some time after the proposal to consider the impact, namely the impact on liquidity ratios
and the impact on a significant outflow from eurozone banks to the United States to gain this
tax advantage. What is your view on that? We would be interested in that.
My second question relates broadly to the Non-Performing Loan (NPL) issue, which I know
is an issue in my own country and elsewhere. My question to you, as President of the ECB, is
whether the ECB has taken consumer protection into account in its guidance to banks with
NPLs. Should Member States do more in terms of consumer protection to protect those
consumers where the loan book is being sold?
1-007-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – Regarding your first question, the
tax reform in the United States has certainly been a significant policy change. It does provide
fiscal stimulus over the next decade that will certainly support the US and especially
corporates and to some extent global GDP growth. Although it is a bit early yet to assess
whether the spillovers of this policy are going to be significant for the euro area, I think you
are right that what is going to be significant – and we are already seeing this – are large
outflows.
This policy reform will certainly reshape the tax landscape in the world, and the consequences
of this are pretty complex to assess at this point. What is clear is that it is certainly going to
increase tax competition. We are seeing that the large repatriation flows of these very large
corporates and the big tax benefits that these corporates are actually receiving are linked. We
have seen money outflows moving from European corporates to US corporates and there has
been a considerable amount of commentary and market reports about this.
So for the time being we are observing these flows. It is hard to say what the long-term
consequences are because, all in all, now is a good time. The economic situation both in
Europe and the United States is actually going pretty well and so it is difficult to assess the
consequence of spillovers. As I said, there should be some, but it is not clear yet whether they
are going to be significant as far as we are concerned. I am talking about positive spillovers
coming from the benefits that are accruing to the United States and therefore to Europe.
On the second point, we are not responsible for consumer protection. The key objective in the
whole NPL discussion everywhere is to change the legislative framework – the judiciary and
the out-of-court settlement process – in a way that makes NPL disposal as easy and fast as
possible. To the extent that this disposal – and I am not saying that this happens – would
generate social consequences, it is quite clear that, if a state can do something to mitigate
these social consequences, they are welcome, first of all for equity reasons, but also for the
very objective that the disposal of the NPL tries to achieve.
1-008-0000

Pervenche Berès (S&D). – Monsieur le Président, vous avez comme souvent évoqué la
nécessité d’approfondir l’Union économique et monétaire, et de la faire progresser.
Dans cet esprit, je voudrais, sans langue de bois, vous demander ce que vous pensez de l’état
actuel de la procédure de nomination des membres du directoire de la Banque centrale
européenne. Vous vous souvenez que le Parlement européen a, une fois, rejeté la proposition
qui lui a été faite, sans que cela ait de conséquences sur la décision du Conseil européen.
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Pensez-vous que la discussion, telle qu’elle s’est déroulée au Conseil après la réunion à huis
clos que nous avions tenue avec les deux candidats en lice, est conforme à l’esprit de cette
consultation qui doit permettre au Parlement européen d’intervenir dans la procédure d’une
manière ou d’une autre? Que pensez-vous de la demande du Parlement européen qu’il y ait
davantage de femmes au directoire de la Banque centrale? Selon vous, dans quelles conditions
l’article 283, paragraphe 2, du traité sur le fonctionnement de l’Union européenne doit-il être
évalué? Comment vérifie-t-on la réalité de ces critères? Enfin, comment considérez-vous la
question de l’interférence possible du profil des candidats avec l’indépendance de l’institution
que vous présidez?
1-009-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – Let me just go through the
constitutional literature about this. The process for appointment of all members of the
Executive Board is regulated in Article 283(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union and Article 11 of the ESCB Statute. The Vice-President of the ECB, like any
member of the ECB Executive Board, is appointed by the European Council on a
recommendation from the Ecofin Council in its euro area composition. In line with this
procedure, as in previous appointment processes for members of the ECB Executive Board,
both the European Parliament and ECB Governing Council are consulted and will issue their
respective opinions on the candidate formally recommended by the Council. In our letter, the
ECB welcomes the role played by the European Parliament in this context.
So that is what I can say at this stage about the process. Let me also mention here that
diversity – and in particular gender diversity – is one of the ECB’s strategic priorities where,
by the way, we are aiming to do much more than we have been able to achieve so far. We
certainly very much support this objective.
1-010-0000

