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INTRODUCTION

On 1 March 2017, the European Commission publistetivVhite Paper on The Future of Europe:
Reflections and scenarios for the EU 27 by 2025.

On 4 April 2017, the European Commission officiatBferred the White Paper to the European
Economic and Social Committee (EESC). A draft nesoh, prepared by the EESC ad hoc group on
the Future of Europe, will be voted at the EESQ&ig in July 2017.

At the same time, the European Commission alsoligigled the key role which the EESC could
play, on behalf of organized civil society in Euegjin the broader discussion on the White Paper in
the "Future of Europe debates” throughout the Undonsequently, in May and June 2017, the
EESC held 27 national debates in the Member Stetesulting organized civil society on the White
Paper and on the various reflections and scenesio®ined in it.

The outcome of the national debates has been cedniyil this document. Listed by country, each
national contribution includes a report by Membefshe respective EESC delegations that were
nominated, a list of participants and a programirib@event.
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Report

How does the future of Europe affect me?

Friday 19 May 2017 10 a.m. to 1 p.m.

Haus der Europaischen Union Wipplingerstraf3e 35, 1010 Vienna

A summary of the points of view expressed in the thate in response to the EESC’s questions

1. From your perspective, which of the five scenaws set out by the White Paper best meets
the internal and external challenges facing the ELAnd why?

* The debate about the White Paper isn’'t about mokess Europe, but rather which Europe.
« Differing viewpoints — hybrid forms in between seeos 3, 4 and 5

Additions for individual policy areas:
+ Foreign and defence policy:

« Border controls at EU internal borders are impleteéras a result of inadequate security at the
external borders and massively disrupt the intemmatket. Has effects on tourism and on craft
industries which operate across borders.

¢ Securing the external border is important, thercareguarantee social affairs internally.

e The asylum question has thrown up problems. Meastiar&ncourage people to stay in their
country of origin rather than to move towards thédte important.

* A single-minded focus on defence and internal sgcanust not be misused as a distraction
tactic.

« More Europe:
Divergent viewpoints:

* Some consider Europeanisation in the budget or lewmds to be fundamentally worth
supporting.

* Others ask where the money will come from and whlbpnofit.

e The emergency lending institution is already a loh&uropean monetary fund.

* The position of the Chamber of Agriculture has alsvéeen that other policy areas should
follow the example of the CAP and be made communal.

% Research and development

« Inresearch, joint development projects are posgialg. the Eurofighter). We are, however, far
from communal research.

< Investment

e The EFSI (European Fund for Strategic Investmeas)iad a successful start.
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Public investment is necessary but must also be Ipatk. The Member States have to keep
their debt in mind as a result of the Maastriclteda, which some see as too restrictive.

National competition

There is too much attention given to export and petition in the debate.

The displacement of industry is a problem.

One problem is that multinationals such as Amazenivd a competitive advantage from low
wages in their logistics centres.

In agriculture there is strong competition owinddwer wages in neighbouring countries.

The EU has no competency over wages.

Agricultural policy:

Cultivators also care for the land and therefor&keama significant contribution to, amongst
others, the quality of food and tourism.
We have to move away from subsidy policies in agtice.

Would another scenario, not mentioned, be posdéband preferable? If so why? How do
you see trust and confidence being fostered withithhe Union?

Democracy:

Democracy is neglected in the White Paper, butMieenber States have reservations about
more democracy, as this would make decision-maikirilge Council more difficult.
The EU has never been more democratic, which caede in the example of social dialogue.

Is more visibility of, and better communicationon, the European Union required, and
how?

Communicating with citizens about Europe is impuaftitdoecause people are disillusioned and
don’t expect anything from Europe.
It is necessary to hold events across the Memlasesin order to discuss the EU with the
populace and to combat prejudices.

Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently conprehensive and illustrative? How would

you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or

insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wiich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

Economic orientation: (trade union viewpoint)
From the perspective of workers, this is too newhlh as has been shown during the crisis in

the form of attacks on pensions and on the rightsm@ns. Moreover, at the moment, internal
market freedoms are facing social questions (sdciaiping).
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We need both supply-side and demand-side measustisnulate the economy.
Social policy:

There is little in the White Paper about the sodahension, and still not enough in the
reflection paper which has already been published.

