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FOREWORD

The European project faces the greatest crisis in its 60-years long
history. Political, social and economic challenges such as populism,
demographic changes, migration, cyber-attacks, global warning,
terrorism, health systems sustainability, disinformation and false
news, unemployment and popularity of Eurosceptic parties represent
a serious threat to the very existence and future of the European
Union. Therefore, the current challenges have to be addressed in a
way to show an added value of a common and united Europe.
Initially published in 2017, this edition has been updated in 2019 to take into account
the latest developments within the European Union as well as the intensification of
debates around the European project, triggered by Brexit and the rise of populist
discourse across Europe.
The text has also been expanded by the addition of a chapter dedicated to climate
change and a chapter dedicated to the evolution of the euro zone, 20 years after the
launch of the single currency.
The European elections in May 2019 provide an opportunity for European citizens to
reflect and debate on the meaning of European integration and decide on its future.
Faithful to its mission to promote a democratic, informed and constructive debate on
the European project, the Institute of European Democrats IED offers you herewith
a condensed reflection, supported by figures and facts, through which we hope to
spark debate and help to fight populism, disinformation as well as Euroscepticism
across the EU.
We wish you an interesting reading!
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MIGRATION AND SCHENGEN AREA

Since the Schengen Agreement was signed in 1985, the free movement system has given
European citizens an unprecedented area of genuine freedom and mobility. Freedom
of movement is one of the cornerstones of the EU and, along with the single currency,
undoubtedly one of the rights its citizens most enjoy. But this fundamental achievement of
the European project is seriously at stake now. Huge migratory pressures, terrorist attacks
and the alarming spread of xenophobia and hatred fomented by the populist political parties
have led to the reintroduction of strict border controls and the rise of strong opposition to
all migrants coming to Europe. With the majority of refugees arriving from the Middle East
countries that are threatened by the violence of militant Jihadist groups, populists associate
the waves of asylum-seekers with the risk of terrorist infiltrations. Consequently, safety
and security are frequently invoked as categorical reasons to deny reception and protection
of refugees, and migration has been increasingly presented as a security threat to Europe.
Populist parties would even prefer to abolish the Schengen Area under the pretext that it is
the only way to stop migratory flows and protect Europe from terrorist attacks.
If we take a closer look, it becomes clear that populist
arguments are based on false assumptions, or at least
non-objective and inaccurate information. Populist
parties have greatly exaggerated the effectiveness and
feasibility of closing borders as well as the detention
of migrants in the current security climate. Since 2014
when the huge migratory flows to Europe have started,
37 major terrorist attacks have been carried out on
European soil, but only 15 1 out of 59 attackers were
asylum seekers or illegal residents, as an analysis
of the facts shows. See the table ‘List of 37 major
terrorist attacks in the European Union 2014-2018’ in
the Annex on the page 32.
Re-establishment of internal borders or rejection of
migrants coming to the EU would therefore not have
prevented these attacks.
The repor ts of most respectable European and
international bodies provide the same conclusions. The
2018 EU Terrorism Situation and Trend Report provided
by Europol, the major EU agency for handling criminal
intelligence, finds out that while jihadist-inspired
terrorist attacks in Europe have increased, the attacks
were committed primarily by home-grown terrorists
who acted as lone actors with no direct links to any
jihadist organisation abroad. The 2017 report similarly
highlighted that there is an absence of evidence that
terrorist groups use the migratory flow to sneak
militants into Europe.

The United Nations report by Special Rapporteur on
counter-terrorism and human rights similarly finds
no evidence that migration leads to terror attacks. In
fact, the report suggests that too restrictive migration
policies introduced by some EU Member States because
of terrorism concerns are not substantiated and may, in
reality, be harmful to national and European security. The
states need to recognise that the vast majority of migrants
coming to Europe from the Middle East countries are
victims of terrorism and not their creators, and cannot
be regarded as potential terrorists. In fact, the report
concludes that policies that respect human rights, justice,
accountability and democratic values are an essential
element of effective counter-terrorism policies.
In the recent Risk Analysis for 2018, Frontex, the
European agency responsible for managing the EU’s
external borders, has also stressed that although the
risk that terrorist can abuse migratory flows to enter
the EU prevails, a high number of migrants detected
for illegal border-crossing are victims of terrorism who
need international protection and support from the EU.
Contrary to what populists may claim, the detention and
rejection of migrants entering Europe or the abolition
of Schengen are simply not the miracle solutions
for guaranteeing our security. The perception that
migrants coming from the Middle East and African
countries, or people of Muslim faith, are somehow
more prone to radicalization than others is statistically
unfounded. In reality, restrictive migration policies that
do not respect human rights may contribute to create
the conditions conducive to terrorism.

1. Important note: Some of the attacks are still under investigation so information on origin and residency status of perpetrators are subjected to modification.
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Likewise, internal borders are not designed to detect or
combat home-grown terrorism, which has been found
to be the greatest threat to European security in past
years. In the long term, the costly re-establishment
of borders would threaten rather than protect the
Member States. The surveys carried out after recent
terrorist attacks have highlighted that the lack of
information and coordination among the Member
States’ national intelligence services weaken the
counter-terrorism strategies as well as the system
of early detection of terrorist attempts. Implementing
internal borders would detract crucial operational,
administrative and financial resources from the
counter-terrorism strategies focused on combating
the radicalisation of European nationals and secondgeneration immigrants in particular. The economic and
social impact of abolishing Schengen would only serve
to further fragmentation of the continent along lines of
far-right nationalism and it would contribute to the rise
of xenophobia and Islamophobia.

Re-establishing internal
borders or rejecting
migrants coming to
the EU would not
have prevented recent
terrorist attacks
in Europe

8
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MIGRATION & SCHENGEN AREA

The EU’s safety cannot be guaranteed as long as the protection of its external borders remains in the hands
of individual Member States. Common security does not necessarily mean losing sovereignty, as long as we
create shared surveillance bodies for our external borders and strengthen internal security legislation. The
same is valid for currently ineffective European asylum management which needs to become just, systematic
and common for all Member States. Accordingly, five crucial measures must be taken:

1. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
COMMON STANDARDS FOR
CONTROLS OF EU’S EXTERNAL
BORDERS AND AN INTEGRATED
OPERATIONAL STRATEGY FOR THE
MANAGEMENT OF THE BORDERS.

	This measure involves strengthening of the
competencies and human resources of Frontex,
the European Border and Coast Guard Agency,
and a better coordination of the activities within
Eurosur, the European Border Surveillance System.
The Member States need to make joint efforts to
centralise and effectively spread the resources
and data necessary for an effective management
of external borders with a stricter systematic
control of not only non-EU citizens, but also EU
nationals and residents at the external borders.
In addition, the Member States – in cooperation
with the international community – need to take a
common cross-border approach in the fight against
illegal trafficking of migrants that reach Europe
via the organised groups of smugglers as well as
in the management of the sea rescue programs
in order to prevent tragic deaths of refugees in the
Mediterranean.

2.	THE ADVANCEMENT OF THE
EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION AND
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A TRULY
EUROPEAN INTELLIGENCE AGENCY.

	The exchange of information between the European
intelligence services is not working as well as it should.
It is imperative to re-establish confidence and improve
international cooperation among the intelligence
agencies and law enforcement authorities of individual
Member States. The existing European Intelligence
Academy should serve as a step towards the creation
of a European intelligence agency with real investigative
powers and with access to all data held by individual
Member States. Only mutual cooperation and an
effective exchange of information will enable the EU

to fight against terrorism and guarantee the safety
of its citizens. In this regard, the powers of Europol,
the European Union Agency for Law Enforcement
Cooperation, need to be strengthened in order to
make the agency a truly European police authority that
provides security for the benefit of all EU citizens.

3.	THE REFORM OF THE COMMON
EUROPEAN ASYLUM SYSTEM (CEAS)
THAT SETS MINIMUM STANDARDS
OF THE TREATMENT OF ALL ASYLUM
SEEKERS ACROSS THE EU.