Pervenche Berès (S&D). – Monsieur le Président, il me reste encore une demi-minute. Je
pense que vous n’avez pas répondu à ma question, qui n’était pas uniquement de relire les
articles du traité, mais d’interpréter et de donner une chair aux critères définis à l’article 283,
paragraphe 2. Je comprends que votre institution se prononcera sans doute le 21 mars – si je
suis bien informée – sur la candidature retenue par le Conseil. Est-ce que vous êtes prêt à
rendre public le vote qui sera émis au sein du Conseil?
1-011-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – It is certainly not for me to discuss
on this occasion the candidate recommended by Ecofin, but let me also, in a sense, consider
that the independence of the ECB is enshrined in the Treaty. From this viewpoint, I am pretty
confident that it will be protected by the Treaty, which goes beyond any sort of personal
profile.
The candidate for the position will be assessed on their competences because, as you said, the
ECB Governing Council will issue its opinion in the coming days – you said 21 March, but it
will be earlier, on 8 March. They will be assessed on their standing and professional
experience in monetary and banking matters, as required by the Treaty. As you well know, to
ensure that the ECB acts in the best interests of the European people – and as I was saying
before – the ECB was set up an independent institution and the institutional framework is our
measure and our most important shield against political interference.
The independence of the ECB is reflected in the Treaty and consists of five main pillars,
including the personal independence of the ECB’s Executive Board members. The other four
pillars are the institutional, functional, financial and legal independence.
1-012-0000

Sander Loones (ECR). – Welcome, Mr Draghi. I would like to focus on the first part of your
introduction today, in which you mentioned the need for close monitoring. In this respect, I
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wonder if you would consider broadening the measuring methods of the ECB’s inflation
target by also including asset prices? I would see two different options.
One, you could include only housing prices in the inflation index because they have a large
impact on people’s purchasing power. I make reference also to a statement by Peter Praet,
who mentioned recently that Eurostat is working to include owner-occupied housing in the
HICP – though I would assume that the ECB can decide independently to change its methods
as well, independently from Eurostat. It would be interesting to hear your views on this.
A second option could be to include all asset prices in the ECB’s inflation measurement, to
prevent the creation of asset bubbles. Would you consider this? Yes or no?
1-013-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – We actually look at asset prices,
which are an important source of information, but our primary objective is to maintain price
stability as mandated by the Treaty. This implies that we aim to keep inflation in the
harmonised consumer price index at levels of below, but close to, 2%.
All in all, we are convinced that our focus on consumer prices can best preserve the
purchasing power of the people in the euro area. Of course, as I said, we assess asset price
developments with respect to their implications for consumer price developments and not on
their own, but they are important, for example through the wealth effects that asset prices
might have, and through their impact on financing conditions for firms.
1-014-0000

Sander Loones (ECR). – I understand from your response that you will not be taking into
account housing. Does that mean that I need to interpret your answer as meaning that paying
rent or purchasing a house does not constitute a big cost which affects the purchasing power
of citizens?
From your second answer I noted also that you will not include all asset prices. I see more and
more economists agreeing that the 2008 financial crisis was a result of the extremely low
interest rate policy of Mr Greenspan’s Fed policy between December 2000 and June 2004,
which fuelled the housing bubble. Do I need to interpret your answer as a statement in which
you say that you do not agree with the more and more economists who have come to this
conclusion? Thank you for your answers.
1-015-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – I can explain my answer. There
are various ways of looking at the reasons for the financial crisis. One is what you said – the
expansionary monetary policy. But there is another way of looking at it, and that is the
dismantling of the existing financial regulation that had taken place in the 10 years before the
crisis.
There are two explanations and there are people who favour one or the other, but one thing
this tells us is that now we have an expansionary monetary policy that is justified by the
current situation and is, in a sense, required by our mandate, and given that is what it is, the
last thing we want to see is a dismantling or a softening of existing regulation. Here I am
speaking not only at EU level, but also at world level.
1-016-0000

