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PREAMBLE

The 89 Initiative was originally founded in 2016 as the 1989
Generation Initiative by a group of post-graduate students at
the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE). The
Initiative is driven by the vision of a connected Europe, underpinned by principles of solidarity and equality of opportunity. It
aims to harness the passions and skills of the Millennial generation of young Europeans, the ‘89ers’, to revitalise the European
project so that it can meet the defining challenges of the 21st
century.
Initially conceived as an inter-generational platform for policy
debates, the Initiative soon expanded its geographical scope to
become a pan-European organisation, with regional chapters
across the continent, including in Brussels, Athens, Aberdeen,
and Maastricht.
In 2018, the 89 Initiative adopted a new structure dedicated to
knowledge production and project implementation, becoming
the first pan-European ‘think-do-tank’. Today, the Initiative
boasts in-house expertise on a variety of EU policy issues, with
six research programmes that conduct research into Europe's
most serious problems and produce policy recommendations.
The Initiative’s research covers a wide range of areas, including
(1) Civic Education, (2) Immigration, (3) Democratic Participation, and (4) Start-ups and Innovation, featured in this policy
report.
1.

Civic Education

Education and populism are one of the Initiative’s core areas of
research, and the first area covered in this report is Civic Education. Populism has attracted much scholarly attention since
2016, but while an expanding literature is providing a deeper
understanding of its symptoms and implications in terms of the
failures of democracy, research on its causes is still unsatisfactory. In contributing to these debates, the Initiative’s programme analyses the causes of populism from the perspective of
education. Specifically, this research stream aims at examining
whether and how civic education policies and practices in Europe can reverse this “civic deficit” and produce positive attitudes
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towards political participation and democracy, by ultimately
impacting on trust in national and European institutions. Based
on original research, the report included in this publication
offers a first contribution and policy recommendations to address this issue.
2.

Immigration

Immigration is perhaps the hottest topic in European politics
today. After years of ‘refugee crisis’ and anti-immigrant populist backlash, it has become a key area of academic research,
which, on the whole, is mostly concerned with the interface
between immigration and populism. This is certainly a valuable agenda and one which debate can and still should build
upon. However, the 89 Initiative seeks to explore how decision
making dynamics shape policy and the effects of this on young
people. This research project and the report included in this
publication revolve around current EU legislation on asylum
policies, especially in the areas of status determination and
content of status (Qualification Regulation), asylum procedures
(Asylum Procedures Regulation) and reception conditions for
asylum-seekers (Reception Conditions Directive).
3.

Democratic participation

The Initiative’s research into Democratic Participation specifically contributes to a larger debate on democratic deficit at
the EU level. In approaching this conundrum, researchers and
policy analysts generally focus on questions of policy making,
governance, or increasing small state influence. The debate
tends to conclude in recommendations for more qualified
majority voting in the Council or in more powers to the European Parliament. These are crucial and valuable approaches.
The 89 Initiative, however, aims to take the democracy debate
further by exploring more experimental methods of widening
democratic participation, such as through the use of mass digital engagement techniques and methods of generating greater
inclusivity within the EU’s public institutions. The report included in these pages focuses on three challenges and opportunities for reshaping European democracy.
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4.

Start-ups

The field of Starts Ups and Innovation looms large amongst the
Initiative’s research areas. The European Union faces multiple
challenges here: closing the gap to more innovative advanced
economies; working with the EU’s internal diversity, between
its nations, regions, economies and cultures; and engendering
innovation that embraces the wider trends of the century.
Climate change, automation, migratory trends, and ageing
populations are just a few of the defining features of our age,
but these daunting challenges also represent opportunities for
Europe to lead the world in innovation for the twenty-first century. The report included in these pages focuses on the EU’s
entrepreneurship strategy, and provides a primer on progress
and potential next steps. Specifically, the report assesses the
progress of the ‘Entrepreneurship 2020’ Action Plan and makes
recommendations for immediate continuity, reform and strategy for the next Commission term, based on a review of the
action plan’s design, its progress so far and some wider trends.
While Entrepreneurship 2020 has made strides in some of its
stated objectives, other goals remain unfulfilled or vaguely
specified. This report seeks to clarify the successes and failures
of the plan to date, while identifying potential practical next
steps for the next Commission from real-world best practice
and related studies.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Populism is on the rise in most European countries,
with a general dissatisfaction among European
citizens with their governments driven by factors
such as globalization, financial and economic crisis,
austerity measures, rise of unemployment and
reforms of welfare (Pinto, 2017; van Kessel, 2015).
Populist parties can be placed in the context of
a new cleavage in the European political sphere,
that runs along inclusion versus exclusion and
pro-European cosmopolitans versus nationalist
orientations (Kneuer, 2019 : 40). Since Brexit,
manifestations of Euroscepticism have made clear
that EU citizens, and young people in particular, feel
disconnected from European institutions, together
with common concerns that the European project
seems to have benefited elites and technocrats
(Kerr and Lopes, 2008). Within these challenges,
there is an increasing need to socially and politically
re-engage Europe’s youth. In this respect, civic
education offers a solution in targeting young
people, making them more active members of their
communities, and by empowering them to change
and challenge the status quo (Schulz et al. 2016). By
teaching the youth notions of active, democratic,
and responsible citizenship and by teaching
students about how the European Union works, a
true European identity can then be fostered (EfVET,
2016). As such, civic education can be a bridge to
restore civic faith and re-connect citizens with their
institutions.
The aim of this report is to examine policies,
practices, and challenges regarding how civic
education is taught in the classroom and to what
extent it is equipped to tackle the current populist
challenges that Europe is facing. Specifically, our
study looks at the context of civic education in
Europe as a whole and further zooms in on two
European countries that have experienced, though
in different forms, populists threats and youth
disengagement from political participation: Italy
and England. The methodology consists of three
key activities: desk research for policy and academic

studies; pilot focus groups conducted in Italy and
semi-structured expert interviews for the case of
England.
Overview
The first section of this study outlines the main
policies and practices of civic education in European
countries. It identifies what civic education is, its
value in the context of today’s global challenges
and the manner in which it is practically taught in
schools. In addition, the section focuses on different
strategies formulated at EU and national level to
effectively teach civic education. The final part of
the section examines some current challenges of
linking civic education to populism including the
implementation of non-formal methods to teach
civic education; improving teachers training; and
better incorporating into civic education curricula
themes and topics such as populism, discrimination,
and digital literacy. Section Two and three focus
on Italy and England. Section Two looks at the link
between populism and civic education in Italy. It
outlines the decline in political participation for
Italian youth against the appeal of populist parties.
The section then moves on to look at how civic
education is embedded in the national curricula
and traces the historical-political drivers of this
subject discipline in Italian schools. The final part
of the section draws upon the findings of the desk
research and the pilot focus group by identifying
the main challenges to improving the link between
civic education and populism: on the one side the
gap between Ministerial guidelines for the civic
education curricula and what is in practice taught
in the classroom; on the other the lack of specific
training - either initial or continuous - for teachers.
Section Three looks at the link between populism
and civic education in England. It outlines the decline
in political participation among the youth and the
implication of Brexit for youth (dis-)engagement in
politics. The section then moves on to look at how
17

civic education is embedded in the national curricula
in terms of policies and practices. The final part of
the section draws upon the findings of the desk
research and the semi-structured interviews by
identifying the main challenges: first, a gap between
national guidelines and what is in practice taught in
the classroom; second, the lack of specific training
- either initial or continued - for teachers. Third, the
importance of emphasizing the “skill” component of
civic education and the need to increase synergies
with local communities.
The final section of the report presents
the conclusions of the study and proposes
recommendations for addressing the link between
civic education and populism as a way to restore
civic faith and which improve youth participation in
current political and societal challenges that Europe
is experiencing.
On the basis of the findings of the desk research,
the pilot focus group and the semi-structured expert
interviews, the following conclusions emerged.
Conclusion 1: The gap between legislation and
implementation of civic education in schools
must be bridged
A clear gap exists between national guidelines and
legislation on the civic education curricula and the
actual implementation in schools. Civic education
should be approached - and taught - in relation to
the current challenges to democratic values and
principles and better framed to address young
people concerns and attitudes towards democracy
and political participation.
Conclusion 2: Specialist teacher training on civic
education needs to be improved.
The majority of EU countries do not have regulations
or recommendation on the development of
competences related to civic education. Initial, inservice, and continuous teachers’ training on specific
18

civic education content-related issues is regarded as
one of the main challenges when referring to civic
education teachers’ practices in schools.
Conclusion 3: There are specific “skills”
associated with civic education and these should
be developed by embracing a better dialogue
with local communities.
Civic education should provide basic notions
of “political literacy”; but it should also provide
specific ‘skills’ associated with active citizenship,
community involvement, social responsibility and
critical thinking. Students’ active participation in the
school life and their involvement in the wider local
communities should be promoted as fundamental
learning experiences linked to civic education
curriculum and, possibly, assessment
Conclusion 4: Civic Education should
systematically incorporate concepts of European
citizenship in its curriculum through direct
initiatives in the classroom
Civic Education should systematically incorporate
concepts of European citizenship in its curriculum
and initiatives; not only by providing an
understanding of EU institutions and governance,
but by exploring the role of the European Union
in relation to the exercise of active citizenship,
democratic principles and the protection of
human rights.

Policy Recommendations
It is recommended that:
1.
EU institutions conduct specific
cross-country studies and cross-country evaluations
which could further support national governments
in better understanding the gap between national
legislation and actual implementation of civic
education in schools, not only in relation to the
national-level, but in relation to a wider European
and global perspective.
2.
The EU Commission expands the
scope of coordination and support for teachers’
training in civic education and increases its activities
through policy dialogue and networking, supporting
governments to establish better frameworks in
which teachers’ training for civic education can
further be developed.
3.
The European level acts as key
catalyst for policy engagement at national level
by providing guidance and knowledge through
research, increased networking through existing civic
education organisations, and small scale projects
fostering a greater involvement involvement of
schools and local communities.
4.
The EU devotes more attention
to expanding its role by directly engaging with
schools institutions and students through increased
initiatives to emphasize the key place that the
European Treaties assign to principles of solidarity,
social justice and equality, and the protection of
human rights and to enhance European themes into
classroom lessons.
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THE MISSING LINK BETWEEN CIVIC EDUCATION
AND POPULISM: RESTORING CIVIC FAITH
AMONGST EUROPE’S YOUTH

A huge amount of scholarly attention has
been devoted to the study of populism since
2016. However, research on its causes is still
unsatisfactory. In contributing to the current debates
on populism and young people, this report looks
at populism from an education perspective. The
first section outlines the main policies and practices
of civic education in European countries and
examines some current challenges when linking civic
education to populism. Section Two and Three look
at the populist experiences of Italy and UK and the
extent to which civic education is equipped to face
them. The final section presents the conclusions
of the study and proposes recommendations for
how populism might be addressed through civic
education.

Figure 1.1: Goals and means of citizenship education in school		

GOALS

MEANS

Formal, informal and non-formal learning

Initial teacher education, continuing
professional development, support to schools

Source: (European Commission et al., 2017;9)
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1.

POPULISM AND CIVIC
EDUCATION IN EUROPE

1.1

What is civic education?

Existing studies on civic education can be mapped
it into three clusters of research: definition of civic
and citizenship education, what value it has in
today’s world, and how it is carried out in schools.
The most comprehensive studies on civic education
in the EU are undoubtedly the Eurydice Report of
2017, which analyses the policy initiatives related
to civic education covering 42 education systems in
the EU, followed by the 2016 International Civic and
Citizenship Education Study (ICCS), which covered 28
states, 14 of which are EU member states. In terms
of what is defined as being citizenship education, it is
agreed that beyond developing democratic, political
and social knowledge, this type of education aims
at fostering personal and inter-personal abilities
(European Commission et al., 2017. See also Arthur
& Cremin, 2011; Reid et al., 2010;). It is not merely
about teaching students how institutions work,
but rather helping them interact constructively,
thinking critically and being socially responsible (See
Figure 1.1). Since civic and citizenship education
aim to provide young people with the skills,
knowledge and attitudes necessary for their greater
participation in society (Schulz et al., 2016), both
terms are considered synonymous and will be used
interchangeably in the following analysis.
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Figure 1.2: Relationship between civic knowledge and civic attitudes,
data from ICCS 2016

Looking at the value of citizenship and civic
education, its inherent strength stems from its goal
of encouraging younger generations to become
active members of their societies (See Figure 1.2).
Citizenship education, based on inclusive democratic
citizenship, can help build trust, cooperation and
networking skills, which in turn can help bridge
distances and build social capital in divided societies
(Gibson & McAllister, 2012; Print & Coleman, 2010).
Related to the earlier discussion on increasing
youth participation in political life, studies have
found that while there may be a lack of interest
in political activities, younger people are willing to
partake in alternative models and forms of political
participation (O’Toole, 2015). Studies also indicate
that civic skills learnt in civic education are life-long
(Hooghe and Wilkenfeld, 2007) and that these are
valued by employers (Schulz et al., 2016).

Figure 1.3: Educational approaches measured in ICCS 2016
Source (JRC, 2018; 17)

Formal
Learning in
School

Students’ report on the opportunities
to learn about civic issues at school

Informal
Learning in
School

Principals’ perceptions of engagement
of the school community
Students’ perception of openness in
classroom discussions
Students’ participation in democratic
activities at school

Informal
Learning
Outside the
School
Source: (JRC, 2018; 10)
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Student’s Active involvement in the
community

Considering how citizenship education is carried
out, there are opportunities to maximise outcomes
both within and outside the educational system
(See Figure 1.3). Within the classroom, the ICCS
shows that an open classroom climate is the single
most effective factor associated with positive
civic attitudes including citizenship values, trust in
democratic institutions, solidarity and potential for
political participation (JRC, 2018). In the Eurydice
report, this is referred to as interactivity, where
students in class are encouraged to express
opinions, ask questions and debate.

challenge to the implementation of effective civic
education. Indeed, the literature points to this as
being a fundamental concern to bear in mind when
formulating educational strategies.

The participatory element of civic education is
posited as a strength to be further developed
(Pontes et al., 2017; Isac et al., 2012; Alivernini
& Manganelli, 2011). In the literature, attention
is also devoted to practical experiences beyond
the classroom, as the Eurydice report finds that
extra-curricular activities play an important role in
increasing civic engagement. Non-formal education
is also presented as an important educational force
to influence and inform individuals’ attitudes (Romi
& Schmida, 2009). If students learn about social and
democratic issues by experiencing it first-hand, there
exists greater potential for their civic development.
Maximising active citizenship can therefore be
achieved by coupling educational strategies to
increase civic knowledge with practical experiences
that can help shape attitudes.
Experiences outside the classroom are fundamental
to educating active and socially responsible students
because their attitudes and intentions depend on
individual characteristics that go beyond what they
learn in class. Examples include personal interest
in politics as well as habits of discussing political
events outside the school or online (JRC, 2018; Henn
& Foard, 2014). This means that civic education is a
tool that can be used to improve civic attitudes, but
that is context-dependent on social and historical
factors (Schulz et al., 2016). Biesta and Lawy (2006)
identify this context-dependency as a potential
23

1.2

Civic education in the
curricula

In almost all the Member States of the EU,
citizenship education is delivered to all young people
at different stages of their educational experience.
While civic education may be compulsory at all levels
of general education, its status, duration, place and
formulation varies greatly from country to country.
There are three main approaches, which can be used
separately or combined: civic education as a cross
curricular theme to be delivered by all teachers, as a
topic integrated with other compulsory subjects or
as a dedicated separate school subject
(See Figure 2.1).
The method that is the least adopted is having
civic education as a compulsory separate subject.
Among the countries who do this are Belgium,
France, Greece, Romania and Finland, although
duration varies amongst them. In systems where
it is taught as a separate subject, civic education is
more elaborated and more attention is dedicated
to it being carried out effectively. In Belgium, for
example, an “Action Plan for intercultural and
religious dialogue” was formulated in 2016, as
a project-based learning approach (European
Commission, 2018). Finland leads in terms of
knowledge acquired by students and has one of the
most comprehensive approaches in terms of a high
number of recommended hours and with teachers
being trained actively (European Commission,
2018). With France and Estonia, Finland offers
civic education throughout the whole of general
education. Not surprisingly, Finnish people are
among those with the strongest civic skills
(Schulz et al., 2016).
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In terms of what is the content considering
the curriculum, Eurydice identifies four broad
areas. Curricula will not necessarily feature all
competences, but can chose to focus on some
(European Commission et al., 2017). There is no
order of importance, so the following classification
is merely for the purpose of exposition. The broad
areas are firstly, interacting effectively and
constructively with others, focused on personal
responsibility, communication, listening and learning
how to cooperate with others. Secondly, thinking
and reflecting critically. Thirdly, acting in a
socially responsible manner, revolving around
respecting justice, human rights, solidarity and
sustainable development. In terms of presence in
curricula, this has a slight lead over others. Acting
democratically is the final broad area, where there
is a focus on knowledge of political institutions,
political processes, authorities, respect for the rule
of law, to name a few. It is difficult to discern any
pattern of distribution across Member States, even
when comparing North and South, East and West
or new and old EU members. One similarity is that
while personal development tends to be focused
on in primary school, critical thinking and acting
democratically are present in secondary education.

Figure 2.1: Approaches to citizenship education according to national curricula for primary and general secondary education (ISCED 1-3),
2016/2017.

Source: (European Commission et al., 2017; 30)

25

1.3

Mapping national strategies
and initiatives in Member
States

The ICCS report shows that, since 2009 – date of
the previous report – students’ civic knowledge
increased in the countries participating, where most
students reached a level B in civic and citizenship
knowledge, implying they have some familiarity
with concepts of democracy and rule of law
(JRC, 2018). Indeed, since 2009, there have been
various and diverse strategies formulated both at
EU level and at national level to effectively teach
civic education (See also Appendix). An example
is the 2019 cross-national Teach#EU conference
which aims at conceptualizing and enabling debate
regarding the relationship between the idea of
Europe and civic education. As a pan-European
conference, engaging members of civil society,
academia and the private and public sector, this
initiative promotes best-practice sharing and an
exchange of ideas on themes underlying civic
education. While assessment of the conference is
currently under evaluation, its foundations seem
promising. Assessment of EU level initiatives is
indeed difficult, as most are ongoing and have been
implemented recently. Other examples include the
Civic Education Working Group (CEWG) aiming to
coordinate the European Students Forum’s (AEGEE)
work on civic education, the Message to Europeans
3.0, an initiative with a grassroots approach to teach
and involve Europeans in citizenship education, and
the Survival Toolkit for EDC in Post-factual Societies
(STEPS), which tries to provide a framework to
address current political trends including populism
and post-truths.
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Figure 3.1: National programmes supporting
extra-curricular activities

Source: (European Commission et al., 2017; 16)

In terms of practical experiences beyond the
classroom (See Figure 3.1), one successful example
is engaging students in the democratic life and
governance of the school. This strategy is present
in France, Latvia and Slovenia, with the last being
among the European countries where students
have a higher level of civic knowledge (European
Commission, 2018; 104; 170; 226). Other extracurricular activities can include sports, political life,
volunteering and environmental activities, with
countries most commonly recommending the last.
In Hungary, for example, students can participate
in the Hungarian Network of Eco-Schools, where
schools not only have a curriculum that touches
upon ecological issues, but also the functioning of
the school itself, including practices such as waste
management, are encouraged to be eco-friendly
(European Commission, 2018; 138).
Activities that help students engage with and
contribute to their wider communities help them
feel more involved (European Commission, 2018;
115). Examples include the ‘ConCittadini’ Program
in Italy, that organizes meetings, public talks and
connects regional and civic institutions with schools,
youth organizations and adult citizens. Another case
of community engagement exists in Germany, where
young people don’t attend school to work in the
social, environmental, cultural or political sectors as
part of the ‘voluntary social or environmental year’
(European Commission; 2018; 124).
Furthermore, role plays, simulations and political
excursions are being studied by different scholars
and have proven to be successful way to engage
students (Bursens et al, 2018; Weber and Kotter,
2017). More schools are trying to actively participate
in both national and European projects to promote
civic education. Two examples are the Italian “A day
in the Senate” (European Commission, 2018; 161),
where students can visit the political institution
and talk to Senators, and the European Youth
Parliament, present as an extra-curricular in many
schools across Europe.
27

1.4

Concluding remarks

From the literature, we can conclude that citizenship
education in it and of itself has important value for
the functioning of our societies. It increases civic
knowledge and skills most prominently when it is
taught as a separate compulsory subject, rather
than when it is integrated with other subjects or
presented as a cross-curricular theme.
A core finding from the existing literature is that
participatory, practical and open approaches to
civic education lead to higher expected future
political participation (JCS, 2018). Swedish students
have among the strongest civic skills in Europe, and
the fact that they focus on open classrooms and
consider diversity an asset points to its importance
(European Commission, 2018; 281). Educational
systems should therefore focus on ensuring that
classroom environments represent these principles
and make students feel included. This can be in
the form of more debates and discussions, or by
allowing pupils to have a say in what they would like
to learn and resultantly participate in democratic
practices of the school. In terms of a proposal, this
would have to be formulated by increasing and
improving training for teachers.
In terms of areas for further research, although
some studies focus on teacher training (Olser,
2006; Buchanan 2017), there is scope to further
investigate the subject. The Eurydice report gives
a comprehensive overview of the type of training
and support that teachers receive: only 6 Member
States offer teachers the possibility to specialise
in civic education, some offer guidance on general
pedagogical competences and 17 countries have no
regulations or recommendation on the development
of competences related to civic education (European
Commission et al., 2017). Indeed, a report by the
European Parliament (2016) suggests that more
should be done with regards to the curriculum,
teacher training and teaching methods.
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Another area for future research is that of specific
content in the civic education curricula. The
Eurydice Report identifies four broad areas covered
in curricula: interacting effectively and constructively
with others; thinking and reflecting critically;
acting in a socially responsible manner and acting
democratically. In terms of what competences
countries decided to cover, any discernible pattern
is difficult to identify. In the European Commission’s
Education Monitor (2018), there is some mention
of themes in curricula (See Figure 4.1) but it is not
exhaustive. Some studies evaluate mentions of
racism related to civic education (Wilkins, 2006;
Singh, 2010) but these tend to, again, be countryspecific. Further, most these studies are focused on
how civic education can be the solution to specific
themes, such as racism or resistance to migration
(Patterson & Choi, 2018), rather than evaluating how
they are taught in school. It can be said that there
is a more European dimension to civic education,
however, especially when referring to threats to
Europe’s core values, there can be more attention
devoted to how civic education tackles pressing
subjects such as discrimination, fake news, migration
and populism.

Figure 4.1: Mention of specific themes in national contexts,
from the European Commission’s Education Monitor.

