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In the 1989 Generation Initiative’s first year of 
existence, we diagnosed the urgent need for a 
new vision for the European Union - one capable  
of inspiring and uniting Europeans of different 
culture, language, and faith in a fast-changing 
world. We identified the principles of 
Connectivity, Solidarity, and Opportunity as 
overarching values of the European project 
whose operationalisation is necessary for it to 
succeed. Connecting these principles was the 
idea of Policies for People: that the EU should 
have as its fundamental aim the improvement of 
its citizens lives, making these more prosperous, 
safer, and more secure.  
 
The last two years have witnessed 
unprecedented levels of contestation towards 
the EU, with extremist parties getting close to 
power in France and Austria, and with Britain 
voting to leave the EU. The 1989 Generation 
Initiative foresaw the urgent need to identify  
the forces underlying these crises in a bid to find 
a cure to populism. As 89ers, we believe it is  
our generational responsibility to understand  
and address this contemporary brand  
of nationalist populism. 

First we sought to identify its causes. Knowledge 
of history is crucial to understanding the populist 
challenge of 2017. As in previous instances, 
economic instability married to fears of an 
outsider – immigrant or invader – are prevalent. 
Indeed, it is tempting to leave the explanation 
there. However, more careful analysis of our 
period will reveal particularities that set it apart 
from others. 

Timothy Garton Ash highlighted the lesson to 
be learned: “if we are to combat populism, we 
must understand that its deep driving forces are 
as much cultural as economic.” Recent events 
have also shown that a major driver of populism 
is linked to increasing hostility towards the 
European Union. 

PREAMBLE

Addressing the underlying causes of populism 
2017-style will require a healthy mix of realism 
and creativity – with consensus achieved through 
structured cross-border discussion. We have 
sought to apply this recipe throughout our last 
cycle and together with passionate 89ers and 
leading experts, we have come up with creative 
recommendations. Our policies aim to create 
economic opportunities for the ‘left behind’.  
 
The Economic Affairs taskforce developed a 
strategy to address the skills gap and youth 
unemployment by focussing on vocational 
education and training. Our Education, Culture 
and Identity taskforce aims at achieving more 
connectivity. We focus on building virtual bridges 
between secondary and elementary schools. 
Empowering and connecting citizens with  
the EU is also key in curbing the current wave  
of contestation.  
 
For this reason, we think that a particular 
attention should be paid to digital citizens 
as potential proxies for the emergence of an 
effective EU public sphere. Solidarity among 
EU citizens can only be developed if a common 
sense of civic responsibility and ownership is 
achieved. Our Politics and Institutions taskforce 
attempts to address this with proposals for 
a reformed European Citizen Initiative and 
European Elections. Finally, we call for bold and 
progressive thinking on climate change and 
other EU neighbourhood challenges that our 
generation will inherit. 

How we respond to populism will define a 
period. We must react to make sure that this 
period will reflect hope not fear, made of bridges 
not fences and lead to more unity 
not desintegration.
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Policies  
for People

Connectivity  
between citizens

Solidarity  
with citizens

Opportunity  
for citizens
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‘A Model of inclusion: 
Encouraging participation and 
enabling European citizens to 
shape the directions of EU policy’

POLITICS AND  
INSTITUTIONS
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Overview

The European Citizens’ Initiative (ECI) is a fundamental instrument of 
participatory democracy in the European Union. It amplifies citizen voices 
at the European level by enabling citizens submit proposals for legislative 
reforms, to be considered by the European Commission. Established 
in 2011, the ECI mechanism currently requires one million EU citizens 
residing in at least one quarter of the Member States for any initiative 
to be considered. The European Commission is currently revising the 
ECI mechanism and has launched an Open Public Consultation to 
allow citizens and groups to provide input into the revision process. The 
European Parliament has also launched a legislative proposal to improve 
the ECI, with a draft report submitted by the Committee on Constitutional 
Affairs to feed in the Commission’s expected proposal, scheduled to be 
released by the end of 2017. Our proposal is addressed to the Committee 
on Constitutional Affairs (AFCO) and to the European Commission. It aims 
to make the ECI even more ambitious and accessible to citizens. 
 
Due to the current complexity of the ECI mechanism, only three initiatives 
have been successful so far. This is due to the considerable financial 
burden imposed on citizens when submitting an application. The European 
Commission’s initiative to revise the regulation demonstrates the political 
will to simplify the current process for launching an ECI, which continues 
to present significant challenges for citizens. The European Union made 
a step in the right direction when creating this innovative engagement 
tool. Now, it is time to maximise its potential and build closer connections 
between the EU and its citizens. 
 

PROPOSAL 1 
REFORM OF THE EUROPEAN 
CITIZENS INITIATIVE
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Our proposal aims to make the revised regulation 
simpler, clearer and more user-friendly, ensuring 
that citizens are provided with the necessary 
support to register and submit a citizen’s initiative 
in the most efficient manner. It aims to arm the 
ECI with the appropriate feedback and follow-up 
mechanisms to increase the effectiveness of the 
procedure. Our proposal entails the following 
components:
 
a)  Involving other EU institutions 
at different stages of the ECI process 

Other institutions, particularly the European 
Parliament and Committee of the Regions, 
would also fulfil an important and monitoring 
role in their follow-up. This system would provide 
expertise and visibility, thus contributing to the 
success of more ECI proposals. The European 
Parliament and the Committee of the Regions 
could bring greater visibility to the proposed 
ECIs. MEPs could monitor the outcome of the 
Commission’s follow-up to a successful ECIs 
which can be legislative or through other means. 
The Commission (COM) and the ECI Regulation 
itself are not at all clear about the actions and 
procedures to follow up a successful ECI – the 
Regulation is purposely vague in this sense.

When regulation 211/2011 comes up for review, 
the Commission should keep in mind preambular 
clause (2) which states: “the procedures and 
conditions required for the citizens’ initiative 
should be clear simple, user-friendly and 
proportionate to the nature of the citizens’ 
initiative so as to encourage participation 
by citizens and to make the Union more 
accessible.” With this in mind the requirements 
for an ECI need to be streamlined and simplified 
for organisers. The Commission’s report from 
2015 recognises that “experience so far shows 
that campaigning in all EU Member States with 
the same intensity is a particular challenge for 
ECI organisers.” This is linked to the fact that 
organisers have to be resident in seven different 
Member States (see below) but also the level of 
regulation they have to go through to make an 
ECI possible.
 

b) Reforming the legal admissibility test 

The Commission should state which parts of an 
ECI are admissible as EU law and which parts 
are not. Aspects of an ECI that are acceptable 
should be registered by the Commission. This 
sentiment was expressed recently from the 
CJEU stating that all ECI organisers must able 
to understand which aspects of their proposal 
the Commission believes can be registered 
so that they are in a position to resubmit their 
proposal if they wish. The Court also reaffirmed 
the importance of the duty to state reasons with 
regards to  the ECI’s purpose of reinforcing 
citizenship and the participation of citizens in its 
democratic life. The COM should (1) point out 
those parts of the ECI which do not fall within 
its competences and, thus, should be taken out, 
but it is willing to consider the other parts; and 
(2) COM is now offer a service to ECI organisers 
to check the admissibility of an ‘early draft of the 
proposal’ and give immediate feedback to the 
organisers to give them an idea of whether they 
are on the right track. Legal support (perhaps 
from EESC) should also be offered to ECI 
organisers so that their ECIs are acceptable 
by the Commission. However there is a need 
to brake the ‘mentor’ and ‘judge’ role of the 
Commission. This was recognised in a report of 
the expert group on the citizen’s initiative from 
November 2016. In the July 2016 self report the 
EESC reiterated that it would like to act as the 
mentor for ECIs

OUR SOLUTION:  
A MORE CONSTRUCTIVE  
EUROPEAN CITIZENS’ INITIATIVE
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c) Increasing the timeframe for collecting  
     the required one million signatures

The timeline for an ECI is the perhaps the 
greatest concern for ECI organisers. This has 
been recognised in all of the reports on the 
status of the ECI. ECI organisers should decide 
when to start the ECI collection of signatures 
after having been confirmed the official 
registration of the ECI. The period for collecting 
the signatures should be one year. The wording 
in the regulation means that the timing should be 
as such that issue remains relevant. A working 
period of two years with one year to collect 
signatures seems like a fair amount of time.