	The recent migratory flows have shown significant
weaknes ses and gaps w ithin the Common
European Asylum System in general and the Dublin
Regulation in particular. The current rules cause
that asylum seekers are not treated uniformly
and procedures on asylum applications var y
significantly across the countries. According to the
European Parliament’s report ‘The Cost of nonEurope in Asylum Policy’ from 2018, the gaps in the
European asylum legislation and policies lead to
tragic loss of lives of refugees in the Mediterranean
and cause negative economic and social impacts
in the EU such as irregular migration, poor living
conditions and health, and reduced employment
prospects leading to lower generation of tax
revenue. Based on the Dublin Regulation, the
current system must urgently evolve into a new,
more ambitious agreement that will be the basis
for a united, efficient and fair asylum management
across the Union in which the responsibilities will
be shared and the rights of all asylum seekers
will be fully protected. That will demand a wider
contribution from the Member States and greater
homogeneit y in the management of asylum
procedures in terms of reception, accommodation,
protection and integration, from both a financial and
human standpoint. A permanent EU Resettlement
Framework and official EU asylum agency need to
be established as well.
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4.	THE EFFECTIVE INTEGRATION OF
IMMIGRANTS INTO THE DOMESTIC
SYSTEMS OF THE EU MEMBER STATES
AND THE INTENSIFICATION OF ANTIRADICALISATION EFFORTS.

KEY FINDINGS

	Economic disenfranchisement is the main factor
behind radicalisation across the Union. So too are
social segregation, economic exclusion, Islamophobia
and discrimination, which push second-generation
of European migrants towards potential criminal
involvement. We need to fight the root causes of
radicalisation and tackle the distribution channels of
the terrorist propaganda on the internet as well as in
prisons. The solution relies on the implementation
of policies that can improve social integration and
employment prospects and the professional skills
of migrants/second-generation of migrants and
their performance within the labour market. It is
worth noting that in 2018, lost tax revenue due to

10

limited employment opportunities and discrimination
of asylum-seekers and refugees in the European
market was estimated to 2.1 to 2.7 billion euros per
year. Most of asylum seekers in the EU are people
in productive age and should become taxpayers of
tomorrow who will sustain our social system of aging
European population.

5.	BUILDING OF A COMMON EUROPEAN
FOREIGN POLICY.

	The formulation and implementation of an active
Common European Foreign Policy can significantly
contribute making the EU stronger and a decisive
global player and guarantor of prosperity, stability
and peace in the world. This is crucially important
mainly in regards to the peace process in the Middle
East as well as the developments in northern and
sub-Saharan African countries – the regions of the
origins of a majority of refugees coming to Europe.

The Schengen Area is the essential cornerstone of the EU that enhances our
freedom and leads us to a more open European society. The reintroduction of border
controls and the construction of walls and fences within the Schengen Area are not
the solution to tackle terrorism and provide security. There has been no proven
link between migration and terrorism which would support the argument for the
abolishment of Schengen. Similarly, rejecting of fragile ships full of refugees and
leaving them in the middle of Mediterranean where they are at risk of death is not
the way to secure and protect economic and social stability and ensure security in
Europe. The absolute majority of the recent attacks in Europe were not committed by
refugees who had recently arrived in Europe but by European citizens or foreigners
holding a residence card. This indicates that European citizens need to be controlled
more strictly at the EU’s external borders. It is unlikely that we can prevent
terrorists from attempting to infiltrate the flow of refugees, but this does not mean
that migration is a breeding ground for terrorism. This amalgamation between
refugees and criminality is unbearable. The policies that build walls and fences and
abandon legal commitments to refugees in fact lead to spread of radicalisation and
increased terrorist activity, and jeopardise European security as well as economic
stability, prosperity and peace across our continent.
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POSTED WORKERS & LABOUR MOBILITY

Many European companies often post employees to other EU Member States to work there
temporarily as posted workers. Although the EU adopted the revision of the Posting of
Workers Directive in 2018 that introduces several improvements to ensure a fair balance
between labour rights and freedom to provide services, the revised version still lacks a truly
European solution concerning the enforcement of the Directive in practice. This is used by
populist demagogues for further attacks on labour mobility within the EU. Populists claim
that posted workers coming from economically less advanced EU countries steal the jobs of
people in more well-off Member States and exploit the host countries’ welfare systems. In
their view, there is a high number of posted workers working in high-wage EU countries and
their presence undermines the host countries’ social security systems. Populists blame the
EU for such trends and argue that only the abandonment of free movement of workers and
the return of competence to the nation-states can resolve the issue.
Data collected by the European Commission for the year 2016 contradicts the populists’ arguments:

1. THERE ARE TOO MANY POSTED
WORKERS ACROSS THE EU – FALSE

	The overall number of posted workers in the EU in
2016 totalled around 2.3 million, which represents
only around 1% of all jobs in the EU (and only 0.4%
of full-time jobs). Posted worker arrangements are
common mainly in the construction sector, followed
by manufacturing industry, education, health and
social work.

2. P OSTED WORKERS USUALLY COME
FROM THE LOW-WAGE COUNTRIES
THAT JOINED THE EU IN THE LAST
ENLARGEMENT ROUNDS – FALSE

	Of 2.3 million posted workers, approx. 44% are from
the thirteen European countries that joined the EU
from 2004 to 2013 (‘low-wage countries’) and 56%
from the rest of the EU (‘middle-wage countries’
and ‘high-wage countries’). This indicates that
more than majority of all posted workers come
from the richer EU Member States.

3. THE HIGH-WAGE EU COUNTRIES
RECEIVE POSTED WORKERS BUT DO
NOT EXPORT ANY – FALSE

	It is the fact the high-wage Member States receive
the highest number of posted workers. Germany
(440,065), France (203,019) and Belgium (178,319)
welcome the highest number of posted workers, but
two of those countries – Germany and France– also
export very high amounts of posted workers.

4. P OSTED WORKERS ARE FLOWING
FROM LOW-WAGE COUNTRIES TO
HIGH-WAGE COUNTRIES – FALSE

	The flow of posting goes mainly from one high-wage
country to another high-wage country (38 %). There
are strong flows of posted workers among Germany,
France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg,
which are all high-wage Member States. The flow
from a low-wage country to a high-wage country
comes second (32.8%).

5. BY ALLOWING POSTING, THE EU
SUPPORTS SOCIAL DUMPING – FALSE

	Posting of workers takes place as a result of
the employer exercising the freedom to provide
cross-border services foreseen by Article 56 of
the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union (TFEU). However, posting of workers was
abused by some companies that were using ‘social
dumping’ practices – e.g. cheaper labour force is
posted through abusive companies to work abroad
illegally for a lower salary than that in place in the
host member country. The EU intensively fights
against social dumping practices with the recent
introduction of the Enforcement Directive as well as
the Posting of Workers Directive, which dates back
to 1996 and foresees that a posted worker is subject
to a core set of labour law rules in the country where
a posted worker temporarily carries out work.
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Table 1: The EU Member States
with the highest number of
received posted workers
No. Country

1
2
3
4
5

Numb. of
received
workers
440,065
203,019

Countries of origin No. Country
of posted workers

Poland
Estonia, Belgium,
Portugal
BELGIUM
178,319 France, Poland
AUSTRIA
120,150 Slovenia, Germany
NETHERLANDS 90,873 Germany, Belgium

GERMANY
FRANCE

Table 2: The EU Member States
with the highest number of
workers posted to other EU
Member States

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Numb. of
received
workers
POLAND
513,972
GERMANY 260,068

Main destinations
of workers posted

Germany
Austria,
Netherlands
SLOVENIA 164,226 Germany, Austria
SPAIN
147,424 France, Germany
FRANCE
135,974 Belgium, Germany

The table was created according to the data presented in European Commission – Employment, Social
Affairs and Inclusion – Posted workers database – countries factsheets.

In 2018, the EU finally reached a revision of the Posting
of Workers Directive. The reformed directive mainly
focuses on the prevention of social dumping and on
the enforcement of equal pay. Specifically, the revision
finally ensures the same rules on remuneration as local
workers of the host country (‘equal pay for equal work
at the same place’), provides the possibility of longterm posting, introduces temporary work agencies to
guarantee that posted workers have the same terms
and conditions, and it provides the tools of cooperation
on fraud and abuse. These are the successes that
would never be possible without European project.
However, the current version of the Directive still lacks
a truly united approach. Particularly, the EU allows
Member States to further apply their own excessive
notification requirements and registration obligations
for foreign workers. This represents an administrative
burden mainly for SMEs with limited resources
and contradicts with the very idea of the Posting of
Workers Directive and the Single Market in general.
As a consequence, there is still a need for a common
European solution for posted workers concerning the
enforcement of the Directive.

