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The EU and the US have found themselves
supporting two polar views on which strategy is the
most effective in achieving stabilisation of »

Figure 1. Achieving an acceptable CO; stabilisation

Thinking ahead for Europe

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions: ‘market pull’ vs
‘technology push’.* As an advocate of the latter,
the US asserts that the principal emphasis should
be on technology development, financed through
typical public R&D programmes. It argues that it
would be preferable to invest in the short term in
R&D and to adopt emissions limitations later,
when new technologies will have lowered the
cost of limiting GHG emissions.? In supporting
the *‘market-pull’ approach, the EU argues that
technological change is an incremental process
emanating primarily from business and industry,
induced by government incentives. According
to this logic, profit-seeking firms will respond
with technological innovation.?

This paper argues that these two opposing
positions can be explained by the respective
political economies in the EU and the US but
that changes are afoot that can improve the
prospects for cooperation. In order to foster the
convergence of views, additional conditions
need to be fulfilled in both the EU and the US.

The Meaning of Meeting the Global
Climate Change Challenge

To achieve stabilisation of GHG concentrations,
the World Business Council for Sustainable
Development has produced estimates based on
scenarios developed by the UN-sponsored
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC). According to these calculations, there is
a need to reduce global CO, emissions by 22
billion tonnes of CO, per year by 2050 — almost
as much as today’s total global emissions® (see
Figure 1).
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Source: World Business Council for Sustainable Development
(2004).

This may require a peak of global emissions by around
2020, since GHG emissions stay in the atmosphere for a
long time.*

To illustrate the scale of the task, one of the following
innovations would have to be put into effect to achieve a
reduction of just 3.3 billion tonnes out of 22 billion tonnes
of CO, (or 1 gigatonne out of 6-7 gigatonnes of carbon):
increasing current global wind power capacity by 150
times, bringing into operation 1 billion hydrogen cars to
replace conventional 30-miles-per-gallon cars, boosting
current nuclear capacity five-fold or using half of the
agricultural area of the US for biomass production (see
Table 1).

Although there are different opinions on whether or not the
2050 goals can be reached with technically proven
technology, there is a broad consensus that there is a need
for real breakthrough technology (technically unproven)
beyond 2050. Pacala & Socolow (2004) and the IPPC
(2001) argue that current technologies could solve the
climate problem for the next 50 years, while Hoffert et al.
(2002) believe that new and revolutionary technologies
will be needed.

There is a growing consensus that neither ‘technology

* Senior Fellow, Centre for European Policy Studies,
Brussels.

! See Galeotti & Carraro (2003), Grubb & Stewart
(2004) and Goulder (2004).

2See Humphreys (2001) and Edmonds (2003).
Grubb et al. (2002).
422 Gt CO, equals 6-7 Gt of carbon.

push’ nor ‘market pull’ on its own will be able to meet the
climate change challenge. The International Energy
Agency, for example, argues that energy efficiency
improvements offer the greatest potential to reduce GHG
emissions in a 2030 perspective. Such improvements

* CO, for example, the most important GHG, stays in the
atmosphere for 100 years.
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depend critically on government incentives.” Smart
government policy, i.e. market pull, can speed up diffusion
of existing technologies, leading to significant reduction of
GHG emissions in the short term.

Table 1. The challenge: To reduce CO, emissions by 3.3
billion tonnes per year requires...

Technology Required to reduce 3.3 Gt

CO,/yr (1 GT carbon)

Coal-fired power plant with | 700 x 1 GW plants
CO, capture/storage

Nuclear power plants replace | 1,500 x 1 GW (5 x current)
average plant

Wind power replaces average | 150 x current
plant

Solar PV displace average | 5x 106 ha (2,000 x current)
plant

Hydrogen fuel 1 billion H, cars (CO,-free
H,) displacing 1 billion
conventional 30 mpg (7.84

litres per 100 kms) cars

Geological storage of CO, Inject 100 mb/d fluid at

reservoir conditions

Biomass fuels from | 100 x 106 ha (1/2 of US
plantations agricultural area)

Source: Egenhofer & van Schaik (2005), based on presentation by
ExxonMobil to a CEPS Task Force meeting on 22 October
2004 (http://www.ceps.be/files/TF/1).

