
Economic and Ethical Dimensions of the 
European Union (1999–2025): A Systems and 
Game-Theoretic Analysis

By Kai H. Kayser, MBA, MPHIL

Portugal, 2025 June 19

Abstract
This meta-analytical essay examines the economic and ethical outcomes of the European Union (EU) 
from 1999 to 2025, using systems, complexity, chaos, and game theory, informed by Austrian 
economics and anarcho-capitalism. Analyzing four regions—Northern (N-EU), Central (C-EU), 
Southern (S-EU), and Eastern Europe (E-EU)—it assesses GDP, inflation, cost of living, taxes, 
unemployment, startups, bankruptcies, crime, and EU spending. Data from Eurostat, OECD, and other 
sources, which this study questions critically, reveal how GDP growth, driven by government spending,
masks household impoverishment. Approximately 80% food price surges (C-EU), doubled food prices 
(S-EU), >100% rent/fuel increases, and ~225,938 bankruptcies (2024)—potentially understated—
underline an undeniable European reality of economic failure. C-EU’s €55B EU cost burden and 
countless corruption scandals in S-EU contrast with E-EU’s low-tax growth, despite crime and ~45,938
bankruptcies. S-EU’s stagnation and N-EU’s relative stability highlight regional disparities. Ethically, 
corruption, democratic deficits, and rising crime undermine fairness, meritocracy, and accountability, 
while the energy consumption of N-EU, C-EU, and S-EU indicates stagnating productivity and societal
progress (Jevons Paradox), unlike in E-EU, China, or India. The EU’s €165.8B budget and ~470,000 
corporate closures (2024) reflect bureaucratic excess detached from economic realities, which this 
study connects to chaos and complexity theory. Decentralization, deregulation, and detaxation are 
proposed for Europe’s economic recovery.

Keywords: European Union, economic integration, Austrian economics, anarcho-capitalism, game 
theory, bankruptcies, EU spending, corruption

Introduction
The European Union (EU), launched to foster economic integration and stability with the euro’s 
introduction in 1999 (circulated in 2002), promised prosperity through free movement of goods, 
services, capital, and labor. Yet, 26 years later, its centralized structure faces criticism for soaring costs 
(rent, fuel, food), stagnant incomes, punitive taxes, and rising crime. Critical questions persist: Has the 
EU enriched citizens? Has it fostered fairness, democracy, or safety? These demand region-specific 
scrutiny.

This essay employs systems, complexity, and chaos theory to dissect the EU’s economic and ethical 
outcomes, using game theory to probe strategic interactions among governments, corporations, and 



citizens. Austrian economics (emphasizing individual choice, market spontaneity, and skepticism of 
central planning) and anarcho-capitalism (rejecting state coercion) challenge statist metrics like GDP, 
which may obscure household impoverishment fueled by government spending. The EU is divided into
four zones: Northern Europe (N-EU: Denmark, Finland, Sweden), Central Europe (C-EU: Germany, 
France, Austria, Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg), Southern Europe (S-EU: Italy, Spain, Greece, 
Portugal, Malta, Cyprus), and Eastern Europe (E-EU: Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Baltic States, Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia). Economic metrics include GDP, inflation, cost of 
living (food, rent, fuel), tax burdens, unemployment, university budgets, startups, bankruptcies, crime 
rates, EU budget contributions, employees, projects, and regional cost burdens. Ethical metrics assess 
corruption, democratic interference, freedom of speech, legal fairness, and crime’s impact. Data are 
sourced from Eurostat, OECD, Tax Foundation, QS Rankings, UNODC, Numbeo, European 
Commission, Creditreform, Coface, and national reports, with estimates for 1999–2009 and projections
for 2025. Official sources are rigorously scrutinized for bias, manipulation, or underreporting, with 
additional sources (e.g., World Bank, IMF) used for clarity.

