The Scenarios for Europe

On 1st August 1941 Isaac Asimov – a 21 year-old final year student at the chemistry faculty of Columbia University – started writing his series of novels outlining the fate of the Galactic Empire.
 The scenario of the story – like the fate of the earthly empires – was formed by the inextricable intertwining of the interests of power, human eagerness, the power of knowledge and historic chances. The events were framed by a scientist, Hari Sheldon, – existing of course only in the author’s imagination – and his new science called psychohistory. Psychohistory could be used to predict the fall of the Galactic Empire that reached the height of its power. Sometimes strange events – so-called Sheldon crises – set a new track for the flow of chaotic events. In such cases the variables of the equations became so limited that at the end generally only one chance remained to go on and when this final step was taken a new horizon of development opened up.
 

*

The present status of the world astonishingly reminds us of the circumstances of the “Sheldon crisis” produced by the author’s imagination. Think of the severe confusions arising in the various areas of our lives. S. Huntington predicted political clashes in his book analyzing the relations between civilizations.
 Most of his predictions that seemed unrealistic in the middle of the 1990’s were proven by events at the turn of the millennium. The book entitled “The Limits to Growth” published at the beginning of the 70’s had a similar history. The authors confronted their statements with the occurred changes after three decades. The results confirmed their earlier predictions even more.
 They found that the situation became worse compared than 30 years before. “Humankind is already in the phase of overshooting – say the authors – when its ecological footprint exceeds the sustainable level, but not big enough yet to wring out such changes that would reduce it”.
 This article, drawing on Asimov’s book, accepting the methodological requirement outlined by Professor Kuklinszky in “New Futurology”
, aims to draw Europe’s alternative visions of the future.

Basic methodological assumptions 

The analysis is based on three assumptions. On the one hand, there are factors with continuously growing pressure. The researchers identified four strategic sets of problems in the life of Europe – to be analyzed later. These – from time to time thickening into crises – force societies to make decisions. At these points the community either solves the problem or only remedies it in part or – even ignoring the worsening situation – continues its former course. As a result of this the problems will occur later in the form of crises.  

On the other hand, in the emerging crisis-situations the communities (Europe,  nations, international organizations and companies) can follow several basic ways of behaviour. Starting out from the present (or any future moment) following the logics of the alternative ways of behaviour alternative versions of scenarios can be outlined. All of these versions of scenarios project equally real, uncontroversial but astonishingly different futures to the reader. 

The third assumption is that the strategic problems mature into decision situations roughly every ten years. This essentialy means that the alternative future threads “branch” or “interweave” again and again every ten years. In real life crises may break out at almost every moment as a result of the numerous intertwining accidental impacts. However, the presentation becomes easier if we assume that Europe will face crises forcing decision making between 2006 and 2010 for the first time, between 2013 and 2015 for the second time, between 2020 and 2025 for the third time and finally between 2030 and 2035 for the fourth time.  

In addition to the assumed strategic problems, we can also expect further crisis situations to occur unexpectedly. One such might be the adverse impact of global warming (or a regional cooling down) on the European Continent. There could be other events such as the outbreak of local war(s) using nuclear or biological weapons or the collapse of the world economy giving a new and similarly adverse direction to the future. These may basically rearrange the visions of the future but their discussion is not within the scope of the present analysis. Our aim is only to outline the “surprise-free” yet sharply different alternatives of the visions of the future. 

In order to produce alternative scenarios the individual situations where decisions have to be made need to be identified and it has to be thought over how Europe will decide to act in a particular situation. The scenario goes on drawing the route of development following the logics of the decision made, and along this route there emerge new crisis situations which need new answers. Since it is possible to move on in several directions, the visions of the future branch again and again at each point of decision making. The series of visions of the future (scenario) to be outlined in this way are built mostly on qualitative (and often subjective) factors. They cannot be used as maps because their marks cannot be considered as points of orientation providing accurate directions. However, they reflect the critical forks of the future; they suggest what strategic problems have to be faced, what variations of decision making are possible and what unavoidable consequences the answers may have.  