The certification period for national certification 
authorities should be 2 months, and certification 
should be conditioned to prior registration by the 
Commission. A deadline should also be set for 
the submission of the statements of support to 
National verification authorities for verification 
at 3 months. A deadline should finally be set 
for a successful ECI to the Commission at 3 
months. Failure to do so should pass the matter 
to the Parliament who can use Art. 225 of the 
TFEU to request “the Commission to submit 
any appropriate proposal on matters on which 
it consider that a Union act is required for the 
purposes of implementing the Treaties. If the 
Commission does not submit a proposal, it shall 
inform the European Parliament of the reasons”.
 
d) A simplified and harmonised process  
    for the collection and validation  
    of signatures

Currently, given that it is the Member States’ 
responsibility to check the validity of all the 
signatures of an ECI before it is sent to the 
COM, the requirements for the collection of 
signatures vary greatly. Huge amount of data 
is generally required. Such rules should be 
harmonised and organisers should be allowed 
to collect the emails of signatories in order to 
be able to update them throughout the process 
(this is currently not permitted). For the sake 
of simplification, the personal data to sign an 
ECI should be provided via different means (i.e. 
electronic identification tools such as elD). The 
collection of signatures online should also be 
streamlined (i.e. the COM could provide a new 
platform that can be used by anyone for free 
for ECIs) As it stands the COM does provide a 
platform for all to use for free and they are also 
providing the servers to store electronic data for 
free. This was not foreseen in the regulation, but 
should be made so (supported  
by other institutions).

Support for organiser thus far has come from 
the Commission in the form of providing hosting 
organisers collection systems on its own servers 
free of charge. This should stay the same, but 
be formalised in the regulation. The 2016 report 
from the Commission on the current ECI reform 
process comments on the fact that money has 
been allocated this year for the first time to the 
ECI. The Commission’s ICT study found that 
this is the most cost effective means while also 
allowing organisers to focus on the collection of 
signatures and not on technical requirements.
 
 e) Streamlining requirements 
     on ECI organisers

Preambular clause (8) only states that organisers 
come from “at least seven different Member 
States”. It does not say anything about the 
specifics of this. However Article 3.2 para 1 
states that “the organisers shall form a citizen’s 
committee of at least seven persons who are 
residents of at least seven different Member 
States.” This has proven to be too stringent 
making the organisation of the ECI too difficult. 
The article should be amended to reflect the 
preambular and should be amended to read 
‘nationals of at least seven different  
Member States’.
 
f) A ‘follow-up’ mechanism  
   for greater transparency

The revised regulation should include the timing 
and the ways in which the COM or other EU 
institutions should follow-up to an ECI. Inspired 
by the UK Parliament petitions, there should be a 
follow up system in the form of monthly updates 
(newsletter, email updates), allowing for ECI 
organisers to be informed on the process  
of their Initiative.
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 g) Promoting the use of the ECI  
      among EU citizens

In order for the ECI to become more inclusive, 
new type of communications should be used to 
promote citizen’s involvement in the European 
Union decision-making (e.g. facebook ads, 
youtube ads, online ads, marketing campaigns). 
A promotional campaign should make the 
most of social media by increasing publicity 
for the actual opportunity the ECI presents, 
especially with younger audiences. It is of the 
utmost importance that European citizens get 
information on, and incentives to engage with 
the ECI. 

Civil society should have an important role in 
conveying this message, with the active support 
from the European Union. For example, the 
European Citizen Action Service (ECAS) plays a 
key role in empowering ‘citizens to exercise their 
rights and promote open and inclusive decision-
making through provision of high quality advice, 
research and advocacy, as well as capacity 
building to civil society organisations.’ Among 
others, The Good Lobby Advocacy School is a 
unique opportunity to learn how to sharpen your 
advocacy skills and enhance your voice in the EU 
and national decision-making processes.
Through workshops, discussions and role-plays, 
you gain practical skills, such as setting up a 
campaign or starting an ECI, that will make your 
voice or that of other civil society organisations 
count in the national and EU policy process.
h) Harmonising standards

The harmonisation of standards should be 
uniform across the EU. Some member states like 
the Netherlands have taken the lead in this issue 
and made it a lot easier for citizens to sign ECIs 
for all those who are EU citizens and resident 
in the country. The regulation should make this 
issue clear and simple. All EU citizens should 
be able to sign ECIs in any member states 
regardless of residency. This should be facilitated 
through an eID system which the Commission is 
looking into at the moment.
Preambular (3) stipulates that “citizens on 
the Union are subject to similar conditions for 
supporting a citizens’ initiative regardless of 
the Member State from which they come. The 
Commission’s report notes that “divergences 
between the conditions and personal data 
required from signatories by the different 
Member States remain an issue of concern.” 
It should be easier to sign an ECI with uniform 
standards across the Union (refer to preambular 
2: see above). The Netherlands has taken the 
lead on this issue allowing their nationals living 
outside the Netherlands to giver their support 
on a Dutch form and in Spain the possibility for 
non-Spanish EU citizens residing in Spain to give 
their support on a Spanish form. This reduces 
the number of citizens excluded from their right 
to support an initiative. This fact is reflected in 
the Commission’s own report from March 2015 
and also the July report from the EESC. The 
regulation should be amended to reflect what 
Spain and the Netherlands have done in order to 
make this standardised across the Union.

Conclusion
 
As the European Commission is working to 
revise the regulation of the ECI mechanism, we 
strongly believe that our proposals will make the 
procedure clearer and will improve the support 
available to citizens to launch a successful 
initiative. Since the ECI is the only mechanism 
that enables citizens to provide direct input 
into the EU legislative process, it is an essential 
for the EU’s democratic legitimacy and must 
be constantly improved to ensure it efficiently 
reflects citizen’s priorities. A complicated and 
exclusive mechanism would serve only to 
alienate citizens, leading in the long run, to their 
disinterest and limited involvement.
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Overview

Despite the electoral defeat of populist radical right wing parties in 
France, the Netherlands and Austria, in addition to the effect the Brexit 
vote had on European people’s attitudes towards the EU, which induced 
a wave of Euro-Positivity across the bloc, the European Union still stands 
at a crossroad. The numerous calls for reforms from both people and 
some governments across Europe, have wielded few successes, and the 
trust in the EU institutions continues to remain low. The 2019 European 
elections may arguably be regarded as one of the most important elections 
since the creation of the European Parliament. We, the 1989 Generation 
Initiative, as ambassadors of our generation, believe it is of the utmost 
importance for the European Union to reform and redesign these elections 
efficiently and constructively, in time for  the upcoming elections. In view 
of strengthening the democratic link between the Union and its citizens, 
and as an answer to the outcry for ‘more democracy’ from every corner 
of the political spectrum, European leaders must ensure that the 2019 
elections wield larger turnouts alongside informed, critical but constructive 
EU centered debates and discourse. In order to do so, we believe electoral 
reforms are necessary, and the following proposal presents our view for a 
reformed and enhanced electoral process. Several reform plans have been 
proposed by the the European Parliament’s Committee on Constitutional 
Affairs (APCO) which has the right of initiative in this particular area. In 
order to inject a new boost into this initiative, we propose a series of 
recommendations reflecting the vision of the 1989 generation.

The European elections are known for their low overall turnout. In recent 
years, turn out for European Parliamentary Elections (EPE) has been 
steadily decreasing, and 2014 marked the lowest elections turnout in the 
history of the European Parliament, with the EU28 averaging at 42.61%, a 
0.3 decrease from the 2009 elections. Low electoral turnout weakens the 
quality of the representation in the European Parliament, as a significant 
number of the electorate from the members states, are not represented. In 
turn, this representation deficit undermines the legitimacy of the European 
Parliament, hence undermining its influence and potential output, not 
only on member states but also on other EU institutions. Furthermore, 
we believe that EPE are too nationalised. That is, the discourses and 
debates of the campaign usually revolve around domestic concerns rather 
than European ones, as aspiring MEPs seldom campaign on issues of 
European importance. The European elections can be considered more of 
a collection of independent national elections rather than one homogenous 
European election. This factor is detrimental for the the EPE, making them 
second order elections, as member states nationals don’t vote according 
to the European institutions but to their own constituencies’ issues. This 
also allowed parties usually considered on the fringe of the political 
spectrum to gain a disproportionate number of seats, as European citizens 
voiced their dissent through their vote. 

PROPOSAL 2 
ELECTORAL REFORM  
IN THE EUROPEAN UNION 
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The 1989 Generation Initiative believes that 
finding ways to harmonise EPE with streamlined 
European policies, rather than domestic policies, 
would have a much greater impact on voter 
turnout, and would considerably enhance the 
legitimacy and power of MEPs. We believe our 
proposal would ensure MEPs are elected on 
the basis of European issues, and according to 
policies that would impact the life of people all 
across Europe. The priority is to Europeanise the 
European elections, following three points:
 
Cross National Parties

The rule according to which only domestic 
parties can run in member states constituencies 
should be abolished, in order to foster cross-
national alliances between parties around 
European issues. These transnational party 
groups would present their lists of different 
local candidates in individual districts, these 
candidates would then be selected for 
representation at the European level under 
the proposed transnational party banner. The 
proposed transnational party groups would 
develop from the existing European Parliament 
party groups via those group’s coordination role.
 