Wolf Klinz (ALDE). – President Draghi, deepening the economic and monetary union and
completing the banking union are two objectives that are being stated at regular intervals. One
major road block on the way to achieving these objectives seems to be the non-performing
loan level in several of the Member States of the eurozone. When do you think, and how do
you think, we can get to the point where the NPL level is not higher than 10% in these
countries?
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Second question: a German magazine reports that you confronted the Finance Ministers at
their last meeting with the fact that you question very much whether Greece will be able to
access the capital markets to raise the necessary funds in the near future. Again, when do you
think this problem can be overcome? Do you expect that a fourth rescue programme will be
needed, and when do you think Greece will apply for that?
The third point concerns the ESRB, of which you are President. When talking about the ESA
review with several interlocutors I learnt that very often the ESRB apparently does not
communicate its policies well and clearly enough. The ESRB seems to use algorithms and
models that are not understandable to outsiders. Do you expect you will be able to improve
the communication by the ESRB pretty soon?
1-017-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – Let me respond to the last question
first. I was not aware of that, but if that is the case then we are certainly ready to improve
communication in all possible ways, because in a sense that is the major power that the ESRB
has. It does not have decision-making power; it has the power of recommending and
analysing. So communication is very important. I will certainly take note of what you are
saying and we will do our best to improve.
On the first point, this is related to the creation of a common scheme of deposit insurance.
People all around the eurozone are saying, and rightly so, ‘if I am called on to underwrite
deposit insurance I want to be sure that what I am going to pay for does not expose me to
risks that can be avoided before I actually underwrite a contract’. So the ECB’s view is that
risk reduction goes together, and should go hand in hand with, risk-sharing. Part of this risk
reduction concerns the NPLs, but it is not the only thing. Part of it also concerns the level two
and level three assets that are still present.
This last legacy is the legacy of the financial crisis. The other is the legacy of the Great
Recession. Both have to be tackled. Whether we want to have quantitative targets or not is an
issue that supervisors would be best to discuss. Usually, generally speaking, supervisors do
not want to be told what the numerical target is that one wants to apply across all the banks of
the euro area, because they want to retain case-by-case discretion depending on the specific
bank situation, but certainly qualitative progress reports are absolutely essential, so I entirely
agree with you that is an important thing that needs to be tackled.
Finally, on Greece: not really. The report was not correct. We had an exchange, which was
also in a sense dramatised a little in the reports that were made, precisely on the NPLs,
precisely on the need to reduce NPLs through the electronic auctions of the NPLs and the
need to progress. By the way, a lot has been done by Greece, but there are still certain prior
actions that we expect to be undertaken in the next two weeks. That was it. We did not discuss
any programme or any further programme or anything like that, and it certainly would not be
up to the ECB President to say that. It is up to the ESM, to the Member States, to the
Commission.
1-018-0000

Chair. – Mr Tsakalotos basically said the same thing in our Financial Assistance Working
Group – that this was greatly over-estimated by the press.
1-019-0000