From the perspective of workers, an imbalance batwsocial rights and the free market
dominates the EU.

In the economy, social policy must always be seeoointext. Incomes generate demand and
cannot just be seen as a cost.

Unemployment must be combated and the welfare stat# be developed. The demographic
transition poses a particular challenge to thesesie

Employers point to the high social benefits whigead financing in the EU: the EU has 7 per
cent of the world’s population and generates 20-28%he global GDP, but pays out 50 per
cent of the world’s welfare.

From an employer’s point of view, some of the Cadfriustice’s judgements are unacceptable.
For example, employers object to the principletbé‘same pay for the same job at the same
place’.

Tax policy:

EU tax law is an ‘enormous work in progress’ — taxnpetition is a massive problem, because
the Member States use tax policy to strengthem tfa¢ional interests.

Workers see unanimous decision-making in taxattothe main obstacle.

Many businesses (especially SMEs) complain aboet Ihw effective tax burden on
transnationals (Amazon, etc.).

There is little motion in business taxes, but thePB (Base Erosion and Profit Sharing)
initiative is welcome.

Increasingly, those who are not mobile are carryimg tax burden. Rich top athletes, for
example, face a low rate of taxation because theynabile.

Institutional:

The EU lacks mechanisms for applying sanctions. éjois an effective mechanism for
sanctions.

When European principles are violated, Europeantgrshould be removed.

Some participants took the view that the Commisstoould be reduced in size.

A lack of transparency prevails in the Council.

Trade:

From a worker’s perspective, trade agreementseftytpe there has been up until now pose a
threat to social standards, especially investmesteption clauses.
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5.

Regarding ‘the way ahead’, how should debates dhe future of Europe across national
Parliaments, cities and regions be structured? Whatole should organised civil society
play in the ‘way ahead’ and how?

Alliances between civil organisations are needad,the EESC has an important role to play in
that regard.

6What are your particular expectations as regardshie outcome of the consultation?

This question was not answered.

How can the role of citizens be more empowered shaping the future of Europe?

The EU is a work in progress — its relationshijtgaitizens must be restored.

The complex legislative process has to be broulyigtec to citizens so that they understand
where they can get involved.

In debates, we often find ourselves in a bubblesaducing our own reality.

Institutional:

The European Parliament lacks a right of initiative
The European Parliament is highly transparentCibiencil, considerably less so.

Role of stakeholder organisations:

Business representatives and works councils musaksn to Brussels to see where they can
get involved.

To become active regarding lobbying in Brussels.

Role of civil society:

We owe it to civil society to collect information.

The EU is present in many areas which people wsg. Erasmus, euro). This should be
communicated more clearly.
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Title First name Surname Institution/Note
Mr Franz Bauer

M.A.; Vienna Chamber of Labour, labour mar
Ms Sarah Bruckner and integration
Ms Ye Chen
Mr Peter Degischer
Mr Karl G. Doutlik
Ms Vedrana Dramac

M.A.l.S., M.Sc., B.Sc.; Austrian Federal Econor
Ms Anna-Sophie Ecker Chamber, Enterprise Europe Network
Mr Marc Fahndrich
Ms Veronika Gallé
Mr Claes Gernandt Dkfm.

BA, Makk., M.A.l.S., LL.M.; Austrian Federa
Ms Claudie Golse Economic Chamber, economic policy 1

M.A.; BMEIA, office of international law,
Mr Maximilian Gorke European law divisic
Mr Wolfganc Greif
Mr DIV Grimm

Hassmann-

Ms Ulrike Vorbach Austrian Federal Economic Chamber

Austrian Federal Economic Chamber,
Ms Margit Maria Havlik coordination division
Mr Alfred Heidler M.Eng.; KONE AG
Ms Karin Hoitsch
Mr Herbert Knauthe Dr
Mr Heinz Kogler
Mr Bernhard Kuhr