Political economy perspectives on technology:
Differences between the EU and US

The EU’s short-term policy response to climate change has
been to embrace the Kyoto Protocol, which can be
explained by the largely synergistic relationship between
the EU’s situation with respect to natural gas supply and
other EU policy objectives, such as power and gas market
liberalisation. Moreover, weak EU competencies in the
areas of energy policy and security of supply in
combination with relatively strong competencies in the
fields of market liberalisation and the environment have
forced the EU to frame climate change responses in the
context of energy efficiency and conservation rather than
in terms of energy policy.® Climate change policy has been
coined as a ‘win-win’ situation with regards to security of
supply, higher efficiency, more competition’ and co-

® International Energy Agency (2004a).
® Wriglesworth & Egenhofer (2005).

" Market liberalisation and integration have transformed the
traditional notion of security of supply in the EU and
elsewhere. In competitive markets, firms in principle invest in
those technologies that promise the highest return on capital,
which has meant that the power generation sector favours the
solution with minimum capital investment and the quickest
returns. One result of EU electricity and gas market
liberalisation has been a dash for gas, mainly in the form of
CCGT and CHP, to the detriment of more capital-intensive

benefits through reduction of local pollution. In a short-
term perspective, understandably technology did not play a
major role. The relatively modest Kyoto Protocol target
helped as well.

More importantly, however, is the EU’s security of supply
position with regard to natural gas and its transformation
through gas and electricity market liberalisation. The
strategic positions of the EU and the US in natural gas are
profoundly different: according to the European
Commission (2003, p. 96), ‘gas resources’ are located in
abundant supply within an economically transportable
distance to the EU, and the potential exists for
technological improvements concerning gas production,
transport by pipeline, and LNG plants and carriers. These
reserves could cover Eurasian demand for 50 years. Hence,
switching from coal to gas is a viable, cost-effective short-
term policy for the EU. The situation is different for the
US, which increasingly will have to rely on liquefied
natural gas (LNG). Hence, the share of coal in power
generation is expected to remain stable and continue to
account for about half of all fuels.? Climate policy will put
pressure on coal. Any US alternative short of deploying
‘carbon capture and storage’ would increase concerns
about security of supply.

Against the background of minimal trade-offs in the EU —
at least in a short-term perspective — between climate
change, security of supply and market liberalisation, it
should come as no surprise that the energy sector has been
broadly supportive of EU climate policy approaches and
the EU emissions trading scheme (ETS). A modest carbon
constraint, especially when implemented through the EU
emissions trading scheme and based on free allocation, has
been seen in business circles as a way of enhancing
efficiency and even security of supply, as many energy
savings measures come at a low or even negative cost.’ In
addition, as long as allowances are given for free
(‘grandfathering’), the ‘competitiveness’ effects on
industry are minimised in general. ™

The US situation gives a more heterogeneous picture.™* At
the federal or national level, there is a focus on research
and technology programmes as well as on voluntary

generation technologies. The EU emissions trading scheme is
another driver behind the use of gas.

8 According to the International Energy Agency, the share of
gas in power generation is projected to more than double in
the period from 2002 (15%) to 2030 (35%). The European
Commission does not rule out the possibility that 40% of total
electricity will be produced from natural gas by that time (see
IEA, 2004b). For US figures, see US Energy Information
Agency (2003).

® See European Commission (2001).

10 Nevertheless, a number of industries may be directly
affected in a negative way. See Carbon Trust (2004), Renaud
(2005), Quirion & Houcarde (2004) and Egenhofer et al.
(2005).

1 See Pew Center on Global Climate Change (2004) and
Brewer (2005).
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measures. The sub-federal level is characterised by a
plethora of state and local government initiatives,
including trading schemes. There are advocates of federal
regulation, mainly in the Congress, as exemplified by the
bipartisan McCain-Lieberman cap-and-trade legislation.
The business community remains largely divided.
Corporations participate in numerous voluntary initiatives
but most of them oppose mandatory emissions limits.*? A
majority of US public opinion tends to favour stronger
climate change folicies than those advocated by the Bush
administration,™® as also do a number of religious
organisations and churches.

One result of the impasse over climate change policies at
the national level has been increased activism and
cooperation among state and local governments. It is often
noted in this regard that there is a tradition of some states
(especially California) taking the lead on environmental
issues, with the national government eventually adopting
policies that have been developed at the sub-national level.
To some extent, this may yet happen with climate change
policies.