Δημήτριος Παπαδημούλης (GUE/NGL). – Σας ευχαριστώ κύριε Draghi που είστε για μια
ακόμη φορά παρών στην επιτροπή μας και χαίρομαι ιδιαίτερα γιατί, αφενός, επιβεβαιώσατε
και εσείς τις θετικές εκτιμήσεις για την προοπτική της ελληνικής οικονομίας και, αφετέρου,
γιατί περιγράψατε, με τα ίδια ακριβώς λόγια με τον Ευκλείδη Τσακαλώτο, αυτό που ορισμένα
μέσα ενημέρωσης στην πατρίδα μου την Ελλάδα εμφάνισαν ως ένα πολύ μεγάλο καβγά, ως
μια πολύ μεγάλη διαφωνία ανάμεσα στον Mario Draghi και τον Ευκλείδη Τσακαλώτο.
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Πριν μία ακριβώς εβδομάδα, στο Εurogroup της 19ης Φεβρουαρίου και ο κύριος Σεντένο
αλλά και οι κύριοι Moscovici και Ρέκλινγκ επιβεβαίωσαν με δημόσιες δηλώσεις τους τη
θετική προοπτική της ελληνικής οικονομίας, τη θετική δυναμική, και προεξόφλησαν ότι με
τις ενέργειες που έχουν δρομολογηθεί από τις ελληνικές αρχές βαδίζουμε προς την έξοδο της
Ελλάδας από τα μνημόνια, τον Αύγουστο του 2018. Τις τελευταίες εβδομάδες, έχουμε
επίσης, στο ίδιο μήκος κύματος, την αναβάθμιση της αξιολόγησης της ελληνικής οικονομίας
και των προοπτικών της κατά μία ή δύο βαθμίδες και από τους τρεις οίκους αξιολόγησης. Θα
ήθελα, με δεδομένο ότι η Ευρωπαϊκή Κεντρική Τράπεζα μετέχει στο κουαρτέτο των θεσμών,
να μας πείτε και τη δική σας εκτίμηση γι’ αυτές τις προοπτικές: είστε στο ίδιο μήκος κύματος
με τους κυρίους Σεντένο, Moscovici και Ρέκλινγκ, με τα συμπεράσματα των οίκων
αξιολόγησης ότι, με την προοπτική της δημιουργίας αυτού του «cash buffer», βαδίζουμε προς
την έξοδο της Ελλάδας από τα προγράμματα, ή έχετε μια διαφορετική, πιο απαισιόδοξη,
εκτίμηση ως Ευρωπαϊκή Κεντρική Τράπεζα;
1-020-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – No, I am not more pessimistic.
Almost all the agreed prior actions for the third review have been implemented. The
remaining two prior actions relate to Elliniko and electronic auctions and, as I was saying
before, they are expected to be completed within the next two weeks. In particular, the
progress on the e-auctions – the prior action on the e-auctions – requires an assessment to
confirm that a continuous and unimpeded flow of electronic auctions is ensured with no
geographical restrictions. Therefore, the institutions will formulate a more conclusive
assessment of whether prior action has been completed around the beginning of March, after
receiving supplementary data from the authorities. That is the current situation.
1-021-0000

Sven Giegold (Verts/ALE). – I have a question on the failure of the ABLV Bank. It was
reported that ABLV twice received emergency liquidity assistance (ELA) just before it was
found to be failing, and that the last of the two tranches was just on the Wednesday before it
failed. The decision to wind down the bank was taken over Friday and Saturday.
So why was the first ELA loan necessary if the bank was already under a payment freeze?
Second, why was the second ELA authorised only a few hours before the bank was declared
to be failing or likely to fail? What, in your opinion, changed between Wednesday and Friday
night? In the end, what lessons have you learned from this affair concerning the interrelation
between ELA and banking supervision?
1-022-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – Thank you. I am afraid that we
don’t comment on details surrounding ELA operations beyond the communications provided
by the national central bank. We should not forget the ELA is given by the national central
bank, and the governing council objects to ELA only when the provision of the ELA contrasts
with the objectives of our monetary policy.
The information flows between the national central bank and the ECB on ELA operations are
covered by the ELA agreement. Preventing money laundering activities is obviously very
important, but the provision of ELA addresses a temporary aggregate liquidity gap of a bank
and not a specific activity. I cannot comment any further.
1-023-0000

Sven Giegold (Verts/ALE). – Thank you for this expected half-answer. May I just ask
whether you think that this, or any such cases of doubtful use of ELA, can harm the credibility
of the system as a whole, and therefore agree that the ELA policies should be changed?
I have a last question on the Ombudsman’s recommendation to you personally, where she
suggests that you end your membership of the G30. Have you considered her
recommendation, and will you follow the Ombudsman’s recommendation?
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1-024-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – With respect to your last question,
we have certainly taken note of the letter from the Ombudsman and we will provide the
Ombudsman with an answer within the foreseen time which, if I am not mistaken, is by midApril.
On the first point, I agree with you. The ELA policy should be changed and I personally have
argued several times for a centralisation of ELA. This is a remnant from a past time, but to
change it we ought to have the agreement of all the members of the governing council,
namely all countries in fact. They have to decide that they would abandon this remnant of
national sovereignty in monetary policy, because that is what it is.
That is what I can say at this point.
1-025-0000