Austrian Federal Economic Chamber, legal po
Mr Jurgen Lang department
Ms Marika Levena

M.A., Raiffeisen Zeitung, economy and Eurg
Mr Christian Lovrinovic division
Mr Nikolaus Morawitz
Mr Franz Neunteufl
Ms Gertrude Oelmack M.A.
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Title First name Surname Institution/Note
Mr Michael Palfinger
M.A.; Embassy of the Republic of Slovenia, Head
Mr DuSan PSeinik of the economic department
Mr Wolfgang Riemer
Mr Carlo Ritzerow
Ms Paule Ritzerow
Mr Oliver Ropke
M.Sc., M.Sc., B.Sc.; Austrian Federal Economic
Chamber, department for the environment jand
Mr Clemens Rosenmayr energy policy
Ms Jennifer SalRmann
Mr Helmut Schramk
M.A., MES; Austrian Federal Economic Chamber,
Ms Yasmir Soetop: EU coordination un
Ms Katalin Toéth European Journalist Associat
Embassy of Montenegro, First Embassy
Ms Celebic Vukadinovic Counsellor
Mr Damir Vusic
M.B.A., M.Sc.; Austrian Federal Economic
Mr Karl-Heinz Wanker Chamber, EU coordination unit
Mr Valentin Wed|
Mr Peter Weichselbaum
Mr Benedikt Weingartner
Ms Dagmar Weingartner
M.A.; Austrian Trade Union Federation, EU
Ms Eveline Wilfert projects and project control
Mr Manfred Winkler Dr
Mr Jorg Wojahn
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Programme

‘How does the future of Europe affect me?’
Date:Friday 19 May 2017 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. (Entry and registration fror309.
Location: Haus der Europaischen Union Wipplingerstra3e 35, 1010 Vienna

Introduction byOliver Ropke, Member of the EESC, andorg Wojahn, Representative of the
European Commission in Austria.

Discussion of the future of Europe with expertthatpodium:

* Heinz Kogler (Head of division at the Enterprise Europe Netwobkistrian Federal
Economic Chamber)

» Valentin Wedl (Head of the EU and international department, WeeWorks Council)

* Nikolaus Morawitz (Head of the EU and international relations depantmnéustrian
Agricultural Council)

Moderation:Marc Fahndrich, advisor for economic policy coordination and Ei@opean Semester
at the European Commission.
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Report

CONCLUSIONS OF THE BELGIAN EESC MEMBERS AND REPRESENTATIVES OF
BELGIAN CIVIL SOCIETY

Discussion on 24 May 2017
Foreword

Discussions on the future of Europe cannot be dichito simply choosing one of five (or more)

scenarios. There are other issues affecting thedean project that are not included in any of the
scenarios, such as the decision-making procesteofvarious European structures (including the
EESC), as well as those within them. One of theitmef the White Paper is its recognition of this

fact.

In view of the rather gloomy picture it paints, téhite Paper gives the impression that trust in the
EU and its legitimacy are being called into questsiating that:

"Despite this, many Europeans consider the Uniogithgr too distant or too interfering in their day
to-day lives. Others question its added-value asidheow Europe improves their standard of living.
And for too many, the EU fell short of their expains as it struggled with its worst financial,
economic and social crisis in post-war history."

Indifference towards and lack of trust in authorityeate a breeding ground for populist and
nationalist rhetoric, although the results of récelections in Austria, the Netherlands and France,
and perhaps those soon to be held in Germany, @ ggbunds for some pro-European optimism.
Even so, the large number of votes obtained by Iipand/or anti-democratic candidates remains a
serious concern.

It is also necessary to distinguish between candesHiect. The causes probably lie in certain ae®ic
made by the EU and its Member States to retreatriationalism. Similarly, some of the decisions
made have further increased the distance betweekUhand its citizens and businesses. The White
Paper describes a European Union embattled bykeofagnderstanding by the public, to whom it is
not being presented properly. But does that nat mean that the administration itself is driving th
public yet further from the EU? Expanding and sgteening support for the EU relies on the
simultaneous efforts of multiple layers of respbilgy, at European level, at local and nationalele

and by representative organisations such as tepsesented in the EESC. In this regard, we cannot
overstate the role that is necessarily incumberdlioplayers involved, to ensure clear communigatio
based, of course, on clear and comprehensibleronte

The current situation shows that it is essentitaha highest level, to clearly describe the olyest of
the European Union in all its aspects. As Angelakderecently said, we can only rely on ourselves!