Country

Theme mentioned in the teaching of
civic education

Austria

Discrimination

Cyprus

Civic education is a point of focus in
digital education. Racism prevention
is also specifically mentioned

Estonia

Entrepreneurship taught as part of
civic education

France

Racism and inclusion

Germany

Media literacy, fake news and
populism

Slovakia

Racism, discrimination and populism

Spain

Specific measures to fight racism,
xenophobia and anti-Semitism

Sweden

Focus on racism and diversity

A further interesting but underdeveloped aspect
of civic education is that which focuses on digital
and entrepreneurial skills, especially given the
importance the EU is awarding to the completion of
the Digital Single Market as well as investments in
Research and Development. In the literature, some
attention is being dedicated to young generations
given their familiarity with new forms of media. Heiss
and Matthes (2017) evaluate how social network
sites have become territories for right-wing populist
actors, especially when attracting adolescents who
have shifted their participatory activities to social
networks. Resultantly, authors such as Ranieri (2017)
cite the importance of increasing media literacy
and media education to counter populism. New
technologies have the potential to disrupt the way
we socialize but most importantly, advancements
such as Open Data and Open Governments will
revolutionise the notion of active citizenship. This
is because citizens will have more opportunities to
engage with open, transparent and accountable
governments, but it is important to teach them the
skills to do this effectively (See Figure 4.1 for the
mention of digital in civic education).

Source: (Durazzano (2019) elaboration on data based on
the European Commission, 2018)
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2.

POPULISM AND CIVIC
EDUCATION IN ITALY

2.1

Italian youth and the rise
of populism

Political participation of European youth has
declined significantly over the past few decades
leading to young people being alienated from
mainstream electoral politics (Sloam 2014, p. 217).
This is particularly true for Italian youth (Gozzo,
2010), whose decline in political participation has
coincided with the country's long term economic
downturn. This is marked by one of the highest
youth unemployment rates in the European Union,
high level of short-term, atypical employment, late
school-to work transition and a significant socioeconomic divide between North and South. (Crepaldi
et al., 2014; Fullin and Reyneri, 2015; Sergi et al,
2008; Walther, 2006). According to Gozzo (2010),
these converging macro-structural features impact
on the commitment of Italian youth to political life;
especially, if we consider the acquisition of financial
independence as an important factor in shaping
political interest and participation.
At the same time, in the last few years, we registered
an increasing engagement in alternative forms of
participation from among Italian youth, like acts of
protest and self-directed involvement (Gozzo, 2014).
In particular, young Italians seem to have rejected
mainstream politics and turned to alternative
political parties that present a populist message
(Sloam 2013, 2014). According to ISPOS analysis of
2018 election, a large number of people aged 18-34
voted for Beppe Grillo’s Five Star Movement (35,3 %)
and, to a lesser extent, for Matteo Salvini’s League
(17,8%) (Formigoni and Forni 2018). In particular,
the Five Star Movement (M5S) is overwhelming the
preferred party among new voters (aged 18-22) who
voted for the first time (Formigoni and Forni, 2018).
M5S’s ideological platform mixes a virulent antiestablishment discourse and open criticism of
traditional representative democracy with notions
drawing on environmentalism and left-wing
economics (Verbeek and Zaslove, 2015), as well
as its innovative use of the Internet (McDonnell,
2018) as tool for bottom-up democracy (Bordignon
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and Ceccarini, 2013). The other party, the League,
share the same anti-establishment sentiment. Since
Matteo Salvini became its leader in 2013, the new
League’s populism reshaped the traditional ‘us
versus them’ narrative mainly on anti-EU and antimigrant stances, particularly in relation to the socalled ‘refugee’ crisis (Albertazzi et al., 2018)

2.2

Citizenship education in the
Italian Education System

The Italian education and training system includes
early childhood education and care, primary,
secondary, post-secondary and higher education. At
the end of the upper secondary school education,
students who successfully pass the final exam
(‘Esame di stato’), receive a certificate that gives
them access to higher education. (Eurydice, 2018). In
Italy, civic-political education is seen as a general aim
of the whole education system, to which all school
subjects should contribute (Losito and D’Apice,
2003). The most common name for describing
this educational activity is 'educazione civica' (‘civic
education’), used often in a very broad manner,
including both cognitive and affective /behavioural
aspects (Bombardelli and Codato, 2017).
‘Civic Education’ is part of the Italian national
curriculum since 1958, when Italian education
minister, Aldo Moro, introduced this as part of the
subject of history in secondary schools. According
to Luciano Corradini (2013), Moro’s approach was
evidently inclined in treating civic education not as
a separate subject, but rather as a cross-curricular
theme, inspired and grounded in the study of the
Italian Constitution. This approach will inform the
subsequent reforms (for a detailed review see
Bombardelli and Codato, 2017; De Luca 2010) until
2008, when the teaching of civic education was
reformed with a new subject called ‘Citizenship and
Constitution’ (‘Cittadinanza e Costituzione’, law no
169 of 30 October 2008). The law defines this a key
objective of education, but there is no systematic
approach to its implementation, which happens
at school level (European Commission 2018).
According to Italy’s Ministry of Education (Ministero
dell'Istruzione, dell'Università e della Ricerca, 2018)
the main objective of education is to develop in all
students a sense of "active citizenship" inspired,
among others, to the values of responsibility,
legality, participation and solidarity. The Ministerial
Circular Letter 86/2010 explicitly introduced a long
list of dedicated and cross-disciplinary themes
of ‘Citizenship and Constitution’, intended to be

delivered through a cross-curricular dimension
integrated into several conventional subjects,
although without a precise time table and without
a final assessment (Bombardelli and Codato, 2017).
Schools and individual, indeed, teachers have the
autonomy to choose how to implement these to
reach the expected goals (European Commission
2018). Across the national territory, schools are
implementing projects and courses related to
different areas of civic education (Losito and D’apice,
2003) often in partnership with NGOs, voluntary
sector, and other institutions (Bombardelli and
Codato, 2008).
Overall, there is a general consensus on an
implementation gap between intended and
implemented curriculum (Losito, 2003). That is why
the League party has recently presented a bill that
make civic education a compulsory subject and
establish how this should be an integral part of final
evaluation in secondary education; (Tuttoscuola,
2018); another similar initiative has been presented
by the Anci, the organization which reunites Italian
municipalities; some region like Veneto and Emilia
Romagna have also launched their own autonomous
initiatives (Zunino, 2018).
Lastly, the current Minister of Education Marco
Bussetti recently announced that Citizenship and
Constitution will be part of the oral component of
this year final exam in secondary school.
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2.3

Concluding remarks

Drawing on data analysis from the focus group
we conducted in Sicily with teachers and students,
and the review of the significant literature on
civic education in Italy, we identify some major
limitations that mostly concern issues to do with
implementation. In line with the relevant literature
on citizenship education in Italy (Bombardelli
and Codato, 2017; European Commission, 2018;
Losito, 2003) participants agree that the formal
implementation of ‘Citizenship and Constitution’
curriculum has been sparse and lacking of a
systematic approach. Implementation largely
depends on the proactivity and the skills of single
teachers. Participants in our focus group describe
being constantly informed of a plethora of different
projects and initiatives promoted by the Ministry
Education around civic education in key topics like
anti-bullying, gender equality and legality. These
initiatives, however, never touch on issues to do
with populism. They explicitly argue that such word
is never used in the ministerial directives. Civic
education should be rethought as an autonomous
compulsory subject assigned to a specific teacher;
with a defined, coherent curriculum, instruction
time and mode of assessment. Teachers should
receive clear and systematic guidelines on learning
objectives, contents and expected outcomes; more
efforts should be placed on both pre-service and
in-service teacher training; Interdisciplinary is seen
therefore as a weakness, although collaboration
among teachers is presented as positive factor,
participants argue that there should be a
responsible teacher in charge of the subject. History
and Law teachers are seen as the ideal candidates
for this role. In particular, law teachers should be
valorised when available in the school.
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Cross-disciplinary themes, initiatives and projects
should be used as integrative teaching strategies;
however, these should be always systematically
planned and coordinated in terms of content
and learning outcomes in partnership with the
civic education teacher; teachers staff meeting
(‘consiglio di classe’) should be the deputy place for
the planning of cross-disciplinary initiatives. Lack
of assessment is deemed to affect the status and
perception of the subject among students. Most
importantly, participants see inadequate training
received by teachers as major factor impacting
the quality of teaching. Teacher in focused group
complained about not receive formal training
on Citizenship and Education; in-service teacher
training, although being available, appears to not
be efficient or systematic. A significant divide is
identified between general (Licei) and technical/
vocational upper secondary education. This
expresses the historical class-based stratification of
the two secondary education streams in many parts
of the country and impact the mode of teaching.
Lastly, the introduction of Civic Education in the final
examination at the end of secondary school is seen
negatively by participants as abrupt and unexpected;
students, in particular, complain about the lack of
basic training received across secondary education.
This initiative should therefore follow a coherent
reform of the current governance of ‘Citizenship and
Constitution’.

Excerpt from our focus group
‘Things that belong to everyone, belong to anyone’
Participant 1, teacher (on the cross-disciplinary
status of Civic Education in the Italian Education
System)
‘You cannot plan individually, the ‘civic education’
teacher… need to plan his curriculum with teachers
of other subjects…so that students can have different
perspectives (on a single topic)…the challenge is to plan
within the teacher staff meeting’

‘We need a general reform of education curriculum, we
are far behind compare to other countries...’
Participant 2, teacher

‘ (Civic Education)… is not considered as important…
in schools, many times it is not even taught…like in my
school…we never have done it’
Participant 3, Student

Participant 4, teacher
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3.

POPULISM AND CIVIC
EDUCATION IN THE UK

3.1

British youth and the Rise
of Populism

Certainly since 1997, British youth participation in
political life has been characterised by a growing
disengagement (Henn and Heart, 2017; UK
Parliament, 2018). The 2017 UK General Election,
in line with the Brexit Referendum and the Scottish
Independence Referendum, represents a significant
reversal of this trajectory; youth turnout reaching
64% for those aged 18-24 led to a significant
21-point increase compared to the 2015 General
Election (Henn and Heart 2017). According to Henn
and Heart (2017), these trends might suggest that
British youth are not apathetic or disfranchised,
although they have a complex and nuanced
relationship with traditional politics, they will vote
when motivated by the political issues at stake or
feel that they can influence the result. In this sense,
the 2016 decision by the United Kingdom to leave
the European Union might have been a wakeup call
for British youth, who discovered to live in a deeply
divided country, not only along class and education,
but also across generational lines (Hobolt 2016).
With most of young people supporting remain while
the majority of those aged 55+ voted to leave (Ipsos
MORI, 2016). At this juncture, it worth noting that
Brexit has been identified as a major manifestation
of growing right-wing populism in Europe (Iakhnis
et al. 2018). The Leave campaign highlighted the
relationship between EU membership and the
risks of uncontrolled immigration, increasing
terrorist threats, the loss of sovereignty and an
accompanying erosion of democratic accountability
(Clarke et al, 2017). Youth firm engagement in the
pro-Europe camp seems to suggest that young
British people locate themselves in opposition to
such narrative.
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3.2

Citizenship education in the
English Education System

Full-time education is compulsory from the term
following a child’s 5th birthday until they turn 16.
Primary education consists of Key Stage 1 for ages
5 to 7 and Key Stage 2 for ages 7 to 11. Secondary
School is composed of Key Stage 3 for ages 11
to 14 and Key Stage 4, which is for ages 14 to 16.
Attainment at the end of Key Stage 4 is measured
mainly through a General Certificate of Secondary
Education (GCSE). Students can remain in part-time
of full-time education or training beyond the age of
16. (Eurydice, 2018).
The history of citizenship education in England is
characterised by lack of interest in developing this
as independent subject (Kerr, 2003). Compared
to other countries, England has been slow to
provide a systematic form of citizenship education
as a matter of national policy (Mclaughlin, 2000).
Historical explanations are varies, including the
decentralization of school curriculum (Mclaughlin,
2000) and the absence of a codified constitutional
framework (Andrews and Mycock, 2007).
Since 2002 citizenship education has been a part of
the national curriculum in England for key stages 3
and 4 with an optional GCSE available in the subject
(UK Parliament, 2018). In primary schools for pupils
aged 4-11 citizenship education was introduced
as part of the statutory cross-curricular theme
of Personal, Social and Health Education (PSHE)
(Andrews and Mycock, 2007). The introduction of
CE as a statutory curriculum requirement was part
of the recommendations produced by the Advisory
Group on Education for Citizenship and the Teaching
of Democracy in Schools, chaired by Professor
Bernard Crick and for this commonly known as the
Crick Group, formed in 1997 by the new Labour
Government (Kerr, 2003). The background to this
initiative was the growing evidence of a general
decline in civic engagement in Britain, including
electoral turnout, civic disengagement, diminishing
interest in formal politics, and pessimistic
projections of active citizenship (Whiteley, 2014;

Pontes et al., 2019). In particular, Bernard Crick saw
enhancing the political literacy of young people as a
means to counter rising levels of democratic apathy
(Weinberg and Flinders, 2018). In the 70s, Crick was
closely involved in the Politics Association and the
Hansard Society’s ‘Programme for Political Education’
initiative between 1974–1978 (Kisby, 2009); his view
of citizenship education was therefore much focused
on recovering the specificity of political relations
and political processes as core subject separated
from the generality of morals and values (Frazer
2000). On the other side, the Labour government’
commitment to encourage citizenship education
was connected to New Labour’s political agenda
of combining an emphasis on social justice with
individual responsibility (Kisby 2009, p. 44).
The Crick Report (1998) recommended that schools
educate pupils in citizenship and democracy as
a separate statutory curriculum requirement
(Andrews and Mycock, 2007, Frazer, 2000) defining
‘effective education for citizenship’ as comprising
three separate but interrelated strands: social and
moral responsibility; community involvement and
political literacy (Burton et al., 2015). According
to James Weinberg and Matthew Flinders ‘Crick’s
vision of citizenship education was explicitly
framed as a corrective to the dominant liberal
tradition with what was interpreted as its overly
individualistic, litigious and apathetic approach to
democratic engagement’ (2018, p. 575). The report,
therefore, relies on a republican rather than a liberal
conception of citizenship with a great emphasis on
active citizenship, civic morality and responsible
participation (Kerr, 2003; Kisby, 2009). Citizenship
education emerges as statutory requirement
on schools and as an educational entitlement
of all students. This means that uncoordinated
local initiatives were seen as no longer adequate
(Mclaughlin 2000). Across the years, however, the
actual implementation of CE was lacking (Weinberg
and Flinders 2018), leading the UK Parliament
Citizenship Civic Engagement Select Committee to

define the current state of citizenship education
as ‘poor’ (UK Parliament 2018). Following the 2010
general election, the Conservative-led Coalition
Government enacted some major in the governance
of citizenship education; first of all, we have seen an
ideological shift from the Crickean vision of active
citizenship towards a neoliberal ‘character’ agenda,
focused on personal rather than public ethics has
been registered (Weinberg and Flinders 2018). This
shift coincided with the adoption of ‘fundamental
British values’ by the Department for Education
(2014), as part of the spiritual, moral, social and
cultural (SMSC) development of pupils, which is
one of the overall aims for schools (Starkey, 2018).
Secondly, since 2010, secondary school system in
England have undergone a radical transformation
marked by the expansion of independent
academies, run by private companies and funded
directly by central government (West and Bailey,
2013; West and Wolfe, 2013). These schools do not
have to follow the national curriculum, although
they are required to meet SMSC standard (West
and Wolfe, 2018). As argued by the UK Parliament
Citizenship Civic Engagement Select Committee,
the decline in use of the national curriculum has
particularly affected citizenship teaching (UK
Parliament 2018).
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3.3

Concluding remarks

Drawing on data analysis from interviews conducted
with key informants, and the review of the significant
literature on civic education in Italy, we identify some
major limitations that mostly concern issues to do
with implementation and governance. Participants
agree that CE has suffered what in specialist
literature has been defined as an ‘implementation
gap’ (Weinberg and Flinders, 2018). Overall, teachers
have lacked of adequate directions regarding
learning objectives, instruction time and assessment.
This greatly affects the status of the subject and
its place as a statutory subject in the national
curriculum. In particular, since 2010, it appears a
significant downgrading of the subject which mirrors
the ideological shift from Crick’s active citizenship
model to a more character-based approach. This
results in CE being side-lined in comparison to SMSC
education in terms of both guidelines and funding.
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In post Brexit-era, however, participants argue
that Brexit could be an opportunity to rethink
citizenship education; especially if the British public
will be called to make other decisions about the
future of UK. In particular, in the high polarization
of post-Brexit era, political efficacy should include
the capacity to understanding the other point of
view and negotiating compromise across different
opinions with respect and tolerance. In order to
do this, participants argue that the original spirit
of the Crick report should be recovered; especially
in relation to its emphasis on active citizenship,
as composed of both political literacy and skills’
enhancement components. At this point, it is
fundamental that schools are provided with more
resources to promote students’ active involvement;
extending citizenship education beyond the
classroom and into the community (Del Ponte
et al. 2019, p. 7). Providing adequate training to
teachers is also another essential element that
requires further efforts. Without these adjustments,
the status of the subject will not be improved.
Moreover, given the Brexit vote, which revealed
uncovered, profound divisions in contemporary
British society (Osler, 2016 p.14); it is necessary
moving beyond nation-centric conceptualization
of Citizenship education, toward a more inclusive,
international and cosmopolitan approach, reflective
of the multicultural and diverse composition of UK
society (Starkey, 2018; Osler 2002). Lastly, citizenship
education is deemed to be particular important even
at a young age (UK Parliament 2018) so that its place
in primary education should be carefully addressed
and reconsidered.

Excerpt from interviews with key informants
‘Brexit could be a big opportunity to reinvigorating citizenship education…we need to focus on political learning in
schools and citizenship education is the natural home for that to take place’
Interview 1
‘ You see things take it out of it and things add it according to the priorities of governments’
Interview 2 (on the curriculum)

‘Democracy is not just simply the enactment of popular will… it is also a system of checks and balances, it is about
ensuring that everyone’s opinion in a pluralistic society are heard and avoiding tyranny of majority. Those are the
principles of democracy that should be taught very early on in the classroom’
Participant 4, teacher
Interview 1
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CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

Our study provided a preliminary mapping of
civic education practices and policies against
the challenges of populism and youth’s civic
disengagement at European level, and specifically
in Italy and the UK. The following conclusions and
policy recommendations are developed in line with
our findings in the previous sections.

1.
Bridge the gap between
legislation and implementation of
civic education in schools
It is difficult to identify a discernible patterns
in civic education curricula and how they are
linked to national curricula guidelines in terms
of students’ assessment, teachers’ competences
and subject areas. In addition, the study of civic
education should be approached not only under
an historical-notional perspective – for instance
the role of the Constitution in Italy and the role
of the “British values” in England - but in relation
to the contemporary challenges to democratic
values and principles. Whereas several studies
focus on how civic education can be the solution
to specific themes, such as racism or resistance
to migration, there is fragmentary information on
how certain themes are tackled in civic education
and how this might affect students’ attitudes
towards pressing topics related to populism such
as (i) discrimination, racism and xenophobia; (ii)
information provision and fake news; (iii) protection
of minorities’ rights and ethno-racial inequalities;
(iv) digital skills and media education (v) relationship
between representative and direct democracy.
In order to understand the themes and topics
civic education addresses in schools and how do
they might differ from national guidelines, it is
therefore recommended that EU institutions
conduct specific cross-country studies and
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cross-country evaluations. This would support
national governments in better understanding
the gap between national legislation and actual
implementation of civic education in schools, not
only in relation to the national-level, but with a
wider European and global perspective in mind.

2.
Improve teachers’
specialist training on civic
education
There is lack of specific content oriented teachers’
training. Only very few Member States provide
teachers with the possibility to specialise in civic
education, with the majority of EU countries
having no regulations or recommendations on
the development of competences related to civic
education. Teachers should receive clear and
systematic guidelines on learning objectives,
contents and expected outcomes; and more
efforts should be placed on both pre-service
and in-service teacher training. In this light, it is
therefore recommended that the EU Commission
expands the scope of coordination and support
for teachers’ training in civic education and
increases its activities through policy dialogue
and networking in supporting governments to
establish better frameworks in which teachers’
training for civic education can further develop.

3.
Develop the specific
“skills” associated with civic
education through better dialogue
with local communities
Civic education should provide basic notions of
‘political literacy’; but it should also provide specific
‘skills’ associated with active citizenship, community
involvement, social responsibility and critical thinking
which in turn are affected by the broader socioeconomic context in which young people interact.
Participatory, practical and open approaches to civic
education lead to higher expected future political
participation. The implementation of civic education
teaching objectives, content and strategies should
take into account the specificity of individual schools
in dialogue with the local socio-economic landscape.
Students' active participation in the school life and
their involvement in the wider local communities
such as NGOs, the voluntary sector, and youth
clubs - should be promoted as fundamental learning
experiences linked to the civic education curriculum
and, possibly, assessment. It is therefore
recommended that the European level acts as
key catalyst for policy engagement at national
level by providing guidance and knowledge
through research, increased networking through
existing civic education organisations, and small
scale projects which foster a better involvement
of schools and local communities.

4.
Systematically
incorporate concepts of European
citizenship in Civic Education
curriculum through direct
initiatives in the classroom
Civic Education should systematically incorporate
concepts of European citizenship in its curriculum
and initiatives; not only by providing an
understanding of EU institutions and governance,
but by exploring the role of the European Union
in relation to the exercise of active citizenship,
democratic principles and the protection of human
rights. It is therefore recommended that the EU
devotes more attention to directly engaging
with schools and students through increased
initiatives to emphasize the key place that
the European Treaties assign to principles of
solidarity, social justice and equality, and the
protection of human rights and to enhance
European themes into classroom lessons. A
promising way forward would be to re-establish the
project “Spring Day for Europe”, which was an annual
campaign organised by European Schoolnet with the
support of the European Commission composed by
several initiatives. This aimed to enhance citizenship
education by bringing Europe closer to its citizens
and to strengthen existing Erasmus+ actions
by setting specific priorities and themes in civic
education.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Note on Methodology
The methodology consists of three key activities: desk research; a pilot focus group
and semi-structured expert’s interviews. Firstly, the research was considerably based
on the 2017 Eurydice Report and on the 2016 International Civic and Citizenship
Education Study, both used as starting points. To cover the EU level, the research
was carried out by analysing the European Commission, European Council and
European Parliament websites and publications, searching for works that included
the terms civic or citizenship education. In researching populism and civic education
in the scholarly literature, Google Scholars was used, using key words such as
indeed: populism, civic education, civic faith, youth political engagement, citizenship
education and citizen initiatives. Using the same key terms, various education and
political journals were consulted, including for example, the Cambridge Journal of
Education, Journal of Political Ideologies, Contemporary Politics or British Journal of
Educational Studies. When researching specific themes included in civic education
curricula, the key words were: discrimination, populism, fake news, digital, migrants,
racism and diversity. This is because civic education tends to focus on traditional
issues of citizenship such as justice, social equity and respect for democracy, and
the themes mentioned above are all contemporary threats to democracy, which
have only recently started to gain salience. In addition, we conducted a pilot focus
group to better understand the themes that civic education tackle in classrooms in
secondary schools in Italy and semi-structured interviews for the case of England. The
main purpose of the focus groups and the interviews was to gain further insights on
the link between populism and civic education in the two countries and validate the
findings emerged through the desk research.
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Appendix 2: Section 1: Civic education initiatives at EU level and In Member
States
EU-level initiatives
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Initiative

Description

Objectives

Approach

Implementation

Networking
European
Citizenship
Education
(NECE)

Networking
process with
stakeholders and
institutions

Initiated by the EU
Federal Agency for Civic
Education, aiming to
create a long-lasting
network of stakeholders
to give a pan-European
definition of key
concepts underlying
civic education.