Marco Valli (EFDD). – Signor Presidente, ho tre domande per lei. La prima riguarda il
quantitive easing. Ovviamente voi, come avete già detto, dovete seguire il trattato e quindi
cercare di mantenere un livello di inflazione intorno al 2 %. Quello che mi chiedo io, al netto
del fatto che l'inflazione core comunque rimane ancora molto bassa e lontana da questi
parametri, è se è possibile che il quantitive easing comunque necessiti anche di una durata
superiore, anche oltre il 2018, data che è stata destinata, proprio se non dovessero essere
raggiunti i target. Vorrei che mi desse un'altra conferma su quello che comunque è già stato
ripetuto più volte.
Poi, l'uscita che ha avuto il Presidente della Commissione Juncker giovedì scorso sull'Italia è
stata abbastanza infelice, ma ha mostrato una debolezza, che è quella che i titoli di Stato della
periferia dell'Eurozona possono essere aggrediti ancora dalla speculazione. Ci sono delle
proposte sul tavolo, una tra cui sono questi European safe bond, ma quello che le chiedo io è
se non sarebbe meglio ambire direttamente a uno strumento di condivisione del rischio dei
debiti sovrani, invece che mettere in piedi questi sistemi di cartolarizzazione dei debiti senza
condivisione dei rischi che poi presuppongono altri rischi.
Terzo, se non ritiene che oggi gli asset illiquidi di secondo e terzo livello siano adeguatamente
coperti con capitale dalle banche e se non crede che si debba fare qualcosa di più su questo
tema per evitare appunto rischi sistemici.
1-026-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – Thank you. Let me first answer
the first question. The possible extension of QE has not been discussed by the governing
council.
What I’ve been saying, even in my introductory statement, is that, in the presence of an
economic situation that is constantly improving, we need the right blend of three features. We
are generally more confident that inflation is proceeding towards our objective. But we also
have to be persistent and patient, because the underlying inflation has not shown any
convincing sign of an upward tick and because headline inflation is still not within our
objective. That is really going to be the key measure of our monetary policy in the coming
months.
Let’s not forget that the effects of our monetary policy are now being produced by a
combination of several measures. One is certainly the net asset purchases, but the other one is
the considerable stock of assets that have been accumulated by the ECB in these years of
purchases.
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The governing council has said that it will keep on reinvesting the bonds that come to
maturity for an extended period of time after the end of the purchase programme. Finally, let
me also say that the guidance on interest rates is very important and will continue to be so
well past the end of the asset purchases, and a key concept of our monetary policy stance.
The second question relates to the long-term developments of our Union, namely fiscal
convergence and the creation of a safe bond. We have now commented on that several times,
but especially at the most difficult point of the crisis. I remember that many questions were
asked at that point, focusing on the need for more solidarity in the Union so as to enable
countries to better survive the crisis.
Solidarity comes with responsibility and responsibility means convergence: convergence of
economic policies, convergence of economic structures and convergence towards the best
practices as far as institutions are concerned. That’s probably the most important type of
convergence. Convergence by itself will generate the trust that is necessary to have one
common, safe asset.
Regarding the third question, we certainly believe that there is sufficient capital to protect
against these risks and, in any event, the ECB has now launched a programme for the
extensive, intrusive assessment of the internal rating models that are used to price level-two
and three assets. It is on its way and should get off the ground this year.
1-027-0000

Chair. – Good. This Parliament has been recommending this for a long time.
1-028-0000

Barbara Kappel (ENF). – Herr Präsident! Herr Präsident Draghi, vielen Dank, dass Sie trotz
dieser Schwierigkeiten heute noch zu uns in den Ausschluss gekommen sind. Ich würde mich
gern in meinen Fragen auf den Themenkreis der non performing loans konzentrieren wollen.
Sie kennen den aktuellen Fortschrittsbericht der Kommission über den NPL-Abbau, der
grundsätzlich positiv ist. Es ist ja noch ein Gesamtvolumen von 950 Milliarden Euro an NPLs
gegeben, die Tendenz ist jedoch abnehmend. Das Volumen ist immer noch hoch. Aber
besonders erdrückend finde ich die unterschiedlichen NPL-Quoten zwischen den
Mitgliedstaaten, die nämlich von 0,7 % bis 46,9 % reichen. Ihr Haus hat nun für neue NPLs
eine Ergänzung zum EZB-Leitfaden herausgegeben, wo insbesondere die quantitativen
Erwartungen der Aufsicht in Bezug auf ein Mindestmaß an aufsichtsrechtlicher
Risikovorsorge neu bewertet werden – also, wie lange ein Kredit notleidend ist, Umfang und
Bewertung der Sicherheit. Für die alten NPLs soll es bis Ende des ersten Quartals 2018 einen
Maßnahmenkatalog geben, der von Ihrem Haus, von der Aufsicht, zur Verfügung gestellt
wird.
Und um auf die fehlende oder mangelnde Konvergenz einzugehen: Italien und Griechenland
sind natürlich die größeren Problemstellungen, obwohl Italien im letzten Jahr sehr viel für
eine Stabilisierung des Sektors getan hat und auch in diesem Jahr noch einige Maßnahmen
setzen wird, zum Beispiel mit der Zusammenlegung der Genossenschaftsbanken. Und
Griechenland – es wurde angesprochen: Auch hier gibt es von der Bank of Greece eine im
Jänner veröffentlichte Überprüfung, die den Bankensektor auffordert, in Bezug auf die
Einführung neuer Rechnungslegungsmodelle und strengerer Risikopositionen „more
ambitious“ zu sein.
Ich möchte Sie deshalb gern fragen, wie Sie jetzt im Lichte dieser Ergänzungen zu den
Leitlinien den aktuellen Stand in Bezug auf die Banken sehen, wie Sie die Maßnahmen, die
am Ende des ersten Quartals für die Bewältigung der NPL-Probleme vorgeschlagen werden,
an dieser Stelle bewerten und wie Sie die Situation in Italien und auch die Situation in
Griechenland einschätzen.