Indeed, the European Commission needs to consdltirdorm the public and businesses via the

representative organisations of the social partaars civil society. It is the most efficient way of
reaching the target groups.
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Discussions on the future of Europe must be basethmbition" as well as "realism". While these
virtues are not necessarily contradictory, they raweetheless liable to interfere with each other —
particularly in the context of efforts to incredseels of support.

In addition, as is normal with any decision-makprgcess, there is the very important link between
decision-making structures, representative org#orsa (including civil society organisations) and
the public. It is beyond all shadow of a doubt tteg Belgian members of the EESC are legitimate
representatives and stakeholders. They are awatgewhen it comes to European issues, they also
need to work to improve communication internally, as, for example, to ensure that the EESC's
opinions are debated more within their nationalié®dAt the same time, they bear witness to the fac
that the national and regional levels pay littieetion to the messages coming from representatives
of the European institutions.

Finally, it is worth emphasising that all localgrenal and national authorities tend to blame Earop
for the negative effects of its policy decisiondjile taking credit for all the benefits as being th
result of their own policy choices. This behavigows the seeds of anti-European populism and digs
the grave of any supranational approaches.

THE SCENARIOS

The Commission's decision to lay out five scenawidbout explicitly coming out in favour of any
one of them could be seen as showing a lack oklsaip. Or is it trying to increase the chances of
commitment to the future of Europe? That is whatdseto be made clear in the next stages of the
process set out in the White Paper between novitem#019 elections.

SCENARIO 1: CARRYING ON

If we take this scenario to mean sticking stri¢tythe status quo, it too shows a serious lackott b
ambition and realism. No organisation, whateversiz®, can afford to take a scenario of "simply
carrying on as before" as the basis for its fulperation. At the moment, the implementation of
decisions taken by the EU is in a state of paralyBhat is the responsibility of the Member States,
but it is still a symptom for which the status quamnot be a valid cure.

That is not to say that we need to change everytabout the way the EU currently works, but the
minimum objective should be "doing better", whighdefinition means "doing something different".

SCENARIO 2: NOTHING BUT THE SINGLE MARKET

An EU that is simply a single market presents sexithreats, first and foremost in the social arena.
Moreover, it could be argued that (like scenarithig too is a much too unambitious approach, which
would leave the EU with no answers to new transnatichallenges, problems and opportunities. It is
highly doubtful whether this scenario would be abléincrease support for European policy.

This assessment does not detract from the facthbagingle market is of crucial importance for EU

policy. Thus, in practice, it is a case not of gggmarket and nothing more", but of "single market
and nothing less".

SCENARIO 3: THOSE WHO WANT MORE DO MORE

This scenario is the most promising in terms ofarpmities for progress. The idea of States that ac
as "engines" and, in the long term, bring othettd Wiem on the road to transnational agreemeras is
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reality that has shown its full potential over thast 60 years. It will nevertheless be necessary to
identify the areas where this "two-speed" concsepuseful and those where it is not at all. The

principle of "single market and nothing less" (sgmmments on scenario 2) does indeed set a
necessary limit on the two-speed concept.

The EU, the euro area, the Schengen area and ttopdzaun Economic Area already constitute a

patchwork of groups of States in terms of obligadi@nd cooperation. In addition, the single market
could further fragment as a result, with all thexseguences that entails, including the distortibn o

competition between the Member States in questioinaalded complications in the various applicable

regulations. Practicability, monitoring and trangpeey in the decision-making process are thus sssue
that must be taken into careful consideration is seenario.