The future of the UK’ seats post-Brexit

Following the development of Brexit, the 73 seats 
in the European Parliament initially allocated to 
the UK should be allocated to supranational 
MEPs. The proposed transnational parties 
would replace those 73 British MEP seats. EU 
citizens would vote both for a transnational list 
(comprised of 73 seats) as well as their local/
national list, thus casting two votes  
at each election.
 

Proportional Representation

Alongside this transnationalisation of the 
electoral process, the current institutional set 
up should be made more uniform. The elections 
should take place in an EU wide system of 
proportional representation with open list and 
small constituencies (3-8 seats). This open list 
would be run by transnational party groups 
without constituencies: seats won would be 
distributed proportionally amongst existing 
parliamentary groups pending election results. 
As for party allocations of candidates, those 
that get the most preferences would be offered 
a seat. Parliamentary groups would be required 
to nominate candidates from as many member 
states as possible.

In principle, these reforms should not entail the 
need for Treaty changes. However, any kind 
of reform of the electoral process would need 
the approval of member states in the Council. 
In particular, the institutional reform on the 
uniformisation of the institutional set-up might 
contradict the provision in some member states’ 
constitutions. 

Conclusion

Our proposal focuses directly on a policy area 
where the EU has exclusive competence with 
the member states. Other institutions have 
recently called for similar reforms, demonstrating 
a significant impetus behind them. For example, 
the idea of the reallocation of the British seats 
was advocated by the General Affairs Council, 
and reportedly by French President Emmanuel 
Macron. We believe that this timing should be 
exploited to create meaningful changes, and 
we believe that this proposal offers a positive 
contribution in this direction.

OUR SOLUTION:  
REFORMING THE  
EUROPEAN ELECTIONS
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‘Addressing the skills gap 
and youth unemployment’

ECONOMIC AFFAIRS
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Overview

Today, only 1% of all students enrolled in vocational education and 
training (VET) in Europe participate in transnational mobility schemes. 
The European Alliance for Apprenticeships (EAfA) was created by the 
European Commission in 2013 by “bring[ing] together key stakeholders 
like businesses, social partners and chambers” in order to “strengthen 
the quality, supply and image of apprenticeships across Europe”. In the 
2017-2018 Action Plan, EAfA includes more cross-border mobility as 
an emerging need of European vocational training systems, but so far 
has done very little in concrete terms to facilitate transnational learning 
opportunities and mobility of learners in VET in Europe remains low. Our 
concern is that apprentices in Europe have inadequate opportunities 
to experience a training placement in another country, while university-
educated students benefit much more from the Erasmus+ scheme. For 
these reasons, we have developed the following proposal to contribute to 
the EU “Education and Training 2020” (ET 2020) Programme.
 

Apprenticeships formally combine and alternate 
company-based training with school-based 
education and lead to a nationally recognised 
qualification upon successful completion. 
Most often there is a contractual relationship 
between the employer and the apprentice, with 
the apprentice being paid for his/her work. 
Apprenticeships as one successful form of 
work-based learning ease the transition from 
education and training to work, and evidence 
suggests that countries with a strong VET and 
apprenticeship system have lower levels of 
youth unemployment. While youth employment 
rates have overall increased across Europe, 
youth unemployment remains a challenge in 
many countries. The EAfA promotes youth 
employment, while reducing the disparity 
between skills supply and demand  
on the labour market.

Stakeholders report that their main motivation 
to submit a pledge – besides their interest in 
VET- and apprenticeship-related issues – is their 
interest in participating in an EU-level network. 
The EAfA is seen as good means to network with 
stakeholders at European level; to increase the 
visibility of initiatives and good practices; and to 
meet new partners for EU projects. 

More recently, mobility of apprenticeships 
has also emerged as an important topic as 
the first online survey among stakeholders 
revealed the growing importance of mobility 
in apprenticeships. Further, in the 2017-2018 
Action Plan, EAfA includes more cross-border 
mobility as an emerging need of European 
vocational training systems. The European 
Parliament (through resolution P8_TA(2016)0107) 
has equally called for greater mobility within 

PROPOSAL 3 
A MORE AMBITIOUS 
APPRENTICESHIP SCHEME

OUR SOLUTION:  
A STRATEGY FOR GREATER  
MOBILITY OF APPRENTICES
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the European Union and for a statute of the 
‘European Apprentice,’ providing a set of 
rights for VET learners and ensuring that quality 
standards are introduced for apprenticeships. 
The commitments and pledges have helped 
to raise awareness for VET mobility, e.g. by 
providing more or better information about 
learner mobility and improving services for 
learners and VET providers to find places/
partners abroad. They have also contributed 
to improving the quality of VET mobility, e.g. by 
ensuring the recognition of learning outcomes 
gained through learner mobility. However, so 
it far has done very little in concrete terms to 
facilitate transnational learning opportunities 
and mobility of learners in VET in Europe remains 
low. Today, only 1 % of all students enrolled in 
vocational education and training (VET) in Europe 
participate in transnational mobility schemes. 

In the absence of earmarked funding for the 
EAfA, the current funding mechanisms provided 
at EU level seem inadequate to support the high 
diversity of activities carried out by pledgers 
under the EAfA. 63% of pledge holders 
consulted consider the funding as insufficient 
compared to the high diversity of needs in the 
context of establishing apprenticeship schemes. 
20% of pledge holders consulted were not 
aware of existing EU funding opportunities. 
Others have not yet used such funds as they 
experienced difficulties accessing them. 

Our concern is that apprentices in Europe 
have inadequate opportunities to experience 
a training placement in another country, while 
university-educated students benefit much 
more from the Erasmus+ scheme (for example, 
qualifications are easier to recognise through 
the ECTS system). It is evident that not everyone 
is interested in academic studies, but everyone 
is entitled to receive support when choosing 
the career that best suits their talents. For these 
reasons, we have developed the following 
proposal to contribute to the EU “Education and 
Training 2020” (ET 2020) Programme, according 
to which at least 6% of the 18-34 year-olds with 
an initial VET background/qualification should 
have a related study or training period (including 
work placements) abroad by 2020.

Greater VET mobility opportunities represent 
the core of this proposal. The EAfA should aim 
at reaching high mobility levels similar to those 
achieved by higher education graduates under 
the Erasmus+ scheme (272,497 students in 
the 2013-14 academic year). This would allow 
apprentices to spend time in another European 
country to gain real workplace experience for 
growth in their professional and personal lives. In 
a globalised world, companies need employees 
with international competencies. Indeed, 
through the acquisition of transversal skills, 
“students who learn in an international setting 
should be more ready to go on to work in that 
environment.”  Such experience would equally 
promote the creation of a European ‘feel’ and the 
sense of European citizenship  
among young people.

a) Database

In order to achieve these goals, the EU 
could play an important role. As a first step, 
it is recommended that mobility should be 
recognised as one of the ‘official’ objectives 
of the EAfA. Furthermore, the EU is able 
to gather a sizeable amount of data about 
apprenticeships and organisations providing 
training. This data can be made public through 
the creation of an online platform to help VET 
providers and apprenticeship seekers promote 
and access more easily VET opportunities 
across the continent. Such a database also 
creates the possibility to rate and compare 
vocational education and training opportunities 
in different European countries, hence creating 
positive incentives for organisation to develop 
the best schemes. This would improve the 
quality assurance in European VET systems, 
whose monitoring today is done exclusively by 
Erasmus+ National Agencies.
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FEASIBILITY
Clearly, there is a gap in the mobility of higher education and VET mobility. First of all, we would like 
to emphasize the unequal budget allocation.