Equal pay for
equal work at
the same place
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The following steps need to be taken:
1. Remove national variations in the application of
the Posting of Workers Directive and create uniform
requirements (including same documents and
standardised forms) for posted workers applicable in
all EU Member States;
2. Support and advance operational capacity and
competencies of the newly established European
Labour Authority which role is to ensure that EU
rules on labour mobility are enforced effectively;
3. Tackle not only major forms of abusive practices
but also unfair competition and unequal treatment
of posted workers;

KEY FINDINGS

FROM THE IED

POSTED WORKERS & LABOUR MOBILITY

4. Provide better exchange of information on posted
workers among the Member States;
5. Create the status of ‘European employee’ and a
European labour ID;
6. C reate ‘black lists’ of abusive and unverified
agencies and companies that post workers;
7. Take all necessary steps to enhance the European
social model that will provide common social benefits
and protection for all workers in the EU Member
States – European pension, European health and social
insurance, European minimum wage, and related.

Labour mobility is one of the cornerstones of the European Union. Only the collective
action of all EU Member States can provide fairness and equal treatment in
employment as protection for both, those who move and those in the host country.
However, this goal cannot be achieved without removal of specific national variations
and, instead, opting for a truly united approach in creating modern labour standards.
We must put strong rules in place that will enhance labour mobility in the long run
and protect the rights of all European employees without exception.
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SOCIAL POLICY IN A GLOBALISED WORLD

Populist political forces claim that the current social policies in the EU are unfair because
they are too generous for immigrants and ethnic minorities at the expense of home citizens.
Populists argue that mechanisms of the European social model make the middle class poorer
while public money is spent lavishly on immigrants who are not entitled to benefit from
European welfare services. As a result, most populist demagogues in Europe argue that
globalisation has undermined the social services, the EU has failed in the implementation of
fair social policies, and the nation-states can protect the social rights of their citizens better
and more effectively.
Populist calls to abandon the European social model
absolutely ignore the advantages and achievements of
the vision of a common and integrated European social
policy. Social rights of Europeans are not threatened by
migrants as demagogues claim, but:
> By negative demographic changes in the EU,
especially ageing population;
> By lack of a common European action and
coordination.
There are several significant facts that support our
statement:

1. FIRST OF ALL, ONGOING RAPID
TECHNOLOGICAL TRANSFORMATION,
GLOBAL TRADE COMPETITION AND
DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES IN THE EU
WILL CONTINUE TO AFFECT HOW
EUROPEANS WORK AND LIVE.

	A ccor ding to the Eur op e an C ommis sion’s
2018 Annual Review Employment and Social
Developments in Europe, the population over 65
years old is set to increase by 50% by 2060 and rising
number of machines will replace workers wherever
it will become technically possible.
	The changing world thus tests the capacity and
sustainability of European social welfare systems.
The European social model is the answer to
globalisation and all demographic, economic and
social challenges the EU countries are facing.
Currently, there are different social systems across
the EU Member States, but the European social
model is a common and unique vision of all of
them. The main purpose of a uniform social model
is to adopt a common labour market regulatory

framework and solidarity mechanisms that will help
all Europeans come to terms with demographic
and economic changes and their consequences. Its
fundamental goal is the creation of a more equal
European society based on solidarity and cohesion.

2. SECONDLY, ETHNIC MINORITIES
AND MIGRANTS DO NOT ENDANGER
THE SOCIAL RIGHTS AND WELFARE
SYSTEMS OF EUROPEANS.

	It is necessary to dispel the myth that the ‘out-ofcontrol’ presence of migrants in the EU countries
poses a threat to the jobs of EU citizens or their terms
of pay, or that the security and social protection
systems are increasingly unbalanced towards the
needs of migrants and less and less available for the
needs of EU citizens. On the contrary, migrants are
in fact contributing to our national economies and
social welfare systems:
	In the 2013 International Migration Outlook, the
OECD lists three factors that determine whether
a migrant is a net social contributor or net social
beneficiary:
1. Age profile of migrants: young migrants of
working age are likely to be net contributors until
they are between 40-45 years old, as they receive
little health or pension expenditure.
2. Employment rate of migrants: if migrants are
employed, they are more likely to be net social
contributors.
3. Skill level of migrants: if immigrants are highly
skilled (and there are many highly skilled migrants
in Europe), they are more likely to be employed,
pay more in taxes, and receive fewer benefits.
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	In the 2016 International Migration Outlook, the
OECD similarly concludes that there is little impact
of migration in key areas such as the labour market,
social benefits, healthcare and the public purse.
Also, the 2017 International Migration Outlook found
out that more than 2 out of 3 migrants in the OECD
countries are employed. The 2018 International
Migration Outlook estimated that for European
countries as a whole, the relative impact of refugee
inflows on the working-age population is small,
projected to reach no more than one-third of 1%
by December 2020. The report suggests that
large inflows of refugees to OECD countries have
generally had little impact on the labour market
outcomes for the native-born at the national level.
No relevant statistical study or research has
concluded that immigration has a negative impact
on employment and social security in the EU. In
reality, to a much greater extent than migratory
flows, it is the negative demographical changes in
European countries that pose a threat to the social
security system. Migrants now represent a young
work force that is capable of offsetting an ageing
European population and of contributing to social
systems in the same way as domestic populations.

3. THIRDLY, IN 60 YEARS OF PEACE AND
POLITICAL STABILITY, THE EUROPEAN
PROJECT HAS BROUGHT PROSPERITY
AND SOCIAL PROGRESS FOR ITS
MEMBER STATES LIKE NO OTHER
INITIATIVE BEFORE.

	Social policies implemented thus far have been
greatly successful as they have improved and
harmonised the quality of life in all Member
States. According to the 2018 EC’s Annual Review

Employment and Social Developments in Europe,
there was a slightly faster decline in unemployment
rate in the EU in 2017 than in the previous two years,
falling to 7.6% of the EU’s labour force. Long-term
unemployment also continues to decline. In 2017, as
many as 235.8 million people aged 15 years and over
were employed in the EU, around 3.5 million people
more compared with 2016. Also, each year there are
millions of fewer people at risk of poverty or social
exclusion within the Union.
	All these facts prove that only a truly common
European policy can lead to a comprehensive social
system based on social justice, solidarity, strong
social protection, efficient and high-quality public
services and social dialogue that combats poverty
and social exclusion. The European Institutions
work hard to enhance this legacy and establish
a united European social model applicable for
all EU Member States. The European Pillar of
Social Rights goes in this direction and reinforces
social rights through concrete and specific tools
– legislation, policy-making mechanisms and
financial instruments – making a positive impact
on people’s lives in the short and medium term
for all EU countries. The main idea of this policy
initiative is to continue developing the European
social model that empowers people in vulnerable
situations and enables sustainable prosperity and
high productivity based on the following principles:
solidarity, social justice, equal opportunities, fair
distribution of wealth, intergenerational solidarity,
non-discrimination, gender equality, universal
and high-quality education systems, quality
employment, strong social protection and adequate
living standards for all.

Social rights of Europeans are not threatened
by migrants but by negative demographic
changes in the EU and a lack of a common
European action and coordination
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THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL MODEL VERSUS INDIVIDUAL SOCIAL MODELS
1.	THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL MODEL HAS
MADE THE EU ONE OF THE MOST
PROSPEROUS REGIONS OF THE WORLD

	On key welfare indicators including pover ty,
inequality, health and quality of life, the EU Member
States are at the top of the world rankings. This
is the direct achievement of the European social
model, which ensures the gradual equalisation of
living standards for all EU Member States. Without
this mechanism, economically less advanced
European states would not be able to reach such
high economic growth and living standards on their
own as quickly and efficiently.
	Example: According to the 2018 Legatum Prosperity
Index, 18 Member States are classed among the
30 most prosperous countries in the world (9 EU
countries in the top 15). This figure is equally high as
in 2017 and even higher than in 2016 (17 EU countries
in the Top 30), or in 2015 (16 EU countries in the Top
30) and 2014 (15 EU countries in the Top 30).