Economic Analysis

Methodology and Metrics

Systems theory models the EU as a network with nonlinear outcomes, while chaos theory highlights 
unpredictable consequences of centralized policies. Game theory reveals policy incentives, exposing 
conflicts between member states and institutions. Austrian economics critiques centralized planning’s 
inefficiencies, and anarcho-capitalism advocates voluntary cooperation over coercive state intervention.
Jevons Paradox (Jevons, 1865) is applied to energy consumption, suggesting that efficiency gains 
increase resource use, potentially undermining productivity gains. GDP, inflated by government 
spending, is supplemented by metrics reflecting household burdens: inflation, cost of living (food, rent, 
fuel), tax rates, unemployment, university funding, startups, bankruptcies, crime rates, and EU-related 
costs (budget contributions, regulatory burdens). Data cover 1999–2025, with estimates for historical 
gaps and projections based on trends. Claims of >100% rent/fuel increases, ~80% food price rises in C-
EU (corrected from 400%), doubled food prices in Portugal/Spain, EU cost burdens, and rising 
bankruptcies are integrated, alongside critiques of EU corruption and GDP’s misleading growth. 
Official data (e.g., Eurostat) are treated with skepticism due to potential manipulation.

Table 1: GDP (Nominal, € Trillion)

Region Population (2023, million) 1999 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 27.6 1.2 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.0 2.3

C-EU 165.4 6.8 8.2 8.5 9.0 9.8 10.8

S-EU 131.2 3.1 3.8 3.9 3.7 4.0 4.4

E-EU 100.7 0.5 0.8 1.0 1.3 1.7 2.1

Sources: Eurostat (2023); European Commission (2025); Statista (2024); World Bank (2023).

Analysis: C-EU dominates GDP (56.8% in 2025, €10.8T/€19.6T), while E-EU grows fastest (320% 
from 1999–2025, €0.5T to €2.1T). S-EU stagnates post-2009 due to debt crises (e.g., Greece, Spain). 
GDP growth, driven by government spending, masks household impoverishment, per Austrian 



economics. Eurostat data may overstate growth due to public sector inflation; 2025 projections (~2% 
annual growth) assume European Commission’s potentially optimistic Spring 2025 Forecast.

Table 2: Electricity Consumption (Private vs. Corporate, Twh)

Region 1999
(P/Corp)

2004
(P/Corp)

2009
(P/Corp)

2014
(P/Corp)

2019
(P/Corp)

2025
(P/Corp)

N-EU 150/250 160/270 155/260 160/265 165/270 170/280

C-EU 600/1200 650/1300 620/1250 630/1270 650/1300 680/1400

S-EU 400/800 450/850 430/820 420/810 440/830 460/860

E-EU 100/200 120/250 130/270 150/300 170/320 200/360

Sources: Eurostat (2023); IEA (2024); estimates for 2025.

Analysis: The small increase in N-EU, C-EU, and S-EU consumption reflects stagnant productivity 
growth, starkly contrasted by E-EU’s dynamic rise. Increased efficiency alone cannot explain this 
discrepancy; the context of an overall stagnating economy, coupled with Jevons Paradox—where 
increased efficiency drives higher demand due to subsidized energy policies (Jevons, 1865)—does. 
Centralized EU energy policies amplify this paradox, fostering chaotic economic outcomes. E-EU’s 
rising consumption aligns with economic convergence and productivity gains (320% GDP growth, 
1999–2025, Table 1), akin to China/India (IEA, 2024). High energy prices post-2021 harm S-EU, 
contributing to ~70,000 bankruptcies (Table 12, ECB, 2023). Anarcho-capitalism critiques state-
controlled energy markets for distorting efficiency signals. Eurostat data may underreport corporate 
consumption due to inconsistent reporting standards; 2025 projections assume ~2–3% growth (IEA).

Table 3: Effective Tax Burden on Labor (1. Personal Income Tax Range, 2. 
Corporate Income Tax, 3. Effective Tax Burden, Min–Max)

Region 1999 (1,2,3) 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 10–56
25
45–62

10–56
24
44–61

10–56
23
43–60

10–56
22
42–59

10–56
21
41–58

10–56
20
40–57

C-EU 10–55
30
50–67

10–55
29
49–66

10–50
28
48–65

10–50
27
47–64

10–47
26
46–63

10–47
25
45–62

S-EU 10–45
28
35–52

10–45
27
34–51

10–40
26
33–50

10–40
25
32–49

10–40
24
31–48

10–40
23
30–47

E-EU 10–40
15
30–47

10–40
14
29–46

10–35
13
28–45

10–32
12
27–44

10–31
10
26–43

10–31
10
25–42

Sources: OECD (2025); Tax Foundation (2025); Eurostat (2023); PwC (2025); IMF (2024).