A growing coalition of Members of Congress — in both the
Senate and the House of Representatives — supports a
policy of mandatory domestic limits on GHG emissions.
Although the coalition is composed predominantly of
Democrats, it includes a number of Republicans, and its
bipartisan leadership includes Senator John McCain, a
prominent Republican. Both the congressional coalition
and activist state and local governments tend to hail from
the west coast and the northeast. The economic and
political significance of fossil fuel industries in many mid-
western and southern/southwestern states is likely to
prevent them from following the trend towards increased
mitigation efforts underway in the far western and
northeastern regions of the country. But they will be open
to technology approaches.

The role of technology: The (only) way forward?

With the entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol, there may
finally be an opportunity to move the political agenda
beyond Kyoto into the ‘post-2012° period. This raises the
question of what is to be done next and what role will
technology policy play?

Let us look back in order to answer these questions. In the
aftermath of the Kyoto Protocol negotiations, and
especially after the US rejection of the Protocol, numerous
alternative proposals were put forward (see Box 1).* In
assessing  these  different  approaches  against
environmental, economic or equity criteria, it quickly

12 Some electric power companies have, however, publicly
advocated a mandatory cap-and-trade system or a carbon tax.

3 For a detailed review of public opinion data from 1989-
2005, see Brewer (2005b).

Y For an overview, see Torvanger et al. (2004), Aldy et al.
(2003), Bodansky (2004) and Kameyama (2004). See also
Box 1.

becomes apparent that there is no magic solution to the
climate change challenge. It will take many years to reach
a global consensus. But this conclusion should not be
surprising: an effective response to climate change requires
nothing less than aligning the national energy policies of
more than 150 countries (see Ashton & Burke, 2004).
Rather than ‘reinventing the wheel’, however, it seems
only reasonable and practical to build a global agreement
that is based on parts on the Kyoto Protocol structure,
while at the same time accommodating a number of
additional components, including technology. One can
expect that we will continue to live in a differentiated
world.

Box 1. Different approaches to the climate change
challenge post-2012

e An international agreement with absolute — Kyoto
style — targets, but with modifications such as a safety
valve, i.e. a maximum price on allowances

e Energy or carbon-intensity targets to improve energy
efficiency; the ultimate target can be a fixed per capita
emissions target per country

e Linkages, i.e. linking participation to R&D
cooperation or financial transfers

e Environmental conditionality in which emissions
trading is linked to environmental ‘progress’, e.g. the
Green Investment Scheme or trade-and-back
approaches

e Sector-specific targets, i.e. a coordinated approach
for domestic policies

e Coordinated global carbon taxes

e Technology development and international
cooperation on R&D activities

e A combination of different instruments, including
intensity targets, sector-specific domestic measures
and technology development in the so-called ‘triptych
approach’

e Orchestration of treaties focusing on different co-
existing commitments under different legal
frameworks

Source: Egenhofer & van Schaik (2005).

The Next Priorities in a Technology Perspective

Most scholars and analysts attribute the EU-US climate
change disagreement to divergent views on climate
science, the role of domestic versus international action,
technology, costs, the role of developing countries and the
Kyoto Protocol process itself."® In order to overcome the
‘climate divide’, there is a need for some convergence in
all of these areas. This will take time, however.

In the meantime, we have argued on other occasions
(Egenhofer, 2005) that the EU and the US (governments
and stakeholders) should concentrate on three areas likely
to be critical for the EU-US climate change agenda: i) a

1> See Cline (1992), Nordhaus (1994 and 1998), Harris
(2000), Purvis & Meuller (2004) and Michael (2005).
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(common) sense of direction, ii) a determination to make
the EU climate change policy work and iii) technology
policy. Progress in these areas is a prerequisite for a more
constructive transatlantic dialogue.

A (Common) Sense of Direction

The first important step is to forge a common
understanding between the US and the EU on the urgency
of climate change and to demonstrate together the will to
achieve more ambitious reductions and technological
innovation. The EU has tried to provide direction after EU
heads of governments in March 2005 endorsed a target to
limit the global average temperature increase to 2°C and
indicated a willingness to explore with other countries
ways to reach a reduction target for industrialised countries
of 15-30% for GHG emissions by 2020 on a 1990 basis.