2.	THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL MODEL
CREATES AN IMPORTANT SAFETY
NET OF MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR
CITIZENS OF ALL EU MEMBER STATES

	The existence of legislation formulating European
social rights prevents social dumping. Although
there are still not the same conditions (same salary,
pension, etc.) in all EU Member States, thanks to the
European social model there are minimum standards
for all EU citizens that cannot be lowered by national
governments. Additionally, through the cross-border
cooperation and common action of all EU countries,
the European social model aims to converge social
conditions in all EU Member States, which would not
be possible in the case of individual social systems.

	Example: EU Member States that joined after 2004
have benefited from EU assistance and funding to
become dynamic and successful economies and
equal partners for older Member States. According to
the Autumn 2018 Economic forecast of the European
Commission, 9 out of 13 Member States that joined
after 2004 (Malta, Slovakia, Romania, Poland,
Bulgaria, Cyprus, Hungary, Slovenia and Latvia) are
among 11 fastest growing economies in the EU with
expected GDP growth of 3 % and over for 2019.

3. THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL MODEL
ENABLES THE EXCHANGE OF BEST
PRACTICES, KNOW-HOW AND
INNOVATIONS AMONG EU MEMBER
STATES

	One of the most important aspects of the European
social model is the existence of the dialogue at the
European level. Thanks to collaboration and the
exchange of knowledge and practices among EU
countries, the EU invests in research and innovation,
creates more high-quality jobs and provides
trainings and education for workers. Without the
European social model, less advanced regions
would be unable to benefit from the innovation and
know-how of more advanced regions.
	Example: The Nordic countries can be distinguished
by significantly better practices compared to the
rest of the EU (the Nordic model is characterised by
top-quality services, including free education and
free healthcare and generous, guaranteed pension
payments for retirees) and they can provide their
know-how to other EU countries easily through a
common social platform.

2015

16

2016

17

2018 / 2017

18

2018 and 2017 Legatum Prosperity Index: 18 EU countries are among the 30 most prosperous countries in the world this figure is higher than in 2016 (17 EU countries in the Top 30), or in 2015 (16 EU countries in the Top 30).

21
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Significant demographic changes, an ageing population
and the impact of globalisation make it more difficult to
finance healthcare, pensions and other social policies;
at the same time, the recent global financial crisis has
aggravated social problems. The European social model is
the answer to all demographic and global challenges the
EU is facing nowadays because it is the only way to secure
minimum social standards and ensure social protection
and social justice for all citizens of the European Union.
Ethnic minorities and migrants do not endanger the welfare
rights of Europeans. It has been proven that migration
has little impact on the employment and social benefits
of the host countries. Only a lack of common action and a
negative demographic trend endanger the social rights of
Europeans. The European social model creates a safety net
of minimum standards for citizens of all EU states; it also
enables the exchange of best practices among the most
socially advanced EU states and makes the EU one of the
most prosperous regions in the world. Therefore, we need to
continue building and promoting the European social model,
the unifying base which represents a key element of the
European identity and leads to a truly Social Europe.

RESPONSES
FROM THE IED

KEY FINDINGS
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SOCIAL POLICY IN A GLOBALISED WORLD

The effective development of the European Pillar of Social Right needs to become one of the most crucial
priorities for the EU Institutions. In order to make it a Pillar that will positively change the lives of Europeans,
it is essential to develop and promote the European social model with the following measures:
1.	Protection of individual and collective citizens’ rights to which every citizen is entitled;
2.	Establishment of a European guaranteed minimum income that should be based on the principle of subsidiarity
with regards to the differences in the cost of living among Member States;
3.	Provision of fair working conditions, social legislation and employment regulations (in terms of health and
safety, equal opportunities, working time, holidays, etc.) and adequate remuneration for work so all employees
can afford a decent standard of living;
4.	Enhancement of solidarity between rich and poor, employed and unemployed, healthy and ill/disabled;
5.	Provision of dignified living conditions, basic social standards and essential social services to enable every
individual to live in dignity;
6.	Reduction of all forms of inequalities – regional disparities, gender inequalities, income inequalities,
intergenerational disparities;
7.	Pursuing structural funds policies to support the growth of disadvantaged areas, while ensuring efficient and
effective use of these subsidies;
8.	Making European labour market more inclusive, particularly for youth, women, people with disabilities and
elderly workers;
9.	Ensuring the right of parents and carers for suitable maternity/parental leave, flexible working arrangements,
work-life balance and access to care services;
10.	Guarantee of equal pay for work of equal value for women and men and equal access for men and women to
social rights;
11.	Enhancement of the social inclusion of youth on the labour and housing market;
12.	Fostering innovative and creative forms of work to ensure high quality working conditions;
13.	Ensuring workers’ representation and consultation and equal opportunities for all citizens;
14.	Provision of an adequate pension in retirement and care for the elderly;
15. Fighting against any form of discrimination.

23
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TRADE & INNOVATIVE INDUSTRIAL POLICY

Populist demagogues blame the EU for de-industrialisation and advocate protectionist policies
like trade barriers and tariffs designed to protect a particular domestic industry against foreign
competition. In their view, the EU is weak in industrial competition and ineffective and indecisive in
trade negotiations vis-à-vis the USA, China, Japan or Canada. Instead, they claim the nation-states
can defend and manage their industries and trades better than the EU.
The populist claims are once again based on false
assumptions – the greatest cause of de-industrialisation
in the European Union is precisely the lack of genuine
common industrial policy. The Member States continue
to apply 27 different industrial policies that compete
with each other and thus weaken the great potential of
common European trade and industry. Several crucial
points support this argument:

1.	THE EU AS A WHOLE HAS MUCH MORE
DECISIVE NEGOTIATING POWER VIS-ÀVIS THE USA, THE MAJOR EMERGING
ECONOMIES OF BRAZIL, RUSSIA,
INDIA, CHINA AND SOUTH AFRICA
(BRICS) AS WELL AS OTHER DECISIVE
ECONOMIES SUCH AS CANADA, JAPAN
OR SOUTH KOREA.

	Also, the EU as a whole has a much greater
competitive advantage to become a key player in
emerging African market. All in all, the EU gives
a competitive edge to European companies in the
most potential markets of the world. Individual
Member States are not able and will not be able to
compete with these economic giants because they
do not have the necessary economic mechanisms,
industrial capacities, resources, global influence
and negotiating power to succeed in the current
global market on their own.
	Example: All relevant global surveys and statistics
prove the trend that the emerging economies of Asia
and Latin America are already getting ahead of the
EU’s economically strongest Member States.

2.	THE EU AS A WHOLE IS STILL ONE
OF THE THREE LARGEST GLOBAL
PLAYERS FOR INTERNATIONAL TRADE
(TOGETHER WITH THE USA AND CHINA).

	The EU is the world’s largest exporter of manufactured
goods and services; it is a global market leader for
high-quality products and represents the biggest export
market for around 80 countries; and it is a global leader
in many industrial sectors such as pharmaceuticals,
mechanical engineering, chemicals and fashion
industry. The EU market is already one of the most open
to trade – EU import tariffs for industrial products are
among the lowest in the world. All these facts prove that

the EU Member States can increase their opportunities
for trade and investment with the rest of the world
through strengthening the Common EU Trade Policy.
	Example: On the basis of the recent statistics of
Eurostat, the EU-28 accounts for around 15.8% of
global export of goods (equivalent to 1,790 billion
EUR) and 15.1% for global import of goods (1,726
billion EUR) in 2017. EU-28 international trade in
goods with the rest of the world (the sum of extraEU exports and imports) was valued at 3 735 billion
EUR in 2017. Both imports and exports were higher in
comparison with 2016, with the increase for exports
(134 billion EUR) and for imports (143 billion EUR).

3.	THE EU AS A WHOLE HAS SUFFICIENT
RESOURCES AND CAPACITIES
NECESSARY TO SUPPORT INDUSTRIAL
MODERNISATION AND ENSURE
EUROPEAN LEADERSHIP IN
GLOBAL MARKETS IN THE CONTEXT
OF INDUSTRY 4.0 AND DIGITAL
TRANSFORMATION.