Analysis: C-EU’s 62% max burden (Germany 45%, Belgium 44.1% tax wedge + VAT, ~60%) and 
€360–€1,000+/month health insurance (PwC, 2023) crush households. E-EU’s low taxes 
(Romania/Bulgaria 10%) attract investment but strain services (IMF, 2024). S-EU’s Portugal cut taxes 
by 8% (2024, Reuters). High taxes fuel impoverishment, per Austrian economics; anarcho-capitalism 
rejects taxation as theft. OECD data may understate effective burdens due to hidden levies; 2025 
projections assume slight declines (Tax Foundation).

Table 4: Fuel Prices (1. Diesel, 2. Gas 95, 3. €/liter, incl. VAT)

Region 1999 (1,2,3) 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 0.80/0.90/1.00 1.00/1.10/1.20 1.10/1.20/1.30 1.30/1.40/1.50 1.40/1.50/1.60 1.80/1.90/2.00

C-EU 0.75/0.85/0.95 0.95/1.05/1.15 1.05/1.15/1.25 1.25/1.35/1.45 1.35/1.45/1.55 1.70/1.80/1.90

S-EU 0.70/0.80/0.90 0.90/1.00/1.10 1.00/1.10/1.20 1.20/1.30/1.40 1.30/1.40/1.50 1.65/1.75/1.85

E-EU 0.60/0.70/0.80 0.80/0.90/1.00 0.90/1.00/1.10 1.10/1.20/1.30 1.20/1.30/1.40 1.55/1.65/1.75

Sources: European Commission (2023); Numbeo (2024); IEA (2024); estimates for 2025.

Analysis: Fuel prices rose ~100% (e.g., C-EU from €0.95 to €1.90, 1999–2025), driven by taxes and 
geopolitical shocks (ECB, 2023). N-EU’s high prices reflect green policies; E-EU’s rates converge 
upward. Anarcho-capitalism critiques fuel taxes as market distortions. Commission data may 
underreport tax impacts; 2025 projections assume ~20% rise (IEA).

Table 5: Rental Costs in Three Biggest Cities (€/month, 1-bedroom)

Region 1999 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 600 700 800 900 1000 1400

C-EU 700 800 900 1000 1100 1500

S-EU 500 600 650 700 800 1100

E-EU 300 350 400 450 500 700

Sources: Eurostat (2023); Numbeo (2024); estimates for 2025; EIU (2024).

Analysis: Rent rose ~114% (e.g., C-EU from €700 to €1500, 1999–2025), outpacing incomes due to 
housing shortages (EIU, 2024). E-EU’s affordability reflects lower wages. High rents impoverish 
households, per Austrian economics. Numbeo data may understate urban spikes; 2025 projections 
assume ~30–40% rise.

Table 6: Food, Beverages, Basic Consumer Goods (Index, EU27=100)

Region 1999 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 120 130 140 150 160 200

C-EU 100 120 130 140 150 180

S-EU 90 100 110 120 140 240



E-EU 70 80 90 100 110 150

Sources: Eurostat (2023); Numbeo (2024); national reports (Portugal, Spain); estimates for 1999–2009,
2025 projections; FAO (2024).

Analysis: C-EU’s food price index rose 80% (100 to 180, 1999–2025, corrected from 400%), reflecting
inflation and energy costs (Eurostat, 2023). S-EU’s Portugal/Spain doubled (120 to 240, 2015–2025, 
national reports). Eurostat’s 25% EU-wide rise (2000–2020) likely understates urban spikes. Austrian 
economics blames ECB’s money printing. FAO (2024) suggests C-EU’s 2019–2025 range (150–180) 
may be optimistic.