Challenging strategic problems 

Analysing the European trends, four problem-complexes of strategic significance – requiring for a practical answer and maturing to crisis – can be identified. These problems are not independent of the changes going on in the world, however, they concern the Continent in a specific way. All of them decisively influence the future of Europe; none of the countries are able to cope with them alone and they force us to fundamentally change our complete way of life. These problems are the following: 

1. The enforcement of so-called weak sustainable growth and the question of the financability of the welfare state.

2. Demographic and other closely related problems: on the one hand, the limits of the welfare state (old age pensions, health care and subsidies), on the other, the consequences of cultural diversity.  

3. Switching over to strong sustainability from the weak one: specifically the questions of the reduction of the ecological footprint, the constraint of recycling, the environmental economy and the problem of biodiversity.    

4. The global recession predicted in “The Limits to Growth”, which worsens a number of economic, political and social problems and requires a particular European answer.  

1. The requirement of weak sustainability 

Keeping “sustainability” in view forms part of management-related thinking from the beginning. Each enterprise fits its activity to the logic thereof. Therefore, when firms decide from day-to-day the extent of the resources they invest in or withdraw from their business they always take into consideration the long-term capacity of operation and development. It contradicts the logics of business if – accidentally or consciously – an enterprise runs through their fortune. Thus sustainability is an inseparable part of the economics of enterprises.
 The break-even point calculations are based on it, which provide information on whether the enterprise is able to make profit with the specific costs. But also the market value of the firms is determined on the basis of the tacit assumption of long-term sustainability: the present value of the total future profits has to be calculated assuming that the particular enterprise will theoretically carry on its activities for a infinite time. Therefore also the general basic principles of accounting validate the view of sustainability. 

However, it became unavoidable to take the requirements of sustainability into consideration also at the level of the national economy. Here sustainability means the practical enforcement of two basic principles.
 On the one hand, the national economy must not grow at the expense of its external partners. On the other hand, it must not shift the burden of growth to the future generation either. However, in reality politics – as it has been proved by the economic history of East-European countries – regularly attempts to ignore the requirement of sustainability being led by transitory interests. The “revving up” of growth based on external resources – due to the underdevelopment of the institutional system – inevitably throttled down the “engine” of the economy a few years later. As a consequence of these “pull it and release it” convulsions of economic policies – similar to a “Parkinson’s” disease – the societies slipped back to where they started from and people just became more frustrated, nervous and distrustful. 

Rational market behaviour requires the enforcement of so-called “weak sustainability”. Weak sustainability means the acceptance of economic rationality – usually referred to as narrow-mindedness. Countries have to understand: they must not shift their problems either to other countries or to the future generations. They have to do the best they can with the resources available. The source of development can only be their own savings, they can finance their expenses only from their internal resources, their growth can be funded only on their performance. 

The difficulty of the enforcement of weak sustainability is well proven by the desperate debates accompanying the budgets of the European Union and certain countries. The question is: will the economic and financial policy announced as liberal (mostly condemningly) be accepted or not? All in all, Europe is uncertain today. The governments that start reforms based upon the enforcement of weak sustainability fall one after another. The European voter is not face with pleasures the requirements of an economic policy which keeps improvements in comepetence in view and a budgetary policy which keeps the balance of payments in view.  Thus today the future is difficult to predict. However, it is edifying to contrast and compare the possible variations of future in terms of the alternative decisions. This decision cannot be postponed for too long: the comprehensive enforcement of weak sustainability is unavoidable between 2006 and 2010. 