Multilevel
approach

Small scale
projects and
networking.

Message to
Europeans 3.0

A practical toolkit
to address
current political
trends like
populism and
post-truths.

To understand how
education can respond
to current issues and
how to engage civil
society.

Pedagogical
approach.

Implemented
through
meetings and
workshops
around Europe.

STEPS
(Survival
Toolkit
for EDC in
Postfactual
Society)

A practical toolkit
to address
current political
trends like
populism and
post-truths.

To understand how
education can respond
to current issues and
how to engage civil
society.

Pedagogical
approach

Implemented
through
meetings and
workshops
around Europe.

Civic
Education
Working
Group

Network
initiative
welcoming
volunteers and
contributors
from all around
Europe

Aiming to coordinate
AEGEE’s (European
students forum) work
on civic education,
and avoid structural
fragmentations across
Europe

They formulated
a toolkit with
materials on
civic education
to enable
training and
debates on civic
education at
local level.

Toolkit and the
strategic plan for
2017-2020 are
available online
to anyone.

Initiative

Description

Objectives

Approach

Implementation

Conference
Teach#EU

A cross-national
conference to
discuss how
civic education
curricula can
integrate the
topic of Europe
and the EU

Initiated by Eurosoc
Digital and Gesellschaft
fur Europa, to address
relationship between
the idea of Europe and
civic education. Aiming
to put in

A pan-European
conference,
made of
two-days of
conference with
experts and
stakeholders
from across
Europe

A two-day
conference in
Postdam held in
September 2019.

Source: http://www.icicp.org/resource-library/icp-publications/global-youth-service-database/europe-2/

National level approaches to civic education governance
Country

Strategies, programs and legislation to tackle civic
education and knowledge

Authority responsible

Belgium

• October 2015 - Decree concerning organisation of a
course on philosophy and citizenship education at primary
level (implemented September 2016)
• July 2017 - Decree on philosophy and citizenship
education at secondary level (implemented
September 2017)

• Ministry for Education
• Ministry for Higher
Education
• Ministry for Youth
• Minister for Social
Equality

France

• 2015 - Action plan including 11 measures for citizenship
education, ensuring secularism and promotion of
republican values, developing cultural engagement, fighting
inequalities and fostering social diversity, strengthen sense
of belonging to republic and mobilise higher education
and research. The plan includes training for teachers and
professionals.
• 2015 – Classes on Moral and Civic Education,
implemented to promote the core value of the French
republic: liberty, equality and fraternity (plus the values of
justice, mutual respect and non-discrimination).

• Ministry of Education
• Directorate General
for School Education
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Country

Strategies, programs and legislation to tackle civic
education and knowledge

Authority responsible

Portugal

• 2017-2018 – National Citizenship Education Strategy
(ENEC) aims to help students develop and participate more,
while promoting fairer and more inclusive societies. Based
on diversity and respect.

• Ministry of Education/
DG for Education

Czech
Republic

• Youth strategy 2014-2020 - reflects the needs of the
youth, especially in the areas of education and mobility,
employment of young people and their entrepreneurship,
culture and creativity, their participation, health and a
healthy lifestyle, young people with fewer opportunities
and volunteering. It also addresses environmental and
global development problems, including young people’s
access to rights and information.

• Ministry of Education,
Youth and sports
• National Institute for
Further Education

Germany

• 2012 – Media education in schools
• 2013 – Intercultural education in schools
• 2014 - Remembering our past for our future –
Recommendations for a culture of remembrance to form
an object of historical and political education in schools
• 2014 – Euro I Topic: a European Press Roundup, teaching
children practical tools to analyse coverage. Implemented
to give a wide and in-depth overview on current debates on
the issues of interest to European citizens.

• Ministry of Education
• The Institutes of
School Pedagogy of the
Länder
• Federal Education
Agency

Estonia

• 2014-2020 – Lifelong learning strategy 2020 which
provides guidelines for development in education, planning
to provide Estonians with learning opportunities and to
promote self-actualization.
• 2014-2020 – Youth field development plan for 20142020, targeted specifically for the youth to ensure selfactualization, avoiding unemployment, poverty, risk
behaviour etc.

• Ministry of education
and research

Ireland

• 2015 – Framework for Junior Cycle 2015 which program
for teaching, learning and assessment practices for postprimary education.

• Ministry of Education
• Professional
Development Service for
Teachers

Country

Strategies, programs and legislation to tackle civic
education and knowledge

Authority responsible

Spain

• 2016-2020 – Strategic plan for school co-existence

• National Institute
of Educational
Technologies and
Teacher Training (INTEF)

Croatia

• 2012-2016 - National strategy for creating an enabling
environment for civil society development

• Education and
Teacher Training Agency

Italy

• 012 - National guidelines for the curriculum of the preprimary school and the first cycle of school education
• 2014 – ConCittadini programme of meetings and public
talks between regional and civic institutions and schools,
youth organisations and adult citizens. Created to forge
a strong network between citizens and institutions, to
promote civic values and educate young students to
become good citizens.

•
Ministry for Education,
University and Research
(MIUR)

Cyprus

• 2011 – Government manifesto for 'an educational
system which encourages a nation of free-thinking people
within a democratic framework, invests in education that is
inclusive, allows for the individual to develop and express
himself freely and provides opportunities for learning
throughout life'

• Ministry for
EducatioLithuania

Latvia

• 2014- 2020 - Education development guidelines

• National Centre for
Education

Lithuania

• 2014-2024 - Inter-institutional action plan for civic and
national education

• Education
Development Centre
(EDC)

Malta

• 2014 – 2024 - Education strategy

• Institute for
Education
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Country

Strategies, programs and legislation to tackle civic
education and knowledge

Authority responsible

Austria

• 2013-2018 - Working program

• Federal Centre of
Societal Learning and
Education

Slovenia

• 2011 - White paper on education

• Ministry for Education

UK

• 2012 – The Citizenship Curriculum, a program of study at
secondary level to provide students with knowledge about
politics, democracy and Westminster as well as the skills to
be active citizens. Initiated by the Labour Government.
• 2015 – Prevent strategy, aiming to protect children from
radicalisation

• National College
for Teaching and
Leadership (NCTL)

Norway

• 2014 – Action plan against radicalisation and violent
extremism
• 2016 – Action plan against hate speech
• 2016-2020 – Action plan against anti-semitism

• Ministry for Education

Source: (European Commission et al., 2017)
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Appendix 3: Section 2: Populism and civic education in Italy
Members of the Focus Group – Italy
-

Giovanna Riolo, Secondary School Teacher
Albina D’agostino, Secondary School Teacher
Milena Romei, Secondary School Teacher
Francesca Patti, Secondary School Teacher
Francesco Nobile, Student
Carlotta Venezia, Student
Domenico Licata, Secondary School Teacher
Lucia Ingorgia, Secondary School Teacher
Fabrizia Fasulo, Secondary School Teacher

Appendix 4 Section 3: Populism and civic education in England
-

Interviewee 1: Key expert civic education
Interviewee 2: Key expert civic education
Interviewee 3: Key expert civic education
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides an analysis of three of the
current proposals for the reform of the Common
European Asylum System (CEAS), namely, the
Reception Conditions Directive, the Qualifications
Regulation, and the Asylum Procedures Regulation.
In addition, the discussion below reflects on
the CEAS reform more generally. In response
to the 2015/16 European Refugee ‘crisis’, the
Commission decided to reform CEAS to render
it more efficient, fair, secure, and humane. This
led to new legislation being proposed regarding
asylum procedures, reception conditions, asylum
qualifications, and the Dublin system. These
proposals have sparked debate across the Union
as well as attracted criticism, especially from
refugee rights organisations. At the time of this
report's publication, negotiations regarding the
Dublin IV Regulation have come to standstill. The
following sections therefore focus on the other three
contested proposals, only one of which is slowly
progressing. The report provides an analysis of the
proposed legislations along with recommendations
on how to ensure the CEAS reform fulfils its
objective, while upholding the fundamental and
human rights of refugees enshrined in international
and national law.
The first part of the report provides the context of
the legislative reform of the Common European
Asylum system as proposed by the Commission in
May and July 2016. It lays out the five aims of the
reform as establishing: a sustainable and fair asylum
system, a stronger Eurodac, more harmonised
asylum systems across the EU, prevention of
secondary movements, and a new mandate for the
EU asylum agency.
The second part provides a more detailed analysis
of the Reception Conditions Directive, Asylum
Procedures Regulation and Qualifications Regulation
by outlining the current state of the proposals,
key contested areas of the reform, and policy
recommendations on these contested areas.

Reception Conditions Directive
The Reception Conditions Directive’s (RCD) purpose
is to further harmonise Member States’ reception
conditions, reduce incentives for secondary
movements and in doing so preventing ‘asylum
shopping’, where asylum-seekers choose the
Member State with the highest protection standards
for their application, and to augment the applicant’s
self-reliance and integration prospects. The most
contested issues of this proposal are the possibility
to withdraw and reduce material reception
conditions, more intensive restrictions on the
applicant’s freedom of movement and additional
grounds for detention.
Recommendations
•
We recommend that the final text of
the RCD includes the comprehensive healthcare
package as stated in the Commission’s proposal,
which provides special attention to applicants who
have experienced gender-based harm. [Recital 32]
•
We recommend removing such
stringent restrictions on freedom of movement,
which would give the applicant more access to the
labour market and thus the opportunity to become
fully integrated in the host society. Research has
proven that restrictions on freedom of movement
and general barriers for asylum-seekers to the
labour market are not only detrimental to the
mental health of the applicant but extremely costly
for the host country.1 [Article 7(2)]

1
Marbach, M., Hainmueller, J. and Hangartner, D. (2017). The Long-Term
Impact of Employment Bans on the Economic Integration of Refugees. SSRN Electronic
Journal. p 11.
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•
We are concerned by the punitive
approach to reducing secondary movements,
as it doesn’t take into consideration the fact that
much of intra-EU mobility of asylum-seekers is
motivated by familial, diasporic and linguistic links.2
Welfare benefits as push factors have been widely
discredited, and the true incentives for secondary
movements cannot be eradicated by withdrawing or
reducing material reception conditions. [Article 19]
•
We recommend that under no
circumstances can the material reception
conditions of applicants with special reception
needs be withdrawn or reduced, as they must
have uninterrupted access to their special needs.
[Article 19]
•
We recommend that an impartial
and transparent system be put in place to
ascertain whether if applicant’s have ‘sufficient
means’ to refund their material reception
conditions or medical treatment. [Article 16]
•
We recommend it is ensured that
an applicant with special reception needs is
detained only as a matter of absolute last resort
and that they would receive treatment in line
with their special needs. Periods of confinement
without the appropriate access to specialised care
may worsen their condition [Article 11]
•
We are concerned that, despite a
general commitment to make detention an absolute
last resort, the addition in Recital 21 of a ground
for detention of applicant at risk of ‘absconding’
demonstrates a move in the opposite direction
which we recommend to reverse.

2
Mayblin, L. (2016). Complexity reduction and policy consensus: Asylum seekers, the right to work, and the ‘pull factor’ thesis in the UK context. The British Journal
of Politics and International Relations, 18(4), p 818.
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Asylum Procedures Regulation
The proposed Asylum Procedures Regulation
(APR) (2016/0224 (COD)) aims to make asylum
procedures more uniform, efficient, and effective.
Like the Reception Conditions Directive, it hopes
to prevent secondary movement and “asylum
shopping” by harmonising standards. In the spirit of
uniformity, the proposal most notably changes the
text’s legislative instrument from a directive into a
regulation. Contested issues include the application
of safe country concepts, how to deal with “implicitly
withdrawn” applications, admissibility assessments,
procedural timelines, and the provision of free legal
assistance and representation.
Recommendations
•
We recommend free legal
assistance and representation to be provided to
all applicants regardless of the expected success of
their application, since this would guarantee asylum
seekers’ access to justice and fair trails. [Article 15]
•
We recommend that “implicitly
withdrawn” applications should not be rejected
as abandoned without an examination of their
contents. [Article 39]
•
We advise to reconsider mandatory
admissibility assessments currently called for
in the proposal. Meant to determine whether
an application should then be assessed on its
merits, this procedure increases the strain on the
administrations involved and risks not honouring
individual applications’ merits. [Art. 36]
•
We advise against the mandatory
application of the “safe country” concepts
throughout the text and for a deletion of the
common list of safe countries of origin in Annex I.
These concepts shift the focus away from applicants’
need for international protection and lack legal

basis. Indeed, the concepts’ use could even be in
conflict with the Geneva Convention. [Articles 44-50,
55-62 and others; Annex I]
•
While we welcome a streamlining
of asylum procedures, we recommend that
timelines for applicants should be extended and the
penalisation of non-compliance with them should
be removed from the text. Furthermore, to account
for current procedural and systemic differences,
we recommend that a ‘sunset’ clause should be
introduced and administrative timelines should not
be enforced until 2027. [Art. 27(1), 28(1), 32(2), 34,
40, 41(2), 55]
Qualification Regulation
Similarly to the Asylum Procedures Regulation, the
Commission has proposed to replace the current
Directive with a Regulation. The underlying logic of
the new proposed Regulation is that it has “directive
applicability” unlike a directive which allows for some
leeway in its transposition. The proposal is an active
attempt to develop further harmonisation amongst
member states both in terms of recognition rates
and type of protection status granted in order to
disincentive secondary movement.
Recommendations
•
We strongly believe that the
duration of residence should be equal amongst
the two statuses. However, in order for this new
Regulation to gain consensus amongst member
states, this report supports the proposal for setting
the minimum period of residence permits of at
least 3 years for refugees and at least 2 year for
subsidiary protection standard. This will enable
Member states that grant the same duration for the
two statues the possibility of continuing to do so.
•
We are concerned by the proposal to
change the length of time that it takes to receive a

residence permit once international protection has
been granted. We strongly believe that the 90 day
option is not an adequate solution to the status
quo. As such, we support the original proposal
of 30 days but with the inclusion of “as soon as
possible” as proposed by the Committee on Civil
Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs in 2016.
•
We welcome the original proposal
made in 2016 by the Commission that includes
in Article 28(1) the beneficiary’s “right to choose
their place of residence in the territory”. However,
we are concerned by the Presidency’s proposed
adjustment of removing this line as it has the
potential to directly contravene the CJEU and
create a situation where restriction of movement
could become the rule rather than the exception.
In its conclusion, the report takes a step back from
the specific proposals included in the 2016 CEAS
reform, and considers the reform package as a
whole. We call for an equal commitment to solidarity
among members and responsibility towards refugee
rights and procedural standards. Both are necessary
not only for passing the reform package, but also for
its successful application once adopted.
We would urge the newly elected European
Parliament and the European Commission
president to make the finalisation of the CEAS a key
priority. The European Union will otherwise remain
unprepared in the event of any new high inflows of
migrants. This is highly problematic, given that crises
in the Middle East and Africa, in particular, are still
on-going and new crises (e.g. such as in the Sahel
region) are emerging. As migrants are also changing
their routes, current policies such as the EUTurkey deal and the cooperation with Libya are not
preventing migratory movements. At the same time,
especially the dire situation in Libya has sparked
criticism towards the EU.
A reform of the CEAS is therefore a vital part of
67

preparing the EU for any future situations of mass
inflow, and of fostering stability, coherence and trust
between Member States. The European Commission
and the European Parliament should help strike a
balance between responsibility (i.e. the reform of
the European Asylum Agency, Eurodac as well as
the Asylum Procedures Regulation, the Qualification
Regulation and the Reception Conditions Directive)
and solidarity (especially Dublin), while not creating
further divisions between Member States, especially
regarding those Member States that are more critical
towards the reform. This will require leadership and
honest brokerage from the European Commission.
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COMMON EUROPEAN ASYLUM
SYSTEM REFORM

The unprecedented influx of migrants in 2015/2016
exposed the inherent weaknesses of the current
Common European Asylum System. In response,
in 2016 the European commission proposed two
comprehensive reform packages that have sought to
move the EU towards a more “robust and effective
system for sustainable migration management”
(European Commission 2016). The Commission3 has
outlined in its communication “Towards a reform
of the Common European Asylum System and
Enhancing Legal Avenues to Europe” five priority
areas where the Common European Asylum System
should be structurally improved:

all Member States and create a genuine common
procedure.
2)
To replace the Qualification Directive
with a Regulation in order to create uniform
standards for the recognition of persons in need of
protection and the rights granted to beneficiaries of
international protection.
3)
To revise the Reception Conditions
Directive to further harmonise reception conditions
in the EU, increase applicants' integration prospects
and decrease secondary movements.

1)
Establishing a sustainable and
fair system for determining the Member State
responsible for asylum seekers

We are now nearly into the third year of negotiations
of these reform packages and nearing the end of
this Commission's term, with each proposal at a very
different stage of the legislative procedure. Both
the Receptions Regulation and the Qualifications
Regulation are still being negotiated at the technical
level following the first reading by the European
Parliament in 2018. However, the Asylums
Procedures Directive has, to date, neither achieved a
joint Council or Parliament position, and still awaits a
first reading in the Parliament.

2)

Reinforcing the Eurodac system

3)
Achieving greater convergence in the
EU asylum system
4)
within the EU
Agency

5)

Preventing secondary movements

Current status of reforms

A new mandate for the EU’s Asylum

As part of the reform package to achieve these
aims, the Commission has made the following
proposals:
1)
To replace the Asylum Procedures
Directive with a Regulation in order to harmonise
the current disparate procedural arrangements in

3
European Commission (2016). Towards a reform of the Common European Asylum System and Enhancing Legal Avenues to Europe. Available online https://
eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52016DC0197&from=EN. Last
accessed 29 March 2019.
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ANALYSIS AND POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Reform of the reception
conditions directive

1.1

Background

The proposed 2016 recast directive of the European
Parliament and of the Council laying down the
standards for the reception of applicants for
international protection (RCD) aims to prompt a
greater harmonisation on reception standards
across Member States. The proposed directive will
replace the 2013 Reception Conditions Directive.
The proposal has three aims:
1.
conditions

To further harmonise reception

2.
To reduce incentives for secondary
movements to avoid ‘asylum-shopping’, whereby
asylum-seekers choose the Member State with the
highest protection standards for their application
3.
To increase applicants’ self-reliance
and possible integration prospects
1.2

Current status

On 14 June 2018, at the eighth trialogue, the
European Parliament and the Bulgarian Presidency
reached a political agreement on the directive, which
is yet to be published. On 23 January 2019 COREPER
agreed on compromise amendments to the directive
and to continue negotiations at the technical level
with the European Parliament. However, it seems
the European Parliament would like to stand by the
provisional agreement, and does not wish to
re-open negotiations.4

4
Presidency. (2019). Note to the Permanent Representatives Committee/
Council [Online]. Available at: https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-66002019-INIT/en/pdf, p. 4.
5
UN General Assembly (1948) Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 217 A
(III), Available at: https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3712c.html [accessed 23 March
2019]
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1.3

Key contested areas

Firstly, the withdrawal and/or reduction of
material reception conditions if an applicant is
to ‘abscond’ is a highly controversial issue. This
directive saw a significant change in discourse, by
referring to applicants who leave the first Member
State they arrived to as an act of ‘absconding’, a
term usually used to describe criminals escaping
punishment. Article 19 presents the scenarios in
which an applicant who has absconded, breached
the rules of the accommodation centre, behaved
violently, or failed to attend compulsory meetings
or integration measures may have their material
reception conditions reduced or withdrawn.
These cannot be completely withdrawn, financial
allowances and vouchers can be replaced with
material reception conditions in kind. The
linguistic shift, placing moral and criminal blame
on the applicant, and the punitive measures to
disincentivise secondary movements remain a
severely contentious issue, both in their debatable
ability to achieve their objective and in their more
restrictive nature.
Moreover, Article 7(2) implements targeted
restrictions on freedom of movement, which,
coupled with stricter consequences, aim to lead
to more effective monitoring of applicants’ location
in an effort to diminish secondary movements. This
consists in assigning applicants a specific place of
residence and imposing reporting obligations. This
is complemented by Recital 12, which specifies that
Member States can only provide applicants with a
travel document when serious humanitarian reasons
arise, or other imperative reasons. This issue is
contested due to its infringement on the applicant’s
rights of freedom of movement as enshrined in
Article 13 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and the significant barriers it places on the
applicant’s potential
self-reliance.5

Furthermore, detention remains a contentious
issue. One additional detention ground has been
added, again with a view of reducing secondary
movements, which would make it possible to detain
applicants who may be at risk of absconding. This
‘risk’ is established according to whether they
have ‘absconded’ before and whether they are
not complying with their restrictions on freedom
of movement. Moreover, Article 11 still allows for
the detention of applicants with special reception
needs. In the case of children, this would prove
particularly problematic as it would risk enforcing
family separations when a minor’s guardians are
detained. Of note, Article 11 still allows the detention
of applicants with special reception needs such as
victims of torture or applicants with psychosocial or
mental health disorders. Here, the debate is whether
their needs will be met in detention centres and the
impact of these centres on their condition.
1.4
Key takeaways and policy
recommendations
The RCD contains significant improvements on the
provision of healthcare in Recital 32, which now
includes specific attention to the needs of female
applicants who have experienced gender-based
harm, such as medical care, legal support, trauma
counselling and appropriate psychosocial care. We
recommend that these provisions are also in the
final revised text, despite reservations expressed by
the Council. Indeed, a UNHCR, UNFPA and Women’s
Refuge Commission report found that that such
health provisions are of imperative importance, due
to the elevated risk that women that are exposed to
such violence on their journey to Europe.6

6
UNHCR, UNFPA, Women's Refugee Commission (2016). Protection Risks
for Women and Girls in the European Refugee and Migrant Crisis. [online] Available
at: https://www.unhcr.org/news/press/2016/1/569f99ae60/report-warns-refugee-women-move-europe-risk-sexual-gender-based-violence.html [Accessed 23 Mar. 2019].