Table 7: Employment, Unemployment, Retired, Disability (% of population)

Region 1999 (1:2/3/4) 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 70:8/15/5 71:7/16/5 70:9/17/5 72:8/18/5 73:7/19/5 74:6/20/5

C-EU 68:10/14/6 69:9/15/6 67:11/16/6 68:10/17/6 70:8/18/6 71:7/19/6

S-EU 60:15/12/7 62:14/13/7 58:18/14/7 59:16/15/7 62:12/16/7 63:11/17/7

E-EU 55:18/10/8 58:15/11/8 56:17/12/8 58:14/13/8 60:10/14/8 62:9/15/8

Sources: Eurostat (2025); European Commission (2025); national LFS data; ILO (2024).

Analysis: S-EU’s high unemployment (Spain 11.2%, 2023) reflects rigid markets; E-EU’s decline 
(Romania 6%, 2023, corrected from 5.5%) masks underemployment (ILO, 2024). Youth 
unemployment (14% EU-wide, 2023) signals systemic failure. Game theory shows labor mobility 
benefits N-EU but drains E-EU. Eurostat data may underreport informal employment; 2025 projections
assume recovery.

Table 8: Top 5 Universities (with QS Rankings) and Regional University Budgets (€
Billion, Public Funding)

Region 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU Universities: 
1. U. 
Copenhagen 
(DK) #115, 2. 
U. Helsinki (FI)
#125, 3. U. 
Stockholm (SE)
#145, 4. U. 
Lund (SE) 
#135, 5. U. 
Uppsala (SE) 
#140 
Budget: 3.0

Universities: 
1. U. 
Copenhagen 
#110, 2. U. 
Helsinki #120, 
3. U. 
Stockholm 
#140, 4. U. 
Lund #130, 5. 
U. Uppsala 
#135
Budget: 3.5

Universities: 
1. U. 
Copenhagen 
#107, 2. U. 
Helsinki #115, 
3. U. 
Stockholm 
#135, 4. U. 
Lund #125, 5. 
U. Uppsala 
#130
Budget: 4.0

Universities: 
1. U. 
Copenhagen 
#103, 2. U. 
Helsinki #110, 
3. U. 
Stockholm 
#130, 4. U. 
Lund #120, 5. 
U. Uppsala 
#125
Budget: 4.5

Universities: 
1. U. 
Copenhagen 
#100, 2. U. 
Helsinki #105, 
3. U. 
Stockholm 
#125, 4. U. 
Lund #115, 5. 
U. Uppsala 
#120
Budget: 5.0

C-EU Universities: Universities: Universities: Universities: Universities: 



1. LMU 
Munich (DE) 
#63, 2. U. 
Heidelberg 
(DE) #68, 3. 
KU Leuven 
(BE) #73, 4. U. 
Amsterdam 
(NL) #78, 5. U.
Utrecht (NL) 
#83
Budget: 14.0

1. LMU 
Munich #61, 2. 
U. Heidelberg 
#66, 3. KU 
Leuven #71, 4. 
U. Amsterdam 
#76, 5. U. 
Utrecht #81
Budget: 16.0

1. LMU 
Munich #59, 2. 
U. Heidelberg 
#64, 3. KU 
Leuven #69, 4. 
U. Amsterdam 
#74, 5. U. 
Utrecht #79
Budget: 18.0

1. LMU 
Munich #57, 2. 
U. Heidelberg 
#62, 3. KU 
Leuven #67, 4. 
U. Amsterdam 
#72, 5. U. 
Utrecht #77
Budget: 20.0

1. LMU 
Munich #55, 2. 
U. Heidelberg 
#60, 3. KU 
Leuven #65, 4. 
U. Amsterdam 
#70, 5. U. 
Utrecht #75
Budget: 22.0

S-EU Universities: 
1. U. Barcelona
(ES) #146, 2. 
U. Bologna 
(IT) #151, 3. 
Sapienza U. 
Rome (IT) 
#168, 4. U. 
Madrid (ES) 
#175, 5. U. 
Lisbon (PT) 
#188
Budget: 7.0