2. Demography and related problems 

At the beginning of the 1980s the world reached the historic height of population growth (2.1% growth/year) and the rate of growth gradually started to decrease. In most regions the fertility significantly decreased – from 6 in 1900, to 3.6 in 1950 and to 2.7 by 2000.
 While in 1960 there were only five countries in the world where the rate of fertility did not enable the reproduction of the population in the long run, by 2000 there were 64 such countries constituting almost half the population of the world. Within this fertility fell back so quickly in Europe that the population started to decrease at the rate of 0.14%/year in the region.
 As a result of these processes the age group distribution of the population significantly changed. In the case of the fast growing population the distribution is of pyramid shape which suggests that every age group born is larger than the previous one. When the population growth slowed down and then stopped, the earlier pyramid-like distribution gradually became column-like: the number of persons of most age groups is more or less equal.

Thus the demographic structure of Europe fundamentally changed. The proportion of age groups able to work forming the basis of the society was significant in the first half of the past century. It decisively contributed to the growth of economy and made the financing of pension and health schemes (gradually including everyone) possible. By the middle of the 20th century the proportion of the young people had already decreased but that of the elderly people to be supported had not yet increased, thus the rate of dependence was relatively low. In the second half of the past century however the decrease of the population growth of Europe started simultaneously in several considerably different countries – in Germany, Italy, Greece and of course in Hungary in Eastern Europe. After the fall of socialism a dramatic decrease occurred all over Eastern Europe and the decrease continued in Western Europe. After 2000 – when the birth rate also fell below 2 in Ireland leading the “population field” – the average birth rate in Europe was around 1.7, which is not sufficient to sustain the population. By 2050 more than 50% of the population of Europe will be over 50 and the proportion of those over 65 will reach the proportion of those below 15 years of age. 

The number of the population able to work in the EU will abruptly and quickly decrease after 2010 – the “baby boom” generation will retire between 2010 and 2015.
 It will constrain decision making. In the case of the different societies many factors influence the fact when the worsening demographic situation edges into a crisis making the decision making urgent. In reality the societies come under continuous and increasingly strong pressure. The first reaction: to follow in the wake of tradition. This means the reinforcement of the family model which dominated in the past (living together officially, possibly approved by religion), the social roles (a woman has to be at home) and the tightening of those forms of population control not in harmony with religion (abortion, the morning-after pill). However, these are only temporary solutions and tend to deepen social conflicts further. The fundamental reconsideration of the social roles will be urgent as well as changing labour market regulations, pension scheme, the health scheme, and the encouragement of savings in the interest of political and economic stability. On the basis of the aforesaid the contradictions shall mature into a crisis between 2013 and 2015 and force decisions. 

3. Requirement of strong sustainability 

The basic requirements of “weak” sustainability reflecting mostly economic rationality have became insufficient in the last two decades of the 20th century. Therefore the literature has been making a difference between the concepts of “weak” and “strong” sustainability for more than a decade.
 Strong sustainability requires the utilization of renewable resources at a lower rate than that of the natural renewal, keeping the quantity of waste below the capacity of the system and exploitation of the non-renewable resources following the rate of substitutability at most. In order to enforce strong sustainability the ecological footprint of Europe has to be reduced to a significant extent. The ecological footprint characterizes the impact made by societies on their environment. This impact is – reasonably – proportionate to the number of people, the extent of material consumption and depends on the nature of the applied technologies. Finally, the impact made by the people on their environment can be described as the product of the following three factors: 

I = P • A • T 

where I stands for impact, P is for the number of population, A is for affluence per capita and T is for the “voracity” of the technology used for consumption and production.
 The ecological footprint – as is suggested by the word – means the complete ecologic space including the conditions ensuring the reproduction of the society, all the material and energy required for reproduction outside the direct place of residence and work of the society and the usual social living-space of the particular community.
  

Humankind’s ecological footprint has been continuously increasing during past centuries partly due to the increase in the population partly due to the increase in consumption. The revolution in production also significantly changed the footprint. There were impacts that decreased and there were impacts that increased in size. As the ecological footprint of the communities “reached beyond” its coverlet of living-space the societies adapted under compulsion or collapsed. Such social catastrophes – e.g. Easter Island – occured but in the past they were considered as exceptions. Humankind’s ecological footprint increased from 50% of the ecologic capacity of the world in the 1900’s to 65% by 1950. By now – while tens of millions are starving – humankind’s ecological footprint has exceeded the dimensions of the earth by at least 20%. If the present demographic, consumption and technological trends continue then humankind’s ecological footprint will exceed 220% of the ecological capacity of the earth by 2050.

