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Executive summary

This Policy Contribution tests the hypothesis that an imbalance has grown in Europe 

over the last few decades because markets have integrated to a greater extent than European-

level policymaking, potentially creating difficulties for the democratic process in managing 

the economy. This hypothesis has been put forward by several authors but not so far tested 

empirically.

To evaluate the process of European market integration – or market Europeanisation – 

over the last few decades, we assess intra-European trade and intra-European capital flows. 

Any estimate of policy integration, or Europeanisation, meanwhile, is fraught with 

difficulties and only proxies can be measured. Our preferred proxy is the number of 

employees of the European institutions and agencies relative to the aggregate number of 

public employees in national administrations in the European Union. The assumption is that 

European public employees generate, implement and oversee European policies and thus 

their relative number is a proxy for the development of European policies. An alternative 

indicator of policy Europeanisation is the relative frequency of European Union news in 

major national media outlets, as a proxy for the relevance to the public of European policies.

Our results show that, measured by our proxies, policy Europeanisation has developed 

more rapidly than market Europeanisation, measured on the basis of both trade and capital 

flows. It is however also noted that the relative number of public employees has outpaced the 

relative frequency of European Union news in the media, possibly indicating a technocratic 

slant in policy Europeanisation. Further research could test the robustness of our results, in 

particular by using other measures of policy Europeanisation, such as the impact of European 

legislation on national laws and regulations.
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1 Introduction
Charles Kindleberger’s hegemonic stability theory1 holds that policymaking, fragmented 

according to national borders, cannot properly manage globally integrated markets, 

thus creating a risky imbalance. In the absence of a global government, a hegemon that 

internalises the gains from stabilising the world economy could produce the needed global 

governance. But a hegemonic system failed during the Great Depression, thus depriving the 

international economy of this ersatz governance approach. 

Kindleberger’s basic idea was that the public good of economic governance is under-

produced at international level and this is a problem because a thriving economy needs both 

a strong private sector and effective public governance. 

Dany Rodrik (2017) developed an analogous argument. He put forward the idea of an 

inconsistent triangle, at the points of which are democracy, national sovereignty and (hyper) 

globalisation. The trilemma asserts that only two of the three components can coexist. In cur-

rent conditions, national sovereignty and (hyper) globalisation seem to prevail, to the detri-

ment of democracy. In fact, (hyper) globalisation has overwhelmed, in Rodrik’s view, national 

policymaking, which is incapable of democratically governing the world economy2. Rodrik 

applied his trilemma inconsistency to the entire world as well as to Europe. His specific point 

about Europe was that an imbalance has developed between economic integration, which 

has advanced tremendously, especially with the single market and the single currency, and 

political integration, which has not undergone a similar development.

Rodrik does not seem to definitively exclude that progress in political European integra-

tion could in the future remedy the imbalance, making democracy and globalisation again 

consistent. But he seems to be sceptical that political integration can progress sufficiently3.

Rodrik’s view, building on Kindleberger, rings correct but lacks a firm quantitative basis. 

Markets are not perfectly integrated and policymaking is not only national, and as soon as 

we recognise this, the need arises for a quantitative measurement to compare the market 

and policy integration processes. ‘Policy’ is here meant in a broad sense, including high-level 

policy decisions and their implementation through more technical actions4. 

The issue is very complex and a perfect approach to it might not be available. Still, the 

question is too important to be left without an attempt to provide an empirical answer. This 

Policy Contribution addresses the issue in a European context, leaving the extension to the 

global sphere to subsequent research.  

Our strategy to get closer to an empirical handling of the issue is to calculate two indices 

(detailed in section 1):

• An index of market integration (market Europeanisation);

• An index of policymaking integration (policy Europeanisation);

and then to compare how they have developed in order to start answering the following 

questions:

• Has market Europeanisation really gone further than policy Europeanisation?

• If so, by how much? 

• And how has the relationship between the two developed over time? 

1 See Kindleberger (1973 and 1988).

2 See also Saccomanni (2008).

3 Along similar lines, Lindseth (2010) argued that, in the absence of a genuine European demos, the process of 

European integration can only have an administrative rather than a constitutional character, and thus lacks 

autonomous democratic foundations.

4 On important developments at the highest level of policymaking in Europe see Mourlon-Druol (2012).
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We do not directly address the question of whether an imbalance exists because market 

Europeanisation exceeds policy Europeanisation and therefore the effectiveness of policies 

has been undermined. We just measure how any possible imbalance has moved over the 

last half century (section 2). This approach can answer questions such as whether we should 

worry more about the imbalance now than previously, but not whether there is an absolute 

imbalance.