Universities: 
1. U. Barcelona
#143, 2. U. 
Bologna #148, 
3. Sapienza U. 
Rome #165, 4. 
U. Madrid 
#172, 5. U. 
Lisbon #185
Budget: 8.0

Universities: 
1. U. Barcelona
#140, 2. U. 
Bologna #145, 
3. Sapienza U. 
Rome #162, 4. 
U. Madrid 
#169, 5. U. 
Lisbon #182
Budget: 9.0

Universities: 
1. U. Barcelona
#137, 2. U. 
Bologna #142, 
3. Sapienza U. 
Rome #159, 4. 
U. Madrid 
#166, 5. U. 
Lisbon #179
Budget: 10.0

Universities: 
1. U. Barcelona
#135, 2. U. 
Bologna #140, 
3. Sapienza U. 
Rome #157, 4. 
U. Madrid 
#164, 5. U. 
Lisbon #177
Budget: 11.0

E-EU Universities: 
1. Charles U. 
(CZ) #243, 2. 
U. Warsaw 
(PL) #259, 3. 
Jagiellonian U. 
(PL) #301, 4. 
U. Tartu (EE) 
#344, 5. 
Masaryk U. 
(CZ) #397
Budget: 2.0

Universities: 
1. Charles U. 
#240, 2. U. 
Warsaw #256, 
3. Jagiellonian 
U. #298, 4. U. 
Tartu #341, 5. 
Masaryk U. 
#394
Budget: 2.5

Universities: 
1. Charles U. 
#237, 2. U. 
Warsaw #253, 
3. Jagiellonian 
U. #295, 4. U. 
Tartu #338, 5. 
Masaryk U. 
#391
Budget: 3.0

Universities: 
1. Charles U. 
#234, 2. U. 
Warsaw #250, 
3. Jagiellonian 
U. #292, 4. U. 
Tartu #335, 5. 
Masaryk U. 
#388
Budget: 3.5

Universities: 
1. Charles U. 
#232, 2. U. 
Warsaw #248, 
3. Jagiellonian 
U. #290, 4. U. 
Tartu #333, 5. 
Masaryk U. 
#386
Budget: 4.0

Sources: QS World University Rankings (2025); Times Higher Education (2025); Eurostat (2023); 
OECD (2025); World Bank (2024).

Analysis: C-EU’s €22 billion budget supports top universities (LMU Munich #55); E-EU’s €4 billion 
limits research (Charles U. #232). N-EU’s U. Copenhagen (#100) leads Nordics; S-EU lags (U. 
Barcelona #135). Austrian economics critiques state funding’s inefficiencies; anarcho-capitalism favors
private universities. QS rankings may reflect institutional bias; budgets align with OECD.



Table 9: Severe, Sexual, and Violent Crime Rates (Incidents per 100,000 People)

Region 1999 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 400 420 440 460 500 550

C-EU 500 520 540 560 600 650

S-EU 550 570 590 610 650 700

E-EU 700 680 660 640 620 600

Sources: Eurostat (2023); UNODC (2023); Numbeo (2024); European Institute for Crime Prevention 
(2023); estimates for 1999–2009, 2025 projections.

Analysis: Rising crime (S-EU 700, C-EU 650) reflects urban violence, immigration, and economic 
strain (UNODC, 2023). E-EU’s decline (600) is uncertain due to underreporting (Romania, Eurostat, 
2017). N-EU’s 550 is driven by Sweden’s reporting (~150/100,000 in 2015). Systems theory links 
crime to inequality; chaos theory suggests centralized policies amplify unrest. Anarcho-capitalism 
advocates private security. Eurostat data may underreport due to political pressures; 2025 projections 
assume ~10% rise (UNODC).

Table 10: Number of Startups (Thousands, Active High-Growth Firms)

Region 1999 2004 2009 2014 2019 2025

N-EU 5 8 10 15 20 25

C-EU 20 30 35 50 70 90

S-EU 10 15 18 25 35 45

E-EU 2 5 8 12 18 25

Sources: StartupBlink (2025); Crunchbase (2023); Eurostat (2023); CB Insights (2024).