The index system available to the nations for counting the “goods of happiness” at initially only took into consideration the factors of production and material consumption.  However, GDP does not express with adequate accuracy either the community’s welfare or the personal quality of life. Researche under the auspices the UNO resulted in a new index, the “Human Development Index” (HDI) used for fine tuning GDP and indicating the level of the “state of the human development” of a particular country.
 In addition to consumption in a traditional sense the HDI emphasizes human life spent in a healthy and creative way, making sensible choices possible. The order of the nations accordaning to GDP is rearranged according to the HDI. For example, the USA is ranked in the 2nd place as per GDP but 7th place according to the HDI, while Norway is at the top of the HDI but 8th place according to GDP. On the basis of the HDI index Sweden achieves a better position by 15 places than on the basis of its GDP while Ireland moves down the list by 9 places. The HDI also extends the concept of sustainability to the components of human capital. Nevertheless, even this is insufficient for the realistic evaluation of societies. 

In the interest of further specification a full index number system has been developed.
 The most significant is the “Genuine Progress Indicator” (GPI) index number system.
 The approach of GPI already reflects the concept of strong sustainability. The strong sustainability exceeds even the model considering jointly the financial, physical and human capital. Its basis is that in addition to the listed items also the continuous, smooth reproduction of the so-called natural capital leading to equilibrium is also inevitable for the sustainable development of the world.
 However, the natural capital directly connects to the natural system of nature which is the complex of specific networks. In accordance with strong sustainability such modification of the natural system is not permissible which would “eliminate” the important elements of the ecological system. This is why it considers the preservation of biodiversity a vital question and also takes into consideration the risks resulting in often hardly measurable final extinction of living beings.

The problem of the ecological footprint arises very intensively in the case of Europe. Contrary to popular belief, the situation of Europe is worse in this respect than that of the USA.
 The USA may live more extravagantly than the old Continent but it has a greater area thus the problems occur relatively later. The ecological footprint of Europe is at least twofold of its own area and it cannot be maintained in the long run. The forced change takes away serious resources from other areas and makes fundamental modification of the consumer culture necessary.
 The ecological footprint of the new members of the EU is relatively small however, due to the fast growth of consumption the assimilation of its structure as well as the lower level of the environmental culture the ecological footprint significantly exceeds their area. While these states wish to increase consumption, they resist the introduction of strong sustainability. Therefore they will be politically more unstable than the western regions. These decisions are on the agenda – see Kyoto protocol - and will remain on the agenda in the future too. In a word, Europe is against the USA, but the behaviour of a number of West and East European countries follows the American logic. A number of decisions related strong sustainability have to made in the next decade but the most difficult are likely to be left for the years between 2023-2025.    

4. Possible global recession

The book entitled “The Limits to Growth” outlining gloomy predictions summed up in a report to “Club of Rome” made public in 1972.
 Its analysis based on a simulation provided some insight into humankind’s possible future. Although during the decades preceding the appearance of the work economic growth was unbroken troubles occurred in more and more areas. It made the statements in the book believable: the local problems which seem to be independent of each other are the symptoms of the global crisis which will lead to a catastrophe-like collapse around 2030-2040. The environment will become irrevocably polluted, economic growth will fall back, and food production will dramatically decrease. Starvation, epidemics and their accompanying features, rebellions and wars will decimate humankind. 