12

26-02-2018

1-029-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – Let me say first that the case for
tackling non-performing loans (NPLs) in a determined manner is clear. NPLs weigh on the
balance sheet of banks and there is plenty of evidence that banks with high stocks of NPLs
have consistently given less credit to the private sector and to the economy than banks with
better credit quality and low levels of NPLs. Therefore, high NPLs mean less support to firms
and households, harming growth.
The recovery will also be faster if the level of NPLs is lower. However, one should observe
that, in many cases, NPLs are themselves the effect of a protracted recession. So, the
improvement in economic conditions goes hand in hand with the lowering of the level of
NPLs. As you were saying, in the countries you mentioned – but also in others – NPLs have
gone down considerably, and the level of provisioning has also increased. Capital solvency
and the profitability of the banking system have improved.
We now also have a Commission proposal to address NPLs under pillar one, and we certainly
welcome this proposal that is now to be considered for consultation. This proposal is about
the introduction of statutory prudential back-stops for a minimum level of provisions for
newly originated NPLs, so-called automatic pillar-one rules. But this is different from our
addendum. The two documents are different.
The addendum expresses supervisory expectations as a starting point for a supervisory
dialogue to assess the risk to which an individual institution is, or might be, exposed. In
contrast to the addendum, the statutory provisioning back-stop presented by the Commission
is a binding requirement and applies automatically to all institutions. The supervisor is
obliged to assess the bank’s individual risk profile and the adequateness of the provisioning
for these risks.
This means that, if the accounting provisions and the legal requirement for prudential
provisions treat all risks related to the NPLs in an individual institution, then a supervisory
dialogue based on the addendum would show no remaining risk and there would be no room
for pillar-two measures. On the other hand, if the first two conditions are not verified, the
addendum comes in and becomes relevant. So, the two initiatives really complement each
other.
1-030-0000

Chair. – It would be good if the expectation were aligned with the statutory requirement,
because if it were different in terms of years, our curve would be a bit confusing for
supervising entities.
Unfortunately we now have to merge a group of speakers since we have to conclude at 17:25
at the latest. This is because we have to perform our constitutional duty with a hearing of the
candidate for the vice-presidency of the ECB. We have interpretation which will finish, so we
need to conclude at 17:25. This means that I will now ask a group of colleagues to put their
questions for one minute.
1-031-0000

Gabriel Mato (PPE). – Señor presidente, hace escasos días tuvimos la oportunidad de debatir
el Informe Anual del Banco Central Europeo. Yo creo que quedó muy claro que su posición,
el papel que ha desempeñado el Banco ha sido muy importante para la recuperación
económica, pero que no solo la política monetaria basta para lograr una recuperación
económica sostenible y más equilibrada. Y, por tanto, en un escenario de retirada de estímulos
monetarios, ¿cómo se pueden fomentar esas reformas necesarias?
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Y una cuestión que se ha venido a llamar «la guerra de divisas», por la que algunos miembros
del Consejo de Gobierno del BCE han mostrado ya su preocupación: me gustaría saber qué
opinión le merece esta situación y qué posibles medidas están estudiando, para ver qué se
puede esperar de las mismas y cómo se puede afrontar esta situación.
1-032-0000