The UK has used its G8 presidency to develop a package
of practical measures to cut emissions, focusing largely on
technology as well as on building a partnership with
rapidly developing economies to find a way to combine
economic growth with a low-carbon economy. This is an
opportunity to inject fresh political momentum in the
efforts to reach a new global consensus. The focus on
technology and developing countries as the keys to
tackling climate change has been a principal US demand
for some time. It is important, however, that this new
strategy not only responds to the concerns of the current
US administration, but also to those of other stakeholders,
notably business, as reflected in the following remark by a
representative of Tony Blair’s government: “Business and
the global economy need to know that this isn’t an issue
that is going to go away”.*® As we have shown, most US
stakeholders accept that climate change policy will become
a necessity in the long-run.

Making EU Climate Change Policy Work

It is therefore up to the EU to show that climate change
policy can be undertaken without ruining the economy.
Implementation of the EU ETS has already given strong
signals to the US. Successful EU performance can help
change the minds of US stakeholders. The EU ETS is
attracting increasing interest throughout the world and not
just by the signatories of the Kyoto Protocol. US scholars
are watching the EU ETS intensively. The total value of
current EU allowances of permits stands at far more than
€50 billion, at an allowance price of around €20. This
might be too big a market to ignore. It is also often
forgotten that climate change policy can have important
benefits beyond climate policy objectives. Such co-
benefits of climate change measures are the reduction of
local pollution caused by NOx or SO, less congestion or
noise from transport, innovation and technological
leapfrogging and employment.’” In fact, most studies
assume that the benefits of reducing local air pollution are

16 See Derwent (2005).
17 See Jochen & Madlener (2003).

higher than the costs of reducing greenhouse gas emissions
(see OECD, 2002). In short, climate policy is likely to
have significant benefits that are not yet explicitly
acknowledged. The experiences of BP, Entergy, Toyota or
Rio Tinto show that reducing GHG emissions can yield net
profits."® Finally, as the case of the Kyoto Protocol
illustrates, when the US is absent, other countries will
proceed to define the international agenda as they deem
most appropriate. A global or even transatlantic GHG
emissions market may offer the best hope for a less
fragmented business environment.*

Technology Development

Given that medium-term targets will be more constraining
than the current ones specified in the Kyoto Protocol, the
EU will require more radical changes, which are likely to
lead to greater distributional consequences.”This will
require a further development of EU climate change policy
along the lines of the recent European Commission (2005)
Communication on Winning the Battle against Global
Climate Change, which listed the various elements of a
global strategy which notably included technology.

Since longer-term targets can only be met by the
development of new technologies and the massive
diffusion of both new and existing technologies, the EU
also needs a greater focus on technology. What this means
in practice will still need to be developed in the coming
years.

18 BP calculated that reducing GHG emissions by 10% below
its 1990 level has a net benefit of $650 million (see Browne,
2004).

1% If one believes leading global business associations, there is
a growing concern about an increasingly fragmented or even
disintegrating regulatory framework. One of the recurrent
themes of business responses is the creation of a greenhouse
gas emissions market. According to Steve Lennon, Chairman
of the Environment and Energy Commission of the
International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), whose
membership includes major US companies, business sees a
“global system of emissions trading as inevitable” (see
Harvey, 2005).

2 See two CEPS multi-stakeholder Task Force reports that
analyse these issues: Egenhofer & van Schaik (2005) and
Egenhofer & Fujiwara (2005).



TECHNOLOGY IN A POST-2012 TRANSATLANTIC PERSPECTIVE | 5

References

Aldy, J.E., S. Barrett and R.N. Stavins (2004), “Thirteen plus
one: A comparison of global climate policy architectures”,
Climate Policy, 3, pp. 373-397.

Ashton, J. and T. Burke (2004), “The Geopolitics of Climate
Change”, SWP Comments 5, Stiftung Wissenschaft und
Politik, Berlin, May.

Bodansky, D. (2004), International Climate Efforts Beyond
2012: A Survey of Approaches, Pew Center on Global
Climate Change, Arlington, VA (retrieved from
http://www.pewclimate.org).

Brewer, T. (2005a forthcoming), The Political Economy of
US Responses to Climate Change Issues (working title).