SCENARIO 4: DOING LESS MORE EFFICIENTLY

Efficiency is a very laudable objective; it is wdly that anybody would come up with the idea of
working less efficiently. What exactly is meant'logore efficiently” needs to be made more tangible,
showing what it provides in terms of opportunitisBsome cases, a speedy decision-making process
is no guarantee of adequate support, and in fsk$ fengthening the process. "Efficient” and "“less
complex" seem to go hand in hand; to achieve thisMember States need to agree more explicitly
to the transfer of exclusive competences to thestrational level. This situation will by definition
apply to fewer areas. This scenario thus overlajth whe previous one (scenario 3), which
specifically provides for fewer States wanting tg dnd doing, more.

SCENARIO 5: DOING MUCH MORE TOGETHER

This scenario should be the most ambitious onejtbzdmes up against the experiences of current
policy, and thus reality. For the time being, thare enough opportunities and challenges in tefms o
doing more together, with no need to make additistractural choices. Just think, for example, of
migration, refugee issues and the issue of defdeepening and broadening existing competences in
these fields would in itself be implementing thigsario.

Alongside this, we want to point out the differesica functional terms, between the EU and the euro
area. Specifically with regard to the latter, téegeefforts are needed to "do more" to strengtherem
automatic stabilisers.

In any event, and thus regardless of the scerntheanethod, timetable and checks with respecteo th

realities and the ways the Member States implergéhtiecisions are hugely important in terms of
how the public and businesses will respond to them.
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Participants

Meeting attended by:

Name of participant Name of organization

Philippe de Buck EESC (Group )

Ferre Wyckmans EESC (Group )

Ronny Lannoo EESC (Group Ill)

Yves Somville EESC (Group Ill)

Daniel Mareels EESC (Group )

Alain Coheur EESC (Group Ill)

Raymond Coumont EESC (Group )

Ferdi De Ville Ghent University/asbl Minerva

Thomas Pirard Advisor on European Affairs, Unizo

Olivier Joris Policy Officer for European Affairs, Federation of Enterprises in
Belgium

Chris Botterman Head of Social Affairs, Boerenbond [Farmers' League]

Luc Van Oirbeek Common agricultural policy, Boerenbond

Thomas Van Zwol International Affairs Department, Christian Trade Union
Confederation

Rafaél Lamas International Affairs Department, General Federation of Belgian
Labour

Adam Plezer EESC secretariat
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BULGARIA
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Report
Background

The debate with civil society in Bulgaria, coorded by Milena Angelova (Group 1),
Plamen Dimitrov (Group Il) and Dilyana Slavova (@palll), was held in Sofia on 2 June 2017. Over
eighty representatives from civil society attendelyvell as ones from the government and legigatur
and from the European Commission's representatidBuigaria. The debate was held jointly with
Bulgaria's Economic and Social Council (ESC), whglrafting an opinion on the White Paper, and
was opened by Lilyana Pavlova, Minister for thedawian Presidency of the EU Council. The ESC's
rapporteurs — Vasil Velev, chairman of the boardh# Bulgarian Industrial Capital Association,
Dimitar Manolov, president of the Podkrepa Confatlen of Labour, and unaffiliated academic
Vera Pirimova — contributed to the debate.

Which of the five scenarios set out by the White Reer best meets from your perspective the
internal and external challenges facing the EU, and/hy?

Participants identified as main challenges forEleopean Union its failure to cope with the probdem
it faces, such as the grave economic crisis andnalesof prosperity, increasing migration and a lack
of cohesion. At the same time, globalisation, ridation and digitalisation of the economy are
putting strains on the European social model, fogjedissatisfaction with politics and political
passivity and creating niches for populism. On liheader scale, the Union must adapt to Europe's
rapidly changing place in a developing world anekseolitical emancipation. Bulgaria is facing these
same challenges, but must also to contend withr gtheblems, including migration within Europe
resulting in a demographic crisis and problems gl lack of highly qualified and skilled labour,
insufficient economic growth to foster greater cergence and improved quality of life vis-a-vis
other European countries, low investment growth adihinistrative hurdles to the development of
small and medium-sized businesses.