Actions

Mobility of VET learners and staff

Mobility of school education staff

Mobility of adult education staff

Mobility of higher education students 
and staff with partner countries

Erasmus+ Students Loan 
Guarentee Facility

Erasmus+ Mundus Joint 
Master Degrees

Mobility of higher education 
students and staff

Table 2 - Learning mobility of individuals - Students and Staff, 2016

Source: European Commision: Amendment of the 2016 Erasmus+ annual work programme for the implementation of Erasmus+

162 277

84 100

2 117 03727

296

2818

3380

3700 80%
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80%

80%

80%

100%

15 392

23 172

No. of Grants/ 
contracts

600 423 252

283 994 102

119 989 818

54 319 000

57 160 000

43 375 650

6 857 630

2016 Budget
allocation

Maxmimum rate
of co-financing of
elidgable costs

Average value
of grants/contracts

The EU would play a limited role in the 
management of the project, by setting up and 
ensuring the smooth functioning of the platform 
online and by ensuring that minimum standards 
are devised for each vocational training category 
(label) during calls for interested organisations. 
These labels could then be shared to online 
networking platforms such as LinkedIn by 
creating an independent category for people 
looking for apprenticeships. Several initiatives 
are being set up at the European level that could 
serve as a first step to create an area of mutual 
recognition of qualifications acquired through 
apprenticeships, a key element to encourage 
VET cross-border mobility. The European Badge 
Alliance is developing a system allowing workers 
to earn badges for competences developed 
during your mobility time abroad, including VET 
training. We also welcome the establishment 
of Erasmus+ Vocational Education and Training 
Mobility Charter, aimed at improving VET 
provision and quality across the Continent.
 

b) Awareness campaign

To achieve the final objective, awareness of 
apprenticeship opportunities and benefits 
across Europe for young students have to be 
highlighted. In the absence of earmarked funding 
for the EAfA, the current funding mechanisms 
provided at EU level seem inadequate to support 
the high diversity of activities and additional 
funds are deemed useful for communication 
campaigns and to disseminate project 
results and best practices. Information about 
apprenticeships should be conveyed through 
a far-reaching communications campaign that 
is not only provider-centred (i.e. call to training 
institutions) but also student-centred, targeting 
in particular the youth, thus contributing 
to changing mind-sets towards doing 
apprenticeship-type learning in another country. 

c) Priority themes

A small number of government representatives 
and a slightly higher number of stakeholders 
consider it also relevant to include certain new 
priority themes (e.g. entrepreneurship) and new 
priority target groups (migrants/refugees, early 
school leavers) in the framework of the EAfA. 
The EAfa should therefore regularly discuss and 
update its goals, priorities and objectives. 
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The overall budget allocation is EUR 14.775 
billion over the 2014-2020 period. It is broken 
down as follows: 77.5% for education 
and training; 10% for youth; 3.5% for the 
Student Loan Guarantee Facility (for students 
undertaking a second-cycle degree, such as 
a Master’s); 1.9% for Jean Monnet (European 
integration teaching & research); 1.8% for sport; 
3.4% for operating grants to national agencies; 
and 1.9% for administrative expenditure”. 
(Source: Summary of legislation).

Breakdown of Education and Training budget 
(77.5% as referred to above) by sectors as 
follows: Higher Education (43%); VET (22%); 
Schools (15%); Adult Education (5%); Remaining 
Funds for Allocation (15%). 

In order to understand the dynamics, it is 
important to also have a closer look at the 
different stakeholders involved. The European 
Alliance for Apprenticeships (EAfA) was launched 
by a joint declaration of the European Social 
Partners (ETUC, BusinessEurope, UEAPME 
and CEEP), the European Commission and 
the Presidency of the Council of the EU. It 
seeks to engage governments, social partners 
and other key stakeholders. The EAfA is a 
multi-stakeholder platform coordinated by the 
Commission with contributions on a voluntary 
basis. The activities of the EAfA are delivered in 
the context of national commitments made by 
governments of participating Member States, 
EFTA and Candidate Countries; and pledges 
made by stakeholders. In May 2017, the total 
number of national commitments submitted to 
the EAfA stood at 35 (27 EU Member States, 
3 EFTA countries, 5 candidate countries) and 
the total number of pledges stood at 174. The 
largest groups of pledgers by stakeholder type 
are businesses (62), followed by social partners 
(27), education and training providers (26) and 
professional bodies and networks (24).  
A substantial part of all pledges have been made 
by EU-wide organisations (36), Germany and the 
UK have the highest number of pledgers (58 and 
21 respectively). Since its inception in 2013, the 
EAfA organises and coordinates a number of 
support activities for both governments  
and stakeholders. 

Therefore, it is important to involve each of 
these stakeholders in further partnerships 
with governments. We also recommend to 
involve the EAfA stakeholders in defining 
priorities, identified during an annual monitoring 
process. An annual monitoring for the EAfA 
would enables the Commission to better 
collect data about progress and results of 
the commitments and pledges on an ongoing 
basis. This could be based on the Mobility 
Scoreboard. The IVET mobility scoreboard is 
a tool for monitoring developments in IVET 
mobility policies and the implementation of the 
2011 Council recommendation ‘Youth on the 
move’ in European countries. The scoreboard 
is a mechanism for assisting policy-making in 
international learning mobility.

Conclusion

There is still a variety of obstacles that affect 
mobility in VET, which are not likely to disappear 
in the near future. However, evidence from the 
European Commission suggests that countries 
with a strong VET system have lower levels of 
youth unemployment, which today stands at 
a very high 19% for the Euro area. Despite all 
obstacles and barriers, young people need an 
apprenticeship system in Europe that helps  
them acquire the international competences  
to respond to the demands of an ever 
competitive and globalised labour market.  
The transversal skills acquired through VET 
mobility will indeed be necessary for many future 
jobs. The Bruges Communiqué on enhanced 
European cooperation in VET recognises that 
“students who learn in an international setting 
should be more ready to go on to work in that 
environment”. For Europe to compete in the 
global market, reforms to vocational education 
and training are therefore essential.
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‘Restoring Hope and Security,  
at home and abroad: Addressing 
the roots and consequences 
of instability in Europe’s 
neighbourhood’

GLOBAL AFFAIRS
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Overview

Climate change has become the focus of renewed attention 
in 2017. The Trump administration’s decision to pull out of 
the COP21 agreements acted as a reminder that denial 
of climate change and of its impact, including on conflict, 
is a recurrent vehicle of populist rhetoric. The European 
youth now has a unique opportunity to feed into an inter-
generational dialogue to shape the climate and geopolitics it 
will inherit, and devise solutions to a multifaceted issue that is 
paradoxically both most pressing and most distant in time.

In the past decade, it has become increasingly apparent 
that climate change is now acting as a threat multiplier in the 
EU’s neighbourhood. Already it has started affecting intra-
state conflict: in Laikipia, Kenya for example, where climate 
stresses undermine traditional semi-nomadic pastoralism 
and participate in aggravating violence in the competition 
for resources with sedentary farmer communities, but also in 
Mali and Darfur.  However, the issue is far from contained to 
East Africa: in the continent at large, the loss of fertile lands is 
fuelling a “looming crisis”. Climate change is already drying 
up significant portions of land, and scientists predict further 
desertification, leading to more drought, hunger and potential 
violence. This year alone, famine is stalking three countries – 
Nigeria, South Sudan and Somalia – and the trend will only 
aggravate: 40 million across the continent are trying to survive 
off degrading land. Further, water stresses in  the Middle 
Eastare impacting conflicts and uprisings, including in Syria.  

As its effects intensify, climate change thus threatens 
not only intra-state but also regional scale conflicts in 
Europe’s neighbourhood, with the potential to trigger large 
humanitarian and “refugee crises”, erode the structure of 
states in fragile countries, and detrimentally impact the EU’s 
security. Yet, climate systemic risks are currently absent 
from the EU’s formal conflict prevention architecture: it lacks 
both a long-term climate security strategy, the institutional 
arrangements to implement such strategy, and the tools to 
mitigate the impact of climate change on conflict. The EU 
has been in recent years at the forefront of the fight against 
climate change; it must now assert leadership in mitigating its 
inevitable consequences on conflict.

PROPOSAL 4 
INTEGRATING CLIMATE CHANGE SYSTEMIC RISKS 
IN THE EU’S CONFLICT PREVENTION ARCHITECTURE

We recommend that relevant EU agencies, including the 
European External Action Service’s (EEAS) conflict prevention 
unit, the European Environment Agency’s (EEA) “Copernicus” 
programme, DGs for Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection, 
International Cooperation and Development, and Agriculture, 
as well as civil society and international partners including 
regional African Communities and the African Union, adopt a 
three-pronged approach by a) developing a long-term climate 
strategy; b) building institutional capacity; and c) integrating 
climate change systemic risks in its conflict prevention 
architecture.

Several documents inform the EU’s conflict prevention 
architecture and strategy. Since the 2001 Commission 
“Communication from the Commission on Conflict 
Prevention” which first acknowledged “environmental 
degradation” as a cross-cutting issue in EU conflict 
prevention, several more EU documents have recognised the 
security implications of climate change. Of note is the 2008 
joint paper “Climate Change and International Security”, 
which is one of the most comprehensive documents to date 
on this topic. It identifies several climate change systemic 
risks which it acknowledges as threat multiplier against the 
EU’s own interests, and advocates for it to be placed at the 
centre of EU security policy.