Brewer, T. (2005b), “US Public Opinion on Climate Change
Issues:  Implications for Consensus-Building and
Policymaking”, Climate Policy, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 2-18.

Browne, J. (2004), “Beyond Kyoto”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 83,
No. 4, August, pp. 20-32.

Carraro, C. and C. Egenhofer (eds) (2003), Firms,
Governments and Climate Policy - Incentive-based
Policies for Long-term Climate Change, Cheltenham, UK:
Edward Elgar.

Carbon Trust (2004), The European Union Emissions Trading
Scheme: Implications for Industrial Competitiveness,
London, June.

Cline, W.R. (1992), The Economics of Global Warming,
Institute for International Economics, Washington, D.C.

Derwent, H. (2005), “The G8 and the Post-2012 Agenda”,
paper presented at the Third Annual Brussels Climate
Change Conference, jointly organised by the Centre for
European Policy Studies and EU Conferences Ltd.,
Brussels, 19-20 April.

Edmonds, J. (2003), “Toward the Development of a Global
Energy Technology Strategy to Address Climate Change”,
paper prepared for a strategic roundtable at the Global
Energy Scenarios of the World Gas Conference, 2 June.

Egenhofer, C. (2005), “Could a Transatlantic Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Market Work?”, in D.S. Hamilton and J.P.
Quinlan (eds), Deep Integration: How Transatlantic
Markets are Leading Globalization, CEPS Paperback
published jointly with the Center for Transatlantic
Relations of Johns Hopkins University, Centre for
European Policy Studies, Brussels, June.

Egenhofer, C. and L. van Schaik (2005), Towards a Global
Climate Regime: Priority Areas for a Coherent EU
Strategy, Report of a CEPS Task Force, Centre for
European Policy Studies, Brussels.

Egenhofer, C. and N. Fujiwara (2005), Reviewing the EU
emissions trading scheme: Priorities for short-term
implementation of the second round of allocation (Part I):
http://www.ceps.be/files/TFReport EU_ETS Part_|.pdf.

Egenhofer, C., N. Fujiwara and K. Gialoglou (2005), Business
Consequences of the EU Emissions Trading Scheme,
Report of a CEPS Task Force, Centre for European Policy
Studies, Brussels.

European Commission (2001), European Climate Change
Programme, Final Report, Brussels, June (retrieved from
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/climat/eccpr
eport.htm).

European Commission (2003), World Energy, Technology
and Climate Policy Outlook (WETO), DG Research,
Brussels.

European Commission (2005), Communication from the
Commission on Winning the Battle against Global
Climate Change, COM(2005) 35 final, 9 February.

Galeotti, M. and C. Carraro (2003), “Traditional
environmental instruments, Kyoto mechanisms and the
role of technical change”, in C. Carraro and C. Egenhofer
(eds), Firms, Governments and Climate Policy -
Incentive-based Policies for Long-term Climate Change,
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Goulder, L. (2004) Induced Technological Change and
Climate Policy, Report for the Pew Center on Global
Climate Change, Arlington, VA, October.

Grubb, M. and R. Stewart (2004), “Promoting Climate-
Friendly Technologies: International Perspectives and
Issues”, INTACT Project Paper, March.

Grubb, M., J. Koehler and D. Anderson (2002), “Induced
Technical Change: Evidence and Implications for Energy-
Environmental Modelling and Policy”, Annual Review of
Energy and Environment, 27, pp. 271-308.

Harris, P.G. (ed.) (2000), Climate Action and American
Foreign Policy, New York, NY: St Martin’s.

Harvey, F. (2005), “Business pushes G8 on global warming”,
Financial Times, 24 June, p. 1.

Hoffert, M.1. et al. (2002), “Advanced Technology Paths to
Global Climate Stability: Energy for a Greenhouse
Planet”, Science, Vol. 298, 1 November, pp. 981-987.

Humphreys, K. (2001), “The Nation’s Energy Future: The
Role of Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency”,
testimony before the Committee on Science of the US
House of Representatives, 28 February.

International Energy Agency (IEA) (2004a), Oil Crises and
Climate Challenges: 30 Years of Energy Use in IEA
Countries, Paris.

International Energy Agency (IEA) (2004b), World Energy
Outlook 2004, Paris.