Jonás Fernández (S&D). – Señor presidente, una pregunta telegráfica en referencia a la
posibilidad de usar los beneficios del BCE como recurso propio de la Unión Europea. Como
usted sabe, esa posibilidad está dentro del informe Monti y se ha recogido en el informe del
BCE aprobado recientemente; incluso la Comisión Europea ha introducido esta posibilidad
dentro de sus esquemas presupuestarios para los próximos años. Además, el Servicio Jurídico
del Parlamento Europeo ha afirmado que esta reforma puede realizarse sin un cambio
agravado en los Tratados y siendo conscientes de que, para impulsar esta reforma en el
presupuesto de la zona del euro, necesitamos una mayoría política que así lo desee. Es verdad
que el BCE ha hecho declaraciones en favor de otras iniciativas también conducentes a
mejorar la integración de la zona del euro y me gustaría saber su opinión.
1-033-0000

Tom Vandenkendelaere (PPE). – Dank u wel, mijnheer de president, om bij ons te zijn
vanmiddag. Eind vorige week heeft de Nationale Bank van België haar jaarverslag voor 2017
voorgesteld. Een van de bezorgdheden was de evolutie van de woningmarkt in België. Zo
lenen vandaag 5 op de 10 Belgen meer dan 80 % van de waarde van hun aangekochte woning.
Banken zijn te soepel geworden in hun woonkredieten, zo merken we, en daarom zullen die
Belgische banken verplicht worden een extra kapitaalbuffer aan te leggen van 1,5 miljard
euro. Hoe risicovoller de hypotheekportefeuille, hoe groter de buffer die moet aangelegd
worden. Hier dan ook mijn vraag: deelt u deze bezorgdheid en zal u, als ECB, deze maatregel
goedkeuren zoals de procedure voorschrijft? Zullen hier ook maatregelen op Europees niveau
volgen om dit aan banden te leggen? Dank u.
1-034-0000

Jakob von Weizsäcker (S&D). – President Draghi, I have two questions for you. The first is
about central clearing counterparties. You made the case for why the ECB needs to be
involved, and I share the notion that a central bank needs to be involved in this.
The question is, if in the future we pool supervision – and this is something I think we need
urgently to do – in one European agency, say ESMA, and in addition there is the European
Central Bank, on which matters pertaining both to decisions inside the Union but also
externally – you have swap agreements and so on – should the ECB take the lead, and in
which areas should ESMA or another single European supervisor, take the lead?
I think there is a little bit of confusion in that debate, and I would be very keen to get more
precision from you on where you think there should be leadership, and where others should
take the lead.
1-035-0000

Georgios Kyrtsos (PPE). – I have two questions for President Draghi. In Greece we need an
inflation rate as close to 2% as possible in order, among other things, to help us manage our
huge debt. Unfortunately, inflation in January was negative on an annual basis in Greece. This
is the first time since the end of 2016 that this has happened. So, has the ECB analysed the
inflation situation in Greece? Are there any ideas on how we can be helped to increase our
inflation rate towards 2%?
The other thing has to do with electronic auctions. I believe that electronic auctions will start
in several weeks, which is a positive development, but I don’t think that the situation will be
easily normalised because there are radical left-wing groups, including what used to be the
left wing of the governing Syriza party, Popular Unity.
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So, have you allowed for a transitional period? How do you expect performance to be? It is
one thing starting the process and another thing performing well, so we need a transitional
period.
1-036-0000

Paul Tang (S&D). – On sustainable finance, we can expect an action plan by the
Commission, perhaps via an initiative by this House. I wonder what the role of the ECB is.
If you look at the corporate bond purchases, these go mainly to manufacturing and gas and oil
production. This means that about 60% of bond purchases go to these sectors, which generate
more than 60% of the eurozone economy’s CO2 emissions, while accounting for only 18% of
the value added. This is shown by a study, among others, by the London School of
Economics.
So does the ECB consider its role in sustainable finance? Do you take into account the impact
of the bond purchases on the climate, and are you willing to be more open and public about
this?
1-037-0000