However, to this day practical follow-through has been 
lacking, and the impact of these statements on EU policy 
remains to be seen. At present, the EU’s global strategy, 
conflict prevention strategy and early-warning system 
therefore do not formally integrate climate change systemic 
risks, leaving the EU unprepared for and unable to efficiently 
prevent or mitigate the security and humanitarian implications 
of climate change for its neighbourhood’s populations and 
that of the EU.
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We recommend that the EU take the full measure 
of the cross-cutting impact of climate change on 
conflict and follow a three-fold course of action 
to develop its strategy, institutions,  
and instruments:

Widening the conflict prevention strategy

While it acknowledges the increasing impact of 
climate change on conflict, the EU currently lacks 
a long-term climate security strategy that would 
a) lay out a vision and understanding of the 
systemic risks associated with climate change; 
b) how these will shape its neighbourhood and 
impact the EU in the coming years and decades; 
c) how to mitigate these risks. It must be the EU’s 
first priority to devise such a strategy, and embed 
it in the EU’s next Global Strategy, with the 
contribution of expert organisations, including 
E3G (Third Generation Environmentalism), 
Carnegie Europe, the Stockholm International 
Peace Institute (SIPRI), the ECFR, the EU Institute 
for Security Studies (EUISS), the Centre for 
Climate and Security, and the International Crisis 
Group. It is crucial to take this step early on to 
allow for preventive rather than reactive  
policy-making, and coordinated early  
warning and action.

EU Member States have previously 
collaborated in other fora with international 
research organisations to design strategies 
on climate-related risks: from 2013 to 2015, 
the foreign ministers of the G7 commissioned 
an independent report from a consortium of 
international research organisations on strategies 
to build resilience to climate-fragility risks. 

This approach could be emulated to focus on 
devising a common EU approach to climate 
risks and conflict prevention. Developing an 
EU common strategy could also contribute 
to setting international norms and advancing 
debates at UN-level. Despite recent initiatives 
and progress, the political will to engage on the 
security implications of climate change through 
the UN Security Council has traditionally  
been lacking. 

Building institutional capacity

To implement this new strategy, the EU should 
make use of available resources and create an 
inter-agency taskforce that would combine and 
coordinate the expertise of several organisations, 
including: The EEAS’s conflict prevention division, 
which should coordinate the taskforce;
The European Environment Agency’s 
“Copernicus” programme, and several of its 
components which are of particular relevance 
if geared towards the EU’s neighbourhood. Its 
programme on Climate Change first, which helps 
the EU monitor and predict climate change and 
supports adaptation and mitigation.  
 
Its Emergency Management Service programme, 
which provides geo-spatial information  
on man-made emergency situations and 
humanitarian crises. Lastly, its component on 
security, and particularly its Support to External 
Action strand which support the EU’s effort in 
assisting third countries in situation of crisis or 
emerging crisis and to prevent global and  
trans-regional threats having a destabilising 
effect; Commission experts from DGs 
including Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection, 
International Cooperation and Development,  
and Agriculture; The European Union Institute  
for Security Studies (EUISS); Scholars from 
the EU-funded Climate Security with Local 

OUR SOLUTION:  
INTEGRATING CLIMATE CHANGE 
SYSTEMIC RISKS INTO EU POLICY
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Authorities (CLISEL) project.
This inter-agency taskforce should meet regularly 
and coordinate its action with local partners, 
including African regional Communities (e.g. 
ECOWAS), some of which possess their own 
early warning systems, and the African Union’s 
Peace and Security Council, which already holds 
a yearly session on the theme of climate change, 
peace and security.

Revamping the early warning system

The EEAS already possesses an early warning 
system geared at preventing conflict in its 
neighbourhood, but it does not, at present, 
formally incorporate climate change systemic 
risks into its architecture. Another early warning 
system, the Climate Risk Early Warning Systems 
(CREWS) envisioned in the Paris Agreements, 
only tackles short-term environmental risks 
(natural disasters) and does not consider their 
impact on conflict. And while the European Flood 
Awareness System (EFAS), an early-warning 
system operated by the EEA’s “Copernicus” 
programme and its Emergency Management 
Service component, provides useful information, 
it only addresses one of the many impacts of 
climate change, currently focuses on Europe 
rather than its neighbourhood, and is not linked 
to any conflict prevention analysis.

The EU should therefore supplement its early 
warning mechanism with a new facet on climate 
security, so that it can forecast and mitigate 
through early warning, early action and resilience 
building the impact of phenomena such as:
Rising water levels and disappearing lands; more 
severe or recurrent droughts; desertification and 
loss of fertile land; water stress and fresh water 
scarcity; which result in displacement, migratory 
pressure, harsher competition for resources in 
areas prone to conflict; and Melting Arctic and 
resulting increased activity in contested waters, 
for hydrocarbon exploitation, fisheries and 
geostrategic presence.

Conclusion

Climate change systemic risks are now 
increasingly threat multipliers in the EU’s 
neighbourhood. Yet, the EU and its relevant 
EU agencies, including the EEAS, the EEA’s 
“Copernicus” programme, relevant Commission 
DGs, as well as civil society and international 
partners are ill equipped to meet these 
challenges. We recommend that it develop 
a long-term climate security strategy that 
acknowledges the impact of climate systemic 
risks on conflict, that it builds institutional 
capacity to implement this strategy, and that it 
supplement its early warning system with a new 
facet. Implementing these recommendations 
would strengthen the EU’s ability to carry out 
its official mandate, specifically: a) by helping it 
identify early on factors susceptible of triggering 
or aggravating conflict and to close the gap with 
early action; b) by improving its understanding of 
the root causes of conflicts and their dynamics; 
c) widening the range of options for EU actions 
to prevent and resolve conflicts; and d) allowing 
for climate change-sensitive programming of 
foreign aid and assistance.
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PROPOSAL 4 
INTEGRATING CLIMATE CHANGE SYSTEMIC RISKS 
IN THE EU’S CONFLICT PREVENTION ARCHITECTURE

Overview 
 
Europe’s current “refugee crisis” is one of 
the EU’s greatest challenges. It has become a 
politically charged humanitarian crisis, affecting 
both domestic and foreign policy. The “crisis” 
has strained the EU’s asylum policy and shed 
light on a number of factors that undermine it. 
Among these, a policy “spill-back”, an ailing 
burden-sharing system and a lack of functioning 
resettlement schemes are prominent challenges, 
intricately linked with the rise of populism across 
Europe. The EU needs a functioning asylum 
policy to diffuse the divisive rhetoric of populist 
leaders, and as Former French Ambassador to 
the US Pierre Vimont put it, “when doubt and 
pessimism are eroding the hope of a possible 
future for Europe, migration is one of the fields 
in which more assertive and positive action is 
required. The EU needs to infuse more ambition 
into its migration policy, [and] its answer to the 
populist wave […] must not be defensive or 
hesitant”. We address in the following sections 
several recommendations to tackle these issues 
to DG Migration and Home Affairs, the EASO, 
the EEAS, the European Migration Network, civil 
society and all other relevant stakeholders.
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We recommend that the EU take the full measure 
of the cross-cutting impact of climate change 
on conflict and follow a three-fold course of 
action to develop its strategy, institutions, and 
instruments:

Widening the conflict prevention strategy

While it acknowledges the increasing impact of 
climate change on conflict, the EU currently lacks 
a long-term climate security strategy that would 
a) lay out a vision and understanding of the 
systemic risks associated with climate change; 
b) how these will shape its neighbourhood and 
impact the EU in the coming years and decades; 
c) how to mitigate these risks. It must be the EU’s 
first priority to devise such a strategy, and embed 
it in the EU’s next Global Strategy, with the 
contribution of expert organisations, including 
E3G (Third Generation Environmentalism), 
Carnegie Europe, the Stockholm International 
Peace Institute (SIPRI), the ECFR, the EU Institute 
for Security Studies (EUISS), the Centre for 
Climate and Security, and the International Crisis 
Group. It is crucial to take this step early on to 
allow for preventive rather than reactive policy-
making, and coordinated early warning and 
action.

EU Member States have previously 
collaborated in other fora with international 
research organisations to design strategies 
on climate-related risks: from 2013 to 2015, 
the foreign ministers of the G7 commissioned 
an independent report from a consortium of 
international research organisations on strategies 
to build resilience to climate-fragility risks. 
This approach could be emulated to focus on 
devising a common EU approach to climate 
risks and conflict prevention. Developing an 
EU common strategy could also contribute 
to setting international norms and advancing 
debates at UN-level. Despite recent initiatives 
and progress, the political will to engage on the 
security implications of climate change through 
the UN Security Council has traditionally 
been lacking.