The dark future shook everyone up for a moment and made them think. But after that life went back to ‘business as usual’ again. The world continued its usual life unchanged. The – temporarily shaken – belief placed in growth was restored. The global economy survived the first and then the second oil crisis. And most people drew the conclusion: the crisis, if there will be one, is far away. In most countries more and more people consumed more and more. The “goods of happiness” are irresistibly spreading across our globe. Our appetite for possession is almost insatiable. Certainly it all resulted in more and more pollution and we exploited at an increasing rate the non-renewable resources too. Richer people – and don’t forget that we from Eastern Europe also belong to them – monopolized the common fortune of humankind and run through the hoped-for heritage of future generations at an increasing pace. 

A group of researchers have been rechecking their assumptions during the past years, specifying the data and updating their model. However, the simulation showing the future drew a gloomy picture again. The analysis of the scenario versions reckoning with different and mostly optimistic assumptions – the world is infinite, non-renewable resources are plentiful and easily accessible, pollution is kept in hand, productivity of the soil will increases, effective technologies are applied, the population will be stabilize from 2002, technical development is dynamic – suggested that the increase does not stabilize itself. The average European citizen has not yet detected the natural limits of the Earth, or if they have they are slow at modifying their behaviour. Crucial change occurred in one area compared with the situation 30 years ago: the collapse seemed to be far away then came close enough to be seen. The lesson of the simulation model: only 20-25 years – hardly a generations life-time – separates us from global recession. In relation to the demands of humankind the Earth is limited, global environmental problems are unavoidable and the consumption-oriented life style cannot be continued. The ecological footprint of humankind exceeds the sustainable level. 
 To sum up, a decision will have to be made by 2033-2035 at the latest, the problem cannot be put off.  

Identification of behavioral alternatives 

In order to create the scenarios – in addition to the strategic challenges – the fundamental ways of coping with problems (behaviour) have to be found which handle the individual decision situations in different ways. The varieties of behaviour can be created on the basis of connecting policy, the economy and culture. Within these areas there are three different varieties of behaviour can be described: 

1. Alternative power politics: cooperation, rivalry, and antagonism.  

2. The alternative ways of growth of the economy: following the (present) unsustainable growth, weak sustainability or strong sustainability.  

3. The alternative aspects of culture: multicultural (homogenous basic values, but within this free choice), distinguished identity-centred (separating but handling the otherness with relative tolerance), exclusive identity-centred (reserved and handling otherness with hostility).   

Since there are 3 areas and we differentiate 3 varieties within them 27 (3 *3 *3) kinds of behaviour can be imagined in total. Each of these varieties reacts partly or basically differently to a particular problem. Thus in a particular moment of the future in a particular situation choosing and following any of them the community would “set off” in another partly or basically on other direction. However, there are contradictions among the varieties of behaviour and therefore they are not realistic. For example, the variety of political animosity, the economy following strong sustainability and culturally homogenous community can be considered as such. A number of other forms of behaviour are close to each other. Taking these possible mergers into consideration the many kinds of possible ways of behaviour of Europe can be simplified to three basic varieties:  

· Variety A behaviour: politically slightly mistrustful but ready to cooperate with conditions, following economically weak sustainability, sticking to cultural roots, preferring separation but accepting otherness. 

· Variety B behaviour: politically trustful, and cooperating, following economically strong sustainability, accepting multicultural identity, handling otherness as a natural feature, supporting the free organization of individuals and communities.   

· Variety C behaviour: politically mistrustful, even antagonistic, economically not sustainable, following exclusive identity, culturally reserved and refusing otherness.  

These three sharply different ways of behaviour react in basically different ways to arising problems and outline divergent future lines. The article attempts to follow the historical consequences of the occurrence of the problems and the different reactions given to them. 

Varieties of visions of the future 

The listed problems result in forces of decision making often being accidentally intensified in the most different areas. It is almost sure that the decisions overlap and may strengthen each other’s – negative – effects. They may force the decision makers of the European countries and communities to continuously make decisions. Since the changes concern adversely many social layers it is expected that the steps forward and backward will follow one another. Thus the decision making will be characterized as drifting rather than strategic decision made at a turning point.
 The creation of the scenarios is made still easier if we assume the previously mentioned four crucial phases of decision where the varieties of behaviour A, B, C and D described briefly generate different decisions. Of them variety A drifting uncertainly can be considered as the model which describes the present behaviour most precisely. Compared with it variety B describes tolerant and cooperative behaviour, and variety C describes behaviour directed by egoism and mistrust.  