Furthermore, our estimates of market and policy Europeanisation at most provide an 

approximation of the underlying phenomena. As far as market Europeanisation is concerned, 

there are in the literature different proposals on how to measure globalisation, which is what 

in this Policy Contribution is more pedantically termed market Europeanisation. On policy 

Europeanisation there is no literature of which we are aware, and the approach we propose 

should be interpreted as a first attempt to measure a proxy rather than as a definitive estimate. 

We also briefly describe in section 4 some alternative measurement options.

2 Measuring market and policy 
Europeanisation

2.1 Market Europeanisation
There are three kinds of market Europeanisation that one could consider:

• Trade Europeanisation, measured by comparing intra-European trade growth with 

domestic income growth;

• Financial Europeanisation, measured by intra-European capital flows with respect to 

domestic financial variables;

• Labour integration, measured by intra-European migration flows.

We concentrate here, partly because of data availability, on trade (see section 4 for a brief 

analysis of financial Europeanisation). To estimate trade Europeanisation we start with a time 

series of intra-EU trade (Figure 1 on the next page).

Figure 1 shows a very steep, if somewhat irregular, increase in real intra-European trade, 

both for exports and imports. All countries have contributed to the increase, with Germany 

in a dominant position, but smaller countries, grouped under the ‘others’ label, also grew in 

importance (though in part because of their increasing number following EU enlargements). 

Intra-European trade is computed as the sum of the exports/imports of all 28 European Union 

members to/from the other members. We included a number of countries in the calculation 

starting from the dates of their independence: Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia (independence 

from the Soviet Union); Croatia and Slovenia (break-up of Yugoslavia); and the Czech Repub-

lic and Slovakia (dissolution of Czechoslovakia).
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Figure 1: Intra-EU trade, real imports and exports since 1970

Source: Bruegel based on OECD Quarterly International Trade Statistics. Note: billions of constant euro.

Figure 2: Intra-EU trade, real imports and exports since 1970, € billions

Source: Bruegel based on OECD Quarterly International Trade Statistics. Note: Billions of constant euro; aggregate figures; log scale.

Figure 2 shows that intra-EU exports and imports grew at a rapid pace between 1970 and 

about 1990, but growth slowed somewhat thereafter. There was even a drop in trade with 

the onset of the Great Recession, but then trade recovered and resumed growth, though at a 

slower pace.

Looking at trade data is only the first step, since income has also grown substantially in 

the half century covered by Figures 1 and 2. The subsequent necessary step to measure trade 

Europeanisation is to divide intra-EU trade by EU GDP, as in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Intra-EU trade as a percentage of EU GDP

Source: Bruegel based on OECD Quarterly International Trade Statistics.

Figure 3 shows an increase in trade relative to GDP from 1970 up to the Great Recession, 

but no strong trend since. Over the entire period, trade as a share of GDP increased from 5 

percent to 15 percent or slightly more. Compared to the developments shown by Figure 2, 

the increase is much more muted because both trade and GDP figures are influenced by real 

growth, in addition to inflation. The time series in Figure 3 is our preferred measure of market 

Europeanisation.

2.2 Policy Europeanisation
Calculating an index of policy Europeanisation is much more difficult than measuring 

market/trade Europeanisation. To do so, we estimated, in several steps, the ratio of the total 

number of people working in European administrations to the aggregate number of people 

working in national administrations. We consider ‘administrations’ to mean strictly adminis-

trative bodies, such as, for instance, the European Medicines Agency, but also political insti-

tutions, including the European Parliament and the European Commission, while excluding 

gatherings of national experts that lack a significant permanent structure, such as many EU 

technical groups. However, committees established by the EU Treaty or other EU legislation 

are included 5. 

The estimation of this ratio is fraught with conceptual and practical difficulties. To esti-

mate the numerator, we started from a time series census of European public administrations 

(institutions and agencies). The list of European public administrations is in Appendix 1. 

Then we collected information on how many people work in these organisations and how this 

number has changed over time. The denominator is the aggregate number of people working 

in the national administrations of EU countries.