Building institutional capacity

To implement this new strategy, the EU should 
make use of available resources and create an 
inter-agency taskforce that would combine and 
coordinate the expertise of several organisations, 
including: 

The EEAS’s conflict prevention division, which 
should coordinate the taskforce;
 
The European Environment Agency’s 
“Copernicus” programme, and several of its 
components which are of particular relevance 
if geared towards the EU’s neighbourhood. Its 
programme on Climate Change first, which 
helps the EU monitor and predict climate change 
and supports adaptation and mitigation. Its 
Emergency Management Service programme, 
which provides geo-spatial information on man-
made emergency situations and humanitarian 
crises. Lastly, its component on security, and 
particularly its Support to External Action strand 
which support the EU’s effort in assisting third 
countries in situation of crisis or emerging crisis 
and to prevent global and trans-regional threats 
having a destabilising effect; 

Commission experts from DGs including 
Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection, 
International Cooperation and Development,  
and Agriculture; 

The European Union Institute for Security  
Studies (EUISS); 

Scholars from the EU-funded Climate Security 
with Local Authorities (CLISEL) project.

This inter-agency taskforce should meet regularly 
and coordinate its action with local partners, 
including African regional Communities (e.g. 
ECOWAS), some of which possess their own 
early warning systems, and the African Union’s 
Peace and Security Council, which already holds 
a yearly session on the theme of climate change, 
peace and security.

OUR SOLUTION:  
INTEGRATING CLIMATE CHANGE 
SYSTEMIC RISKS INTO EU POLICY
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Revamping the early warning system

The EEAS already possesses an early warning 
system geared at preventing conflict in its 
neighbourhood, but it does not, at present, 
formally incorporate climate change systemic 
risks into its architecture. Another early warning 
system, the Climate Risk Early Warning Systems 
(CREWS) envisioned in the Paris Agreements, 
only tackles short-term environmental risks 
(natural disasters) and does not consider their 
impact on conflict. And while the European Flood 
Awareness System (EFAS), an early-warning 
system operated by the EEA’s “Copernicus” 
programme and its Emergency Management 
Service component, provides useful information, 
it only addresses one of the many impacts of 
climate change, currently focuses on Europe 
rather than its neighbourhood, and is not linked 
to any conflict prevention analysis.

The EU should therefore supplement its early 
warning mechanism with a new facet on climate 
security, so that it can forecast and mitigate 
through early warning, early action and resilience 
building the impact of phenomena such as:
 
Rising water levels and disappearing lands; more 
severe or recurrent droughts; desertification and 
loss of fertile land; water stress and fresh water 
scarcity; which result in displacement, migratory 
pressure, harsher competition for resources in 
areas prone to conflict; and
 
Melting Arctic and resulting increased activity in 
contested waters, for hydrocarbon exploitation, 
fisheries and geostrategic presence.
 

Conclusion

Climate change systemic risks are now 
increasingly threat multipliers in the EU’s 
neighbourhood. Yet, the EU and its relevant 
EU agencies, including the EEAS, the EEA’s 
“Copernicus” programme, relevant Commission 
DGs, as well as civil society and international 
partners are ill equipped to meet these 
challenges. We recommend that it develop 
a long-term climate security strategy that 
acknowledges the impact of climate systemic 
risks on conflict, that it builds institutional 
capacity to implement this strategy, and that it 
supplement its early warning system with a new 
facet. Implementing these recommendations 
would strengthen the EU’s ability to carry out 
its official mandate, specifically: a) by helping it 
identify early on factors susceptible of triggering 
or aggravating conflict and to close the gap with 
early action; b) by improving its understanding of 
the root causes of conflicts and their dynamics; 
c) widening the range of options for EU actions 
to prevent and resolve conflicts; and d) allowing 
for climate change-sensitive programming of 
foreign aid and assistance.
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Overview

Europe’s current “refugee crisis” is one of the EU’s greatest 
challenges. It has become a politically charged humanitarian 
crisis, affecting both domestic and foreign policy. The “crisis” 
has strained the EU’s asylum policy and shed light on a 
number of factors that undermine it. Among these, a policy 
“spill-back”, an ailing burden-sharing system and a lack of 
functioning resettlement schemes are prominent challenges, 
intricately linked with the rise of populism across Europe. 
The EU needs a functioning asylum policy to diffuse the 
divisive rhetoric of populist leaders, and as Former French 
Ambassador to the US Pierre Vimont put it, “when doubt 
and pessimism are eroding the hope of a possible future for 
Europe, migration is one of the fields in which more assertive 
and positive action is required. The EU needs to infuse more 
ambition into its migration policy, [and] its answer to the 
populist wave […] must not be defensive or hesitant”. We 
address in the following sections several recommendations 
to tackle these issues to DG Migration and Home Affairs, 
the EASO, the EEAS, the European Migration Network, civil 
society and all other relevant stakeholders.

PROPOSAL 5 
REVAMPING DUBLIN AND  
RESETTLEMENT PROGRAMMES
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PROPOSAL 5 
REVAMPING DUBLIN AND  
RESETTLEMENT PROGRAMMES

OUR SOLUTION:  
A THOROUGH REVIEW OF THE DUBLIN 
SYSTEM AND A NEW KIND  
OF RESETTLEMENT PROGRAMME

A thorough review of the Dublin system

First, by all appearances, the field of asylum policy is “spilling 
back”. Current EU policies are unsustainable, reactive, and 
leave member states divided. At the national level, policy-
making has been steered increasingly towards nationalist 
measures that undermine core EU values and principles of 
solidarity. While European citizens remain divided as to what 
the EU’s response to the “refugee crisis” should be, a vast 
majority of them are dissatisfied with the status-quo. They 
ask to see more decision-making at EU-level on achieving a 
common migration and asylum policy, and they want the EU, 
rather than Member States, to be primarily responsible for it. 
This is why we recommend further integration, by devolving 
power upward to a centralised European Asylum  
Agency (EAA).

Second, burden-sharing between Member States is currently 
dysfunctional. Under the Dublin Regulation, frontline countries 
bear the brunt of the burden. We therefore recommend 
including a permanent distribution key in the Dublin regulation 
that would be operated by the EAA.

Devolve power upward: centralised asylum agency

We recommend devolving power upward through the 
creation of a centralised asylum agency. In addition to 
upgrading the EASO into a fully-fledged European Asylum 
Agency (EAA), the EU should provide it with the means to fulfil 
its mission by significantly expanding its mandate: asylum 
applications should be lodged with the EU through the EAA 
rather than with individual countries.

While the EU is currently considering upgrading the EASO 
into an EAA, inter-governmentalism still prevails and the 
agency would not be equipped with a significantly upgraded 
mandate. Member states have historically been reluctant to 
integrating asylum policy and still resist it today. However, 
a centralised agency is a key component of a sustainable 
and fair common asylum policy, and a majority of Europeans 
support more action at EU-level: according to the 2016 
“Eurobarometer”, 67% of European citizens are in favour 
of a common European policy on migration, and 66% of 
the respondents to the 2015 “Parlemeter” wish to see 
more decision-making at the EU-level on achieving this. The 
2016 “EUpinion” poll further found that a majority thinks 
that the EU, rather than Member States, should be primarily 
responsible for a common migration and asylum policy. 
There is thus great support amongst EU citizens for further 
integration in this field.

Permanent distribution key

The EU should ensure that it can keep fulfilling its obligations 
under international law and review the applications of all 
asylum-seekers who enter its territory. However, to ensure 
adequate burden-sharing between all-member states, the 
EAA should operate a compulsory, permanent distribution 
key. Overall, 80% of EU citizens polled in a 2016 study 
believed that asylum seekers should be ‘better distributed’ or 
‘distributed fairly’ amongst Member States. The EU’s current 
burden-sharing system is unsustainable and every state 
should contribute to hosting refugees when they reach the 
EU’s borders.

The EU, and the EAA, should further adopt a common list 
of safe countries, including within the EU. The EAA would 
be tasked with evaluating whether member states meet 
harmonised EU standards and can guarantee the rights and 
safety of refugees on its territory. If Member States fail to 
meet these standards, they should be should be subject to 
financial sanctions that would contribute to the relocation of 
refugees to other Member States and the development of the 
communities who host them.

A new kind of resettlement programme

In addition to devolving power upward to an EAA 
as developed above, we further recommend 
devolving power downward to local communities 
to address the “spill-back” in EU asylum policy.

Moreover, compulsory refugee quotas in recent 
relocation and resettlement schemes have 
proven inefficient, if not counterproductive. 
Virtually none of the quotas have been 
respected, and they have created significant 
backlash in certain Member States, as seen 
in the October 2016 referendum in Hungary 
rejecting mandatory quotas. However, while 
these member states are opposed to quotas, 
they are not opposed to burden-sharing,  
and the Visegrad group and Slovakia have  
even offered to contribute through other means.  
This is why we recommend reforming 
resettlement programmes to make  
burden-sharing fair but flexible.
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Further, inefficient resettlement programmes 
have led many asylum-seekers to travel perilous 
journeys to Europe’s borders. This has increased 
the humanitarian cost of the “crisis” and 
forced the EU into controversial deals with third 
countries. In the case of Turkey, the closing of 
the border has had a humanitarian impact as 
far back as Syria, and it has allowed Turkey to 
blackmail the EU over accession proceedings. 
The very legality of the deal has also been a topic 
of dispute and the rights of asylum-seekers have 
not been guaranteed. This is why we recommend 
creating incentives for local communities to join 
a voluntary matching scheme, supported by fair 
but flexible burden-sharing.