The varieties of the visions of future are generated in such a way that Europe “chooses” at the particular points of decision from among these three varieties and moves on in the direction and on the route depending on the selection until it arrives at a further point of decision. The different behaviours lead to different decisions, on the basis of which the “future lines” continuously branch out and interweave again. Moving on in time the number of the varieties multiplies. After the fourth point of decision theoretically 81 different future-variant can be identified. The transitions between the possible variants also become difficult to follow. If we assume, however, that the emerging final vision of the future is less influenced by the fact of when a particular type of decision was made than by what kind of decisions were made on a specific “future-line”, then the picture can be simplified. This –anyway strongly disputed – assumption means that the visions of the future connected with the “future-lines” [A, A, B, B], [A, B, B, A], [A, B, A, B], [B, B, A, A], [B, A, B, A] are considered as the almost identical varieties of the vision of future [2 A, 2 B]. “Surfing” on these future lines we can drift towards the crisis or, by facing the problems and solving them successfully we can also struggle out of a previous crisis. The extreme varieties (B and C) appear to have a certain “attraction“. If Europe picks variety B of behaviour (cooperating, sustainable, tolerant) for the first time it is more and more likely that it will keep on following track B. But if it chooses reaction C (mistrustful, rival, unsustainable and reserved) for the first time to the arising problems then it will be increasingly difficult to leave this track which might lead to open enmity. 

In respect of our final evaluation it is sufficient however to identify the most important, considerably different varieties of the visions of future from the last date of the vision of future – say 2004 – in retrospect. On the basis of the aforesaid – taking into consideration the many kinds of transitions between the varieties A, B and C – the number of the final varieties of the visions of future can be radically simplified to five basic variants:  

Variant 1.: Developing B (decision types [4 B], or [3 B + A])

Variant 2.: Uncertain B (decision types [2 B + 2 A], or [2 B + A + C], or [3 B + C])

Variant 3.: Drifting A (decision types [4 A], or [3 A + B], or [3 A + C], or [2 A + B +C] or [2 B + 2 C]

Variant 4.: Declining C (decision types [2 A + 2 C], or [2 C + A + C], or [3 C + B]

Variant 5.: Collapsing C (decision types [4 C], or [3 C + A])
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1. Figure. “Trifurkation” modell of futures of Europa 

Variant 1.: Europe of sustainable development and personal liberty.  

Europe consists of trusting and cooperating regions. The quality of life is at a high level, the standard of living is relatively high and GDP is steadily growing. Growth corresponding to strong sustainability exists. Economic growth is slower here but in return the environmental load is lower and the economic and social differences are balanced. Cultural tolerance is enforced in each region and communities can be freely organized. Multicultural identity becomes accepted thus the role of the traditional identity-centres (nation, religion) is relatively forced into the background. The community does not restrict the selection of the personal life model. High-level liberal civil rights are enforced.
 

Denomination 
Index
Value in 2050 (2000 = 100) 

Gross domestic product  
GDP
115

Human development index
HDI
125

Liberty quotiens
LQ

130

Genuine progress indicator
GPI

125

Variant 2.: Growing Europe struggling with problems 

Europe consists of partly cooperating regions which mistrust each other in specific areas and strong rivals on economic issues. The standard of living is high but the quality of life is lower. Regional differences are greater. The economic growth is faster, the GDP is higher while the human development index (quality of life) is lower and inequality and the environmental load are greater (the GPI is lower) than in variety 1. The principle of strong sustainability and occasionally the weak is more often damaged. The role of the traditional identity centres is kept, or even rises in value. Mistrust against “otherness” becomes stronger (LQ lower than in the 1 variant). Cultures emphasize their independence, and individuality.   