Analysis: C-EU’s 90,000 startups reflect venture capital; E-EU’s 25,000 leverage low taxes (Estonia, 
CB Insights). S-EU lags; N-EU’s Stockholm thrives. Austrian economics praises low-regulation; 
anarcho-capitalism views startups as voluntary market outcomes. StartupBlink data may overstate high-
growth firms; 2025 projections assume ~30% growth.

Table 11: EU-Wide GDP, Inflation, and Cost of Living (1999–2025)

Year Nominal GDP (€
Trillion)

HICP Inflation
(Cumulative, %)

Cost of Living Index
(1999=100)

1999 11.6 0.0 100

2004 14.3 10.2 115

2009 15.0 20.0 130

2014 15.8 27.0 150

2019 17.5 35.0 170

2025 19.6 45.0 190



Sources: Eurostat (2023); European Commission (2025); ECB (2025); Numbeo (2024); IMF (2024).

Analysis: GDP grew 69% (1999–2025), but inflation (45%) and cost of living (90% rise, corrected 
from 210%) outpaced stagnant incomes. Government spending (3.4% deficit in 2025, EC) inflates 
GDP, masking impoverishment. Rent (>100%), fuel (>100%), and food (C-EU ~80%) surges erode 
purchasing power. Austrian economics blames ECB’s monetary expansion; anarcho-capitalism 
critiques state-driven distortions. Eurostat’s inflation data may be understated; cost of living at 190% 
aligns with IMF (2024).

Table 12: Bankruptcies and Corporate Closures (2000, 2012, 2024)

Region 2000
(Bankruptcies/Closure

s)

2012
(Bankruptcies/Closure

s)

2024
(Bankruptcies/Closure

s)

N-EU ~5,000 / N/A ~8,000 / N/A ~10,000 / ~20,000

C-EU ~50,000 / N/A ~70,000 / N/A ~100,000 / ~200,000

S-EU ~30,000 / N/A ~60,000 / N/A ~70,000 / ~150,000

E-EU ~10,000 / N/A ~20,000 / N/A ~45,938 / ~100,000

Sources: Eurostat (2023–2025); Creditreform (2024); Coface (2024); INSOL Europe (2012); OECD 
(2001); national reports; estimates for 2000 and closures.

Notes:

• Bankruptcies: Formal insolvency proceedings. 2000 data estimated due to pre-harmonization 
gaps. 2012 reflects eurozone crisis; 2024 is provisional (Eurostat, Q1–Q3). 

• Corporate Closures: Includes bankruptcies, voluntary liquidations, and deregistrations. 
Estimated for 2024 using Eurostat’s 2% deregistration rate (23M active firms EU-wide). 

• Limitations: 2000 data is sparse; E-EU 2024 data (e.g., Hungary) may be underreported due to 
legal changes (Coface). Closure data for 2000/2012 unavailable. 

Analysis: Bankruptcies rose from 95,000 (2000, estimated) to ~158,000 (2012) and ~225,938 (2024), 
driven by crises (2008, 2022–2024). C-EU (100,000, France 57,000) and S-EU (70,000) dominate 2024
filings due to high interest rates and post-COVID aid withdrawal (Creditreform, 2024). E-EU’s sharp 
rise (45,938) reflects financing difficulties (Poland, Baltics), though Bulgaria declined (-5.67%, 
Coface). Estimated closures (~470,000, 2024) highlight economic strain, contrasting with startup 
growth (Table 10). Austrian economics critiques state interventions (e.g., pandemic aid) for delaying 
failures; anarcho-capitalism views high closures as market correction stifled by regulatory burdens. 
Eurostat data may underreport bankruptcies due to national variations.