We welcome the proposed reduction in the time
limit for accessing the labour market from 9 to 6
months (Article 15). However, we are concerned by
the restrictions on freedom of movement as outlined
in Article 7(2) which risk to undermine the applicant's
ability to become self-reliant. As demonstrated in
a study by Moritz Marbach, Jens Hainmueller and
Dominik Hangartner, late labour market access and
restrictions to employment not only significantly
slow down the economic integration of refugees but
are also extremely costly for the host country.7 This
same study found that an employment ban cost
German taxpayers about 40 million Euros per year
on average, in terms of welfare expenditures and
forgone tax revenues from unemployed refugees.8
Therefore, these restrictions impinge on the
applicant’s potential to become an economic actor
and contribute to the economic activity of the host
country.
We are concerned by the punitive approach to
reducing secondary movements through the
reduction or withdrawal of material reception
conditions as laid out in Article 19, as it not only
continues to perpetrate a premature handling
of applicants as having breached the law, but
also doesn’t take into consideration major push
factors for secondary movements, such as familial,
diasporic and linguistic links to a country beyond
that of arrival. Lucy Mayblin has demonstrated that
countless research projects over the past 20 years
have widely discredited the theory that economic
factors are a pull factor for intra-EU secondary
movements.9

7
Marbach, M., Hainmueller, J. and Hangartner, D. (2017). The Long-Term
Impact of Employment Bans on the Economic Integration of Refugees. SSRN Electronic
Journal. p 11.
8
Ibid, p 11.
9
Mayblin, L. (2016). Complexity reduction and policy consensus: Asylum seekers, the right to work, and the ‘pull factor’ thesis in the UK context. The British Journal
of Politics and International Relations, 18(4), p 818.
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An additional study by Mayblin and Poppy James
found that even if the UK were to align its welfare
package and access to the labour market in
accordance with this RCD, it would have no impact
on the amount of applications received.10 Push
factors such as familial, diasporic and linguistic links,
which have been found to be prevalent, are not
weakened through punitive measures. In addition
to this, the withdrawal or reduction of material
reception conditions impinges on the applicant’s
safety, dignity and welfare.
As it stands, Article 19 still allows Member States
to withdraw or reduce the material reception
conditions for applicants with special reception
needs. We recommend that under no circumstances
should these applicants have their needs reduced
or withdrawn, such as the guardianship scheme for
minors and mental health and psychosocial support.
We are concerned by Article 16’s suggestion that
Member States may ask applicants to pay for their
medical treatment or refund their material reception
conditions if they have sufficient means. We
recommend a transparent and impartial process be
put in place to establish what qualifies as
“sufficient means”.

specific needs unmet in detention centres, and have
no access to care during a period of confinement
that could further worsen their conditions. As
demonstrated by Migration Policy Institute's Rocío
Naranjo Sandalio, people with mental health
problems are particularly susceptible to stresses
and pressures when in isolated confinement, with
the potential to deteriorate their conditions.11
Therefore, we recommend that applicants with
special reception needs have unimpeded access to
necessary care and that detention be an absolute
last resort.
Whilst the addition that detention must be ordered
in writing by judicial or administrative authorities
to ensure detention is the absolute last resort is
a welcome improvement, the inclusion of Recital
21, which adds a ground for detention to prevent
‘absconding’, is a concerning move in the opposite
direction.

The fact that Article 11 still allows the detention of
applicants with special reception needs, albeit as an
absolute last case scenario, is extremely concerning.
Applicants with special reception needs, whether
victims of torture, people with mental health
disorders or psychosocial needs, could not see their

10
Mayblin, L. and James, P. (2016). Is Access to the Labour Market a Pull
Factor for Asylum Seekers?. [online] Sheffield: Asylum Welfare Network. Available at:
https://asylumwelfarework.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/labour-market-access-forasylum-seekers_short1.pdf [Accessed 23 Mar. 2019].
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11
Naranjo Sandalio, R. (2019). Life After Trauma: The Mental-Health Needs
of Asylum Seekers in Europe. [online] migrationpolicy.org. Available at: https://www.
migrationpolicy.org/article/life-after-trauma-mental-health-needs-asylum-seekers-europe [Accessed 23 Mar. 2019].

2.

Reform of the asylum
procedures regulation

2.1

Background

As part of the CEAS reform, the European
Commission introduced a proposal to establish a
common procedure for international protection
in the Union or, in short, the Asylum Procedures
Regulation (APR) (2016/0224 (COD)). The proposed
text is set to replace the current Asylum Procedures
Directive (2013/32/EU) and make the existing system
more uniform, efficient, and effectual in order
to discourage “asylum shopping” and secondary
movement. This is achieved by harmonising
standards such as those regarding admissibility
and acceleration of asylum claims. However, the
common procedural denominator as proposed by
the Commission, some worry, might indeed be the
lowest one, as the regulation does not allow for
member states to retain their own - possibly more
liberal – standards (e.g. regarding safe country
concepts).12
2.2

Current status

Unlike several other legislations in the CEAS reform
package, neither a joint Council position nor a
parliament position have been reached on the APR
to date. In Parliament, a first reading has not yet
taken place, although the Civil Liberties, Justice and
Home Affairs (LIBE) committee passed a report on
the proposal and tabled it for plenary May 2018.
Meanwhile, an amended proposal was planned to
be passed on to COREPER by the JHA Counsellors by
March 2019.13

12
E. g. Amnesty International. (2017). Position Paper: The Proposed Asylum
Procedures Regulation. Available from: https://amnestyeu.azureedge.net/wp-content/
uploads/2018/10/AI_position_paper_on_APR_proposal.pdf [Accessed 24 March 2019];
ECRE. (2016) ECRE Comments on the Commission Proposal for an Asylum Procedures Regulation. Available from: https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/
ECRE-Comments-APR_-November-2016-final.pdf [Accessed 19 February 2019]
13
Presidency, 2019, p. 6

2.3

Key contested areas

The APR not only reforms the text’s content, but
changes its legislative instrument from a directive
to a regulation. This underlines the key objective of
the proposed change: harmonization of procedural
standards. One can assume that this change in
legislative instrument has led to a much closer
reading of the text. While a directive allows for
leeway in its transposition, a regulation demands
immediate and full implementation. Indeed, the
proposal’s move to “regulation” was challenged
by several member states.14 Given that asylum
procedures are steeped in national traditions,
systems, and legal practices, this area has emerged
as very difficult to harmonise. Indeed, several
members missed the transposition deadline for the
current directive, indicating how challenging the
harmonization of asylum procedures is.15
The proposal sets out a mandatory and uniform
ground for ruling asylum applications (in-)
admissible. These rules were either optional or up to
member state translation under the current system,
including the admissibility assessments, the use of
safe country concepts and the principle of rejecting
“implicitly withdrawn applications”.
The APR imposes several procedural timelines
for asylum administrations and applicants (e.g.
Art. Art. 25(1), Art. 28(1), Art. 34) that were not
present or were more vague/liberal in the existing
Directive. However, several member states already
cited “shorter time limits” (and, assumedly, greater
administrative burden) as grounds for concern
regarding the APR.16

14
Presidency. (2018). Note to the Delegations. Available from: http://www.
statewatch.org/news/2018/feb/eu-council-int-prot-revised-text-5296-18.pdf [Accessed
21 February 2019]
15
ECRE, 2016, p. 5
16
Presidency, 2016, p. 5
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Civil society organisations’, furthermore, worry
about the timelines placing undue burden on the
applicants.
The APR aims to render procedural safeguards and
services uniform. This includes the provision of “free
legal assistance and representation” in the initial
application and appeal procedure. This extends the
services provided for under the Directive, which only
called for free legal aid on request for the appeals
procedure (Art. 20). However, this liberalisation
appears to be opposed by several member states in
the Council.17
2.4

Key takeaways and policy 			
recommendations

It is regrettable that the proposed legislation not
only perpetuates the use of the “safe country
concepts” but makes their use mandatory. Under
the 1951 Refugee Convention, applicants should
be considered without discrimination as to their
country of origin (Art. 3) and cannot be returned
to a country where they might be in danger (nonrefoulement, Art. 33).18 Additionally, following Art.
19(2) of the European Convention Human Rights,
“no one may be removed, expelled or extradited
to a State where there is a serious risk that he
or she would be subjected to the death penalty,
torture or other inhuman or degrading treatment
or punishment”19 and UNHCR EXCOM conclusions
argue that application’s admissibility should not
be determined by whether applicants could have

17
Presidency, 2018
18
UN General Assembly. (1951). Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees. Available from: https://www.refworld.org/docid/3be01b964.html [Accessed 19 March
2019]
19
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, as amended by Protocols Nos. 11 and 14, 4 November 1950, ETS 5.
Available from: https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3b04.html [accessed 25 March
2019]
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applied for protection elsewhere.20
We are concerned by the fact that applications
rejected as inadmissible on the basis of the safe
third country or first country of asylum concepts,
rather than their merits, can violate these safeguards
and contribute to a further externalisation of the
EU’s protection responsibilities.
Additionally, we recommend the deletion of the list
of safe countries of origin at Union level (Annex
I). In additions to the points raised in the discussion
above, such a list can become politicised and fail to
reflect important developments in the countries it
includes. The case of Turkey, which LIBE excluded
from the list, a fortiori highlights this issue. A similar
list, part of the 2005 Asylum Procedures Directive,
has already been annulled by the Court of Justice of
the European Union on procedural grounds.21 Annex
I of the proposal therefore exposes the legislation to
potential legal challenges.
We are concerned by the rejection of “implicitly
withdrawn” applications without an examination
of their contents (Art. 39). Given that implicit
withdrawal spans an array of issues such as “not
providing the necessary details for the applications
to be examined” or not showing up for a personal
interview (Art. 39(1)), this procedure might affect a
significant number of applicants. Applicants, who
have a right to file for asylum under international
and EU law,22 lead to the rejection of their
applications without due examination of their claims,
and their return to a country where they are not safe
(refoulement).23

20
UNHCR, EXCOM Conclusion No. 15 (XXX), Identifying the Country Responsible for Examining an Asylum Request. Available from: http://www.unhcr.org/53b26db69.
pdf [accessed 02.04.2019]
21
‘European Parliament v Council’ (2008) Case no. C-133/06. InfoCuria, 2008,
257.
22
Cf. Art. 18 Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (European
Union, 2012); UN General Assembly, 1951.
23
Amnesty, 2017; ECRE, 2016.

We advise against mandatory admissibility
assessments if applicants come from a safe
third country, first country of asylum, are filing
subsequent applications, or were already part of an
application lodged on their behalf e.g. as a spouse
or minor (Art. 36). These assessments determine if
an application will then be passed on to be assessed
on its merits. This procedure adds an additional
administrative burden and is not commonly used
throughout the Union.24 National law of member
states such as France indeed renders such
assessments absurd, since it allows the country to
assess asylum applications on its merits - regardless
of its admissibility according to the APR.25
We welcome the provision of “free legal assistance
and representation” for applicants under Art. 15.
However, the limitations placed on this provision
should be reconsidered. The APR states that legal
aid does not have to be provided if an application
is deemed as “not having any tangible prospect of
success” (Art. 15(3)). However, Art. 47 of the Charter
of Fundamental Rights of the European Union
stipulates one’s right to legal aid if “necessary to
ensure effective access to justice” and Art. 13 of the
European Convention on Human Rights guarantees
“everyone” the right to an effective remedy.26 Given
that the provision of legal representation and its
quality have been shown to impact application
outcomes for refugees, they impact refugees’ access
to justice.27 Without legal aid, this access cannot be
guaranteed.

While we generally welcome a streamlining of
the asylum process and thereby reducing time
applicants spent in legal limbo, we believe that this
should not come at the expense of the quality of
decision-making or applicants’ rights. Therefore,
we recommend that procedural deadlines for
applicants should be extended and the penalisation
of non-compliance with them should be removed
from the text. Secondly, we believe that a ‘sunset’
clause should be introduced so that administrative
timelines do not have to be implemented until
2027. This accounts for the widely different asylum
procedures, systems and bureaucracies in the
different member states - currently a significant
roadblock for passing the APR.

24
ECRE, 2016, p. 44
25
French Constitution, Art. 53(1)
26
European Union, Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union,
26 October 2012, 2012/C 326/02. Available from: https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3b70.html [accessed 25 March 2019]; Council of Europe, European Convention for
the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, 1950; also see M.S.S. v.
Belgium and Greece, Application No. 30696/09, judgment of 21 January 2011, par. 319.
27
Kagan, M. (2006) Frontier Justice: Legal Aid and UNHCR Refugee Status
Determination in Egypt. Journal of Refugee Studies. 19(1), 45-68. Available from: doi:
10. 1093/jrs/fej002; Schoenholtz, A. I., Ramji-Nogales, J. & Schrag, P. G. (2007) Refugee
Roulette: Disparities in Asylum Adjudication. Stanford Law Review. 60, 295-412.
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3.

Reform of the qualification
directive

3.1

Background

The Qualification Regulation 28 (Commission 2016)
is part of the package of reforms put forth by
the Commission in order to reform the Common
European Asylum System.
The proposal has four aims29:
2.
Greater convergence of recognition
rates and forms of protection,
3.
Stricter rules sanctioning secondary
movements,
4.
Protection granted only for as long as
it is needed,
5.
Strengthened integration incentives.
Similarly to the Asylum Procedures Regulation, the
Commission has proposed to replace the current
Directive with a Regulation. The underlying logic of
the new proposed Regulation is that it has “directive
applicability”30 unlike a directive which allows for
some leeway in its transposition. The proposal is an
active attempt at fostering harmonisation amongst
member states both in terms of recognition rates
and type of protection status granted in order to
disincentives secondary movement.
3.2

Current status

The Bulgarian Presidency successfully reached a
provisional agreement with the European Parliament

28
Commission (2016). Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on standards for the qualification of third-country nationals or
stateless persons as beneficiaries of international protection, for a uniform status for
refugees or for persons eligible for subsidiary protection and for the content of the
protection granted and amending Council Directive 2003/109/EC of 25 November 2003
concerning the status of third-country nationals who are long-term residents. Available
online http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_
europeenne/com/2016/0466/COM_COM(2016)0466_EN.pdf.
29
Commission, 2016, p.4-5
30
Commission, 2016, p.4
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(EP) at the eighth trialogue on 14th June 2018. The
text of the provisional agreement was presented to
COREPER on 19th June 2018 but it did not achieve
the necessary support from delegations.
On 23rd January 2019, COREPER confirmed support
for the proposed amendments with a view to
continuing negotiations with the EP at technical level.
However, through informal contacts with the EP, the
Presidency has noted that the Parliament stands by
the provisional agreement that was reached back in
June 2018, thus there are currently no intentions to
reopen negotiations.31
3.3

Key contested areas

The proposal to introduce systematic review of
international protection status (Article 14 and 20)
has proven to be a key area of contestation amongst
member states (such as Belgium and Germany) and
the European Parliament.32 Member states have
raised concerns over both the new administrative
burdens that would result from having to carry out
systematic review of status and the binding nature
of EASO guidelines.33

31
Presidency, 2019, p.5
32
European Parliament (2017), p.80. Report by the Committee on Civil
Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs on on the proposal for a regulation of the European
Parliament and of the Council on standards for the qualification of third-country
nationals or stateless persons as beneficiaries of international protection, for a uniform
status for refugees or for persons eligible for subsidiary protection and for the content
of the protection granted and amending Council Directive 2003/109/EC of 25 November
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Furthermore, concerns were raised by ECRE34 that
an obligation of systematic review has the potential
to create a perception of temporary residence which
could undermine integration prospects.
The proposal to harmonise the validity period
and format of the residence permit (Article 26) as
proposed by the Commission has faced contestation
both in the EP and amongst member states.
Following bilateral meetings carried out by the
Austrian Presidency, it is proposed that the validity
of residence permits is to be set out in national law,
taking into account the limits set by the Qualification
Regulation; period of at least 3 years for refugees
and at least 1 year for subsidiary protection
beneficiaries. Residence permits shall be renewed
on expiry for at least 3 years for refugees and the
residence permits for beneficiaries of subsidiary
protection can be renewed for longer than 2 years.
As such, Member States which already grant the
same duration for the two statuses (such as the
Netherlands) can continue to do so.35
There is also disagreement over Article 26 on the
proposed maximum time a beneficiary who has
been granted international protection should
wait in order to receive a residence permit. In the
original proposal, the Commission stated “no later
than 30 days”36 which the EP proposed to amend
with “as soon as possible and in any event no later

34
ECRE (2016), p.15. Comments on the Commission Proposal for a Qualification Regulation COM(2016) 466. Available online https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/
uploads/2016/11/ECRE-Comments-QR.pdf. Last accessed 23 March 2019.
35
Presidency (2018), p.3. Note from Presidency to Permanent Representatives Committee on the Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the
Council on standards for the qualification of third-country nationals or stateless persons
as beneficiaries of international protection, for a uniform status for refugees or for persons eligible for subsidiary protection and for the content of the protection granted and
amending Council Directive 2003/109/EC of 25 November 2003 concerning the status
of third-country nationals who are long-term residents (First reading) - State of play and
guidance for further work. Available online http://www.statewatch.org/news/2018/nov/
eu-council-int-prot-sop-14355-REV-1-18.pdf. Last accessed 23 March 2019.
36
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than 15 days”.37 The Presidency38 taking into account
member states positions proposed “within 90 days
from the notification of the decision”.
The proposal by the Commission under Article
8(1) of obligating member states to employ the
internal protection provision had faced opposition
amongst member states (such as France, Ireland,
Italy, Portugal, Slovakia) and the European Union.39
In the explanatory statement, the rapporteur40
denounced the obligation element of the article as
“going one step too far”. However, it is not referred
to as a contested area in the Presidency’s note in
November 2018, which suggests that the issue has
been resolved through negotiations.
There is a current contention over Article 28(1)
Freedom of movement between the Council
and European Parliament. The Presidency41 has
proposed to remove the line that grants “the right
to choose the place of residence in that territory”.
Whilst this gained wide support at the meeting of
JHA Counsellors on 17th July 2018, the Parliament
informed the Presidency that it stands by the
original agreement reached in the June 2018
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trialogue meeting and does not intend to continue
the negotiations for the time being.42
3.4

Key takeaways and policy 			
recommendations

It is regrettable that a distinction continues to be
made between the duration of residence permits
awarded to refugees and subsidiary protection
beneficiaries, as it continues to promote the
assumption that subsidiary protection is both less
valid than refugee status but also more temporal,43
which is not necessarily the case. We strongly believe
that the duration of residence should be equal
amongst the two statuses. However, in order for this
new Regulation to gain consensus amongst member
states, this report supports the proposal for setting
the minimum period of residence permits of at least
3 years for refugees and at least 2 year for subsidiary
protection standard. This will enable Member states
which grant the same duration for the two statues
the possibility of continuing to do so.
We are concerned by the proposal to change the
length of time that it takes to receive a residence
permit once international protection has been
granted. We strongly believe that the 90 day option
is not an adequate solution to the status quo.
Already there are delays according to an ECRE
report44 of at least a month (e.g. Bulgaria, Sweden,
Italy and Hungary) and often more (e.g. reportedly
up to a year in France) before the issuing of a
residence permit and concerns have been raised
as to whether this may result in beneficiaries of
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Presidency 2018, p.3
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ECRE 2016a
44
ECRE (2016b). Asylum on the Clock? Duration and review of international
protection status in Europe. Available online https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/AIDA-Briefing-Asylum-on-the-Clock-duration-and-review-of-internationalprotection-status-in-Europe_-June-2016.pdf. Last accessed 24 March 2019.
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international protection being deprived of certain
social security benefits whilst they await their
permit.45 As such, we support the original proposal
of 30 days but with the inclusion of “as soon as
possible” as proposed by the Committee on Civil
Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs in 2016.46
We welcome the original proposal made in 2016 by
the Commission that includes in Article 28(1) the
beneficiary’s “right to choose their place of residence
in the territory”. This is in line with the CJEU’s
ruling in the joint cases of Alo and Osso versus the
region of Hanover in 201647 that stated that the
“right to freedom of movement for beneficiaries
of international protection must be exercised
under the same conditions and restrictions as
those for refugees and other legally resident third
country nationals.”48 (CJEU 2016). However, we are
concerned by the Presidency’s proposed adjustment
of removing this line as it has the potential to
directly contravene with the CJEU ruling. Moreover,
in line with the Meijers Committee49 (2016), we are
concerned that the ambiguity of the language within
the proposed Article creates a situation where
restriction of movement could become the rule
rather than the exception.

45
ECRE 2016a, p.15
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European Parliament 2017, p.63
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ECRE 2016a, p.18
48
European Database of Asylum Law (2016). Joint Cases C-443/14 & C-444/14,
Kreis Warendorf v Ibrahim Alo & Amira Osso v Region Hannover. Accessed online
https://www.asylumlawdatabase.eu/en/content/cjeu-joint-cases-c-44314-c-44414-kreiswarendorf-v-ibrahim-alo-amira-osso-v-region-hannover. Last accessed 25 March 2019
49
Meijers Committee (2016). Comments on the proposals for a Qualification
Regulation (COM(2016) 466 final), Procedures Regulation (COM(2016) 467 final), and a
revised Reception Conditions Directive (COM(2016) 465 final). Available online at https://
www.commissie-meijers.nl/sites/all/files/cm1614_comments_.pdf. Last accessed 23
March 2019.

Conclusion
The difficulty in reaching political agreement for
the Reception Conditions Directive, Qualifications
Regulation and the stalled negotiations of the
Asylum Procedure Regulation and Dublin IV
Regulation shed significant light on how contested
asylum and immigration issues have become at the
EU level. The 2016 push for reform of the Common
European Asylum System in response to the
unprecedented waves of migration in 2015/16 set
out to shape asylum policy so that it is efficient, fair
and humane - whether in times of calm or crisis. To
what extent these reforms would achieve their aims,
if all successfully passed, is a question for much
debate.
Whilst there have been some welcomed
improvements, especially with the transition
of two of the Directives into Regulations, the
continued issues surrounding Dublin IV negotiations
significantly undermine overall progress of the CEAS.
The fact that these negotiations are stalled on the
solidarity component of the proposal is indicative
of member states’ approach to CEAS reform in
general. Another overarching trend noticeable in the
proposed texts is the inclusion of vague terminology,
made ever vaguer with each round of amendments,
to ensure that Member States can implement
them as they so wish - undermining the true
harmonisation of asylum systems across the EU.
More explicit recommendations need to put in place
for Member States to truly harmonise and effectively
manage migration flows.

under fire, ensuring a harmonised EU asylum
policy that places human rights at its core is of vital
importance. This does not only require solidarity
amongst the member states, it demands prioritising
refugees’ rights over achieving efficiency and
harmonisation.
It is evident that the package of reforms will not
be passed under the current Commission and
Parliament. As such there is real opportunity under
the new Presidency to advocate for change in
areas that have been either undermined through
compromise or abandoned entirely over the last two
to three years of negotiations. In the short-term with
certain member states still developing their capacity
and capability to align their systems and structures
with the current Directives, immediate resources
should be directed both into supporting compliance
through EURODAC and EASO to reduce the current
compliance gap that exists within the CEAS.
However, in the long-term whilst it is important to
achieve harmonisation and compliance on reception
conditions and qualification procedures, this has to
be supported by a genuine reform in responsibilitysharing, not abandoning the role of migration
management to those least able to manage.

Furthermore, due to the stalled negotiations of the
Dublin IV Regulation, there has been a fundamental
failure to tackle the topic of resettlement and
redistribution. This system of responsibility-sharing
seems to have been removed from the political
agenda, whilst focus has increased on how to reduce
secondary movements. As such, the EU seems to
find itself in the same position as before 2015, and
the lesson (yet) to be learned remains the same:
When European migration and asylum policy is
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Note on research methodology
The first part of each of the main sections (1, 2, 3) discusses the key contested
areas of each proposal. These areas have been selected based on disagreements
highlighted through the main findings and conclusions and policy recommendations.
Our research is mainly based on desk research, assessing the positions of the Council
and the European Parliament in light of the Commission proposal and the current
state of the debate. Additionally, we drew on academic research as well as legal
studies on some of the aspects of the reform proposals to provide evidence-based
proposals. Finally, our findings are put to a ‘reality check’, based on expert interviews
that Nicholas Millet has conducted in Greece and Natascha Zaun has conducted in
Brussels.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The European Union, like many established
democracies, is currently experiencing a democratic
deficit. A key pillar of effective democracy is
universal suffrage. However, when an important
part of the electorate consciously fails to participate
in elections, it not only questions the legitimacy of
democratic institutions, but the extent to which
such institutions adequately represent today’s
citizens. This is the exact issue facing the European
Union at the moment. Since the first European
Parliamentary elections in 1979, voter turnout
has gradually decreased. Although in the most
recent election in 2014, there was a 0.1% increase
in voter participation, the fact remains that only
slightly more than 40% of the electorate vote in
European Parliamentary (EP) elections.1 Evidently,
the European Union (EU) is slowly approaching a
democratic crisis and if solutions to solve low voter
turnout are not examined soon, it is likely that in
line with the trend, voter participation will remain
around 40% or perhaps even decrease in the
upcoming 2019 elections.
Over the last years, scholarly work has examined
why turnout is lower in the European Elections than
in other elections or under what conditions some
citizens are less likely to participate in the European
Elections than in other contests. Despite the amount
of theoretical and empirical evidence provided
so far, the question is still unanswered. Most
importantly, the discipline has overlooked turnout
among young voters in the context of the European
Elections. Are they more or less likely to participate
than the other age groups?