Denomination 
Index
Value in 2050 (2000 = 100) 

Gross domestic product 
GDP
130

Human development index
HDI
115

Liberty quotient  
LQ
110

Genuine progress indicator 
GPI
105

Variant 3.: Stagnating, isolating Europe cut up by conflicts 

Strongly rivalry, mistrust, in certain areas antagonistic Europe. The economic growth though forced by certain countries slows down. Europe globally recedes and turns inward. The GDP is at the level of variety 1 and the Human development index (HDI) is under the level of variety 2. The GPI and the LQ fall below the level in 2000. The environmental problems worsen, social inequality is high and is not decreasing. The regions are sharply isolated from one another in respect of culture. There is a strong pressure on the individual in order to accept the identity centre originating from the traditions of the region. Civil rights are restricted and subordinated to community identity. Culturally separate and reserved regions.      

Denomination 
Index
Value in 2050 (2000 = 100) 

Gross domestic product 
GDP
115

Human development index
HDI
105

Liberty quotient  
LQ
90

Genuine progress indicator 
GPI
95

Variant 4.: Europe of declining, antagonistic communities 

Europe of economically declining regions and countries looking antagonistically at one another. The problem of strong sustainability is not solved thus the environmental problems are sharper and sharper. All the important indices indicating the development fall below the level in 2000. Trust is at a low level. Regions feel culturally threatened and carry on “fights for identity” against one another. The identity centre becomes more and more exclusive and there is a great pressure on the internal groups to adapt to them. There are strongly opposing cultural regions, religions and nations. The individual’s autonomy decreases, the obligatory adaptation expected from the individual becomes stronger, the individual latitude in selecting a life model narrows. Due to the political and cultural opposition economic and environmental crises occur from time to time, which the European regions are unable to handle. These are abruptly breaking out but relatively isolated antagonistic actions or frontier incidents.   

Denomination 
Index
Value in 2050 (2000 = 100) 

Gross domestic product 
GDP
95

Human development index
HDI
85

Liberty quotient  
LQ
80

Genuine progress indicator 
GPI
85

Variant 5.: Europe of global catastrophe 

The world economy is in crisis, and economy of Europe collapsing. The Europe consists of regions opposing or even fighting against each other. The internal contradictions can be eased only by the reality of the “external” enemy. The threads of the division of labour start to break, economic effectiveness decreases, government administration is dirupted and the infrastructure starts to fall apart. The economic policy of dependence on self-financing spreads. The quality of life plunges, the political process is in chaos. Increasing opposition which may also spread within the regions (i.e. to the level of small areas). The most important indexes indicating development fall to the level of those of 1970. People living in the region or even in the area are required to accept the exclusive identity-centre. Otherness is to be refused and ideological adjustment is compelled. 

Denomination 
Index
Value in 2050 (2000 = 100) 

Gross domestic product 
GDP
80

Human development index
HDI
75

Liberty quotient  
LQ
70

Genuine progress indicator 
GPI
75

The question of the following decade is: how can an unbalanced Europe (and humanity drifting towards crisis) be directed back to the track of sustainable growth? Humanity has gradually moved since the 70’s – racing against time – from acquiring the skills of forecasting the problems through recognizing their real weight to making changes in specific areas. There are areas where significant progress has been achieved.
 All in all, however, globalization, increasing connectivity of networks, and the pressure of global poverty threaten humanity with destruction.
 

Due to the delicacy of the topic and the uncertainty of the analysis however caution is obligatory. All we can state is that any one of the outlined visions of the future (versions of scenarios) are conceivable. It depends mostly on us, European citizens into what future we lead our common home. If we, as individuals, communities and countries, choose trust, cooperation, economic rationality, and tolerance we shall proceed towards a Europe of sustainable development and individual freedom. But if our behaviour is guided by mistrust, rivalry, egoism then we are heading towards a Europe of catastrophes. Witnessing the shocking diversity of the visions of future hidden in the present, we may regard these alternatives both scepticism and hope. It we live we will see. 
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