	As the 2018 Second Annual Report of the European
Commission on the Implementation of EU Trade
Agreements reveals, today the EU has the world’s
largest network of trade agreements, over 70 with
the countries on five continents. These agreements
help to boost the EU’s economy by enabling
European companies to do business all over the
world, while supporting jobs in the EU Member
States – the trade with foreign countries provides
jobs for 31 million Europeans. Only the EU can
enable European companies to compete in domestic
and global markets and ensure better and more
balanced policies on external tariffs. The common
action of all EU countries can implement policies
and programmes that support development and
innovation, while the majority of Member States do
not have sufficient resources to do this on their own.
	Example: The EU’s trade agreements keep growing –
thanks to the recent Free Trade Agreements reached
by the Union, the exports to South Korea increased by
over 12%, exports to Colombia by more than 10%, EU
exports to Canada rose by 7% and trade with Central
American countries increased over 7% in 2017.
27
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It is essential to restore and strengthen European
industrial and trade capacity. In order to do so, the EU
needs to abandon the existence of 27 different models of
industrial policies and create a uniform and integrated
industrial policy. It is precisely the absence of a genuine
common industrial policy that lies at the root of the deindustrialisation of the EU and its difficulties competing
with emerging economies. To rebuild the various sectors
of its industry, the EU must pool together the skills of
each of its Member States. By acting together rather
than individually, European countries will therefore

strengthen their global industrial position. The EU has
to continue with and advance the trade relations with
its traditional partners as well as make most out of new
and/or upcoming trade agreements with the countries
of Central and East Asia, Latin America and Africa. At
the same time, the EU must also stop acting naively in
response to unfair competition from certain economic
partners. In order to do so, it must equip itself with
strong and protective trade defence tools, like those of
the United States, which have not hesitated to take antidumping duties up to 200%.

The Member States continue to apply
27 different industrial policies that
compete with each other and thus
weaken the great potential of common
European trade and industry
In 2017, the EU was second in the world goods
export ranking (% of global volume).

11,5%

15,8%
(exports outside the EU-28)
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The European Union faces competition from new emerging
economies with which we cannot compete unless all EU
Member States join forces. In order to launch proper reindustrialisation and digital transformation, attract new
investments and create a better business environment,
the EU needs more integrated and proactive policies in
the fields of trade and industry. Industry and industrial
competitiveness are central determinants for creating jobs
and accelerating growth in Europe. The EU must continue
to support its traditional industrial sectors, and at the same
time, prioritise research and innovation. Only the EU as a
whole is capable of strengthening its industry and trade.
Similarly, the heads of State and government must not yield
to ‘blackmailing’ or fear of ‘reprisals’. United, Europe will be
stronger. Only the EU as a whole can find the mechanisms
required to defend and enhance its common trade and
industr y and secure economic prosperity, industrial
capacity, economic growth and the creation of jobs for
European citizens.
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TRADE & INNOVATIVE INDUSTRIAL POLICY

European re-industrialization and economic growth in the digital age cannot be ensured as long as there is a
lack of common action. The Member States should understand that they can be economically better-off and
industrially more advanced if they join forces and create a common and proactive European industrial policy
that makes European industry more competitive so it can maintain its role as a driver of sustainable growth and
employment in Europe. The five steps need to be taken:

1.	A COMMON EUROPEAN TRADE
AND INDUSTRY MUST BECOME
THE BACKBONE OF THE EUROPEAN
UNION’S ECONOMY.

3.	THE EU OUGHT TO ADVANCE ITS
RESEARCH, SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGICAL
INNOVATION AND NEW PRODUCTION
PROCESSES.

2.	THE EU HAS TO IMPROVE ITS
INNOVATION POLICIES AS A
NECESSARY PREREQUISITE FOR
PROSPERITY IN THE DIGITAL AGE.

4.	THE EU MUST CONTINUE ITS POLICY
OF SUPPORTING SMALL AND MEDIUMSIZED COMPANIES (SMES) AND
ESTABLISH A EUROPEAN SMALL
BUSINESS ACT (SBA).

	The Member States need to apply one industrial
strategy (instead of current 27 strategies) and use the
great potential of common European industry vis-ávis the major global players. This is necessary to
make EU’s trade policy a real international driver for
growth and development. In order to re-industrialise
Europe and enhance its global industrial position, the
EU has to build upon some of its traditional industrial
sectors – automobile industry, aeronautics, chemical
industr y, pharmaceutical industr y, transport
infrastructure and luxury goods industry – but also
focus on new innovative sectors.

	The Union has to react to new trends in the global
economy and outline the plan for proper industrial
modernisation and digital transformation of industry
in accordance with its potential and opportunities.
The European Commission has already identified
the promising sectors for an innovative European
industry – electric transport, nanotechnology,
biotechnology, micro-technology, sustainable
development, advanced manufacturing processes,
alternative energies and artificial intelligence. They
provide the basis for innovation in a range of products
across all industrial sectors, underpin the shift to a
greener economy and low-carbon economy and are
instrumental in modernising Europe’s industrial base.

	The industry needs to be properly interconnected
with modern European research centres, innovation
hubs and universities so large-scale programmes
are to be built upon enhanced cooperation between
industries and academic sphere. The European
Commission also needs to continue investing in
the Private Public Partnerships (PPPs) that make
research and innovation funding across the EU
more efficient by sharing financial, human and
infrastructure resources. The EU also needs to move
forward with the idea of the Knowledge Society.

	The Act will outline the rules specific to SMEs,
par ticularly the rules for simplification and
modernisation of regulations for SMEs, and
for removal of the remaining barriers to their
development. At the same time, it is important to
facilitate the progressive integration of EU firms
and particularly SMEs into global value chains
to increase their competitiveness and ensure
access to global markets in more favourable
competitive conditions.

5.	THE EU NEEDS TO ENSURE THAT
RECIPROCITY OF SOCIAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CLAUSES BECOMES
THE CORNERSTONE OF ITS TRADE
AGREEMENTS.

	T hi s sh o ul d tr an s l ate into th e in c r e a s e d
standardis ation of European tax s ystems,
applying the principle of reciprocity for external
tariffs to ensure every party plays fairly and fights
against any forms of social and environmental
dumping. The EU’s free trade agreements must
fully respect the climate commitments.

31

EU AT THE CROSSROADS: POPULIST PROPAGANDA VERSUS DEMOCRATIC SOLUTIONS

32

MIGRATION AND SCHENGEN AREA

CLIMATE
CHANGE

33

013
rica, 2

me
UMP ted States of A
R
T
d
l
i
Dona ent of the Un

ere
h
w
,
e
tsid
u
?”
o
?
’
g
g
n
n
i
i
z
rm
ee
“It’s fr s ‘global wa
ll i
e
h
e
h
t

E
S
L
FA

34

THE FACTS

Presid

THE FACTS

CLIMATE CHANGE

Populist parties challenge sustainable energy transformations by denying climate change.
Many populist demagogues also blame mainstream political parties and elites to subordinate
the national authority and national interest in international cooperation in the context of
climate change policies 1. The revival of souverainist /nationalist dynamics versus the efficacy
of multilateral policy may translate into national-level decisions (energy and industrial policy,
weaker protection for the environment and the sea) that would have a decidedly negative
impact on the climate 2. A just energy transition needs not only to be physically renewable but
also socially and culturally sustainable.
The Climate system is the sum of all world-wide subsystems (Gulf-Stream, Jet-Streams, El-Nino, SeaLevel and many more) and regional and local systems
(ocean-land interface, mountains, land-use). The
Climate system is extremely complex and complicated.

	Not only the IPCC concludes that Climate Change
exist. National researchers (of course, many of them
are involved in the IPCC process as well), networks
and consortia agree with the IPCC. Overwhelming
evidence exist that Climate Change is real.

However, thousands of scientists – by far the majority
of all international scientist – agree on the following:
Climate Change is real. The changing climate of the
world invokes many changes, some regions get dryer,
some wetter; some colder, some warmer; but overall
the trend is clear: the globally averaged temperature is
increasing, and weather events (such as floods, storms,
and droughts) will become more and more extreme.

2. CLIMATE CHANGE DOES NOT CARE
ABOUT MAN-MADE BORDERS

If society wishes to avoid severe consequences of
climate change, then action in the areas of Climate
Change mitigation and adaptation needs to be taken,
by using existing organisations, frameworks and
political measures.