It is against this backdrop that the participantsussed the scenarios outlined in the White Paper,
expressing the following views on each of thedgenario 1: Carrying Onwas criticised because
sticking with the status quo would not permit thg t address the problems facing it, although the
scenario also envisages improving the functionihgxesting mechanisms and focuses on the creation
of new jobs and growttScenario 2:Nothing but the Single Marketas also criticised as being a step
backward, but participants emphasised that the oblhe single market in promoting European
integration must not be underplayed and its aciievgs need to be taken into account, given that the
European Union is, after all, the most succesdfildomnomic unionsScenario 3: Those Who Want
More Do Morewas often seen as being bad for Bulgaria, sineedtuntry risked being turned down
for enhanced cooperation. On many occasions, thstigm of openness and an inclusive approach to
other countries wishing to join enhanced coopenatio a particular area reminded people of
Bulgaria's desire to join the euro area and thetfat, although it met all the formal criteriagtk
were found to be additional conditions. Some spealkegued that a multi-speed Europe was
inevitable or was already a reality, particularly @egards the euro area, and cited as examples
proposals for specific institutions for that areathe discussion paper on economic and monetary
union.

16/216



Participants thoughScenario 4: Doing Less More Efficientland Scenario 5:Doing Much More
Togetherwere possible scenarios for Bulgaria. Criticismbedf fourth scenario had to do with the fact
that it could involve risks, because if more is €an some areas, less may be done in other areas
where added value is limited, such as social pol®yme trade union representatives therefore
rejected this scenario on these grounds. Employpershe other hand, saw some advantages in the
scenario, which will make it possible to work meféectively in fewer areas. Criticisms of the fifth
scenario were that it may prove unrealistic, sihcequires the transfer of more powers and ressurc
on a pan-European basis and may raise a numbearestigns concerning the relationship between
sovereignty and solidarity.

Overall, these scenarios were considered to falltshnd there was some consensus that a new
scenario was needed that would build on the foartd fifth, include cohesion policy, make it
possible to work more effectively and improve thteabce between Europe's economic and social
dimensions.

Would another scenario, hot mentioned, be possibknd preferable? If so, why? Are the policy
areas referred to sufficiently comprehensive and llistrative? How would you rank them in a
scale of importance? Is there a major policy areaat mentioned or insufficiently highlighted? If
so, which one and which of the five scenarios woulzest suit its development?

How do you see trust and confidence being fosteredthin the Union?

The participants discussed in detail the economit social dimensions for the future of Europe and
agreed that these aspects are not sufficientlyoeaglin the scenarios. On the economic front, they
have almost nothing to say about cohesion and ahg®licy, which need to be added as a core
issue. Participants stressed that the continuatiarohesion and structural funds after 2020 and the
implementation of policies for the economic conesrce of Member States were a priority for
Bulgaria and essential for maintaining the unitytef European Union and for meeting the challenges
of globalisation and digitalisation. They agreedititne scenarios must deepen convergence within the
Union and also noted regarding the need in terniseoéconomy for a move towards federalisation. It
was also stressed that Europe must come up wiitigmto help it benefit from the new economy and
digitalisation. The need to reduce administrationdusinesses as part of the programme for better
lawmaking and boosting growth and employment wde® dlagged up as being important in
economic terms.

It was pointed out that the social dimension waslamental and that the current crisis was evidence
of widening inequalities, which would lead to adas trust. There were comments about the balance
between the economic and social dimension of thedwf Europe and the fact that the latter was not
addressed in detail in the White Paper itself drat the supporting document — unlike the White
Paper — sets out only three scenarios (1. limitirggsocial dimension to the free market, 2. those w
want, do more — particularly in the euro area, andeepening Europe's social dimension). Cited as
essential elements of the social dimension thatt rbesincluded in the scenarios were social
protection, the development and improvement ofléigal framework for collective bargaining and
social dialogue at national and European leveldaselLO conventions and recommendations in this
field and the elimination of social dumping in tBaropean Union. The idea was also put forward of
including a protocol on social progress in the Edalies that could generate rights. There wasalso
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proposal for the twenty principles of the Europdgittar of Social Rights to be included in the
European Semester.