On top of statistical difficulties, this ratio as a proxy for policy Europeanisation has limi-

tations. It does not take into account that many people working in national administrations 

contribute to the management of the European economy. For example, the Eurosystem, com-

posed of the European Central Bank (ECB) and national central banks (NCBs) of euro-area 

countries, had about 48,500 employees in 2017, of which only 3,200 worked for the central 

institution – the ECB. According to our definition, only this small number of people would 

qualify as working in European public administration, while the much larger number of 

people working for the NCBs would be defined as working in national public administrations, 

though a sizable share of NCB staff members contribute to running the monetary policy of the 

euro area, thus carrying out a European rather than a national task. On the other hand, one 

5 For an analogous exercise, stressing its difficulties while also looking at the reasons for creating new 

administrations and at their functions, see Mourlon-Druol (2019).
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could say that European public bodies are less effective than national organisations, so, for 

the same number of public employees, they could contribute less to managing Europe. 

Figure 4 shows the number of European public administrations from the 1940s until 

today, along with the participation of groups of EU countries in those administrations: the 

six founding members of the European Community (Germany, France, Italy, Netherlands, 

Belgium and Luxembourg); the countries of western Europe (Austria, Greece, Ireland, Portu-

gal, Spain, United Kingdom); the countries of northern Europe (Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Sweden) the countries of central/Mediterranean Europe (Bulgaria, Croatia, 

Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Cyprus, Malta). Participation 

of these groups in European public administrations has roughly, but not strictly, followed the 

timing of the accession of countries to the EU.

About 70 EU-level organisations presently exist. Another 40 have been created and then 

closed down. A perusal of the list of European public organisations in the Appendix is inter-

esting, as it shows that practically all fields of public administration are now covered, from 

electronic communication to health, from judicial affairs to food safety, from gender equality 

to terrorism, radicalism, extremism and violence internationally, and so on.

Figure 4: Number of European public administrations (1948-2019)

Source: Bruegel based on European Court of Auditors reports on EU institutions and agencies. Note: see text for country groups.

Figure 5 shows the total number of employees of European public administrations. Unfor-

tunately, data is only available from 1970 onwards and thus the large jump in the number of 

European public bodies (and likely associated staff numbers) which took place in the second 

half of the 1950s (Figure 4) is not taken into account.

Figure 5: Number of employees of European public administrations

Source: Bruegel based on European Court of Auditors reports on EU institutions and agencies. Note: see text for category groupings.
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Still, the progression is remarkable: in 1970 there were fewer than 9,000 employees in 

European public administrations; by 2018 the number had increased to nearly 74,000, or 

an eight-fold increase. We categorised European public administrations as follows: EU core 

(including the Parliament, Commission, Council); EU agency (all agencies linked with the 

European Union); non-EU (intergovernmental institutions with a broadly EU membership 

but not directly linked to the European Union). The bulk of the increase in staff numbers 

came from the EU core group, reflecting the predominance of the EU’s most important 

bodies, such as the European Commission, in European public administration. However, the 

staffing of EU agencies increased most percentage-wise. 

The time series shown in Figure 5 is still not an adequate measure of policy Europeanisa-

tion. What we need is a measurement of European public administration relative to national 

administrations, as proxied by the respective employee numbers. Figure 6 shows the relevant 

time series.

Figure 6: European public administration employees as a % of the number of 
employees in national public administrations

Source: Bruegel based on ILOSTAT and EUROSTAT Database for national public employees (both with and without defence, health and 
education employees); European Court of Auditors reports on EU institutions and agencies for European employees.

Figure 6 shows two measures of the ratio of European to national public employees. The 

first has as the denominator the total aggregate number of public employees in EU countries, 

while the second subtracts from the denominator employees working in education, health 

and defence, in which the EU has no or a minimal role.

Figure 6 shows that, under both definitions, the number of employees working for Euro-

pean public administrations remains a small fraction of the number of employees of national 

public administrations. But in percentage terms this fraction has increased by a factor of 

about eight, a significant increase in its relative importance.
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3 Comparing market and policy 
Europeanisation

To estimate market and public Europeanisation, Figure 7 shows the number of employees of 

European public administrations relative to the number of employees of national administra-

tions, divided by intra-European trade relative to EU GDP.

Figure 7: Index of market and public Europeanisation, 1970 = 100

Source: Bruegel based on OECD, ILOSTAT, EUROSTAT and European Court of Auditors reports on EU institutions and agencies. Note: 
The European public employees ratio compares the number of European public employees with the number of national government 
employees and excludes national employees in health, education and defence.

Figure 7 indicates, unsurprisingly, that both policy and market Europeanisation have 

increased very much in the half century between 1970 and 2018. What is more interesting, 

however, is that the number of public sector employees as a share of the aggregate of national 

employees has grown, as we saw in Figure 6, by a factor of eight, while intra-European trade 

as a share of GDP has grown only by a factor of about three. Thus the ratio between the two 

indices has grown by a factor of between 2.5 and 3 in the half a century covered by Figure 7, 

indicating that, according to our measures, policy Europeanisation has developed signifi-

cantly faster than market Europeanisation.