Overview
This report aims at analysing the turnout patterns,
as well as the turnout gap, of young voters across
EU member states and over time. We start by
undertaking an empirical analysis in order to identify
whether there is a turnout gap between young
voters and the rest — that is, if young voters are
less likely to vote in the EP elections than other age
groups. We then look at whether parties attach
great or low salience to young people in the political
debate through an analysis of parties’ manifestos.
After outlining several empirical regularities, we
will focus on three aspects that are often present
in the public debate as a potential solution for the
low levels of turnout. These are the implementation
of an e-voting system, the electoral system in EP
elections and the framing of EU issues. For each
of them, we will examine the advantages and
disadvantages of the current system, as well as the
potential for change in the future.
Policy Recommendations
Drawing from the conclusions of our discussion
below on these three potential solutions to low
levels of turnout, we offer the following policy
recommendations, covered in more details in the
relevant section of this report:
E-voting
•
Use an incremental approach for the
implementation of e-voting in order to gradually win
over citizens’ trust in the new system (e.g. holding
small scale e-voting trials in the upcoming European
Parliamentary elections).

1
Potential and Challenges of E-voting in the EU by Trechsel et al. (2016) commissioned by the European Parliament’s Committee on Constitutional Affairs
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•
Introduce voter education programs
on how e-voting works, demonstrating the security
of the system, and highlighting its advantages
to win over sceptics and bridge the ‘generation
technological gap’.
•
Implement a de-centralized e-voting
system, similar to that conducted in Switzerland,
where e-voting is administered by each canton, but
all follow the same fundamental regulations.
•
The European Parliament should
continue to use and develop digital technologies
and its social media presence to increase its visibility
to youth voters (e.g. developing a platform such
as Better Reykjavik, an online participatory social
network, where citizens can present their ideas on
municipal issues).
Electoral system
•
Cast and count votes on the same
day across the European Union. Synchronising
the EPEs is an essential part of homogenising the
elections.
•
Reach a consensus amongst member
states on one formula to allocate seats to parties
(e.g. the d’Hondt-formula).
•
Allow citizens from the age of 16 to
cast their vote, either in their country of residence
or in their country of nationality. The latter is
guaranteed under Article 20 and 22 TFEU; member
states currently enforce different suffrage laws.
•
Allocate a number of pan-EU seats
(e.g. should the UK leave the EU, allocate its seats to
candidates from a pan-European candidate list).
•
List candidates’ names next to the EP
Political Group they are affiliated with first, and their
national party affiliation second on party lists.
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•
Take concrete steps to address
women’s under-representation in the European
Parliament (e.g. make it compulsory for lists to
feature female and male candidates in alternating
order).
Framing
In panels acknowledging the funding of the EU for a
project:
larger.

•

Make the EU logo more central and

•
Place banners and panels on a blue
and yellow background.
•
the EU”.

Include “Funded and Supported by

•
Include the percentage of the
project’s funds that are being contributed by the EU
only if this percentage represents a significant part
of the project (e.g. 70% or more).
•
Convey the notion that such projects
are not simply “supported” or “promoted” by the EU,
but rather integral part of the “Union”.
Wider proposals:
•
Politicians supporting EU
membership and projects should articulate
and advertise their positions more clearly and
systematically and increase their visibility across the
EU (e.g. projects launched or promoted by the EU
could require an inaugural event or a conference
to be held on the location of the project with the
participation of at least one EU representative).
Establish EU “hubs” as offices across cities and local
territories to tackle possible adverse effects on
EU visibility stemming from decentralization and
presence of local governments.

YOUNG VOTERS TURNOUT GAP IN THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS

We start by examining whether there is a significant
relationship between age and the probability of
participating in the EP elections. As it is commonly
known in the field of political behaviour, the
relationship between age and turnout is curvilinear.
In other words, we empirically tend to observe a
relatively low level of participation during early adult
life, a gradually growing mobilization among middleaged voters and a soft decline with old age. 2 Do we
observe the same pattern in EP elections?

Figure 1 explores the relationship between a respondent’s age and the probability of participating in
the EP elections. As it is visually clear, there appears to be a curvilinear relationship between both.
This pattern is similar when we examined other
elections (general, regional or local). If anything, the
increase in the probability of participating seems
to be less steep in the European Elections than in
national elections. In substantive terms, we observe
that young people—for instance, 20-year-old individuals—are 20 percentage points less likely to participate in the EP elections than 40-year-old individuals.

2
This global pattern overlooks another “local”, but equally interesting,
pattern: as shown by Bhatti et al (2012), the relationship between age and turnout has
the shape of a rollercoaster: 18-years-old individuals (or first time voters) tend to be very
active, but turnout decline after the first electoral experience. http://timmale.com/

Figure 1: Probability of participating in the 2014 EP elections as a function of R’s age
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Estimates are extracted from a multi-level logistic regression with participating in the 2014 EP elections (versus not) as the
outcome and age as the main explanatory variable. The model adjusts for gender, marital status, respondent’s left-right self-placement,
respondent’s self-placement on the EU integration scale, religiosity, education and party identification. Whiskers represent 95%
confidence intervals. Random intercepts at the country-level. Source: 2014 European Election Study.

This general effect, however, is different in different
EU member states. This is illustrated in Figure 2,
which shows the effect of being young (versus the
rest) on the probability of participating in the EP
elections. As the estimates show, the age turnout
gap is greater in some countries than in others. For
instance, young people are substantially less likely
to participate in EP elections than the other age
groups in the United Kingdom, Romania and Finland.
In contrast, their turnout patterns are similar in
Sweden, Luxembourg and the Czech Republic.3

3
The age turnout gap is also small in Belgium. Yet, this probably due to the
compulsory voting system.

Figure 2: The effect of being young on the probability of participating in the 2014 EP elections
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*
Estimates are extracted from the same multi-level model than before, but setting age as a binary indicator (1=30 years or
less; 0=otherwise) and treating it as a random intercept/random slope. Bars show the slope coefficient over EU member states. Source:
European Election Study.
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REPRESENTATION OF YOUTH IN POLITICAL
MANIFESTOS

Do political parties talk about the young people?
Is the young group a salient issue in their political
campaigns? This is what we explore next. We employ
data from the Euromanifesto project, which codes
parties’ manifestos in several dimensions. 4

Figure 3 shows the percentage of quasi-sentences
in political manifestos that mention young people
across the different EU member states (between
1979-2014). As it can be observed, there is substantial variation across countries. Croatia and Malta are
the countries where the young age group has more
salience in the political debate, while in Denmark
and the Netherlands the salience is the lowest.

4
More concretely, Euromanifesto codes quasi-sentences that belong to a
particular topic and identifies whether they are positive, negative or neutral. In mathematical terms, values shown here are operationalized in the following way: Number of
quasi-sentences within category / total Number of quasi-sentences
− Number of headlines.

Figure 3: Percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People (by Member State)

*
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Means represent country means between 1979-2014.

Do political parties talk about the young people
more today than in the past? Figure 4 shows that
it seems to be the case. In factor, compared to
previous EU elections, political parties in the 2014 EP
elections focused much more on the young people
than before. Yet, the salience is still relatively low.

Figure 4: Percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People over time

*

Means represent year means across all countries
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The Euromanifesto also allows us to explore whether
parties, when they talk about the young people, do
it in a positive or negative way. Figure 5 shows that
almost all mentions are positive, which essentially
means that parties, when they talk about them, they
take a positive and pro-active position.

Figure 5: Difference between positive and negative quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People

Difference between positive and negative quasi-sentences
that refer to Young people
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The line represents the kernel density function. The area of the bar indicates the frequency distribution of the data.

What is the Europarty that mentions the young more
often? This is what Figure 6 explores for the last
2014 EP elections. The party of European Socialists
mentions the young people almost as twice as
the second group, the Europe of Freedom and
Democracy. In contrast, the Europarty that mentions
the least the young is the European Conservatives
and Reformist Group.

Figure 6: Percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People across political groups in the EP (2014

*

Means represent country means in 2014.
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One of the advantages of the Euromanifesto data
is that it allows us to examine whether parties,
when mentioning the issue, frame it in a national
or European way. In other words, parties can offer
in their manifesto a solution, or a criticism, to a
problem and mention that national governments,
or the EU, need to tackle it. This framing is useful
as it enables us to examine whether the issue is
“nationalized” or “europeanized”.

Following this logic, next two Figures show the
percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos
that refer to young people that use a national or
a European framing. As it can be seen, when we
apply this distinction, results are different. Late
newcomers in the EU are more likely to frame issues
as national, while parties from countries that have
been in the EU for a relatively long time are more
likely to frame them as European. Notwithstanding
this pattern, we observe substantial variation
that might depend on other factors, such as the
presence of Eurosceptic parties or other contextual
characteristics.

Figure 7: Percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People (by Member State) – national framing

*
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Means represent country means between 1979-2014.

Figure 8: Percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People (by Member State) – European framing

*

Means represent year means across all countries
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Interestingly, political parties are more likely to
talk about the young people today than in any
previous EP election. But this upward trend has not
implied an increase in the European framing and a
decrease in the national framing (or the opposite).
In other words, political parties talk about the young
people more than ever, but they apply suggest both
national and European policy solutions.

Figure 9: Percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People over time – national framing

*
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Means represent year means across all countries

Figure 10: Percentage of quasi-sentences in political manifestos that refer to Young People over time – European framing

*

Means represent year means across all countries

103

POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS FOR LOW-LEVEL
TURNOUT

1.E-voting
One possible and plausible solution to reduce voter
apathy in European Elections is the introduction
of e-voting. Electronic voting, commonly known as
e-voting, is defined as voting through any computer
mediated device – i.e. tablet, laptop, cellular
telephone – from any geographical location that
the voter choses, through any communications
network.5 It essentially refers to a way of voting via
an electronic system, which records a voter’s secret
ballot. Some of the advantages of e-voting include:
reducing the cost for casting a vote, for instance, by
eliminating obstacles associated with bad weather,
confusion over polling stations and making voting
more accessible to handicapped and/or disabled
voters.6 Additionally, from an administrative
perspective, e-voting offers gains in efficiency vis-àvis paper ballots, especially for counting votes in an
accurate and timely manner.
The effectiveness of e-voting has subsequently been
recognized by the European Union, specifically by
the European Parliament. In July 2018, Members of
the European Parliament (MEPs) backed proposed
changes to the 1976 Electoral Act; such amendments
included the introduction of internet and electronic
voting possibilities, as well as allowing EU citizens to
vote from non-EU countries.7 Although each member
state needs to approve this resolution in accordance
with their constitutional requirements, it is surely a
positive first step towards utilizing e-voting as a way
to reduce voter passivity in European Parliamentary
elections. However, 2018 was not the first time the
European Union acknowledged the possibility of
utilizing e-voting in European Parliament elections.
In 2000, the EU launched its CyberVote project, an

5
E-voting to the European Parliament and US Congress. An Attempt of
Comparison by Elzbieta Kuzelewksa and Izabela Krasnicka (2013) pg. 335
6
Potential and Challenges of E-voting in the EU by Trechsel et al. (2016) ->
commissioned by the European Parliament’s Committee on Constitutional Affairs
7
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/legislative-train/theme-union-of-democratic-change/file-reform-of-the-electoral-law-of-the-eu

initiative aiming to develop European democracy
by enabling all its citizens the use of a modern
electronic voting system via mobile phones or
computers connected to the internet.8
Despite the trials conducted in Sweden, France
and Germany, the project ended in 2003 with
inconclusive results and consequently, there has
been no further progress or information released
regarding CYBERVOTE. With the continuous
development of technology, as well as the increased
use of technology by EU citizens, it is tenable for the
EU to successfully implement
e-voting soon.
Closely connected to the rise of e-voting is the
relationship between social media and politics.
In March 2017, MEPs overwhelmingly passed a
resolution highlighting the importance of digital
communicative tools to provide new solutions
for political participation and increase trust in the
democratic
system.9 Furthermore, Luc Van den Brande, former
President of the EU’s Committee of the Regions,
noted that outreach, communication and dialogue
between Europe and its citizens is largely embedded
in our digital society.10 Most MEPs have Twitter
and Facebook accounts to communicate with their
constituencies, including European Parliament
President Antonio Tajani. This is also an important
step towards increasing voter participation by
expanding awareness on the EU agenda and
policies. Nevertheless, these platforms need to be
continuously updated in order to illustrate to the
various European constituencies how MEPs affect

8
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/52634/factsheet/en
9
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/press-room/20170308IPR65695/
boost-our-democracies-with-digital-tools-say-meps
10
Reaching out to EU Citizens: A New opportunity by Luc Van den Brande,
Special Adviser to the President of the European Commission (Oct 2017)
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their daily lives, which would subsequently aid to
reduce citizen disconnect to the larger EU institution.
In a recent article commissioned by the EP’s
Committee on Constitutional Affairs, the authors
illustrate that the success of internet voting largely
depends on how it is perceived by the people as well
as the mechanism chosen.11 Therefore, in the next
section, we will examine e-voting throughout the EU
countries on a national level and then specifically
analyze the two most successful cases of e-voting:
Switzerland and Estonia, to yield insights into how
the EU can take the next steps to implement this
new voting apparatus.

11
Potential and Challenges of E-voting in the EU by Trechsel et al. (2016) ->
commissioned by the European Parliament’s Committee on Constitutional Affairs
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Advantages/Opportunities

Disadvantages/Cautions

- Increase in convenience/reduction of
- opportunity costs: make it easier for voters to participate
in an election because every computer that has an online
connection becomes a polling site. Not only is convenience
of voting increased, but the costs of voting are lowered. For
instance, overseas military personnel, physically disabled

- Security risks: fear of online security, as there have been
numerous high-profile cases of internet viruses and attacks on
Internet portals. There is a risk of hacking and many personal
computers or mobile devices used for e-voting are poorly
defended (Estonians use end-to-end encryption verification
technology which helps remedy electoral fraud). Aside from

voters, a working single parent or someone who travels
frequently can easily cast votes. Evidence from Estonia shows
that on-paper voting is 16-times more time-consuming than
Internet voting.

hacking there is also the security fear of technical glitches,
voter impersonation and even system failure. However,
many have noted that the technology behind e-voting is
similar to the one used in online transactions with banks and
governments.

- Reduce information costs: by making relevant information
available to voters on the Internet voting platform.
- Gains in efficiency vis-à-vis paper ballots: especially
efficient in terms of counting votes. Technology enables
faster vote counting and reduces the scope for human error,
saving money through recurring fewer poll workers as well.
For instance, e-voting in the 2011 Estonian parliamentarian
elections saved 1500-man days for polling stations.
- Increase in voter turnout: For the case of Estonia, three
groups of voters benefited greatly; citizens who live abroad,
citizens who live in rural areas fall from polling states and
disabled citizens with mobility impairments. Also, been
frequently noted that internet voting could increase voter
turnout among the 18-25 age group. Yet, findings are
inconclusive. While some research reports a positive impact on
turnout, others suggest the impact is minimal.

- Expand the digital divide: such a system could favor some
voters at the expense of others. There could be a digital divide,
as there is a difference in the quality of internet access, for
instance, urban and wealthy areas have access to relatively
inexpensive, high-speed Internet (however, this could be a
limited issue, if the EU decides to also accept alternative forms
of voting, i.e. postal and traditional voting methods). Another
issue related to the digital divide is the concern that parts of
the population remain excluded from these technologies.
- Increased costs of developing e-voting system:
digitalization entails multiple costs, such as developing and
updating software to deal with evolving cyber-threats. Yet,
again trials have shown that internet voting has the potential
to be less expensive to operate and execute than paper ballots
that require staffing polls.
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Table 2: EU countries and their current use of e-voting
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EU country

Use of e-voting

Austria

Currently does not use e-voting. However, in the early 2000s, Austria piloted i-voting for student elections. Yet,
the results were unsuccessful and now the country has no i-voting/e-voting legislation for elections at the state
level.

Belgium

Does not use e-voting.

Bulgaria

Currently does not use e-voting. Yet, the country has implemented trials for e-voting, although nothing serious
has been established.

Croatia

Does not use e-voting.

Cyprus

Does not use e-voting.

Czech Republic

Does not use e-voting.

Denmark

Does not use e-voting.

Estonia

The most successful case globally of the implementation of i-voting/e-voting. I-voting is used for municipal,
national and European Parliamentary elections. See Table 2 for more information.

Finland

Currently does not use e-voting. Internet voting was trialed in 2008 and was reviewed throughout 2016-17, yet
the government decided against its implementation.

France

Currently does not use e-voting. E-voting was used for overseas voters in the 2012 parliamentary elections but
discontinued in 2017 due to security concerns.

Germany

Does not use e-voting.

Greece

Does not use e-voting.

Hungary

Does not use e-voting.

Ireland

Does not use e-voting.

Italy

Does not use e-voting.

Latvia

Does not use e-voting.

Lithuania

Currently does not use e-voting. However, the government is attempting to introduce an online voting
information system by July 2019, so voters could use the platform for the next parliamentary election in 2020.
The cost of this project is estimated at two million euros.

EU country

Use of e-voting

Luxembourg

Does not use e-voting.

Malta

Does not use e-voting.

The
Netherlands

Currently does not use e-voting. However, it should be noted that in the 2004 European Parliament elections
and 2006 National Elections, voters abroad could vote through the internet. Due to safety concerns, elections
are conducted purely through paper and postal ballots.

Poland

Does not use e-voting.

Portugal

Currently does not use e-voting but is in the process of its implementation for Portuguese expatriates.

Romania

Currently, Romania does not utilize e-voting. Nevertheless, in 2003, e-voting trials were conducted with
Romanian military personnel stationed abroad. The pilot was run and rated successfully, but there have been
limited updates since.

Slovakia

Does not use e-voting.

Slovenia

Does not use e-voting.

Spain

Does not use e-voting.

United Kingdom

Currently does not use e-voting. I-voting trials were conducted throughout the 21st century, however the UK has
since abandoned this voting method.
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Table 3: A comparison of the two most successful cases of
e-voting: Switzerland and Estonia

Country

Background

E-voting mechanism

Prevention of voter
fraud

Cost

Results

Estonia

Estonia has
used e-voting,
specifically
i-Voting, which is
cast exclusively
through any
internetconnected device,
since 2005.

To verify the legitimacy
of voters, all Estonians
are registered in a
database in advance.
They are then given an
ID card with remote
identification, which
is compulsory for
personal authentication.
However, most
Estonian inhabitants
are already electronic
ID cardholders, making
i-Voting quite logical and
easy to implement.

Voter identification cards
and digital signatures,
which consist of several
keys used with secret
PINs, helps evade voter
fraud.

In a recent article,
scholars found that
e-voting in Estonia
is the cheapest
voting channel
due to the lowered
costs involved
in deployment.
Conversely each
e-vote is half the
cost of a vote
cast in person
on Election Day
(Krimmer et al.,
2018).

Approximately
thirty per cent
of all Estonians
eligible to vote
use i-Voting.
In the most
recent European
Parliamentary
elections, 31.3%
of voters cast
their ballot using
this system.

Estonians can
use i-voting
for municipal,
national and
European
Parliamentary
elections. Voters
also have the
possibility to vote
in person through
a ballot box or via
the post
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The process of i-Voting
takes place on the
webpage of the Estonian
National Electoral
Committee. The
voter then votes after
signing in with their
ID and binding digital
signature for personal
authentication. After
such digital verification,
the consolidated list of
candidates is revealed
and subsequently the
voter can make his or
her decision.

Additionally, traditional
voting is prioritized,
meaning that if the voter
decides after casting an
e-vote, to then change
their vote in person at
a polling station, then
all previous e-votes will
be cancelled. As with
any method of remote
voting, the possibility of
votes being coerced or
bought is concerning,
and therefore to tackle
this, Estonia allows
voters to vote as many
times as they want online
in the pre-voting period.

Furthermore,
the Estonian
government
calculated that
the cumulative
time-savings by
those who used
i-Voting in the
2011 Estonian
Parliamentary
elections, were
11,000 working
days, which would
amount to around
€500,000 in
average wages.

It is highly
regarded by
many scholars
as the most
successful
case of the
implementation
of i-voting.

Country

Background

E-voting mechanism

Prevention of voter
fraud

Cost

Results

Switzerland

The first trial
of e-voting in
Switzerland was
conducted at the
cantonal level in
Geneva in 2003.

A document containing
important codes needed
for e-voting and the URL
for the voting portal
used in each canton
are sent to each eligible
voter through post.
Once the voter has
identified themselves
on the website, they can
start the vote casting
process. This is done
through the internet.

The Swiss e-voting
system adopts an
individual verifiability
approach to counter
voter fraud. In the
document containing
important codes, the
voter is able to compare
codes that are generated
after they’ve made their
choice with those on the
physical document. If the
codes match, voters are
aware that their vote has
been sealed correctly.

The Swiss
government posits
that expenditure
on internet
voting systems
is additional to
polling station
operation costs,
however, these
additional costs
will eventually be
offset as more
people vote online.
This would in turn
require less staff
to be at polling
stations to receive
and count ballots.

Of the 200
e-voting trials
conducted, up
to two-thirds of
voters in canton
where online
voting exists
made use of this
voting option.
For instance,
in Geneva,
over sixty per
cent of voters
have used the
electronic voting
system.

Moreover, the
current goal
of the Swiss
Confederation
is to implement
e-voting
nationwide. As of
yet, there have
been over 200
trials and a total
of 14/26 cantons
have allowed
certain groups to
vote online.
Like Estonians,
Swiss voters
maintain
the freedom
to choose
their method
of voting:
electronic,
by post or in
person at polling
stations.

It should be said that
the e-voting system
in Switzerland is quite
decentralized. Each
canton is responsible
for the implementation
of federal elections and
thus cantons decide
when and with which
system electronic voting
is offered.