IPPC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) (2001),
Third Assessment Report (summary for policy-makers),
United Nations, New York, NY.

Jochem, E. and R. Madlener (2003), The Forgotten Benefits
of Climate Change Mitigation: Innovation, Technological
Leapfrogging, Employment, and Sustainable
Development, OECD, Paris.

Kameyama, Y. (2004), “The Future Climate Regime: A
Regional Comparison of Proposals”, International
Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics,
No. 4, pp. 307-326.



6 | Christian Egenhofer

Michel, D. (2005) (ed.), Climate Policy for the 21* Century:
Meeting the Long-Term Challenge of Global Warming,
Center for Transatlantic Relations, Johns Hopkins
University, Washington, D.C.

Nordhaus, W.D. (1994), Managing the Global Commons: The
Economics of Climate Change, Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

Nordhaus, W.D. (1998) (ed.), Economics and Policy Issues in
Climate Change, Resources for the Future, Washington,
D.C.

OECD (2002), Ancillary Costs and Benefits of GHG
Mitigation: Policy Conclusions,
ENV/EPOC/GSP(2001)13/FINAL of 17.4.2002, OECD,
Paris.

Pacala, S. and R. Socolow (2004), “Stabilization Wedges:
Solving the Climate Problem for the Next 50 Years with
Current Technologies”, Science, Vol. 305, 13 August, pp.
968-972.

Pew Center on Global Climate Change (2004), Climate
Change Activities in the US: 2004 Update, Arlington, VA.

Purvis, N. and F. Mueller (2004), Renewing Transatlantic
Climate Change Cooperation, The Brookings Institution,
Washington, D.C., 19 April.

Quirion, P. and J-Ch. Houcarde (2004), “Does the CO,
emissions trading directive threaten the competitiveness of
European industry? Quantification and comparison to
exchange rate fluctuations”, paper presented at the
EAERE Conference, Budapest, June (retrieved from
http://eaere2004.bkae.hu/download/paper/quririonpaper.p
df).

Renaud, J. (2005), Industrial competitiveness under the
European  Union’s  emissions trading  scheme,
International Energy  Agency Information Paper,
Washington, D.C., December.

Torvanger, A., M. Twena and J. Vevatne (2004), Climate
policy beyond 2012 — A survey of long-term targets and
future frameworks, CICERO Report 2004:02, Center for
International Climate and Environmental Research, Oslo
(retrieved from http://www.cicero.uio.no).

US Energy Information Agency (2003), Annual Energy
Outlook — With Projections to 2025, Washington, D.C.

World Business Council for Sustainable Development (2004),
Facts and Trends to 2050 — Energy and Climate Change,
Geneva (retrieved from http://www.wbcsd.ch).




Recent CEPS Policy Briefs (€12 in print or free in PDF from http://shop.ceps.be)

No.

No.
No.

No.

No.
No.

86

86
85

84

83
82

No.81

No.

No.
No.
No.

No.
No.

No.
No.
No.

No.
No.

No.
No.

No.

No.

No.
No.
No.

No.

80

79
78
77

76
75

74
73
72

71
70

69
68

67

66

65
64
63

62

Industry Location and Climate Change Policy-Making: in the United States, Thomas L. Brewer, November
2005

Technology in a Post-2012 Transatlantic Perspective, Christian Egenhofer, November 2005

An Interim Plan for South-East Europe: Customs Union with the EU and a Regional Schengen for the Free
Movement of People, Michael Emerson, November 2005

Capital Adequacy vs. Liquidity Requirements in Banking Supervision in the EU, Karel Lannoo and Jean-Pierre
Casey, October 2005

Is the IMF business model still valid?, Angel Ubide, September 2005

The New Capital Requirements Directive: What pieces are still missing from the puzzle? Rym Ayadi,
September 2005

Parties of Power as Roadblocks to Democracy: The Cases of Ukraine and Egypt, Madalena Resende and
Hendrik Kraetzschmar, August 2005

The EU’s Fight against International Terrorism: Security Problems and Insecure Solutions, Thierry Balzacq
and Sergio Carrera, July 2005

The Black Sea as Epicentre of the After-Shocks of the EU Earthquake, Michael Emerson, July 2005
Egypt’s Moment of Reform: A Reality or an Illusion, Emad EI-Din Shahin, July 2005