Figure 7 shows that the trend in the ratio has mostly reflected the trend increase in policy 

Europeanisation, while the deviations around the trend have been mostly determined by the 

ups and downs of market Europeanisation around its trend. 

The increase in the ratio is not really visible until the beginning of the 1990s. Until that 

time, policy and market Europeanisation developed at similar pace. This means that none 

of the institutional developments until approximately that time (the enlargement to include 

the UK, Denmark and Ireland in 1973; the first direct elections to the European Parliament in 

1979; the enlargement to include Greece in 1981 and Spain and Portugal in 1986; the approval 

of the Single European Act establishing the Single Market) brought about a visible change in 

the relationship between the two kinds of Europeanisation. The more rapid pace of policy 

Europeanisation compared to market Europeanisation began roughly with the approval of 

the Maastricht Treaty in 1993. It thus seems that the big innovation of the single currency 

was accompanied by an increase in policy Europeanisation. In 1999, the euro was launched, 

covering 11 countries, with an increase since then to 19 countries. After 2004, there was a 

further acceleration of policy Europeanisation relative to market Europeanisation when 10 
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new countries joined the EU, followed by Bulgaria and Romania in 2007. Coinciding with 

the financial crisis, which started in 2008, there was a new, even more visible acceleration in 

policy Europeanisation relative to market Europeanisation, because of both a reduction in 

trade and institutional innovations, leading to more intense policy Europeanisation. 

4 Alternative measures of market and policy 
Europeanisation

As we have noted, the two measures of Europeanisation developed in this paper only aspire 

to be proxies of the underlying phenomena. It is interesting to see if other possible measures 

confirm the results they deliver.

As mentioned in section 2.1, an alternative measure of market Europeanisation to that 

based on trade is financial integration, illustrated by cross-border capital flows in the EU. 

This is done in Figure 8, which shows an index of the cumulation of intra-EU capital flows, 

ie foreign assets relative to total financial assets, alongside the measure of policy Europeanisa-

tion used in Figure 7. Unfortunately, the time series only begins in 2001 and thus we have only 

about two decades of data, compared to the five decades available for trade6. 

Figure 8: Policy Europeanisation compared to financial Europeanisation, 2001 = 100

Source: Bruegel. Notes: See Figure 7 for the index of policy Europeanisation. Data on foreign assets is from Darvas (2020).

Figure 8 shows that market Europeanisation, as measured by intra-EU foreign assets, grew 

at a fast space during approximately the first decade of the existence of the euro, outstripping 

the growth of policy Europeanisation. But thereafter, it gently declined. Policy Europeanisa-

tion showed instead a more regular increase and, at the end of the period, exceeded financial 

market Europeanisation. Thus the data confirms, over the shorter time period available, the 

conclusion obtained using the trade Europeanisation measure.

An adjacent, but different, measure of policy Europeanisation to that used in this paper is 

the frequency of European issues in the printed press7. The increase in the number of articles 

mentioning the European Union relative to the total number of published articles can be 

interpreted as a sign of more active public opinion at European level. A bolder interpretation 

6 See Darvas (2020) for calculations based on data from the European Commission’s Finflows dataset, which esti-

mates bilateral external assets and liabilities of EU, Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development and 

other countries.

7 Bruegel research is at the time of writing ongoing on this issue; see Bergamini et al (2019).
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of that evidence, still to be verified, is that more frequent mentions of European matters in the 

printed press is an indication of the gradual growth of a European demos8. 

Figure 9 compares the development of the frequency of European news in four media out-

lets (Le Monde, La Stampa, Die Zeit and Der Spiegel), as preliminarily estimated by Bergamini 

et al (2019), with our preferred measure of policy Europeanisation.

Figure 9: Policy Europeanisation and European news in selected media, 1970 = 100

Source: Bruegel. Notes: See Figure 7 for the index of policy Europeanisation. Data on European news is from Bergamini et al (2019).

Figure 9 shows that, over the entire period, policy Europeanisation grew, as previously 

noted, by a factor of eight, while the frequency of European news with respect to the total 

published news increased by a factor of between two and five, depending on the press organ.

The increase in the two phenomena can be taken as evidence that market Europeanisation 

has been accompanied by policy Europeanisation, in terms of both an increase in the number 

of public European employees and greater public opinion attention paid to European matters. 