1. CLIMATE CHANGE AND GLOBAL
WARMING IS A REALITY

	The United Nations, a union of the 193 countries
in the world, have founded the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in 1988. This
organisation continuously organises exchange and
debate of climate scientists and other experts from
the whole world.
	Their latest report 3 “responds to the invitation for
IPCC ‘…to provide a Special Report in 2018 on the
impacts of global warming of 1.5°C above preindustrial levels and related global greenhouse gas
emission pathways’ contained in the Decision of
the 21st Conference of Parties of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change to adopt
the Paris Agreement”.

	As weather forecasts mostly only show the weather
in your city or region, weather goes beyond regions
and continents, as it is only the actual manifestation
and variation of elements of the world’s climate.
The Arctic, Antarctic, tropical storms, draughts,
wildfires, and extreme rainfall events, or sea-level
change from melting ice or warming of the ocean –
all systems are connected with each other by very
complex and complicated mechanisms, which have
never been better understood than now. However,
more understanding to better predict future events
and to understand physical processes is required.
Climate does not care about borders; it enfolds our
whole planet Earth.

3. COORDINATED ACTION ON ALL LEVELS
IS NEEDED TO MITIGATE AND ADAPT
TO CLIMATE CHANGE

	This is the reason why coordinated action on Climate
Change is the only way to avoid the worst impact of
climate change. CO2 and other greenhouse gas
emissions are the reason for anthropogenic Climate
Change, and their emissions need to be reduced to
limit the warming of the climate system and avoid
weather extremes with severe consequences, lost
lives, lost quality of life, lost economic assets, loss
of natural resources and many other valuables.

2. “ Sustainable energy transformations in an age of populism, post-truth politics, and local resistance” by Cornelia Fraune and Michèle Knodt in Energy Research & Social Science
Volume 43, September 2018,https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214629618305322#bib0005
3. “Green Growth and Green Jobs as a response to a poisonous cocktail : social discontent and climate skepticism” Francesco Rutelli, President CFS, Co-President European Democratic Party, Speech at the IED Seminar on Climate
Change, European Parliament, January 2019
4. https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/
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4. PROGRAMMES AND INITIATIVES
DO ALREADY EXIST

	Solving the Climate Change Challenge is not easy,
as political, economic, and social system worldwide
would have to be completely changed to enable new
lifestyles fit for people and the Earth’s climate. The
European Union has many political instruments to
limit emissions 5.
	On the research side, all national organisations
have ongoing research scrutinising weather and
climate, for example atmospheric and hydrological
processes, sea level change and ocean processes,
high impact events in this changing climate, and
the polar areas. The European Climate Research
Alliance is one example of a network enabling
coordination and dissemination of climate research,
in order to better understand how Climate Change
will affect European citizens.

KEY FINDINGS

Drafted with ECRA-European Climate Research Alliance
www.ecra-climate.eu

> Climate Change does exist –
the overall global temperature is
rising.
> The United Nations effort IPCC
concludes with “high confidence”
that Climate Change exists:
“Warming of the climate system is
unequivocal”. In other words: the
evidence for Climate Change is too
strong to be ignored.
> However, the climate system
needs to be further explored, and
at the same time actions need to
be taken to mitigate for and adapt
to climate change.
> Extreme events, sea level change,
floodings, droughts, etc. will
threaten human lives and values –
more, if no actions are taken

5. https://ec.europa.eu/clima/citizens/eu_en
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CLIMATE CHANGE

For several months now and in various European capitals, students, high school students and even schoolchildren
have been organizing weekly climate walks bringing together tens of thousands of participants. They urge
national policy makers to act in a concerted and strong way and take immediate action to fight global warming.
It is about time to mobilize people, especially those who are struggling, and involve them into an alliance to improve
both Earth’s health and social cohesion and well-being. Skepticism, indifference and procrastination surrounding
climate policies have to be countered through concrete, pragmatic, and verifiable measures, instead of kicking the
can down the road.
It is time to clearly explain to an increasingly worried population the advantages of a sustainable and circular
economy, without bowing down to the frustrating and bitter rhetoric of de-growth. European policies to combat
climate change have been among the most ambitious in the world for many years. While the United States has
turned away from the Paris agreements of 2015, Europe must take the initiative again.

IED RECOMMENDATIONS TO FOSTER THE TRANSITION TO A GREEN ECONOMY
CREATING MILLIONS OF JOBS IN EUROPE AND WORLDWIDE:
1. Setting a price on greenhouse gas emissions. Coal is the main cause of global warming. Today, coal is cheaper
than gas, which is less polluting. Putting a price on greenhouse gas emissions is the strong signal that companies
are waiting for to turn to renewable energies.
2. Introducing a financial transaction tax. An innovative, sustainable and non-discriminatory source of financing, it
can be used to set up a global investment fund to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
3. Setting up global instruments for monitoring and evaluating the commitments made by Member States at
COP21. Such instruments represent a guarantee that the commitments made will be fulfilled, in a spirit of
transparency and common responsibility. They will also allow commitments to be increased every five years.
4. Pursuing a more ambitious policy in addressing problems concerning forests, agriculture, landscapes and
food. In particular, we suggest vegetalisation programmes in urban areas particularly prone to heat waves in
summer, and programmes to increase the protection of forests and trees (especially in urban areas).
5. Creating a European civil protection force to respond to natural disasters in our respective countries.
6. The loss of natural biodiversity is linked to the changing climate. The reduction of toxic materials in industry and
agriculture and a more sustainable approach would impact into a more resilient nature.
7. Deciding, following what was created with the Common Agricultural Policy, to create a Common Energy Policy
whose founding act would be to launch a 100 billion euros climate investment plan, carried by the European
Investment Bank, for the future period 2019-2024, consisting in concretely lending to Member States, local
authorities and companies, the funds necessary to increase tenfold their investments in 4 areas: energy
renovation of buildings, smart grids, energy storage systems, and renewable energy production.
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ECONOMIC AND MONETARY UNION

Twenty years after its introduction, and eight years after the sovereign debt crisis, the euro
now enjoys strong support from citizens, who consider it to « be a good thing » both for their
country and for the European Union 6. Considering this wide support, populist movements no
longer propose to leave the euro.
Still, Populist demagogues claim that belonging to the
Eurozone undermines the sovereignty of its Member
States. Since 2008, the Economic and Monetary Union
faced several crises: the World Financial Crisis (20082009), the Sovereign Debt crisis (2011-2012) and the
Greek Sovereign Debt crisis (2010 – 2015). Those crises
were solved by innovative and integrative solutions
worked out by the Member States of the Eurozone.
In 2019, although the Eurozone is not threatened
anymore by an external factor it is more and more
challenged by internal critics which prevent it from
working efficiently and create an atmosphere of
mistrust between the Eurozone members. Finally,
nationalist rhetoric also targets the Eurozone, its
Institutions, its functioning and its rules. Many critics
convey lies and incoherencies, and it is necessary to
tackle some counter-truths, in order to address the
challenges faced by the Eurozone.

1.	EUROZONE MEMBERSHIP MEANS
A LOSS OF SOVEREIGNTY – FALSE

	By elaborating and signing the Maastricht Treaty in
1992, Member States exercised their sovereignty. The
sovereignty is now exercised jointly at European level
both on Monetary issues and on Budgetary affairs.

2.	MEMBERS STATES CANNOT DECIDE ON
THEIR OWN BUDGET ANYMORE – FALSE

	Member States keep their competences and
decide freely on their own budget as long as they
comply with the rules of the Stability and Growth
Pact signed in Amsterdam in 1997. According to
those rules designed to ensure that Eurozone
members pursue sound public finances, the annual
government deficit must not exceed 3% of the Gross
Domestic Product and Government debt must not
exceed 60% of the Gross Domestic Product.

3.	THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION DECIDES
ARBITR ARILY ON MEMBER STATE S
BUDGET – FALSE

	The European Commission monitors Member States
fiscal policy but the breach of the rules is sanctioned
by the Council, where Member States Governments
are represented. Therefore, the sanction does not
come from an opaque and technocratic body but
from the fellow Member States. Another aim of the
Stability and Growth Pact is to ensure that Eurozone
member states coordinate their fiscal policies.