Climate Change in the US Government Budget — Funding for Technology and Other Programmes, and
Implications for EU-US Relations, Thomas L. Brewer, July 2005

The Real Budget Battle: Une crise peut en cacher une autre, Richard Baldwin, June 2005

Should ratification proceed? An Assessment of Different Options after the Failed Referenda, Sebastian Kurpas,
June 2005

Plan B, Richard Baldwin, June 2005
The Europeanisation of the Transnistrian Conflict, Marius Vahl, May 2005

Political Integration in Europe and America, Towards a Madisonian Model for Europe, Mark C. Christie, May
2005

EU-Russia — Four Common Spaces and the Proliferation of the Fuzzy, Michael Emerson, May, 2005

What Could be Saved from the European Constitution if Ratification Fails? The Problems with a ‘Plan B’,
Sebastian Kurpas, May 2005

Economic Aspects of Turkey’s Quest for EU Membership, Daniel Gros, April 2005

A Spreading Danger: Time for a New Policy Towards Chechnya, Fiona Hill, Anatol Lieven and Thomas de
Waal, April 2005

Data Protection, Rights of Privacy of the Individual in the Fight against the Financing of Terrorism, Yves
Moiny, March 2005

A Better Budget for the European Union: More Value for Money, More Money for Value, Daniel Gros and
Stefano Micossi, February 2005

What values for Europe? The Ten Commandments, Michael Emerson, February 2005
Economic Values and Dynamism in the EU Economy, Stefano Micossi, February 2005

Improving the Climate: Will the new Constitution strengthen EU performance in international climate
negotiations?, Louise van Schaik and Christian Egenhofer, February 2005

The Impact of Turkey’s Membership on EU Voting, Richard Baldwin and Mika Widgrén, February 2005



(D)
Q
(%]
o
(¢b}
=
o
®)
i
)
SN
B
o
=)
i
i
o
o
e
)
e
o
o
(a8

www.ceps.be

Website

About CEPS

Founded in 1983, the Centre for European Policy Studies is an independent policy research
institute dedicated to producing sound policy research leading to constructive solutions to the
challenges facing Europe today. Funding is obtained from membership fees, contributions from
official institutions (European Commission, other international and multilateral institutions, and
national bodies), foundation grants, project research, conferences fees and publication sales.

Goals

e To achieve high standards of academic excellence and maintain unqualified independence.
e To provide a forum for discussion among all stakeholders in the European policy process.

e To build collaborative networks of researchers, policy-makers and business across the whole of
Europe.

e To disseminate our findings and views through a regular flow of publications and public
events.

Assets and Achievements

e Complete independence to set its own priorities and freedom from any outside influence.

e Authoritative research by an international staff with a demonstrated capability to analyse policy
guestions and anticipate trends well before they become topics of general public discussion.

e Formation of seven different research networks, comprising some 140 research institutes from
throughout Europe and beyond, to complement and consolidate our research expertise and to
greatly extend our reach in a wide range of areas from agricultural and security policy to
climate change, JHA and economic analysis.

e An extensive network of external collaborators, including some 35 senior associates with
extensive working experience in EU affairs.

Programme Structure

CEPS is a place where creative and authoritative specialists reflect and comment on the problems
and opportunities facing Europe today. This is evidenced by the depth and originality of its
publications and the talent and prescience of its expanding research staff. The CEPS research
programme is organised under two major headings:

Economic Policy Politics, Institutions and Security
Macroeconomic Policy The Future of Europe
European Network of Economic Policy Justice and Home Affairs

Research Institutes (ENEPRI) The Wider Europe
Financial Markets, Company Law & Taxation South-East Europe
European Credit Research Institute (ECRI) Caucasus & Black Sea
Trade Developments & Policy EU-Russian/Ukraine Relations
Energy, Environment & Climate Change Mediterranean & Middle East
Agricultural Policy CEPS-I1ISS European Security Forum

In addition to these two sets of research programmes, the Centre organises a variety of activities
within the CEPS Policy Forum. These include CEPS task forces, lunchtime membership meetings,
network meetings abroad, board-level briefings for CEPS corporate members, conferences, training
seminars, major annual events (e.g. the CEPS International Advisory Council) and internet and
media relations.
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