In addition, end-to-end
encryption ensures that
the digital envelope
with the vote cannot
be opened or read
from the time the
vote is cast until it is
opened by the cantonal
electoral commission
for counting. These
tasks are spread around
different computers and
people, which further
ensure encryption.
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As mentioned before, Estonia is the world leader
in electronic voting. In order to exercise their right
to vote, a person has to appear on the polling
list, which is created on the basis of data in the
population register. A person is automatically
registered in the population register on the following
occasions: at the entry of the person’s birth
certificate if they obtain Estonian citizenship by birth;
upon receiving Estonian citizenship; when a foreign
national has been issued a residence permit/right of
residence. Essentially, a person whose address has
been entered in the population register and who is
eligible to vote appears automatically on the polling
list. Voters receive polling cards at least 20 days

Figure 11: Voter turnout in all Estonian elections since 2000

*
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Since 2005 e-voting has been implemented nationwide

before the election day or referendum.
After more than ten years of its implementation,
data shows that it has increasingly become popular
among the electorate. For instance, in the last
general election that took place on 3 March 2019,
around 40% of the electorate voted online. In 2015
the overall figure was 33%. But, has it changed
turnout or the way people vote? Figure 11 shows
the evolution of voter turnout in Estonian elections
since 2000. Despite a slight increase in turnout, it
is not entirely clear that this trend is caused by the
implementation of e-voting.

Notwithstanding this aggregate pattern, previous
research has shown that the implementation of
e-voting has changed the political behaviour of
some key groups of the electorate. For instance,
Vassil et al (2016) show that e-voting is increasingly
used by a distinct subpopulation of well-resourced,
technologically savvy voters. Yet, its use also
increases, at a slower pace, among the other
subgroups. Therefore, the process of diffusion
did not occur immediately and e-voting became
popular only after the first three elections. In other
words, policymakers are well advised not to expect
immediate results following the introduction of
new voting technologies, but should recognize that
different subgroups of the electorate adopt and use
new technologies at different rates.
Overall, the academic debate on the consequences
of e-voting on voter turnout is still unsettled.
Empirical findings are mixed, but a large percentage
of them are increasingly showing that the
implementation of e-voting has a positive effect on
voter’s mobilization. For instance, Goodman and
Stokes (2018) have recently shown that internet is
associated with a 3.5-percentage-point increase in
voter turnout. However, as they point out, “internet
voting can increase turnout, but it is not a panacea.
While the effect is large enough to potentially change
some electoral outcomes, it is not the dramatic
change necessary to counter participation declines”
(Goodman and Stokes, 2018: 3).
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POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS FOR LOW-LEVEL
TURNOUT

2. Electoral system
Since Reif/Schmitt coined the term “second-order
elections” to describe the European Parliamentary
Elections [‘EPEs’] in 1980, citizens, scholars, and
politicians proposed various ideas how to raise the
profile of the transnational direct elections (EPRS
2016). Frequently, researchers bemoan the lack of
homogeneity across EPE-procedures. Neither do
member states hold the elections simultaneously
(Christofides et.al. 2010), nor is there a fixed formula
of seat allocation all members use. The Electoral
Reform Act promises proportional representation
but does not demand the allocation using a specific
system such as d’Hondt or Jefferson formula, the
Webster/Sainte-Laguë divisor method or a certain
quota system. The Electoral Reform Act 1976 as
amended in 2018 (Decision 2018/994), moreover,
allows member states to use a threshold of up to
5% of votes for parties to enter the seat-allocation
calculation, which only some members do, wherein
some countries interpret ‘votes’ as ‘valid votes’ and
others as ‘total votes cast’ (Oelbermann/Pukelsheim
2015:3). Furthermore, the Electoral Reform Act
permits but does not demand that countries create
constituencies. Moreover, there is no consensus on
suffrage: Some states let young adults from 16 years
vote, others require voters to be 18 years old.
Since the Lisbon Treaty expanded the usage of the
codecision procedure where Council and Parliament
both have to approve proposed legislation, the
European Parliament [‘EP’] has substantial influence
on European Union [‘EU’] policies through the
ordinary legislative procedure. Despite this, many
Europeans quote their concern for the democratic
deficit, as, so they say, decisions are made by
delegates of other member states (Norris 2011).
However, the EP already is a directly elected
body that has a say in legislation and blocked, for
example, the original draft of the EU Copyright
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Reform 2018 (European Parliament 2018).
Arguably, there is not only a democratic deficit but
also an electoral system deficit. All electoral systems
struggle with adequate representation of people
and places. Many democracies employ bicameral
parliaments in an attempt to mitigate the difficulties
of proportional representation. Article 14 TEU
attempts to solve the issue of ‘fair’ proportionality in
the EP by establishing a proportional representation
where member states have between 6 and 96
Members of the European Parliament [‘MEPs’],
depending on population size. While no electoral
system is perfect beyond criticism, we look at two
major and interrelated concerns regarding the EP
that need addressing.

The heterogeneity in EPE-Procedures.
As Oelbermann and Pukelsheim (2015) analyse in
detail there are no two systems of seat allocation
in member states that are the same. Below, we
list several of the proposals that have been put
forward before and discuss their advantages and
disadvantages.

Table 4: Proposals for the Sensible Homogenisation of
European Parliamentary Elections

1.

Ballots: Use closed lists, wherein male and female candidates must appear in alternating order.

Advantages/Reasoning

Possible Drawbacks

Feasibility/Mitigation

It it widely understood and accepted that
women are underrepresented in many
areas of political life. Using a quota can
remedy this imbalance.

Women who are elected ‘because’ of a gender
quota may not be appreciated as full members
in their own right.

It helps reducing the gender
gap in politics, both in terms of
representation and in policy.

2.

Ballots: List candidates’ next to the Political Group they are affiliated with in the EP,
listing the national party affiliation second.

Voters understand MEPs indeed as
Members of the European Parliament,
rather than as country representatives.
3.

Homogenizing ballot days is a major
administrative challenge. Currently, voting
takes place over several days

Agreeing on a day rather than on
a time frame does not impede
each member state’s election
administration.

Suffrage: Citizens from the age of 16 are entitled to vote, either in their country of residence or in their
country of nationality.

The latter is guaranteed under Article 20
and 22 TFEU; the suffrage age currently
varies among member states. Due to
freedom of movement 16- to 18-year-olds
could register to vote in countries where
they do have suffrage. It is unreasonable
to make moving a necessity for young
adults to vote.
5.

Listing both Political Group and
national party affiliation allows
voters to connect MEPs with
known parties.

Election Administration: Cast and count votes on the same day across the entire European Union.

Synchronizing the EPEs is an essential part
of homogenizing the elections.

4.

Voters may not be fully aware of Political
Groups in the EP.

Research suggests that including 16- and
17-year-olds in elections neither substantially
affect election outcomes (Bergh 2013) nor
increases turnout.

A change in outcome is not
necessary to legitimize legal
change. Moreover, earlier political
engagement may lead to more
involvement throughout life.

Seat Allocation: Votes are counted EU-wide. If the UK does leave the EU, a portion of their seats will be
allocated at a pan-European level.

Allocating some seats within a panEuropean constituency allows for voters
across the European Union to feel like they
are choosing their MEPs together with
Europeans in other member states.

Previous attempts to create a pan-European
constituency failed. This, however, does not
imply that it is not worth re-considering.

The proposed change does not
affect the proportional seat
distribution, allocating 6 to 96
MEPs to each Member State,
totaling no more than 750 plus the
president, as TEU Article 14 (2-3)
envisions.
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6.

1.
2.

Seats will be allocated to candidates through a pan-European system in which the often-used NUTs
[‘nomenclature d'unités territoriales statistiques’] will serve as constituencies. Seat allocation within NUTs
occurs in two steps:
The number of seats each Parliamentary Group is entitled to, is calculated based on the pan-European votes
using the d’Hondt formula of downward rounding which 13 Member States currently apply.
When the number of seats each Parliamentary Group is entitled to, is set, the seats are allocated to individual
party members on the NUTs-1 level according to the strength of the vote in each region.
If seats are not to be allocated using this complex system, at least, member states should agree on one formula of
seat allocation to be used in all member states.

NUTs are based on administrative withinnation divisions. Where regions have a
certain degree of political autonomy the
NUTs mostly reflect this. Seat allocation
based on NUTs, thus, strengthens regions.
Having MEPs represent regions rather than
countries allows them to seek adequate
representation in local media to connect to
their constituents.
Moreover, they have a specific
understanding of the concerns of their
constituents, can host People’s Question
Times or at least have a constituency office
that answers residents’ questions on EU
Politics.
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The mere ‘constituenciation’ of member states
does not guarantee a better relationship
between MEPs and citizens or between the
latter and the EU in general.
Currently, the member state with the largest
number of ex-ante defined constituencies is
the United Kingdom. Nevertheless, a slight
majority of voters cast their ballot against
continuing EU-membership in the 2016
referendum.

The EU must not only unify the
EPEs but must also confer this
knowledge to constituents. Adorno
diagnosed that democracy needs
mature citizens (1973). Citizens can
only be responsible if they know
the role they are entitled to play
and how that fits into the sociopolitical system of the EU.
It is, hence, essential, that the EU,
while changing the EPEs launches a
campaign on on-and offline media
to inform European citizens of
the essential role they play in the
European legislative process.

Feasibility of Legal Changes
While any change regarding the election procedure
qua Article 223(1) TFEU needs an unanimous vote
and ratification in all member states, Article 223(2)
TFEU allows for the European Parliament to amend
and unify the EPE-procedures:
“The European Parliament, acting by means of
regulations on its own initiative in accordance with a
special legislative procedure after seeking an opinion
from the Commission and with the approval of the
Council, shall lay down the regulations and general
conditions governing the performance of the duties of
its Members.” (Article 223(2) TFEU).
if the EPEs are understood to be “regulations”
or “general conditions” that “govern [...] the
performance of the duties of [the EP’s] Members”
(Article 223(2) TFEU), the European Parliament can
pass the relevant change “after seeking an opinion
from the Commission and with the approval of
the Council” (ibid.) in the same manner the EP is
currently proposing how to reallocate the vacated
seats if the United Kingdom leaves the European
Union (European Parliament 2018B). Arguably, an
electoral reform that does not substantially change
the EPEs, but merely uniforms them on the basis
of the existing legal body, and thus, facilitates
parliamentary performance, could be agreed on
through a special procedure.

12
“The [EP] shall draw up a proposal to lay down the provisions necessary for the election of its Members by direct universal suffrage in accordance with a
uniform procedure in all Member States or in accordance with principles common to all
Member States. The Council, acting unanimously in accordance with a special legislative
procedure and after obtaining the consent of the European Parliament, which shall
act by a majority of its component Members, shall lay down the necessary provisions.
These provisions shall enter into force following their approval by the Member States in
accordance with their respective constitutional requirements.” Article 223(1) TFEU.
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Figure 12: Knowledge of the EU electoral system
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**

Since 2005 e-voting has been implemented nationwide
signifies percentages are counted in the whole country, but seat allocation occurs in smaller constituencies
Same name does not indicate identical formulas being used. There ae one- and two-level seat allocation procedures, details
vary, quotas are based on dissimilar assumptions.
***
Again, not all Flexible Lists use the same pattern, the number of preference votes constituents can cast varies, the same goes for
Single Transferable Votes systems varying.
****
vv= valid votes, vc=votes cast
** *** **** based on Oelbermann / Pukelsheim (2015)

Interviews conducted with university students
and individuals working in academia, law and
medicine showed that there is a substantial lack
of understanding for the electoral system at the
EU level. In the sample of 83 participants, there
was no statistically significant association at any
conventional level between either the gender or
the enrolment status of the participants and their
understanding of seat allocation procedures within
their own country or in other member states, or
the knowledge of who their MEP is. Neither did the
sample which included participants from 12 EU
member states suggest a country effect.

ignorance could not be found in all layers of society.
The survey findings highlight the lack of
understanding of EPE-procedures that is closely
tied to the lack of uniformity in EPE-regulations
across member states. A common EPE-procedure
would potentially allow citizens to better understand
European level decision-making processes and their
own role within it.

72.29% of the participants do not know how their
country allocates seats, another 9.64% chose the
wrong mechanism from a multiple-choice question,
meaning only 18.07% know which system their
country uses. Knowledge on constituency size
(national/regional) was better, with 56.63% of survey
participants being aware of their constituency.
The proportion of those being able to name at
least one MEP representing them in Brussels was
at a shockingly low 39.76%. While knowledge on
one’s own election procedures is very limited it
is even more restricted regarding other member
states. Only 4.82% of participants were able to
name a member state other than their own with the
matching electoral system.
87.95% of the survey participants are enrolled in
higher education facilities across Europe, 71.23%
of which study at the London School of Economics
and Political Science. In the sample, there is no
significant difference between the electoral systems
understanding of LSE employees, students, and
other university students.
As there is a lack of knowledge on electoral
procedures amongst the sample of students of
various facets of economics and political science
at the LSE, it wold be futile not to assume that this
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POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS FOR LOW-LEVEL
TURNOUT

3.

Framing

This section aims at extracting ideas and perceptions
about how the EU is socially constructed and
interpreted by citizens. In other words, we examine
how the EU is framed to citizens and whether there
is a way to improve the way the EU is publicized and
seen by the population.
We start by outlining how the framing of EU issues—
especially by national governments—and the degree
of visibility of the EU and its projects can change the
view citizens have of the EU. We then summarizes
the main points stemming from focus groups in
which EU citizens exposed their own ideas about
the visibility of the EU. Finally, building on such
discussions, it advances some proposals to improve
EU visibility and channel the effects of framing.

The Notion of Visibility and its Dependence on
Framing
Two aspects related to visibility should be kept in
mind before assessing it:
1)
Visibility is not strictly related to the
amount and scope of actions initiated by the EU.
For example, it is a fact that an important amount
of national legislation comes from the EU. However,
many citizens are not aware of this.
If the legislative influence of the EU is not made
visible to citizens, they are unlikely (or unable) to
grasp the impact on their own lives and thus form
judgements about the EU.
2)
A high visibility does not necessarily
entail positive judgements. As a result of knowing
about the legislative influence of the EU, for
example, it is possible that citizens cast the EU in a
bad light, even worse than if they remained unaware
of this aspect of the EU.

EU is undertaken is likely to have a large influence
on citizens’ perceptions. Indeed, the whole notion
of visibility is closely connected to that of framing.
Framing is an integral part of conveying and
processing ideas. In the context of communication,
it consists of the representations, interpretations
(and even simplifications) through which an idea
is exposed to others. With regard to the EU, ideas
around it are framed and conveyed mainly by
national politicians as well as politicians of EU
institutions themselves.
Framing of EU issues, whether positive or negative,
may have two kinds of effect:
1) Alter the visibility of the EU in the eyes of citizens
2) Alter the direction of citizens’ perceptions of the
EU (ie. judging the EU under a good/bad light)

Framing and Visibility in the EU: Citizens’
Perspective
In order to gather citizens’ beliefs and ideas about
the degree of visibility of the EU, the impact of
framing and possible solutions to the visibility
challenge, several focus groups were conducted.
During these, participants were also specifically
primed to reflect on the actual visibility guidelines
and requirements for any material related to a
project that acknowledges support by the EU. To
do so, participants were shown sample panels
which advertised an EU-funded project. They were
later asked to evaluate them as well as to provide
suggestions for improvement. Figure 13 below
shows two examples of such panels.

It follows from the two considerations above, that
the means and modes with which the visibility of the
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Figure 13: Examples of panels used in focus groups

This section highlights the key ideas stemming from
the discussion, including quotations of some of the
actual ideas expressed by participants.
•
The EU has a clear issue of publicity:
most EU citizens fail to see what EU institutions do
for them. A participant suggested that “the EU is
inescapably associated with bureaucrats”, not with
a set of institutions developing connections with
national governments.
•
Accordingly, one reason why
politicians tend to frame EU issues negatively is
because they are criticizing the distance and absence
of EU institutions from national issues (e.g. “leaving
Italy alone in the migrant invasion”). Since national
issues are clearly salient to citizens, this critique has
significant impact in shaping their idea of EU as a
distant, bureaucratic entity.
•
Another source of the visibility
problem is that in today’s politics, “leaders and
personal leadership are everything, and make
the difference”: people often associate a party/
movement to a specific figure, and the latter
manages to make politics salient to most citizens
with his statements, etc. Therefore, one of the
visibility problems lies in people not associating
faces and names to institutional roles (except rare
cases, for instance, Juncker exposing himself more
frequently as a result of Brexit negotiations).
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•
An alternative consideration is that
the EU does not actually have a visibility problem
because a lot of discussions go on about the EU
within national political arenas: the problem is that
such discussion is almost always framed negatively,
focused on the downsides of being a member of EU
etc. The result is a biased representation: people
have no news about good things/projects funded by
EU. A participant reported his “fear that Eurosceptic
countries may ‘hide’ those good things done by EU”.
•
The EU is much discussed in national
politics, but often in terms of ‘invoking’ the help
and intervention of the EU to solve problems that
are seen only in national terms (e.g. migration).
Membership in the EU is regarded as a safeguard,
source of benefit and help in case of national
problem, rather than the first step towards a larger
cooperation between countries. This point supports
the view that the main problem is not EU visibility,
but the way its aims and functions are framed
•
Negative framing of the EU recently
has more credibility because it links to political
issues that are considered salient in many states
(e.g. migration)
•
Accordingly, a key reason for
negative framing is the prevalence of national
interest: many governments criticize the EU, yet it
should be noted that it happens mostly in countries
that feel negatively hit by EU laws and policies

(e.g. financial constraints). Therefore, whether
EU measures and laws are successful or not for a
country’s economy and well-being is what really
influences ideas about the EU the most
Not casually, many governments frame negatively
the EU by saying that they would like to see ‘a
different EU’: they do not reject it wholly, yet “they
want membership to provide a concrete benefit to
their country”
•
Finally, while acknowledging the
impact of framing, there is widespread criticism
that framing of EU issues and EU membership by
national politics does not reveal any substantive,
articulated idea of the EU: “the discourse around
the EU is empty of meaning” – i.e. populist
parties criticize EU and pro-EU parties assert EU
membership is vital. However, these positions are
almost never accompanied by substantive, politicaleconomic reasons in support of the claim. Rather,
framing is a strategy for votes, not a starting point
for seriously debating issues.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
Drawing from the conclusions of the above
discussions, we offer the following policy
recommendations:

E-voting

Electoral system

•
Use an incremental/step-by-step
approach for the implementation of e-voting in
order to gradually win over civilian trust for the
new system and slowly integrate this new voting
mechanism with traditional forms of voting. For
instance, holding e-voting trials for a small portion of
the population for upcoming European Parliament
elections.

•
Election Administration: Cast and
count votes on the same day across the entire European Union. Synchronising the EPEs is an essential
part of homogenising the elections. Homogenising
ballot days is a major administrative challenge. Currently, voting takes place over several days. Agreeing
on a day rather than on a time frame does not impede each member state’s election administration.

•
Introduce voter education programs
to communicate clear instructions on how e-voting
works, showcase the security of the system and
highlight the advantages of e-voting.
This would be an important step to deal with those
sceptical of e-voting and bridge the ‘generation
technological gap’.

•
All member states agree on one
formula to allocate seats to parties, for example, the
d’Hondt-formula.

•
Implement a de-centralized e-voting
system, similar to that conducted in Switzerland,
where e-voting is administered by each canton, but
all follow the same fundamental regulations.
•
The European Parliament should
continue to utilize and develop digital technologies
and its social media presence to increase its visibility
to youth voters. For instance, creating an app where
voters can communicate with MEPs or developing a
platform such as Better Reykjavik, which is an online
participatory social network, where citizens can
present their ideas on municipal issues.
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•
Suffrage: Citizens from the age of 1617 should be entitled to vote, either in their country
of residence or in their country of nationality. The
latter is guaranteed under Article 20 and 22 TFEU;
the suffrage age currently varies among member
states.
•
Seat Allocation: Some sets could be
allocated EU-wide. If the UK leaves the EU, its seats
could be allocated to candidates from a pan-European candidate list.
•
Party lists should list candidates’
names next to the Political Group they are affiliated
with in the EP first, and the national party affiliation
second.
•
Women are still underrepresented in
the EU. The EU should take more concrete steps to
solve this gap. For instance, on each list, steps can be
taken to make it compulsory that female and male
candidates appear in alternating order.

Framing
In panels acknowledging the funding of the EU for a
project:
•
and larger.

The EU logo should be more central

•
Establishing EU “hubs” as offices
across cities and local territories. This would tackle
possible adverse effects on EU visibility stemming
from decentralization and presence of local
governments.

•
Banners and panels should be on a
blue and yellow background;
•
“Funded and Supported by the EU”
writing should appear, for a higher discursive power.
•
The best method of publicity for
the amount contributed by the EU depends strictly
on how large such contributions are. For instance,
percentages should be shown only if the EU funds
an important part of the project (70% of the project
or more). Higher percentages have a bigger positive
impact on observers.
•
With regard to enhancing the
visibility of projects more generally, the framing
should occur so as to convey the message that such
projects are not just ‘supported’ or ‘promoted’ by
the EU, but that they are actually part of the “Union”
itself. itself.
Wider proposals
•
Politicians who support EU
membership and projects should advertise their
positions more clearly and systematically, and show
they care about local territories by visiting member
states more often, and articulating a more coherent
discourse to support their positions. Accordingly,
for projects launched or promoted by the EU, a
provision could be included for the organization of
an inauguration event / conference on the site of
the project, with the participation of at least one
institutional figure on behalf of the EU.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Key Discussion Points

1.
Entrepreneurship 2020 has led
to clear progress in several areas, but many
objectives remain unfulfilled, underspecified and/or
uncoordinated;
2.
Any new programme for the next
decade should be based on a rigorous pan-European
prior consultation with a representative sample of
stakeholders;
3.
In addition to a future one-off
consultation, the Commission should strive to work
iteratively with knowledgeable stakeholders, and
incorporate iterative feedback gathering processes
into the design of its programmes;
4.
Any new plan should start by
identifying competencies (Commission or member
state), and orientate its objectives, deadlines and
actions accordingly;
5.
For member state competencies,
the Commission should commit to formally
institutionalising ‘best practice’ gathering and
information sharing within the Directorate-General
for Internal Markets, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs, and links with the OECD should be deepened;
6.
For Commission-led competencies,
a more holistic, less fragmented strategy is
required, recognising substantial overlap between
competencies for different objectives.
The European Commission’s Entrepreneurship 2020
Action Plan forms part of its wider ‘Europe 2020’
agenda. ‘2020’ was inspired by two main factors.
First, it sought to tackle ‘structural challenges’
that had been impeding growth in the European
economy for at least a decade. Second, the plan
arrived in 2012 amid the Eurozone debt crisis,
which served as a focusing event that called for
policy experimentation and renewal amid anaemic

growth and rising unemployment. In response to
these two challenges, the Commission resolved
to create more European entrepreneurs, which it
argued would contribute towards an expansion of
jobs and growth as part of a wider recovery.1 Clearly
Europe was operating at less than full capacity in
this respect, as consistently lower levels of European
citizens expressed favourable attitudes towards
self-employment and entrepreneurialism than other
advanced industrial economies, with these levels
also on a declining trend in most member states
amidst an economic crisis.2 This formed the basis of
the sprawling and ambitious Entrepreneurship 2020
Action Plan, officially launched in November 2012
and consolidated through 2013.
This briefing report does not review
entrepreneurship trends at length and does not
seek to reformulate the Commission’s objectives
wholesale; instead it focuses on practical, procedural
steps for policy renewal. However, Graph 1 does
indicate that the challenges facing entrepreneurship
in Europe are pervasive. It demonstrates the scale
of the twin challenges still facing policymakers
hoping to bring Europe up to the standards of
high-performing OECD countries. First, the average
European citizen’s level of confidence (41%) in their
capacity to operate as an entrepreneur is low, and
second there is a wide difference between the
most-confident state (Slovakia) and the least (Italy).
This is just one indicator of a wider trend of internal
diversity between member states, with significant
differences across key factors for entrepreneurial
development, such as education, access to finance,
and legal and regulatory cultures. These are all
themes addressed by the 2020 Action Plan.
1
European Commission (2012) ‘The Entrepreneurship 2020 Action Plan’,
Brussels: European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/growth/smes/promoting-entrepreneurship/action-plan_en.
2
Eurobarometer (2010) ‘Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond: A Survey
in the EU, EFTA Countries, Croatia, Turkey, the US, Japan, South Korea and China’,
European Commission, http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/flash/
fl_283_en.pdf.
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Graph 1. Source : Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2017). Data unavailable for Malta. EU Average is unweighted. https://www.
gemconsortium.org/report/50012
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Report Structure and Design

Challenges around building entrepreneurialism
in Europe should be faced anew. Entrepreneurs
matter not just in their own right but because they
power SMEs, which in turn form the backbone of
the European economy. In 2015, around 23 million
SMEs – generally defined as companies with fewer
than 250 employees – generated €3.9tn in value
added and employed 90 million Europeans.3 This
accounts for over 99% of all businesses in the
EU.4 The importance of supporting SMEs with
sensible, progressive public policy measures is thus
indisputable. Though the 2020 Action Plan was
nominally focused on encouraging and cultivating
entrepreneurial activity, there is also substantial
overlap between these goals and a broader desire
to support the growth and sustainability of SMEs,
particularly smaller, younger firms.