4.	COUNTRIES ARE TREATED
DIFFERENTLY BY THE EUROPEAN
COMMISSION – FALSE

	All Member States of the Eurozone go through
the same procedure of scrutiny and are treated
equally by the European Commission. The latter
has margins of interpretation when examining the
national budget, and it is important for the European
Commission to keep political appreciation when
enforcing the rules.

5.	THE RESPECT OF THE STABILITY
AND GROWTH PACT UNDERMINES
THE INTERNAL GROWTH – FALSE

	The best per forming Member States in the
Eurozone complied with the rules and still have
a positive growth. On the other hand, many of the
Member States who did not comply with the rules
did not perform well economically. Moreover, the
fact that some countries did not comply with the
rules created an atmosphere of mistrust between
the Eurozone members.

6. Source: European Commission, Flash Eurobarometer 473, The euro area, November 2018
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DEVELOPMENTS
The Economic and Monetary Union as it was conceived
in the late eighties and launched in the early nineties
was structurally imbalanced, with a strong monetary
pillar and weak financial, fiscal, and economic pillar.
In this chapter, we will mainly focus on the imbalances
between two pillars: the fiscal pillar and the monetary
pillar. Firstly, because monetary and fiscal policy are
the two main instruments of any economic policy, the
so-called policy-mix. Secondly, the financial pillar was
already deeply reformed after the World Financial Crisis
and the Sovereign Debt crisis. Thirdly, the fiscal pillar is
the most targeted by critics towards the Eurozone. In
fact, according to these critics, the compliance with
the Maastricht criteria on Government finance 7 would
undermine Member States sovereignty.
Fiscal policy is at the core of sovereignty. This explains
not only the Member States reluctance to transfer a
competence to the European Union Institutions but also
the critics formulated against the rules that tight them
when they establish their own budget. Those critics
always existed, and although they are at the core of
populist propaganda, they are also relayed by some
Governments and mainstream media.

KEY FINDINGS

Although most of the countries complied with the
Maastricht criteria, some breached the Stability and
Growth Pact in the early 2000’s. This showed the
fragility of the Monetary Union.

After more than 15 years of limited compliance with
the rules, Member States who breached the rules are
not in the best economic situation. On the other hand,
some Member States who complied with the rules are
amongst the strongest economies in the Eurozone.
More than five years after the end of the Eurozone
crisis, there is still a clear tension between the
current opaque system of decision making (dominated
by intergovernmental institutions) and the citizens
aspiration for a democratic and accountable decisionmaking process.
The Economic and Monetary Union is still vulnerable
and monetary stability is not yet guarantee: there is a
need to build a public support to the Institutions and a
political commitment from the decision makers.
While the success of the euro is not much discussed,
the performance of the Eurozone is more controversial.
In recent years, the unemployment rate in the euro area
(which includes 19 countries 8) has been permanently
higher than in the 28 countries of the European Union.
During the same period – and this is still the case today
– the rate of increase in the Gross Domestic Product of
the euro area was lower than that of the 28 9 European
Union Member States. Moreover, within the zone itself,
countries diverge more than they converge in terms
of performance.

Although most of the populist assertions about the functioning of the eurozone
prove to be false, the citizens mistrust towards the euro area is a call for reform.
On one hand, it is important to relaunch the Eurozone by setting up a concerted
convergence initiative (around a limited number of countries) and create new own
resources for the eurozone that could be used as a stabiliser mechanism. On the
other hand, it is necessary to strengthen the governance of the euro area by creating
an interparliamentary finance committee for the Eurozone and appointing a VicePresident of the European Commission responsible for the Eurozone.

7. According to the Treaty of Maastricht, “the annual government deficit must not exceed 3% of GDP” and “Government debt must not exceed 60% of GDP”.
8. France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Belgium, Netherlands, Finland, Ireland, Spain, Portugal, Malta, Cyprus, Slovenia, Slovakia, Lithania, Latvia, Estonia, Greece, and Austria.
9. European Commission, 2019 Winter economical performance and forecast
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For citizens, the Euro is a real paradox: it embodies what is closest to it (the money in one’s pocket) but also what
is furthest from it (the currency of an undefined area, managed by autocrats in opaque bodies). The future of the
Euro and the Eurozone requires that these differences in perceptions and performance be reconciled. In order
to address the current imbalances and the lack of democratic scrutiny in the decision making processes, the IED
proposes the following:

1. THE RELAUNCHING OF THE EUROZONE
A fiscal capacity for the Economic and Monetary Union
(a Eurozone budget)
A fiscal capacity (also called a Eurozone budget)
would help stimulate convergence and “economic
competitiveness through instruments for innovation and
development of human capital” 10.
This capacity would be financed by new own resources
set up through “reverse subsidiarity”, i.e. generated
revenues that no single State can generate (GAFAN,
carbon tax). These resources would focus on
investments linked to the transitions that the European
Union faces: energy transition on renewable energies,
digital transition with the rise of artificial intelligence
and economic transition with the profound changes
in the industry. This fiscal capacity would also be
a stabilisation mechanism absorbing asymmetric
shocks 11 which existing national mechanisms are not
sufficiently capable to absorb.
Therefore, the IED supports the European Commission
proposal to integrate this capacity in the next Multiannual
Financial Framework (2021-2027) and the creation of two
new instruments: the Reform Support Program 12 and
the European Investment Program 13.
It would be managed by the European Commission, who
would be in charge of checking that funds are used to
achieve those goals. The European Commission would
report and would be responsible before the European
Parliament.

Compliant national budgets
Member States should comply with the Maastricht
criteria regarding domestic budgets 14 , since the
stabilisation mechanism would help addressing
asymmetric shocks: Member States would not try to
absorb those shocks by exceeding finance spending.
Nevertheless, all expenditures related to the ecological
transition should not be taken into account by the
European Commission scrutiny regarding the 3%
deficit threshold.

2. THE STRENGTHENING OF
THE EUROZONE GOVERNANCE
The creation of an EU Finance Minister
The Eurozone Member States should agree on the creation
of an European Union Finance Minister. This innovation
does not require any amendment to the Treaties. This
EU Finance Minister would be Vice-President of the
European Commission (fully in charge of the Economic
and Monetary Union) whilst chairing the Eurogroup 15.
This new political figure is also a way to address the need
for incarnation of the Eurozone, both externally (at the
G20, G7) and internally, having the ability to defend and
protect the interest of the Eurozone. This EU Finance
Minister would report both to the Member States (on
Eurogroup format) and to the European Parliament.
He would also be in close and regular dialogue with
National Parliaments, and with the Interparliamentary
Committee. He would be responsible for the prevention
of fiscal and economic imbalances, in the European
Semester framework. He would supervise Member
States budget policies and manage the Eurozone budget.

10. Union of European Federalists, A draft treaty for the establishment of an ad hoc budget for the eurozone policy biref, 2018
11. An asymmetric shock is “when an economic event affects one economy or part of an economy more than another”. (Financial Times, Lexicon online)
12. http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-18-3972_en.htm
13. Ibid
14. According to the Treaty of Maastricht, “the annual government deficit must not exceed 3% of GDP” and “Government debt must not exceed 60% of GDP”.
15. The Eurogroup is an informal body where the ministers of the euro area member states discuss matters relating to their shared responsibilities related to the euro.
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This innovation would improve efficiency in the Economic
and Monetary Union decision making process, by
reducing the number of Institutions (merge of the
Commissioner and the Eurogroup President). This would
also enhance transparency and accountability.
An enhanced role for the European Parliament
The European Parliament should be co-legislator on
Economic and Monetary issues. Therefore, the Committee
for Economic Affairs should benefit from enhanced rights
of information and scrutiny responsibilities. Moreover,
the European Parliament would be involved in the
appointment and dismissal of the EU Finance minister,
together with national parliaments.
Responsibility national parliaments
National Parliaments from the Eurozone should enhance
their mutual cooperation and each Parliament should
enhance scrutiny on their own government decisions on
Economic and Monetary Union issues.
The creation of an Interparliamentary Financial
Committee
That Committee would be composed of representatives
from the national parliaments Finance Committees and
Members from the Committee on Economic Affairs of
the European Parliament.
This new Committee would exercise democratic control
and would focus on the financial issues of the eurozone
and its budget. It would also monitor decisions that have
a direct impact on the euro area in terms of economic,
social, and budgetary issues. Such a Committee is a
necessity to improve the links between national and
European level in budgetary matters.
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LIST OF 37 MAJOR TERRORIST ATTACKS IN THE EUROPEAN UNION 2014-2018
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

24 May 2014, Brussels, Belgium
7 January 2015, Paris, France
8 January 2015, Paris, France
9 January 2015, Paris,
Dammartin-en-Goële, France
3 February 2015, Nice, France
14 February 2015, Copenhagen, Denmark
21 August 2015, Oignies, France
13 November 2015, Paris, France

Attack in the Jewish museum in Brussels, terrorist was French citizen of Algerian ancestry, 4 people killed.
Attack in the office of the French satirical newspapers Charlie Hebdo, 2 attackers were French citizens, 12 people killed and 11 injured
Attack in Montrouge, attacker was French citizen, 1 dead and 1 wounded.
Double hostage-taking in Dammartin-en-Goële and Paris, assailants of the Charlie Hebdo shooting, 7 people were killed (including 3 attackers).