However, the fact that the former has grown more than the latter might indicate that policy 

Europeanisation of a technocratic nature has progressed even more than a genuinely political 

Europeanisation process. 

5 Conclusions
Based on the measures presented in this paper, one would have to conclude that there has 

been no growing imbalance in the last half century between market and policy integration 

in the EU. If an imbalance existed in 1970, it has reduced, particularly since 1990. The fear, 

expressed in particular by Rodrik (2017), that European democracy would suffer because 

of market Europeanisation not being matched by policy Europeanisation, is not justified by 

our empirical evidence. This overall result is robust to the use of different indicators, but the 

different time spans for which they are available should be taken into account. Some evidence 

also emerges from the empirical exercise that technocratic policy Europeanisation may have 

progressed more than genuinely political Europeanisation. 

Further empirical checks are needed to corroborate the findings presented in this Policy 

Contribution. A potentially fruitful line of further empirical analysis would be to measure 

policy Europeanisation through the impact of EU legislation on national law-making.

8 Bergamini et al (2019) try to ascertain whether a fledging process of Europeanisation of public opinion, which can 

be interpreted as a necessary basis for democratic policymaking, has accompanied the increasing Europeanisation 

of economic, social and political life.
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Appendix: List of European public administrations

Start End Category

Western Union Alliance 1948 1954 No-EU

Committee of Ministers of Council of Europe 1949 - No-EU

Parliamentary Assembly of Council of Europe 1949 - No-EU

European Coal and Steel Community 1952 1957 EU Core

European Court of Justice 1952 - No-EU

Western European Union 1954 2011 No-EU

Congress of the Council of Europe 1957 - No-EU

(EURATOM) Euratom Supply Agency 1958 - EU Agency

Commission of European Economic Community 1957 1967 EU Core

Commission of the European Atomic Energy 1957 1967 EU Core

Council of European Economic Community 1957 1967 EU Core

(EIB) European Investment Bank 1958 - No-EU

European Parliamentary Assembly 1958 1962 EU Core

European Court of Human Rights 1959 - No-EU

EUROCONTROL 1960 - No-EU

European Parliament 1962 - Eu Core

(ELDO) European Launch Development Organization 1962 1975 No-EU

(ESRO) European Space Research Organisation 1962 1975 No-EU

Council of European Communities 1967 1993 EU Core

Commission of European Communities 1967 1993 EU Core

European University Institute 1972 - EU Agency
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(TREVI) Terrorism, Radicalism, Extremism and Violence 
Internationally

1976 1992 EU Agency

(Cedefop) European Centre for the Development of Vocational 
Training

1975 - EU Agency

(ECA) European Court of Auditors 1975 - EU Agency

(Eurofound) European Foundation for the Improvement of Living 
and Working Conditions

1975 - EU Agency

(ESA) European Space Agency 1975 - No-EU

(EPC) European Political Cooperation 1970 1993 EU Agency

(EUISS) European Institute for Security Studies 1989 - EU Agency

(EMCDDA) European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction 1993 - EU Agency

(JHA) Justice and Home Affairs 1992 1999 EU Agency

(AESST) European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 1994 2007 EU Agency