This report represents the limited first stage of a
potentially more expansive research programme in
our research field of Start Ups and Innovation, and it
takes a narrow focus on the Entrepreneurship 2020
programme for the purposes of briefing individuals
involved in the 2019 Spitzenkandidaten process.
Research for this document has exclusively consisted
of the analysis and synthesis of sources related to
Entrepreneurship 2020.
Opinions presented here only present the views of
the author and are based solely on this research,
except where indicated by a citation.
The main body of report is structured along the
lines of the six points made in the Executive
Summary above. These comments on the
Entrepreneurship 2020 Action Plan form the basis of
recommendations for a new action plan for the next
decade. Section 1 critically assesses the structure
of the 2020 Plan, isolating the stronger and weaker
parts of its design and stated objectives. Relatedly,
Section 2 calls for a new, multifaceted consultation
on any future plan and an institutionalised, iterative
process of stakeholder engagement. Section 3
breaks down the plan by competencies and argues
that the Commission and broader European
institutions should design future action plans based
on an understanding that some policy objectives
are more easily attained by European Unionlevel regulations and directives, while others will
require bespoke national or regional strategies.
Practical steps may be taken to improve processes
in both areas. Appendix 1 is a reference guide that
breaks down the 2020 plan by its stated objectives,
reviewing successes and limitations in each of these
areas where salient information has been available.

3
Patrice Muller et al. (2016) ‘Annual Report on European SMEs 2015/2016’,
Brussels: European Commission, 2016, 1, https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/sites/jrcsh/files/annual_report_-_eu_smes_2015-16.pdf.
4
Ibid., 52
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1.

ENTREPRENEURSHIP 2020:
SUMMARY OF SUCCESSES AND
LIMITATIONS

Entrepreneurship 2020 has shown significant
ambition to boost entrepreneurship in
Europe, placing front and centre several of the
key variables cited frequently by the academic
literature on the subject: entrepreneurial education,
regulatory regimes, access to finance, marginalised
demographics.5 While there are scholastic
disagreements about the relative value of each of
these factors, and the best approaches to take, the
2020 Plan takes a broad encompassing approach
and breaks these factors down into 28 ‘Key Action
Areas’ across three focus areas (Education,
Frameworks/Administration, Culture), the
majority of which were accompanied by a timeline/
deadline for action. This structure, identifying
clustered sets of objectives and action areas, may be
reproduced in a different form for a new action plan.
Programme successes: progress in some of these
areas has been good and several objectives, where
clearly stated, have clearly been met or progress is
ongoing. The Commission, in conjunction with other
European institutions, has established a multitude
of programmes and platforms that have facilitated
entrepreneurship in Europe. Good progress has
particularly been made in several Frameworks/
Administrative areas where the Commission is
competent. This includes Access to Finance, where
microfinancing schemes have been well-supported
by structural funds (KAA-5) and the ongoing
consolidation of CMU has explicitly recognised the
need for SME Growth Markets through MiFID II (KAA6). These growth markets will require continued
support in the coming years, as SME capital market
funding has not recovered to pre-Eurozone crisis
levels. Commission initiatives to sensibly regulate
cross-border activities, minimising misleading

5
See, for example, Devi R. Gnyawali and Daniel S. Fogel (1994) ‘Environments for Entrepreneurship Development: Key Dimensions and Research Implications’,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (18:4), 43–62
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marketing (KAA-8), simplifying authentication
documents (KAA-17) and the improvement of
dispute resolution through SOLVIT (KAA-19)
have also all improved since 2012 and should be
maintained. In the fields of Education and Culture,
which are generally more likely to be controlled
by subsidiary member state policy measures, the
Commission has made progressive steps in its goal
to create more female entrepreneurs (KAA-21),
with the creation of the WEHubs virtual network;
and to support unemployed citizens seeking
microfinance, via the creation of PCSI (KAA-25).
Programme limitations: in other areas, however, the
28 Key Action Areas are unclearly specified and
progress is not measurable. Vague aspirations such
as ‘strengthen competences and skills [for]…new
markets’ (KAA-14), provide little clarity and render
progress hard to track. Currently, the 28 KAAs are
a mix of concrete actions and general aspirations.
A future entrepreneurship programme should
work hierarchically, formulating discrete, specific
actions that flow beneath from general aspirations.
This links to another issue: a frequent lack of joined
up thinking between KAAs, particularly concerning
education. Currently, KAAs are laid out based on
theme (education, administration, culture) rather
than target group (adolescent, young entrepreneur,
small business owner, and so on), for example. This
leads to unacknowledged spill-over between
different areas, such as the inclusion of KAAs-1416 (the development of entrepreneurial skills) as
administrative rather than educational objectives.
Another example is microfinance. KAAs 5 and
27 both concern this area, with one prioritising
funding and another skills and knowledge. But as
is established by our assessment of SME capital
markets funding (KAA-6), honest bankruptcies (KAA16), and secondary education (KAA-20) knowledge
and skills are consistent challenges running through
the administrative and cultural sectors. Education
should not be a separate category in a future
plan, but educative and informative elements

should be incorporated to all future KAAs, which
may be based on different demographic groups
(based on age, location, employment status or
another characteristic).
For further reading, comments on progress
and recommendations for specific actions on
the 28 KAAs, see ‘Appendix 1 – Appraisal of
Entrepreneurship 2020’
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2.

TAKING STOCK: CONSULTATIONS
FOR A NEW ACTION PLAN

Any future programme should be designed and
implemented on the basis of good insight and valid
data. The development of these new KAAs and
building a better understanding of the challenges
facing European entrepreneurs and SMEs should
be guided by a comprehensive new consultation
process, which would include at least three
elements: (1) a rigorous one-off consultation,
using a mixed-methods approach comprising survey
research, submissions from relevant organisations
and targeted focus groups; (2) establishing
an integrated feedback process into future
objectives, aiding data collection and for better
tracking of objectives and policy demands over time;
(3) comprehensively reviewing existing European
research, which is clearly very well-developed in
some areas and less so in others.
Entrepreneurship 2020 was rightly preceded by
a public consultation with stakeholders across
Europe.6 However, the presentation of aggregate
trends from the 538 submissions received by the
Commission is flawed and should not have provided
the basis for a comprehensive, long-term plan. A few
critical observations are salient here:
The 2020 consultation data are skewed and
unrepresentative, with a plurality of submissions
coming from Belgium (16%) and 65% submitted
by just five countries (Belgium, Spain, Italy, France,
Germany). The consultation presented a range of
potential factors using a 45 question survey that
a majority of respondents indicated as important
issues in all cases, rendering ranking and depth
difficult to gauge and ensuring that too many
potentially overlapping objectives were included
in the final plan. Responses also did not appear to
gauge trends and perceptions over time.
6
European Commission (2012) ‘Report on the Results of Public Consultation
on The Entrepreneurship 2020 Action Plan’, Brussels: European Commission, https://
ec.europa.eu/docsroom/documents/10378/attachments/1/translations/en/renditions/
native.
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Any new action plan should be informed by a prior
consultation that should, by design: (1) Be tightly
stratified, so as to ensure that a representative
sample of ages, locations and profiles from
across Europe are included. (2) Be administered
with subsidiarity in mind, with close cooperation
with SME envoys and national administrations,
including the possibility of some additive national
questions that may complement uniform EUwide segments considered by all respondents.
(3) Allow for the ranking of issues and more
inductive elements, where respondents may
identify new, hitherto unidentified issues. (4) Gauge
understanding and awareness of general skills and
issues relating to entrepreneurialism. (5) Gauge
understanding and awareness of existing national
and European resources and programmes. (6)
Seek to understand longitudinal trends or at the
very least trajectories in different policy areas (e.g.
getting better, staying the same, or getting worse).
This ambitious quantitative survey should be
accompanied by another pan-European call for
submissions from the myriad interest groups
and NGOs that each harbour an interest in
entrepreneurship in Europe. These should be active
in the fields of education, employment, finance,
technology, and other related sectors.
After identifying outliers and interesting trends in
the data, focus groups with interesting groups
may be a useful complement to understanding
how the many complex sets of factors identified
in the 2020 KAAs intersect to enable and constrain
entrepreneurial activities around Europe.
Just as information and education should be
incorporated as an essential element in the
formulation of all future KAAs (see third paragraph
of Section 1), where feasible feedback processes
for iterative data collection should be
incorporated into European and national level
KAA programmes.

3.

IDENTIFYING COMPETENCIES:
EUROPEAN UNION AND
MEMBER STATES

Unfortunately, there is no essential blueprint
for success that all member states might follow.
Examples of good practice and success stories
are spread across the EU28 and different states
demonstrate strengths and challenges in different
areas. For example, the Baltic and Visegrad states
have often been at the forefront of policy innovation
in the field of entrepreneurship education, while
access to bank finance is still more limited in
this region than other parts of Europe.7 This
demonstrates that a degree of flexibility and
bespoke national strategies may be required in
addition to pan-European Commission measures.
The Commission faces a dual challenge in this
respect: (1) rigorously identifying good practice;
and (2) sensibly implementing it, complementing
aspects where countries or regions are already
successful.
One problem with the 2020 Action Plan was its
apparent lack of general sensitivity to respective
member state and European competencies. The
2020 Plan does split its policy pronouncements
between ‘Commission commitments’ and ‘inviting’
actions from member states. However, at a higher
level, KAAs in two of the three areas in particular,
Culture and Education, are difficult to meaningfully
influence directly with European initiatives,
regulations or directives that bypass member states.
This is demonstrated in the second paragraph
of Section 1, and Appendix 1, where it was noted
that Administrative conditions have generally seen
more progress according to our gradings, aided by
European legislation.

7
Friederike Welter and David Smallbone, eds. (2011) Handbook of Research
on Entrepreneurship Policies in Central and Eastern Europe, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

After the next phase consultation outlined in the
Section 2, any future action plan must explicitly
link competencies to aspects that can be improved
by European legislation or regional/structural funds,
aspects that can be improved by national level
legislation and actions, and aspects that will require
a coherent combination of both (as per elements
of the 2020 plan). Future KAAs should be explicitly
framed and labelled accordingly.
EU initiatives should be consolidated and the many
relevant EU stakeholders should work closely
together. For example, the EU’s many related
web platforms are aimed at different objectives
– financing, networking, education, regulatory
assistance – and are administered and overseen
by different bodies and stakeholders. European
agencies and programmes such as Eurydice, EIF,
ESF, ERF, EBRD appear loosely coordinated and to be
working in silos on specific objectives. The creation
of a body responsible for general oversight, within
the Internal Market Directorate-General, would be
one option to facilitate this.
For challenges with broader member state
competencies, the identification of best practice
should be formally proceduralised. Several
KAAs call for ‘identifying best practices’ in member
states (e.g. KAA-7 on ‘entrepreneur-friendly fiscal
environments’, KAA-15 on ‘business transfers’) but
there does not appear to be a formal process in
place for best practice recognition and sharing.
Establishing and strengthening this process should
be a priority, since it is a recurring theme throughout
the action plan.
Cooperation with the OECD is welcome and
should be deepened for the next decade (e.g. KAA-2
on ‘entrepreneurial schools’), as policy ideas and
information exchange here could lead to further
innovation and the spread of ideas incubated
outside of Europe. The OECD’s own research, such
as its Financing SMEs and Entrepreneurs annual
143

should be consulted for the next phase of the
entrepreneurship action plan.
National SME Envoys are currently orientated
towards consulting with SMEs at the national
level and sharing their views and representing
their interests in Europe. This remit might be
expanded or altered so that national envoys
work more closely together under an umbrella
organisation and report national progress,
challenges and best practice collaboratively.
This could be conducted, as currently, under the
Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry,
Entrepreneurship and SMEs.8

8
OECD (2018) ‘Financing SMEs and Entrepreneurs 2018: An OECD Scoreboard’, Paris: OECD, http://www.oecd.org/cfe/smes/financing-smes-and-entrepreneurs-23065265.htm.

144

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

In summary, this report recommends the
following practical recommendations for a new
entrepreneurship action plan championed the
European Commission under the DirectorateGeneral for Internal Market, Industry,
Entrepreneurship and SMEs:
1.
Consider reorganising current Key
Action Areas so that education and information is
actively incorporated into or at least considered
throughout all segments of the programme;
2.
Reformulate ‘Key Action Areas’
so that they consistently list specific, actionable
objectives with measurable outcomes;
3.
Undertake a broad new highlevel consultation on the challenges facing a
representative sample of European citizens,
entrepreneurs and small-business owners;
4.
Incorporate feedback mechanisms
into future KAAs, where feasible, to ensure iterative
data collection and to aid with agile policymaking
during the next phase of the action plan;
5.
Acknowledge where KAAs will be
better pursued by European or (discretionary)
member state policies, taking steps to broaden and
deepen collaboration between stakeholders in both
respects.

145

APPENDICES

Appendix 1 – Appraisal of ‘Entrepreneurship 2020’
Entrepreneurship 2020 was broken down into three major areas, comprising twelve
different sets of specific areas for improvement at both the EU and member state
levels. The three areas slated for ‘immediate intervention’ by the Commission were:
1.
Entrepreneurial education and training to support growth and
business creation;
2.
Strengthening framework conditions for entrepreneurs by removing existing
structural barriers and supporting them in crucial phases of the business lifecycle;
3.
Dynamising the culture of entrepreneurship in Europe: nurturing the new
generation of entrepreneurs.
The next section breaks the three areas down into their KAAs as stated in the Annex
of the 2020 report document, indicating progress using a simple four-point scale:
limited, mixed, good, excellent. Where insufficient information is available to make an
assessment, this is also indicated. Working deadlines follow objectives in parentheses.
Practical recommendations for next steps in each area are also provided where they
have been identified.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Entrepreneurial Education
The Commission’s strategy on education was premised on the fact that earlylife exposure to ‘entrepreneurial training’ can directly cultivate enthusiasm for
entrepreneurialism but also indirectly help with the development of a number of
important transferable skills and characteristics, such as creative thinking, teamwork
and understanding risk. This training may take place inside formal educational
institutions (schools, universities) or through vocational and extra-curricular
programmes made widely available to young people. This necessitates the substantial
coordination of member states who retain competency for education, and this is a
theme that dominates the 2020 Plan’s objectives.
Enhance Entrepreneurial Education across Member States
1: Launch a pan-European entrepreneurial learning initiative (2013-2015)
Progress: Limited
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Among states (and nations) of the EU, only Estonia and Wales have launched
comprehensive entrepreneurial learning initiatives. Others, including Finland,
Sweden, Denmark, and Belgium have embarked on less ambitious programmes
in this area. No comprehensive ‘pan-European initiative’ has emerged yet and no
common evaluation framework for learning outcomes has been developed. Most
notably, no EU country has to date implemented an encompassing framework for the
evaluation of the learning outcomes of the EU programmes implemented.
2. Establish, jointly with the OECD, a guidance framework to encourage the development of
entrepreneurial schools and VET institutions.
Progress: Mixed
The EU’s Joint Research Centre has published a comprehensive report on
entrepreneurial education, based on 18 months of extensive research.9 Eurydice also
continues to be a valuable resource for tracking continuity and diversity between
member states. However, an enduring problem in this area concerns how different
member states set their own standards and benchmarks, rendering valid data
comparisons and shared planning strategies for schools problematic.
Entrepreneurial training is currently only mandatory in two member states (Belgium
and Poland), however, in both cases programmes are rigorous. More broadly, the
2020 plan has kick-started a debate in this area and raised awareness. Significant
challenges remain, including the lack of any formal entrepreneurial strategy in
multiple member states (England, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal).
3. Disseminate the entrepreneurial university guidance framework; facilitate exchange
between universities interested in applying the framework; gradually promote it to the EU
Higher Education Institutions
Progress: Limited
The ‘entrepreneurial university guidance framework’ mentioned here was jointly
developed the Commission and OECD in late 2012.10 There is little indication that
it has been widely or systematically disseminated or that it has led to substantive
uptake or changes in policies in European universities. Several national programmes
to integrate entrepreneurial skills and practices into universities have predated this

9
M. Bacigalupo et al. (2016) ‘EntreComp: The Entrepreneurship Competence Framework’, Luxembourg: Publication Office of the
European Union.
10
OECD (2012) ‘A Guiding Framework for Entrepreneurial Universities’, Paris: OECD, https://www.oecd.org/site/cfecpr/EC-OECD%20
Entrepreneurial%20Universities%20Framework.pdf.
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scheme in countries such as Finland, the Netherlands and the UK, and there remains
a constant issue that states exercise variable levels of control of higher education
curricula across the EU.11 This could lead to significant divergence.
Recommendations: Continue to work with OECD and EU member states to ascertain
successful practices in the frontier states already working in this area. Assess the
impact of nascent entrepreneurial learning initiatives where already implemented
and make a further assessment about feasibility in other countries. Strive to develop
shared metrics for measuring and reporting entrepreneurial education across
institutions (such as universities) and member states.
4. Endorse successful mechanisms of university-driven business creation (spin-offs etc.) and
university-business ecosystems supporting such creations
Progress: Unknown
Aside from this endorsement, it is unclear as to how the Commission has contributed
to further progress in this area.
Other Comments on Entrepreneurial Education
In most member states entrepreneurial education remains a non-compulsory,
extracurricular activity. Practical entrepreneurial activities are gaining ground across
Europe and the number of programmes is expanding. However, there is significant
ground to cover and countries are moving at different speeds. This process also
often relies on collaboration with third private actors such as Junior Achievement
Europe. For instance, JAEurope has managed secure cooperation with the ministries
of a number of countries (Czech Republic, France, Malta, Slovakia), and funding in
others (Bulgaria, Denmark, Luxembourg, Norway, Poland, Sweden). Other states have
been less receptive to this form of outsourcing to private firms, highlighting how the
evolution is taking place at an uneven pace between member states.
Structural funds, where drawn for entrepreneurial education programmes, tend to
be well-directed by receiving local authorities and have been put to good use, but
there is a danger that these funds may have a procyclical effect, being funnelled to
regions where demands for funding is higher but entrepreneurial programmes may
well be already well-developed. In particular, countries which still have not designed
a national entrepreneurial strategy – such as Greece and Italy – have likewise no
common guideline for applying to EU funds. These countries also display low levels

11
Paul Benneworth and Mike Osborne (2015) ‘Understanding Universities and Entrepreneurship Education:
Towards a Comprehensive Future Research Agenda’, CHEPS-CRADALL Working Paper 101/2015, http://cradall.org/sites/default/files/CRDALLWP101-2015-SR002_0.pdf.
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of activity in the field of entrepreneurial education. There is no simple correlation
between regional/national wealth and advancement of entrepreneurial education.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Administrative Barriers and Framework Conditions
The 2020 Plan identified six related fields for immediate action to help ‘remove
existing obstacles impeding [new business] creation and growth’. These were
composed of 15 KAAs, which are paraphrased and assessed below.
Access to Finance
5. Fund programmes for the further development of microfinance (2014-)
Progress: Good
Microfinance in the EU refers to loans under €25,000 and research indicates that it
can be a powerful tool for job creation and social inclusion, helping innovative but
disadvantaged citizens to put their ideas in action.12 The EIF and EIB operate several
schemes designed to facilitate microfinance provision and initiatives here fall under
the Commission’s EaSI framework. Funding has been weighted towards infrastructure
and capacity building rather than direct funding subsidy. Through 2014-2020,
Progress will receive 61% of total funding (€550m) in its efforts to support good
practice, further develop private provision and narrow the ‘microfinance gap’ between
member states. A further 21% (€200m) is allocated for funding subsidies, aiding
market access. EURES (18%, €160m) seeks to support EU citizens wishing to work in
other member states.
The number of European MFIs has grown rapidly to over 500, with the best
performing (in terms of returns on equity) and most stable firms located in Eastern
Europe, where MFIs have been longer established. Bank microfinance remains the
central challenge in this area. National and local banks have highly variable interest
rates and only 14 member states have an absolute ceiling rate (Greece, Ireland, Malta)
or relative ceiling based on a reference rate (Belgium, Estonia, France, Germany, Italy,
the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Slovenia).13

12
Helmut Kraemer-Eis and Alessio Conforti (2009) ‘Microfinance in Europe’, EIF Research and Market Analysis Working Paper, https://
www.eif.org/news_centre/publications/EIF_WP_2009_001_Microfinance.pdf
13
Maximiliano Lorenzi (2016) ‘Microcredit in the European Union: A Feasible Means for Business Growth and Fair Access to Credit’
(ECPR 8th Pan-European Conference on the European Union), https://ecpr.eu/Filestore/PaperProposal/e505c1c4-bb0d-46c0-a55d-cbe5043bdbc9.pdf.
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The EIB notes operating cost margin differences between banks and other MFIs,
which might be mitigated to some extent by embracing opportunities afforded to the
sector by new financial technologies.14
Recommendation: Formalise cooperation and alignment of goals between EIB and
EIF. Incorporate ‘digitised microfinance’ into infrastructure considerations, through
supporting the creation of a common ‘processing platform’, assisting smaller-MFIs
with a pooled space to assess applications.
6. Develop SME access to capital markets and SME growth markets (Ongoing)
Progress: Good
With bank lending restricted by changing business models and new post-crisis capital
requirements, capital markets represent an increasingly important source of funds
for SMEs. However, aggregate capital market funding for SMEs has still not recovered
in full from the subprime and Eurozone crises. From 2009-2017, an average of
€2.55bn was raised in IPOs in SME-dedicated MTFs, down from €13.8bn in 20062007.15 There are issues on both the supply and demand sides here. On the demandside, SMEs are disproportionately likely to either lack knowledge or have negative
perceptions of alternative financing instruments, and are also more likely to lack skills
in financial literacy and tax planning.16 On the supply-side, regulatory diversity limited
exit options for Returns on Investment prohibit institutional investors.
The 2018 creation of an ‘SME growth market’ MTF in MiFID II from January 2018 is
likely to help in the medium-term, reducing administrative barriers-to-entry and
better catering to SME needs. Moreover, COSME has a direct budget of €3.1bn
and may mobilise up to €25bn in financing through intermediaries.17 However,
technological innovation is ensuring that SME finance is evolving rapidly, and multiple
new avenues such as crowdfunding, peer-to-peer lending and mezzanine finance
have grown in popularity, presenting challenges and opportunities for regulators
going forward.18