Table 13: EU Costs, Employees, Projects, and Regional Cost Burden (2000, 2010, 
2020)

Metric 2000 2010 2020

EU Budget (€ Billion) 92.6 141.9 165.8

EU Employees 35 55 60



(Thousands)

EU Projects (Number) ~50,000 ~80,000 ~100,000

EU Projects Cost (€ 
Billion)

70 110 130

Example Project: 
Spanish Rural Exodus

€0.1 (ESF/EAFRD) €0.5 (LEADER) €1.0 (EAFRD/CLLD)

Regional Cost Burden 
(€ Billion)

2000 2010 2020

N-EU 5.0 7.5 9.0

C-EU 30.0 45.0 55.0

S-EU 10.0 15.0 20.0

E-EU 2.0 3.0 5.0

Sources: European Commission (2023, EU Budget 2000–2020); Eurostat (2023); ESF+, EAFRD, 
Horizon Europe reports; estimates for cost burdens; Cohesion Fund Reports (2024).

Notes:

• EU Budget: Total expenditure (commitments), per European Commission. 
• Employees: EU institutions (Commission, Parliament, etc.), per Eurostat. 
• Projects: Estimated from ESF+, EMFF, EAFRD, and Horizon programs. Exact counts are 

uncertain (Cohesion Fund Reports, 2024). 
• Project Costs: Includes Horizon 2020 (€80B, 2014–2020), EAFRD (~€50B). Spanish rural 

exodus projects (€1B, 2020) align with EAFRD. 
• Cost Burden: Estimated net financial impact (contributions minus receipts, plus regulatory 

costs). C-EU’s €55B reflects net contributors (Germany €19B net, 2020); E-EU’s €5B includes 
regulatory costs despite net receipts. Estimates are uncertain due to varying compliance costs 
(Cohesion Fund Reports). 

Analysis: EU budget grew 79% (2000–2020), driven by administrative and project costs. Employees 
rose 71%, reflecting bureaucracy. Projects like Spain’s rural exodus (€1B, 2020) often yield limited 
results, per Austrian economics’ inefficiency critique. C-EU’s €55B burden (2020) reflects high 
contributions; E-EU’s €5B includes regulatory costs. The ~470,000 corporate closures (2024, Table 12)
underscore the disconnect between EU’s €165.8B budget and economic distress, with anarcho-
capitalism viewing such spending as coercive wealth transfers ignoring market signals. Chaos theory 
suggests centralized spending amplifies economic instability.

Economic Synthesis

The EU’s GDP rose from €11.6T to €19.6T (1999–2025), but government spending, not household 
wealth, drives growth, masking impoverishment. C-EU’s 62% tax burden, 80% food price surge, €55B 
EU cost burden (Table 13), and ~100,000 bankruptcies (2024, Table 12) crush households, despite 
startups (90,000, Table 10) and universities (LMU Munich #55). E-EU’s low taxes (Romania 10%) and
startups (25,000) fuel growth, with energy consumption (Table 2) supporting productivity gains, unlike 
N-EU, C-EU, and S-EU, where Jevons Paradox drives higher energy use without societal progress 
(Jevons, 1865). S-EU’s doubled food prices (Portugal/Spain), unemployment (Spain 11.2%), €20B 



burden, and ~70,000 bankruptcies signal stagnation; N-EU’s universities (U. Copenhagen #100), €9B 
burden, and lower bankruptcies (10,000) fare better. Startup growth (Table 10) contrasts with ~470,000 
corporate closures (Table 12), highlighting market dynamism undercut by economic strain. The EU’s 
€165.8B budget and ~100,000 projects (2020, Table 13) reflect bureaucratic excess detached from 
widespread business failures (Table 12). Systems and chaos theory expose centralized dysfunction; 
game theory reveals underinvestment in E-EU and uneven bankruptcy impacts due to financing 
disparities. Austrian economics and anarcho-capitalism critique coercive EU policies, advocating 
deregulation and detaxation.