(CPVO) Community Plant Variety Office 1994 - EU Agency

(EEA) European Environment Agency 1994 - EU Agency

(EMI) European Monetary Institute 1994 1998 No-EU

(ETF) European Training Foundation 1994 - EU Agency

(CdT) Translation Centre for the Bodies of the European Union 1994 - EU Agency

(EMEA) European Medicines Evaluation Agency 1995 2009 EU Agency

(OHIM) Office for Harmonization in the Internal Market 1995 2014 EU Agency

(ECB) European Central Bank 1998 - No-EU

(PJCC) Police and Juridical Co-operation in Criminal Matters 1999 2009 EU Agency

(AER or EAR) European Agency for Reconstruction 2000 2008 EU Agency

(EUMC) European Union Military Committee 2000 - EU Agency

(CESR) Committee of European Securities Regulators 2001 2010 EU Agency

(EDA) European Defence Agency 2001 - EU Agency

(EuroJust) European Union’s Judicial Cooperation Unit 2002 - EU Agency

(EFSA) European Food Safety Authority 2002 - EU Agency

(EMSA) European Maritime Safety Agency 2002 - EU Agency

(EUISS) European Union Institute for Security Studies 2002 - EU Agency

(SatCen) European Union Satellite Centre 2002 - EU Agency

(GJU) Galileo Joint Undertaking 2003 2006 EU Agency

(CEIOPS) Committee of European Insurance and Occupational 
Pensions Supervisors 

2003 2010 EU Agency

(EASA) European Aviation Safety Agency 2003 - EU Agency

(IEEA) Intelligent Energy Executive Agency 2003 2006 EU Agency

(CEBS) Committee of European Banking Supervisors 2004 2010 EU Agency

(EDPS) European Data Protection Supervisor 2004 - EU Agency

(GSA) European Global Navigation Satellite System Agency 2004 - EU Agency

(ERA) European Railway Agency 2004 2015 EU Agency

(EUMS) European Union Military Staff 2004 - EU Agency

(FRONTEX) European Agency for the Management of Operational 
Cooperation at the External Borders of the Member States of the 
European Union

2005 2015 EU Agency

(ECDC) European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control 2005 - EU Agency

(CFCA) Community Fisheries Control Agency 2005 2010 EU Agency

(ENISA) European Union Agency for Network and Information Security 2005 - EU Agency

(CEPOL) European Union Agency for Law Enforcement Training 2005 - EU Agency

(PHEA) Public Health Executive Agency 2005 2010 EU Agency

(EACEA) Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency 2006 - EU Agency

(EAHC) Executive Agency for Health and Consumers 2006 2015 EU Agency

(FRA) European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 2006 - EU Agency
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(TEN-TEA) Trans-European Transport Network Executive Agency 2006 - EU Agency

(EASME) European Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation 2007 2013 EU Agency

(ECHA) European Chemicals Agency 2007 - EU Agency

(EACI) Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation 2007 2013 EU Agency

(ITER or F4E) European Joint Undertaking for ITER and the 
Development of Fusion Energy

2007 - EU Agency

(ERCEA or ERC) European Research Council Executive Agency 2007 - EU Agency

(SESAR) Single European Sky ATM Research Joint Undertaking 2007 - EU Agency

(EU-OSHA) European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 2007 - EU Agency

(CLEANSKY) Clean Sky 2 Joint Undertaking 2008 - EU Agency

(EIT) European Institute of Innovation and Technology 2008 - EU Agency

(REA) Research Executive Agency 2009 - EU Agency

Council of the European Union 2009 - EU Core

European Commission 2009 - EU Core

(EuroPol) European Police Office 2009 - EU Agency

(IMI) Innovative Medicines Initiative 2009 - EU Agency

(ARTEMIS) Artemis Joint Undertaking 2009 2014 EU Agency

(ENIAC) ENIAC Joint Undertaking 2010 2014 EU Agency

(EIGE) European Institute for Gender Equality 2010 - EU Agency

(BEREC) Body of European Regulators of Electronic 
Communications

2010 - EU Agency

(EMA) European Medicines Agency 2010 - EU Agency

(EEAS) European External Action Service 2010 - EU Agency

(ESRB) European Systemic Risk Board 2011 - EU Agency

(EFCA) European Fisheries Control Agency 2011 - EU Agency

(ACER) Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators 2011 - EU Agency

(EASO) European Asylum Support Office 2011 - EU Agency

(EBA) European Banking Authority 2011 - EU Agency

(EIOPA) European Insurance and Occupational Pensions 
Authority

2011 - EU Agency

(ESMA) European Securities and Markets Authority 2011 - EU Agency

(EU-LISA) European Agency for the operational management of 
large-scale IT Systems in the area of freedom, security and justice

2012 - EU Agency

(INEA) Innovation and Networks Executive Agency 2013 - EU Agency

(BBI) Bio-Based Industries Joint Undertaking 2014 - EU Agency

(CHAFEA) Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food Executive 
Agency

2014 - EU Agency

(ECSEL) Electronic Components and Systems For European 
Leadership Joint Undertaking

2014 - EU Agency

(EASME) Executive Agency for Small and Medium-sized 
Enterprises

2014 - EU Agency

(FCH) Fuel Cells and Hydrogen 2 Joint Undertaking 2014 - EU Agency

(S2R) Shift2Rail Joint Undertaking 2014 - EU Agency

(SRB) Single Resolution Board 2015 - EU Agency

(EUIPO) European Union Intellectual Property Office 2015 - EU Agency

(FRONTEX) European Border and Coast Guard Agency 2016 - EU Agency

(ERA) European Union Agency for Railway 2016 - EU Agency

European Public Prosecutor’s Office 2017 - No-EU

(ELA) European Labour Authority 2019 - EU Agency
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