Devolve power downward: local communities

Member States should further devolve power 
downward and empower local communities 
to join reformed resettlement programmes 
through a matching scheme operated by the 
EAA. While national governments have proven 
unable to take initiative on asylum policy in 
general, and resettlement in particular, certain 
local communities in the EU have a history of 
running volunteer programmes to help refugees, 
and some other could be ready to join given 
adequate incentives.

The matching system would take into account 
the preferences of local communities and 
of refugees to match them through non-
discriminating factors, to foster integration, 
revive deserted rural areas, mitigate population 
decline, address the lack of skills and professions 
locally, reduce secondary movement in the EU, 
etc. In Italy for example, refugees have already 
contributed to reviving several deserted rural 
areas and have helped foster economic growth, 
while in Germany they have mitigated both the 
aging and declining trends of the population.  
The idea for a matching system is not new, 
however it has never been implemented, and it 
has not yet been envisioned as coordinated by 
a centralised asylum agency.

Flexible but fair burden-sharing

To overcome the current political impasse 
over compulsory quotas, burden-sharing 
should become flexible but remain fair in the 
framework of the new resettlement schemes, 
so that countries whose communities do not 
host refugees would contribute financially to the 
scheme and provide skilled personnel to the EAA. 
This financial contribution constitutes the first 
source of funding for the matching scheme, in 
addition to earmarked money from the European 
Social Fund, and private-public partnerships 
(private sponsorship of asylum-seekers). 
The funds would act as an incentive for local 
communities to join the scheme, ensuring that 
they are able to adequately host and integrate 
refugees without straining their own resources. 
The funds would also foster local growth through 
investment, including by supporting refugee-led 
businesses and initiatives which could actively 
contribute to economic growth.

EAA outposts

Asylum-seekers should be able to apply to 
the matching scheme of the resettlement 
programme through EAA outposts on the ground 
in countries neighbouring conflict zones, and 
otherwise in EEAS representations. This would 
help lower the number of asylum-seekers seeking 
protection at the EU’s borders, and therefore 
reducing the humanitarian cost of the crossing to 
Europe, as well as restoring a measure of control 
to certain segments of the EU population. For 
example, the EU could mirror a recent initiative by 
the French government and the French agency 
for the protection of refugees to open hot spots 
for asylum-seekers in third countries close to 
conflict zones, like Libya.  By developing effective 
resettlement programmes and its presence on 
the ground in third countries, the EU would also 
reduce its dependency on controversial deals 
with third countries like Turkey to stop asylum-
seekers from reaching its borders.
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Conclusion

Europe’s “refugee crisis” has shed light on a 
number of issues that undermine the EU’s asylum 
policy. To remedy the “spill-back” in the field, we 
advise the EU and its Members States to hear 
the voice of the majority of its citizens that call for 
further integration, and we recommend devolving 
power upward to a centralised asylum agency, 
and downward to local communities.  
To address a dysfunctional burden-sharing 
system, we recommend a permanent distribution 
key to replace current Dublin Regulation 
measures, and a fair but flexible burden-
sharing system to support new resettlement 
schemes. Finally, we recommend that a 
centralised European Asylum Agency operate 
a matching scheme within the framework of 
a new resettlement programme, to take into 
account the preferences of both Members 
States’ local communities and refugees. Efficient 
and credible resettlement programmes will 
discourage asylum-seekers from risking their lives 
reaching Europe if they can apply through EAA 
representations in third countries. This would 
further allow the EU to discontinue its current 
deal with Turkey, which benefits neither the EU 
and its Member States, nor asylum-seekers.





CULTURE, 
EDUCATION AND  
EUROPEAN IDENTITY
‘Knowledge is Power: 
Reconnecting with European 
citizens’
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Overview

European schooling systems are currently under the jurisdiction of Member 
States and diverge greatly. Even though there are some initiatives such as 
the twinning partnerships of European cities, these schemes have not been 
updated for a long time and could greatly benefit from the digitalisation of 
the economy. Internet offers opportunities to build virtual bridges between 
schools, as well as innovative learning methods.

Furthermore, we cannot emphasise enough the need for early digital 
training in the knowledge-based economy. Pupils should become the 
primary target for such training, as it has been proven that the earlier the 
investment, the greater the rate of return, in particular as regards new skills. 
In addition, teachers would greatly benefit from the establishment of a 
European learning hub and network to share best practices and materials 
with fellow colleagues. This proposal mainly aims at bettering  
the opportunities and improving the training of labour, as well as 
supporting European education and the forging of a common identity. 

 

PROPOSAL 6 
BUILDING VIRTUAL BRIDGES BETWEEN 
EUROPEAN SCHOOLS
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The goal of the platform is to provide early 
training in a set of skills that will improve the 
chances of young people to manage the 
requirements of a digitalised and knowledge-
based economy and public life. 

The platform would be a great tool to support 
pupils in learning new European languages 
and cultures.The availability of ‘european chat 
rooms’ for pupils would revive the pen-friendship 
model or ‘keyboard-friendship’. This would 
enable them to learn new languages directly with 
native speakers and discover new cultures in an 
interactive way. In addition, they would develop 
the key skills needed in today’s societies such 
as digital literacy, in a safe online environment. 
The platform would also offer several learning 
projects in any topic as well as an introduction 
to EU institutions and decision-making designed 
in a recreational manner with interactive tools 
such as videos and games. Finally, teachers 
would benefit from a much needed community 
of practice, which in turn would help with the 
harmonisation and improvement of teaching 
standards across Europe. 

The EU would mainly have promotional, 
supportive and financial roles to help launching 
the project and get a consortia of schools 
and partners on board. The platform would be 
best developed in a form of a public-private 
partnership. Security concerns regarding children 
and the internet would be ensured by granting 
security clearance for schools which will in turn 
give access only to their teachers and pupils. 
Hence, the platform would not be publicly 
available.

The pupils would be able to create their online 
profile on the platform and their progress would 
be monitored (e.g time spent, achievements in 
various activities). To incentivise as many pupils 
as possible, the platform should be designed 
to provide a level of autonomy in choosing their 
learning projects. The platform would match 
pupils with like-minded peers (e.g football lovers 
or spanish learners) who undertake the same 
course.

OUR SOLUTION:  
AN ONLINE EDUCATIONAL PLATFORM TO 
TRAIN AND CONNECT EUROPEAN PUPILS

Methods

Content

Objectives

European e-Learning Hub

Languages & Cultures

Digital skills/ Digital literacy

Union Citizens

Early digital awareness

European e-Learning Network

Online smart application

Matching systems for pupils

Community of practice for teachers

Building virtual bridges 
between schools

Two pillars for the online platform
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b) Existing project developed in the United   
     States: PenPal Schools

PenPal Schools connects over 100,000 students 
in 168 countries to learn together. PenPals 
ages 9 and up collaborate through high-quality 
online projects to discover other cultures and 
learn about global challenges while practicing 
essential reading and writing skills. Weekly 
lessons can be completed at any time from 
any device, and the program is self-guided for 
students so it’s easy for educators to implement 
and manage.

Themes include topical subjects such as 
Fake News and Immigration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Encouraging pupils and enrich their curricula
This girl from Ukraine started a course on 
Microsoft Office and was matched with pupils 
from Poland and the US (below).

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c) Educators at the centre of the project 

Teachers benefit greatly from access to 
innovative learning materials and a community 
of practice in education. PenPal Schools works 
with teachers and content partners to create new 
projects. The main benefits for teachers would 
be: High quality projects aligned with European 
academic standards 
 
 

Teachers can easily review students’ work, 
provide feedback, and track progress
Self-guided apps make learning fun  
and teaching easy 
 
Safe space through monitoring  
and data protection 

Educators can also connect on forums to share 
their ideas, photos and tips.

3. Conclusion: Why should the EU take  
    a leading role in this?

For the project to be effective and have an 
impact, participation is crucial. Only the EU 
has the power to lead on such a pan-european 
project and gather a consortia of schools to 
collaborate on this. Also, as for the Erasmus 
project, student exchanges existed before its 
implementation, however it is the European 
Union who ensured its scale, promotion and 
ultimately tremendous success. A key point 
relates to the credibility of an online pedagogical 
platform. Schools, parents and teachers must 
fully trust the project in order to get on board and 
make the most of it. 