Mario Draghi, President of the European Central Bank. – I will try to take note and answer
all the questions. I may fail to do so but I will try.
The first question asks whether monetary policy is the only main tool for the recovery and for
consolidating existing growth. The answer is no. I guess you must be tired of hearing me say
this, as I have saying it for the last five years. The structural reforms are of key importance to
consolidate growth on a sustainable basis.
On the second point, I don’t think we can talk about a currency war. The worries of the
governing council are about increasing volatility. They are worried that this increase in
volatility might cause an unwanted tightening of financing conditions in the eurozone.
The other point is about the use of profits by the ECB. This is a political decision. What is
meant is that the direct transfer of profits from the ECB to the Union budget requires an
amendment to the ECB Statute. One of the options proposed by the Commission in its
communication on the multiannual financial framework is to transfer to the EU budget an
amount corresponding to a share of the net profits arising from national central banks’ shares
in the euro area monetary income paid out to national treasuries.
In other words, the ECB makes the profits, the profits are distributed to the national central
banks and the national central banks give these profits – not to the same extent and not in the
same way – to the national budgets. What is being suggested is that the national budgets
transfer this to the EU budget. This represents national contributions by Member States of the
EU budget, in a manner not related to the ECB’s policy of allocating its profits as defined in
the Statute of the ESCB and of the ECB.
Regarding the macroprudential measures undertaken by the central bank of Belgium, we
support these measures a hundred percent. We have been in favour of macroprudential
measures to address non-systemic situations where asset valuations are overstretched. The
central bank of Belgium has been at the forefront of this action and the ECB supports it.
On central clearing counterparties (CCPs), the question is what role do we see for them.
ESMA is the dominant supervisor here. The ECB needs to monitor the specific risk the CCP
poses to the transmission of its monetary policy and the functioning of the payment system.
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In responding to your specific question, this would include specific reporting requirements,
information requests and ad hoc stress testing that would differ from those conducted by the
prudential supervisors, including ESMA. We would coordinate closely with ESMA to
eliminate duplication and ensure appropriate information sharing. As I said, ESMA remains
the predominant supervisor.
In exceptional situations, the ECB would need to be able to intervene quickly and directly.
Situations of acute market stress are when CCPs are most likely to channel or amplify
liquidity stresses in the financial system and volatility on bond markets. Notwithstanding the
existence of robust regulatory frameworks, such as EMIR, with which CCPs must comply,
CCPs typically enjoy a lot of discretion in their risk management, especially in crisis.
Given their potential systemic impact on financial stability and monetary policy, this
discretion shall be exercised under the control of supervisors and central banks, including the
ECB, for euro-denominated clearing activity. So the ECB should have the powers that are
necessary to undertake this action, of course always strictly within its mandate.
On the questions about Greece, it is pretty clear that the longer and the more dramatic the
recession has been, the slower inflation’s progress towards its objective has been. This is true
in Greece and it has been true in other countries.
The continuing improvement in the situation, however, should strengthen confidence that this
objective will be reached. But we should remember that the ECB’s objective does not concern
a country’s rate of inflation, but rather inflation for the eurozone as a whole – the HICP. On
the e-auctions, the institutions will assess progress, as I said, in early March, in two weeks’
time.
On sustainable finance, we are party to the Paris climate agreement, and the ECB supports the
general economic policies and the aims of the Union. It recognises the challenge posed by
climate change and the importance of policies aimed at addressing it.
Even from a central bank’s perspective, the increasing frequency and severity of natural
disasters could pose a considerable risk to financial stability. We thus consider the correct
pricing and supervision of climate-related risk as key to preserving financial stability and
promoting sustainable growth.
So we support the ongoing work in various international fora and we welcome the recently
published final report of the high-level expert group on sustainable finance. We are also
supportive of the proposed development of a common EU sustainable finance taxonomy.
But at the same time, it is also important that any potential change to regulatory frameworks
or prudential regulation to reflect climate change is justified from a prudential perspective and
does not undermine our primary purpose, namely the achievement of our objective.
1-038-0000

Chair. – President Draghi, thank you for this very interesting and important exchange of
views. Our next monetary dialogue will take place in around May, the exact date is yet to be
confirmed. The hearing is now concluded.
1-039-0000

(The meeting closed at 17.31)