14
Justyna Pytkowska and Piotr Korynski (2017) ‘Digitalizing Microfinance in Europe’ (Microfinance Centre, Poland), https://www.
european-microfinance.org/sites/default/files/document/file/Digitalization-research-paper.pdf
15
European Parliament (2018) ‘Enabling SMEs’ Access to Capital Markets’ (Brussels: European Parliament Briefing, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/630311/EPRS_BRI(2018)630311_EN.pdf.
16
Kris Boschmans and Lora Pissareva (2018) ‘Fostering Markets for SME Finance: Matching Business and Investor Needs’, OECD SME
and Entrepreneurship Papers 6.
17
European Commission, ‘COSME Financial Instruments’ (European Commission), accessed 4 March 2019, https://ec.europa.eu/
growth/access-to-finance/cosme-financial-instruments_en.
18
Joern Block et al. (2018) ‘New Players in Entrepreneurial Finance and Why They Are There’, Small Business Economics (50:2):
239–50. These authors list 16 new debt and equity finance avenues. In 2015, €3.2bn of debt was raised through 200,000 crowdfunding projects
across the EU (Ibid., 241).
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Recommendation: Expand education strategy to include ‘lifelong learning’ materials,
encompassing funding options for established SMEs. Strive for regulatory alignment
for new debt and equity finance tools.
Supporting new businesses in crucial phases of their lifecycle and helping them grow
7. Identify and promote Member States best practices with a view to create a more
entrepreneur-friendly fiscal environment (Ongoing)
Progress: Limited
Movement has been slower in this area, but the Commission has recently completed
a rigorous and comprehensive study on tax costs for 3,000 SMEs in 20 EU member
states. It found that tax compliance represents a significant burden for entrepreneurs
and SMEs. Among micro-firms, tax compliance alone costs 2.6% of turnover and
this generally reduces as firms grow. Tax compliance is also perceived as more
burdensome now than in 2010 and is not reducing over time.19 This is one area the
EC can work to harmonise, while addressing the direct costs and competitiveness of
various direct and indirect taxes is beyond its remit.
Recommendation: Locate tax compliance ‘best practices’ from member states and
seek to standardise and continue to simplify compliance procedures for SMEs at the
European level.
8. Revise regulations for misleading marketing practices, strengthen cross-border
enforcement (Ongoing)
Progress: Excellent
Misleading advertising is the most complained about issue by European consumers,
and cross-border regulations boast firm support among Europeans, with a 2011
consultation finding that 84% would support pan-European rules.20 The Commission
announced a series of legislative measures designed to protect consumers and SMEs
by countering marketing scams through 2013. It recently updated its flagship Unfair

19
European Commission (2018) ‘Study on Tax Compliance Costs for SMEs’ (Brussels: European Commission, 2018), https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/0ed32649-fe8e-11e8-a96d-01aa75ed71a1/language-en. This report makes a detailed set of
technical recommendations, which are not repeated here.
20
‘Misleading Marketing Practices: European Commission Adopts Communication on Review of Misleading and Comparative Advertising Directive’, Reuters Practical Law, 30 November 2012, http://uk.practicallaw.thomsonreuters.com/3-522-7148?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&firstPage=true&comp=pluk&bhcp=1.
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Commercial Practices Directive (January 2019) to incorporate fines for cross-border
infringements.
9. Help member states to develop integrated support schemes for new and young
entrepreneurs, providing ESF technical assistance (2013)
Progress: Limited
Technical assistance is eclipsed by financial support in this area. €2.8bn of
Horizon2020 grants was made available for the direct funding of entrepreneurs
since the creation of Entrepreneurship 2020. Yet, progress in the development of
‘integrated support schemes’ using ESF funds, bridging differences and integrated
best practice from across member states, is less clearly defined. The move to ESF+,
integrating ESF, YEI and FEAD, is a major development and will provide opportunities
to renew this goal. ESF+ has been earmarked €101.2bn for 2021-2027, with 29%
dedicated to fighting deprivation and boosting inclusion. States with above average
youth unemployment will be bound to dedicate 10% of national funding to measures
for youth employment. €761m is under EC direct management and is set aside for
‘employment and social innovation’.21
Recommendation: When allocating funding, work with member states to develop
bespoke action plans addressing local challenges and opportunities. Establish clear
metrics for measuring progress in this area.
10. Fostering the build-up of a knowledge base on major trends and innovative business
models in the digital sector (2013-)
Progress: Mixed
The EU has made several strides in digital policy in recent years. The DIH strategy is
the main plank of SME innovation. €100m PA is available to assist member states and
regions, but this is limited compared to the scale of demand for DIH investments.
Some progress has been made in the consolidation of the Digital Single Market (DSM),
including regulatory alignment, investment in broadband infrastructure, research and
development. However, the development of this knowledge base and the extent to
which it ties in with broader entrepreneurship-SME strategy is vaguely defined.

21
European Parliament (2018) ‘MFF - Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European
Social Fund Plus (ESF+)’, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/legislative-train/theme-new-boost-for-jobs-growth-and-investment/file-mff-esf.
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Recommendation: Redefine this objective to relate specifically to the needs of
entrepreneurs and SMEs. Focus on digital skills and needs in new consultation.
11. Raise awareness through a Europewide information campaign for SMEs on the benefits
from ICT and including the creation of a European network of web businesses (2013-)
12. Facilitate networking via the creation of a European Mentors Network for training and
advice and match-making to explore new partnerships (2014)
13. Launch initiatives for web entrepreneurs, including MOOCs, and a Web Entrepreneurs’
Leaders’ Club and the Start-Up Europe Partnership
Progress: Good
Start-Up Europe Club (startupeuropeclub.eu) is a comprehensive and promising
initiative, and was founded in 2013 to promote and aid networking among
European start-ups. Start-Up Europe is promoted as a ‘one-stop shop’, but it exists
alongside a multitude of other sites for entrepreneurs/SMEs. Start-Up Partnership
(startuppartnership.eu) is listed separately, and sub-schemes such as Welcome Start
Up (welcomestartup.eu) remain active. Sites which disseminate useful information
and connect entrepreneurs with funding also co-exist alongside Start-Up Europe
Club.22
Recommendation: Consolidate portals and schemes into a true ‘one-stop shop’, with
different versions tailored to different member states where possible.
14. Strengthen competences and skills i.e. intensify the creation and acquisition of E-skills,
scientific and creative skills and managerial and entrepreneurial skills to address new
markets (Ongoing)
Progress: Unclear
This objective is difficult to assess and overlaps heavily with the ‘education’ section.
However, it has been assessed at greater length by the Commission and the Joint
Research Centre elsewhere.23

22
For example, Your Europe provides practical information on starting and running a business; Enterprise Europe helps businesspeople expand internationally, specifically to non-European countries; Access to Finance is a comprehensive database of private and public
funding options, comprising multiple filters for different countries and business needs.
23
Daniel Nepelski et al. (2017) ‘7 Ways to Boost Digital Innovation and Entrepreneurship in Europe’ Brussels: European Commission,
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/154760126.pdf
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Transfers of Businesses
15: Develop guidelines on the most effective programmes and best practices to make
business transfers easier (2013-14)
Progress: Limited
Guidelines were produced in 2014, but these amounted mainly to a list of good
practice examples from around the EU.24 As of 2017, one in three European business
transfers were still failing, costing up to 600,000 jobs each year. More needs to be
learned about the causal factors behind these losses before a more comprehensive
strategy can be formulated.
Recommendation: Transfers should form part of any future consultation.
Entrepreneurs seeking to transfer could form a valid demographic for interest groups.
Second Chances for Honest Bankrupts
16. Launch a public consultation on honest bankrupts, exploring shortening and aligning
‘time to discharge’ (2013)
Progress: Good
Fear of failure is a major inhibiting factor for those considering starting their own
business. The Commission report based on the planned consultation was published
in 2014, concluding that business education and training were major factors helping
to reduce failures.25 The expert panel reproduced seven practical recommendations
in this area in 2015, and these form the basis of a working agenda for the 2020s.
Regulatory Burden: Clearer and Simpler Rules
17: Work towards abolition of cross-border authentication documents (2013)
Progress: Good

24
European Commission (2014) ‘Helping the Transfer of Businesses: A “Good Practice Guide” of Measures for Supporting the
Transfer of Businesses to New Ownership’, Brussels: European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/docsroom/documents/2197/attachments/1/
translations/en/renditions/pdf.
25
Edita Bezegova et al. (2014) ‘Bankruptcy and Second Chance for Honest Bankrupt Entrepreneurs’, Brussels: European Commission,
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/24f281f2-9b0a-44d0-8681-af8bd7657747.
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The development of eIDAS technologies is a promising avenue for simplification here,
and the EC has developed a ‘Toolkit for SMEs’,26 but further outreach will likely be
required to ensure all citizens can take advantage of new developments.27
18: Set up a working group to assess the needs of entrepreneurs from
liberal professions (2013)
Progress: Good
‘Bolstering the Business of Liberal Professions’ was established in 2013 and has laid
out a series of practical working objectives for the EC in its 2015 report.28
Recommendation: The 2015 consultation in this area established several next steps
that do not yet appear to have been fulfilled, including formalising representation in
the Commission Directorate-General, creating a liberal profession forum and creating
further working groups to continue this thread. These form the basis for a continued
agenda in this area.
19: Boost impact of and engagement with SOLVIT when public authorities fail to address
business’ concerns directly (2013)
Progress: Good
SOLVIT is a free service that acts as a mechanism for dispute arbitration and
resolution regarding business compliance. It has resolved many cross-border cases,
but has historically lacked legal expertise and resources.29 In 2017, the service
resolved 2079 cases but only 4% of these were from business, indicating a potential
lack of awareness.
Recommendation: Integrate SOLVIT into entrepreneurship/SME portals to
increase awareness.30
_________________________________________________________________________________________

26
FEuropean Commission (2018) ‘eIDAS for SMEs’, Digital Single Market - European Commission, 7 August 2018, https://ec.europa.
eu/digital-single-market/en/eidas-smes.
27
Colette Cuijpers and Jessica Shroers (2014) ‘EIDAS as Guideline for the Development of a Pan European EID Framework in FutureID’, in GI-Edition Lecture Notes in Informatics, ed. D. Hühnlein (Bonn), 23–38.
28
European Commission, ‘Action Lines for Liberal Professions: Final Report of the Working Group’ (Brussels: European Commission,
2015), https://ec.europa.eu/docsroom/documents/15134/attachments/1/translations/en/renditions/pdf.
29
Evgenia Kokolia, ‘Strengthening the Single Market through Informal Dispute-Resolution Mechanisms in the EU: The Case of SOLVIT.’, Maastricht Journal of European and Comparative Law 25, no. 1 (2018): 108–17.
30
European Commission, ‘SOLVIT’ (European Commission, 2017), http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/scoreboard/performance_by_
governance_tool/solvit/index_en.htm.
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Dynamising Culture: A New Generation of Entrepreneurs
The third aspect of the 2020 Plan is the Commission’s desire to unleash the potential
of untapped demographics in European society, groups that have been untapped,
structurally disadvantaged or otherwise excluded from entrepreneurial activities. This
involved targeting different groups with related strategic objectives.
Entrepreneurs as Role Models
20. Establish, in the framework of the "SME Week", a Europe-wide "EU Entrepreneurship
Day" for students in their last year of secondary education. Events could include meetings
with entrepreneurs, case studies, lectures, workshops and "company open days"
Progress: Limited
The ‘EU Entrepreneurship Day’ has been a feature in some form since at least the
Lisbon Strategy of 1999, but this action area specifically targeted secondary children.
This action area is light on detail as to how it plans to recruit and place ‘entrepreneur
role models’, and little progress appears to have been made here.
Recommendation: Work with nation states and regions to connect local
entrepreneurs to schools in their area.
Women
21. Create a Europe-wide on-line mentoring, advisory, educational and business
networking platform for women entrepreneurs (2013-2015)
Progress: Limited
The WEGate (wegate.eu) portal was launched in response to this call, but success
stories are scarce and designated ‘ambassadors’ are difficult to locate. Alarmingly for
the purposes of this objective, every member state except Belgium, Finland, France,
Ireland, the Netherlands and the UK have experienced a decrease in the percentage
of women self-employed since the launch of the 2020 Plan, with the overall EU
average also decreasing. Reversing this trend will require a concerned an ambitious
effort.
Recommendation: Relaunch the WEGate website, making it more accessible and
user friendly. Increase the number of mentees, and increase the number of fields.
Allow for cross-border connections. There are only 64 ambassadors/mentors on the
website – initially aim to increase it at least to the full list of women stated to be part
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of the network (220).
Senior Executive Exchange
22. Help senior executives and entrepreneurs to mentor new entrepreneurs as well as
support mutual and intergenerational mentoring between entrepreneurs, to exchange vital
skills (2013-15)
Progress: Limited
A ‘Senior Entrepreneurship Good Practices Manual’ was published in 2016 highlighting
the scope, the opportunities, success stories and challenges in the field of senior
entrepreneurship as well as good practice.31 Yet, close to no events or initiatives have
been created by the Commission since the start of this strategy. It is unclear how
widely disseminated this guide is and how useful it has been.
Recommendations: Gauge supply and demand for a senior-to-junior mentorship
scheme through the new consultation. Cost projects and start pilot schemes with
physical infrastructure and interactions.
Migrants
23. Propose policy initiatives to attract migrant entrepreneurs and to facilitate
entrepreneurship among migrants already present in the EU or arriving for reasons other
than setting up business, based on good practices from Member States (2014-2017)
Migrant entrepreneurship support and entrepreneurial capacity building schemes are
in place as part of the Commission’s ‘Action Plan on Third-Country Nationals.32 Four
COSME-funded pilot schemes (ME4Change, EntryWay, Fresh Start and YOU-ME) cover
nine countries: Belgium, Finland, Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain,
Sweden and the UK and an EU skills profile tool available in multiple non-official
languages has been launched but is not well publicised. However, the action plan
itself does not focus explicitly on entrepreneurship and unemployment of third-

31
European Commission (2016) ‘Senior Entrepreneurship Good Practices Manual’ Brussels: European Commission, https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/8fdadabd-9ac8-11e6-868c-01aa75ed71a1.
32
European Commission (2016) ‘Action Plan on the Integration of Third Country Nationals’ Brussels: European Commission, https://
ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/proposal-implementation-package/
docs/20160607/communication_action_plan_integration_third-country_nationals_en.pdf.
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country nationals remains stubbornly high.
Recommendation: Consider integrating successful microfinance schemes with
migrant inclusion programmes, linking knowledge with financial support. Establish
best practice from four pilot schemes and nine test countries.
24. Analyse the opportunity of proposing legislation to remove legal obstacles to qualified
immigrant entrepreneurs establishing a business and obtaining a stable residence
permit (2014-2017)
Progress: Good
The most thorough analysis came in the form of the Commission’s Good Practice
Handbook for Supporting Migrant Entrepreneurs.34 Legal obstacles manifest in
several forms, but EU has made good progress in removing discriminatory barriers.
Challenges remain in the ‘softer’ area of empowering migrants with the information
and skills to understand and comply with national or local business regulations.
Recommendation: Include migrant and excluded populations in future consultations.
Consult widely with national envoys to establish challenges and best practices for
third-country migrants.
Unemployed Citizens
25. Launch the future micro-finance facility under the PSCI which will target vulnerable
groups, including persons who have lost or are at risk of losing their job, or have difficulty
in (re)entering the labour market (Ongoing)
Progress: Good
There have been limited data available on the specific progress of PSCI but the
Commission has
committed significant funds in this area, with €170 million being made over the next
two- to three-years (also see KAA-8).

34
European Commission (2016) ‘Evaluation and Analysis of Good Practices in Promoting and Supporting Migrant Entrepreneurship’,
Brussels: European Commission, https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/e4c566f2-6cfc-11e7-b2f2-01aa75ed71a1.32
European Commission (2016) ‘Action Plan on the Integration of Third Country Nationals’ Brussels: European Commission, https://ec.europa.
eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/proposal-implementation-package/docs/20160607/
communication_action_plan_integration_third-country_nationals_en.pdf.
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Recommendation: Continue to fund European microfinance schemes and establish
best practice and challenges at member state level.
26. Provide, through the ESF, technical assistance to focus, on setting up support schemes
for young business starters and social entrepreneurs (March 2013)
Progress: Good
There has been significant success in this area, but this is mainly down to the Social
Business Initiative. Social enterprises social may access investments of up to €500,000
via public and private investors at national and regional level, as part of EaSI.
27. Organise, connected to the Progress Microfinance Facility, a micro-finance and
social entrepreneurship stakeholders' forum to engage local financial intermediaries in
promoting entrepreneurship in the
green economy (2013)
Progress: Limited
There appears to be no formal stakeholders’ forum which explicitly seeks to harness
the green economy as promised here. However, in recent years social enterprise has
been a significant growth area and should be seriously considered as a more integral
component of future action plans.34
Recommendation: This is a good initiative and the opportunity to sponsor and
cultivate social entrepreneurship more broadly appears underexplored at present.
28. Analyse insights from the study on "Self-employment and entrepreneurship: the
contribution of Public Employment Services to job creation”, and organise a dissemination
event to share the lessons learned with Public Employment Services (2013)
There is no indication that this exercise was completed.

31
Wendy Phillips et al. (2015) ‘Social Innovation and Social Entrepreneurship: A Systematic Review’, Group & Organization Management (40:3): 428–61.
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Policy Area

Education

Administrative
Barriers

KAA

Specific Objective

Timeframe

1

Develop a pan-European entrepreneurial learning
initiative bringing together and make available
existing European and national expertise for
impact analysis, knowledge, development of
methodologies and peer mentoring between
practitioners from Member States

2013-15

2

Establishing, jointly with the OECD, a guidance
framework to encourage the development of
entrepreneurial schools and VET institutions

2013-14

3

Disseminate the entrepreneurial university
guidance framework; facilitate exchange between
universities interested in applying the framework;
gradually promote it to the EU Higher Education
Institutions

2012-13

4

Endorse successful mechanisms of universitydriven business creation (spin-offs etc.) and
university-business ecosystems supporting such
creations

Ongoing

5

Fund programmes for the further development of
microfinance

2014

6

Develop SME access to capital markets and SME
growth markets

Ongoing

7

Identify and promote member states’ best
practices with a view to creating a more
entrepreneur-friendly.

Ongoing
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8

Revise regulations for misleading marketing
practices, strengthen cross-border enforcement

Ongoing

9

Help member states to develop integrated
support schemes for new and young
entrepreneurs, providing ESF technical assistance

2013

10

Fostering the build-up of a knowledge base on
major trends and innovative business models in
the digital sector

2013-

11

Raise awareness through a Europewide
information campaign for SMEs on the benefits
from ICT and including the creation of a European
network of web businesses

2013-

12

Facilitate networking via the creation of a
European Mentors Network for training and
advice and match-making to explore new
partnerships

2014

13

Launch initiatives for web entrepreneurs,
including MOOCs, and a Web Entrepreneurs’
Leaders’ Club and the Start-Up Europe Partnership

Ongoing

14

Strengthen competences and skills i.e.
intensify the creation and acquisition of E-skills,
scientific and creative skills and managerial and
entrepreneurial skills to address new markets

Ongoing

15

Develop guidelines on the most effective
programmes and best practices to make business
transfers easier

2013-14

16

Launch a public consultation on honest bankrupts,
exploring shortening and aligning ‘time to
discharge’

2013

17

Work towards abolition of cross-border
authentication documents

2013

18

Set up a working group to assess the needs of
entrepreneurs from liberal professions

2013

19

Boost impact of and engagement with SOLVIT
when public authorities fail to address business’
concerns directly

2013

Culture

20

Establish, in the framework of the "SME Week",
a Europe-wide "EU Entrepreneurship Day" for
students in their last year of secondary education.
Events could include meetings with entrepreneurs,
case studies, lectures, workshops and "company
open days"

Ongoing

21

Create a Europe-wide on-line mentoring, advisory,
educational and business networking platform for
women entrepreneurs

2013-15

22

Help senior executives and entrepreneurs to
mentor new entrepreneurs as well as support
mutual and intergenerational mentoring between
entrepreneurs, to exchange vital skills

2013-15

23

Propose policy initiatives to attract migrant
entrepreneurs and to facilitate entrepreneurship
among migrants already present in the EU
or arriving for reasons other than setting up
business, based on good practices from Member
States

2014-17

24

Analyse the opportunity of proposing legislation
to remove legal obstacles to qualified immigrant
entrepreneurs establish a business and obtain a
stable residence permit

2014-17

25

Launch the future micro-finance facility under the
PSCI which will target vulnerable groups, including
persons who have lost or are at risk of losing their
job, or have difficulty in (re)entering the labour
market

Ongoing

26

Provide, through the ESF, technical assistance to
focus, on setting up support schemes for young
business starters and social entrepreneurs

March
2013

27

Organise, connected to the Progress
Microfinance Facility, a micro-finance and social
entrepreneurship stakeholders’ forum to engage
local financial intermediaries in promoting
entrepreneurship in the green economy

2013
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28

Progress Key:
Limited
Mixed
Good
Excellent
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Analyse insights from the study on "Selfemployment and entrepreneurship: the
contribution of Public Employment Services to job
creation”, and organise a dissemination event to
share the lessons learned with Public Employment
Services

2013
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#AskYourFuture CAMPAIGN

The 89 Initiative’s #AskYourFuture campaign is
an online survey created with the aim of allowing
European citizens of all backgrounds to ask their
questions to the so-called ‘Spitzenkandidaten’ to the
Presidency of the European Commission during the
next European Elections of May 23rd-26th 2019.
The Methodology
The survey, made available in all the official
languages of the European Union via the official
website of the 89 Initiative (https://89initiative.
com/ask-your-future/), is made up of two sections.
The first one gives respondents the possibility to
formulate their own question(s), whereas the second
one asks respondents to indicate the sector in
which their question falls, choosing from a list which
includes the following: economic development,
future of Europe, populism, social Europe, gender
equality, agenda of the next Commission, migration,
democratic participation and civic education, digital
agenda, climate change and environment, and
security. The survey will be accessible until May 26th
2019.
The Provisional Results
Overall, the campaign has outlined a tendency to
focus on topics such as the future of Europe (22%),
climate change and the environment (19%), and
economic development (16%). Globally, these results
underline a general tendency on the side of the
citizens, when dealing with European politics, to
focus on long-term issues rather than short-term
ones. Among the specific questions asked many
were centred around the reallocation mechanisms
foreseen by the Union in order to reduce economic
and social inequalities between citizens and classes,
around potential measures to fight climate change
in the medium- and long-term, and also around the
tools for a more effective democratic participation
of citizens and especially for strengthening the
European Parliament
166
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