What will be the benefits of such project? 
Supporting the learning of several European 
languages and training the next generation of 
digitally literate citizens. Improve the chances 
of young people to manage the requirements 
of a digitalised and knowledge-based economy 
and society. In the long term, the objective is to 
reduce youth unemployment levels. 
Enhancing teaching standards across Europe by 
embracing innovative teaching methods and all 
the opportunities that new technology offer.
Improve european citizens’ awareness of the 
functioning of the EU but also of member states’ 
cultures and specificities 

This European Commission report on ‘Key Data 
on Teaching Languages at School in Europe’ 
shows trends in the teaching and learning of 
foreign languages in Europe.
Relevant findings: 

Pupils in primary education have started learning 
their first foreign language at an earlier age and 
are continuing with it throughout the years of 
compulsory education.  

The numbers of lower secondary students 
learning two foreign languages is up compared 
with ten years ago.  

The level of ambition for learning a second 
foreign language is still remarkably low.
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PROPOSAL 6 
EMPOWERING A GENERATION  
OF DIGITAL CITIZENS
Overview

The European Union has lately been struggling to communicate to 
the European citizens its policies and, most of all, the advantages and 
opportunities deriving from them. This is maybe the biggest European 
paradox: while Brussels is increasingly perceived as elitist and distant, 
the status of European citizenship entails tremendous rights and benefits 
that are part of our daily life. However, most people are unaware of these 
benefits and take them for granted. This can be partly explained by an 
overall failure of the EU to explain itself to citizens and communicate what 
it is and what it does. However, other publications who master the art of 
communications and harness the power of social media have filled this 
gap. There has been a proliferation of anti-EU messaging that tend to rely 
on the use of fake news or twisted facts. This has created an additional 
layer to the communications’ challenge of the European project: digital 
literacy of citizens. As shown in the graph below, citizens have low levels 
of digital literacy in Europe compared to parts of the Far East. A lack of 
digital literacy coupled with high disinformation about the EU makes it a 
vulnerable scapegoat.

The EU faces significant difficulties to reach out both the older portion of its less tech-savvy 
communities through traditional media, and younger audiences by harnessing the full potential of 
the digitalised world. Indeed, the institutional social media accounts of European Parliament and the 
Commission, have relatively low numbers of followers in contrast with the 508 million of EU citizens. 
Only the European Parliament Facebook account reaches the threshold of 2 million fans,  
while the average social media penetration statistics is 412 million for the whole continent  
(source: We are social). In addition, this data is examined, it becomes obvious that not all the 
followers are European citizens.

Digital skills of the EU population, 2016 (% individuals, by level of skills
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Another key communication issue that affects the perceived legitimacy 
of the EU is the spread of the so-called ‘fake news’, perpetrated by 
sometimes professional Internet trolls who, in contrast, have an easier job 
and know quite well how to take advantage of the online world. Therefore, 
the 1989 Generation Initiative believes that the first step to counter these 
negative trends should be found in the search for humanised narratives 
and a bottom-up form of communication strategy.

This proposal aims at empowering online actors by offering them the skills and the professional 
support they need to develop their community projects or campaigns, provided their direct link 
with the scope and the European nature of the training. In turn, the EU would benefit of these 
ambassadors’ multiplier effect on the web, benefitting of innovative, visual, catchy, easy, emotional 
and viral forms of communication. Therefore, the final objective of the proposal is to equip European 
citizens to make the most of the digitalised world to inform on Europe by avoiding to do and 
countering propaganda. Moreover, the EU would finally undertake a leading role, not in the delicate 
process of explaining itself, but in that of training digitally literate citizens. 

The training would represent a win-win game, as it will benefit the participants themselves, by helping 
them gain essential skills and knowledge on the EU democracy and its functioning. Opportunities 
to take modules such as EU decision-making, digital literacy, and making available tools for 
citizen engagement, as well as funding opportunities, would be essential knowledge provided to 
participants. The participants would be able to tailor the training depending on their projects and 
priorities (see below the list of modules). As such, the EU will directly benefit from a generation of 
digitally literate citizens equipped to explain freely and, in their own way the purpose of the EU.

OUR SOLUTION:  
EMPOWERING A GENERATION 
OF DIGITAL CITIZENS

Followers

Non Followers

Number of EU 
Parliament Facebook 

Followers on the 
total EU population

4.4%
95.6%

0.70%
99.30%

1.45%
98.55%

1.5%
98.5%

Number of EU 
Parliament Twitter (ENG) 

Followers on the total 
EU population

Number of EU 
Parliament Twitter 

Comm Followers on the 
total EU population

Number of EU 
Comm Facebook 

Followers on the total 
EU population
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Selection process of the digital champions

Applicants would have to demonstrate via the 
application process their suitability to run a 
community project by fulfilling a set of criteria. 
The categories would be as listed below and 
each worth a number of points. Applications 
will then be ranked, summing up these 
points, and the best ones would be selected 
accordingly. Regarding geographical balance, if 
a specific location receives a higher number of 
applications, priority should be given to similar 
projects in less represented countries. The aim is 
to have at least one representative per country 
to ensure the pan-European dimension of the 
project.

Selection criteria: 

a) Why: values and project ideas
b) Multiplier capacity: audience and/ 
     or public role
c) Skills: past experience that demonstrate ability 
to run a community project
d) Target audience: geography, age, socio-  
     economic factors and expected impact
e) How: annual planning strategy
f) Consistency: coherence with the       
    communications priorities of  
    the European Union
g) Motivation assessment

The training

The ‘Digital Champions’ would receive a training 
in Brussels and then online. Upon conclusion 
of the training, the participants would develop 
their individual projects in accordance with the 
European Union Communications objectives. 
These would be adapted to the specific national 
contexts and to the more emotional, visual, 
humorous and viral forms of communication 
required by young social media users. The 
different modules would be provided by experts 
from the civil society and academia following a 
call for tender generated by the European Union.
 
Training package in Brussels:

EU decision-making
Tools for Citizen’s Engagement
EU funding opportunities 
Critical digital literacy
Meeting with MEPs
Visit of the European Commission and the 
Committee of the Regions
 
Tailored online training:

Social media and communication
Managing an Online Community
Video Production
Digital Campaigning
Analytics management
Fundraising
Debunking fake news

EU Commision
DG COM

Payment

Call for tender 
response

Delivery

Feedback & 
Application

External Training 
Providers

Young Social
Embassadors

1 year support 
& exchanges
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Additional support:

Access to EU materials
‘Mentor/Project development support’  
for 6 months

Relationship between the EU  
and the participants

The digital champions would be selected 
annually from all over Europe to receive the 
common training package in Brussels. In 
addition, the European Commission should 
provide participants with documentation, 
networking opportunities and communication 
support for their project. Once they have 
returned to their country of residence, the 
participants would be able to collaborate 
more closely with the European Commission 
Representations and European Parliament 
Offices in terms of communication,  
events and strategy.
 
Participants would be invited to provide 
feedback, ex-post, on their experience and 
achievements. In addition, they may be invited to 
share their success story with the following year’s 
digital champions. The feedback will be used 
in the ex-post evaluation of the training to help 
improving the efficiency of the whole process.
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3. Conclusion: fostering a new generation  
of digital citizens

There are two major elements in this proposal 
related to EU communication. Firstly, the 
multiplying effect intrinsic to the nature of the 
project provides a significant potential outreach 
capacity. Success would mean that the major 
social media platforms could be reached and 
key audiences involved in a more direct and 
inclusive way about what the European Union 
really is, and what it offers to European citizens. 
Secondly, it provides flexibility to the participants 
in developing their online community projects. 
The key objective from this process would be the 
introduction of the EU debate in the local public 
spheres. In no circumstances the participants 
would be asked to communicate the EU  
in a certain way. Here,the objective is to initiate 
a debate about the EU with informed citizens 
able to formulate balanced arguments.

The courses would have the following  
five core objectives:

Preparing the Ambassadors to understand 
the functioning, the development and the 
opportunities brought by the EU 

Preparing the Ambassadors to understand 
the ethical and practical implications of 
communication and the social media channel 
in helping the citizens to hone their political 
conscience and, more specifically, their status  
of European citizens 

Professionalising their knowledge and use of 
communication tools and social media channels
Preparing them to a more specific planning, 
design, management of communications 
projects and social media campaigns,  
at every stage 

Giving participants the tools to implement 
the content of the training and to tailor the 
information acquired to their local contexts  
and community projects

Finally, this proposal has three direct 
stakeholders that might have an interest as 
well as the legitimacy to implement this project 
proposal: the European Commission DG 
Communication, the European Parliament 
Internal Market and Consumer Protection 
Committee (IMCO) and the Publications Office 
of the European Union. 
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