Ethical Analysis

Corruption

N-EU’s transparency (Denmark, CPI 90/100) contrasts with S-EU (Greece, 48) and E-EU (Romania, 
46), where pervasive corruption undermines meritocracy (Transparency International, 2024). The 
deeper issue may be the EU as organization per se, as the continuously falling CPI suggests, currently 
at 64/100 (Transparency International, 2024). Ursula von der Leyen’s €1.8B Pfizer vaccine contracts 
(Politico, 2023) raised concerns due to her husband’s role at Orgenesis, signaling cronyism. António 
Costa’s EU Council presidency post-corruption probe in Portugal further erodes accountability 
(EUObserver, 2024). Romania’s elections faced EU funding pressure, undermining sovereignty 
(EUObserver, 2024; Balkan Insight, 2024). Anarcho-capitalism views such corruption as inherent to 
centralized power.

Democratic Oversight

Only 37% trust EU institutions, reflecting a democratic deficit that stifles accountability 
(Eurobarometer, 2024). Poland and Hungary resist EU overreach (e.g., Article 7), facing funding cuts 
(DW, 2023). France’s 3-year suspended sentence for Marine Le Pen (2024) bars her from 2027 
elections, suggesting political targeting (Reuters, 2024). Germany’s new chancellor Merz broke 
promises on immigration, borders, debt, and taxes, undermining voter trust, just like his predecessor 
Scholz (Kolbe, 2025; Frankfurter Allgemeine, 2024). Game theory reveals a prisoner’s dilemma: states 
exploit EU funds but resist oversight.

Freedom of Speech

N-EU leads in press freedom (Denmark, 89/100), but E-EU’s Hungary (~60) faces media control 
(Reporters Without Borders, 2024). Spain’s Sánchez pushes judicial subordination, sparking protests 
(El País, 2025; BBC, 2024). The EU’s Digital Services Act risks censorship, threatening meritocratic 
discourse, per anarcho-capitalist concerns. Chaos theory suggests centralized media controls amplify 
societal unrest.

National vs. International Law

EU law supremacy clashes with sovereignty (e.g., Poland’s reforms, DW, 2023), eroding national 
accountability. Fiscal indiscipline (10 states exceeding deficit limits, 2025, EC) undermines trust. Game
theory highlights states’ strategic defiance of EU constraints while seeking funds, weakening fairness.



Violent Crime

Rising crime (S-EU 700, C-EU 650) undermines safety, driven by ~250,000 sexual offences (2023, 
Eurostat, potentially underreported). E-EU’s figures (600) are uncertain due to underreporting 
(Romania, UNODC, 2023). EU security (Europol) fails, per Austrian economics, as centralized policies
neglect local realities. Systems theory links crime to inequality; anarcho-capitalism advocates private 
security.

Ethical Synthesis

The EU’s centralized structure—corrupt (von der Leyen, Costa), interventionist (Romania), and 
suppressive (Le Pen, Sánchez)—erodes fairness, meritocracy, and accountability. N-EU leads in 
transparency, but S-EU and E-EU face rampant corruption, democratic deficits, and crime. Centralized 
policies and €89B total cost burden (2020, Table 13) exacerbate inequality (94.6M at poverty risk, 
2023, Eurostat). Anarcho-capitalism advocates decentralized governance to restore ethical integrity.

Conclusion
The EU’s 1999–2025 record shows GDP growth inflated by government spending, masking 
impoverishment from ~80% food price surges (C-EU), doubled food prices (S-EU), >100% rent/fuel 
increases, high taxes, and ~225,938 bankruptcies (2024, Table 12). C-EU’s €55B EU cost burden 
(Table 13), corruption, and ~100,000 bankruptcies weigh on households. The startups and universities 
fail to give sufficient economic impulse. E-EU’s low taxes and startups drive growth, with energy use 
supporting productivity, unlike N-EU, C-EU, and S-EU, where Jevons Paradox signals stagnation 
(Table 2). S-EU’s protests, unemployment, and ~70,000 bankruptcies signal decline; N-EU fares only 
slightly better. The EU’s €165.8B budget and ~100,000 projects (2020, Table 13) contrast with 
~470,000 corporate closures (2024, Table 12), highlighting bureaucratic excess. Systems and chaos 
theory expose centralized dysfunction; game theory reveals power imbalances. Austrian economics and
anarcho-capitalism critique coercive policies, advocating decentralization, deregulation, and detaxation 
for a fairer, freer, and economically vibrant Europe.
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