Attack on 3 soldiers guarding the Jewish community centre, 2 people injured, assailant was French citizen.
Shooting at public event, assailant was Danish national, 3 people killed (incl. 1 perpetrator) and 5 wounded.
Attack in the Thalys train, 3 wounded, attacker was Moroccan citizen.
A series of coordinated terrorist attacks at several locations in Paris, 8 out of 9 perpetrators were EU nationals born in Belgium and France, only 1 came to
Europe through Greece alongside asylum seekers, 137 people dead (incl. 7 perpetrators) and approximately 368 wounded.
Two attacks in Brussels, one at the Zaventem Airport, second at the Maelbeek metro station, 5 assailants were Belgian nationals, 35 people dead (incl. 3
22 March 2016, Brussels, Belgium
attackers) and app. 340 injured.
13 June 2016, Magnanville, France
Stabbing of policemen, 2 police officers killed, attacker was French citizen, he was killed after the attack.
14 July 2016, Nice, France
Attack at the promenade by a truck, perpetrator was born in Tunisia but he had valid French residency, 87 deaths (incl. 1 perpetrator)
and app. 434 people injured.
18 July 2016, Wurtzbourg, Germany
Attack in the train, attacker was a failed Afghan asylum seeker, 4 people injured, the attacker was killed.
24 July 2016, Ansbach, Germany
Suicide bombing by a failed Syrian asylum seeker, 15 people injured.
26 July 2016, Saint-Étienne-du Rouvray, France Attack on the church, one perpetrator was French national, second was from Algeria, 3 people were killed (incl. both perpetrators).
6 August 2016, Charleroi, Belgium
Stabbing of policewomen, 2 police officers wounded, attacker was Algerian citizen who lived illegally in Belgium, he was killed after the attack.
19 December 2016, Berlin, Germany
Attack at the Christmas market, assailant was a failed asylum seeker from Tunisia, 12 people dead (incl. 1 assailant) and app. 56 people wounded.
3 February 2017, Paris, France
Attack on a group of soldiers guarding the entrance to the Louvre Museum, 1 soldier was wounded, attacker was Egyptian national who entered the EU on
one-month visa.
Attack in Paris-Orly airport, attacker who was killed after the attack was French citizen, 2 people injured.
18 March 2017, Paris, France
22 March 2017, London,
Attack in Westminster, attacker was British national, 6 people dead (incl. 1 perpetrator) and app. 50 people wounded.
United Kingdom
7 April 2017, Stockholm, Sweden
Attack by a lorry, 5 people dead and 15 injuried, attacker was an Ouzbek refugee (asylum denied a short moment before the attack).
Attack in the Champs-Élysées, 1 police officer killed, attacker was French citizen, who was killed after the attack.
20 April 2017, Paris, France
22 May 2017, Manchester,
Attack at the concert, attacker was British national of Libyan ancestry, 23 people dead (incl. the bomber) and app. 60 injured.
United Kingdom
3 June 2017, London,
Attack at the London Bridge and Borough Market, 2 of 3 attackers were EU citizens, one attacker was British citizen born in Pakistan, second attacker was
United Kingdom
Moroccan or Libyan and failed asylum seeker, third attacker had dual Italian and Moroccan nationality, 11 people killed (incl. 3 attackers) and app. 48 were
wounded.
Attack by a van in Finsbury Park, 1 person killed and app. 10 people were injured, perpetrator was British citizen.
19 June 2017, London,
United Kingdom
28 July 2017, Hamburg, Germany
Stabbing at the supermarket, 1 person was stabbed to death and 6 people were injured, attacker was Palestinian refugee.
9 August 2017, Levallois-Perret, France
Attack on soldiers, 6 soldiers were wounded, attacker was Algerian with valid EU residency.
17-18 August 2017, Barcelona, Cambrils, Spain A series of coordinated attacks in two Catalonian cities, 1 perpetrator was Spanish citizen and 7 other perpetrators were born in Morocco but all of them
were supposed to have valid EU residency, 24 people killed (incl. 8 perpetrators) and app. 130-150 people wounded.
18 August 2017, Turku, Finland
Stabbing at the market square, 2 people were stabbed and 8 people were wounded, attacker was Moroccan asylum seeker.
15 September 2017, London, United Kingdom Explosion at Parsons Green tube station, 30 people wounded, attacker was Iraqi national.
1 October 2017, Marseille, France
Illegal Tunisian immigrant stabbed two women at the Marseille-Saint-Charles Station. perpetrator was killed after the attack.
23 March 2018 Carcassone and Trèbes, France Several attacks that included hostage-taking, shooting and stabbing done by French citizen of Moroccan origin, 5 people killed (including attacker)
and 15 people injured.
12 May 2018, Paris, France
Chechnya-born French citizen stabbed 1 pedestrian to death and injured 4 others, perpetrator was killed after the attack.
29 May 2018, Liège, Belgium
Several attacks done by Belgian national, who was a prisoner on temporary leave from prison, 4 people killed (including attacker) and 4 people wounded.
Car incident next to the Houses of Parliament in Westminster, attacker was British citizen from Sudan, 3 people wounded.
14 August 2018, London, United Kingdom
31 August 2018, Amsterdam, Netherlands
An Afghan national with German residency permit stabbed and injured 2 people in Amsterdam.
15 October 2018, Cologne, Germany
Attack and subsequent hostage-taking at the central railway station of Cologne, perpetrator was Syrian asylum seeker, 3 people wounded.
Mass shooting at the Christmas market, attacker was French citizen of Algerian ancestry, 5 people were killed and 13 people wounded.
11 December 2018, Strasbourg, France

Total of 59 perpetrators – 44* were either EU nationals or EU residents with valid residency; only 15* were
asylum seekers or illegal residents. These facts challenge the hypothesis that Jihadists infiltrate migrant
groups travelling to Europe in order to commit terrorist attacks. Most of the recent terrorist attacks that took
place on European soil were committed by EU citizens.
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Established in 2007 under Belgian law as an independent research institute based
in Brussels, the IED is a political think tank that is both recognised and since then
supported by the European Parliament. It seeks to reinforce democratic European
ideals and values and defend the rights and freedoms of all citizens. In order to
carry out its mission, the Institute focuses on two key pillars: the organisation
of events and the implementation of research activities. During international
conferences and seminars organised in Brussels and in the Member States, the
IED brings together political leaders, experts, prominent academic figures and
other actors from civil society in order to exchange new ideas and discuss real
problems affecting citizens.
At the same time, the Institute carries out research activities and publishes political
documents and studies produced by associated researchers and external projects.
The IED works in close collaboration with both European and national institutions,
universities, research centres and international foundations.
The IED as a political foundation at European level, through its activities and within
the aims and fundamental values pursued by the European Union, underpins and
complements the objectives of the European Democratic Party (EDP), the political
party at European level to which the Institute of European Democrats is affiliated.
The EDP is a transnational political movement defending the idea of an integrated
and sovereign Europe that remains forward-looking thanks to its history and
diversity. However, collective action is the only way to keep pace with established
and emerging economic powers. The EDP remains attached to the principle
of subsidiarity, which should prevent a technocratic proclivity towards the
centralisation of issues regarding the daily lives of citizens.
Through a broad range of activities and together with EDP, the IED aims to play
an active role in restoring and strengthening citizens’ confidence in the European
Union, and beyond this, in promoting a united and sovereign Europe.
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