The democratic deficit and red tape were repeateild as a hurdle to furthering the European
Union's credibility and making it more meaningfalditizens. A proposal was made to include in the
scenarios a better mechanism for decision-makinith) more involvement of representative civil
society.

The participants also pointed out that, in orderaige trust in the European Union, Member States
needed to shoulder their responsibility and nottheeEuropean Union as a scapegoat for problems. It
was also underlined that Member States, when tomisp European directives into national
legislation, should not add unwarranted requiresiéimat make life more difficult for businesses or
render implementation of European legislation ieif/e.

Is more visibility of and better communication on he European Union required, and how? How
can the citizen be more empowered in the shaping tie future of Europe?

Participants agreed on the need for better pretsemiaf the European Union and the individual rgght
of citizens within it. They stressed it was ess#nfat young people be engaged in the European
debate. It was noted that the European Union nawed a large part in people's lives and that they
had to have the possibility of participating in jgimg its future. The Bulgarian ESC said there were
plans to stage debates about the future of Eurofsder cities and proposed liaising with legiskat
and executive tiers on the findings and proposafsicg out of these debates. It was noted that
Bulgaria's position on the future of Europe mustcbastituted on a firm footing using a bottom-up
approach.

The opinion was also voiced that European decisionst in future be better agreed with
representative civil society through existing patis such as the European Economic and Social
Committee and national bodies of the same kind.

Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Future ¢ Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organized civil
society play in "the way ahead" and how?

Participants stressed the need to continue thetelébahe relevant committees of the Bulgarian
parliament, with civil society on board. It wasatsoted that the Bulgarian presidency of the Cdunci
of the EU was an opportunity for in-depth discussaf the European Union, its future and the
priorities of Bulgaria. This would allow Bulgaria tnark out a clear position on the future of Europe
and to look for partners from other Member Stadegpthold this position.

What are your particular expectations as regards tke outcome of the consultation?
The conclusions of the consultations in Bulgarethiat the European project has a future and lieat t
question is not whether — but how — it is to bewvéeéd. Bulgarian civil society supports the coyistr

EU membership and believes that the scenarioshierfuture of Europe need to include further
solidarity, cohesion and convergence and a balbet®een the economic and social dimensions of
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the Union. Two things are of strategic importarnioestly, after Brexit Europe has to find the right
approaches to emerging from the crisis of confidersecondly, it has to make a clear political
commitment to the countries of the Western Balkand give them the chance of prospective EU
membership in the foreseeable future.
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Programme
bsaaara kaura 3a 6saemero Ha EBpona
JedaT ¢ rpa:kgaHckoTo 001mecTBo B bhiarapusi, opranusupasn ot
EBpomneiickusi MKOHOMHU4YeCKH U COLMATIECH KOMUTET U
HNxoHoMu4YeCKHA M collHaIeH cbBeT Ha bbarapus
Ilemwk, 2 wonu 2017
Xomen Cousn-banxan, nn. Ceema Heoensn 5,3ana Posn 1

Ha 1-8u mapt 2017roauna, EBporneiickara komucus myonukysa bsa kaura 3a 0b1emero Ha EBpona
"Pasmuciu u cuenapun 3a EC-27 mo 2025r.", B K0ATO ce OCOYBAT BH3MOXHH ITHTHIIIA 332 OBJCIIETO
Ha EBpona. Bsutata kHUTa mpencTaBs MeT CIIEHApHsi, KOUTO MpeaiaraT Moriie] KbM MOTEHIIMATHOTO
Obaenio cheTosiHue Ha Chlo3a B 3aBHCUMOCT OT U300pa, KoiTo EBpora me HarnpaBH.

Bsinata kHura Oenexu HavaioTo, a He Kpasi Ha TO3M Jie0ar u 1enTa e npeau uzdopure 3a EBponeiicku
napiaMeHT nipe3 roHu 2019r. na ce nmpeacTaBy IIaH, BU3W M HAYepTaH BT 3a Obemero Ha EBpora.
VY4acTHeTo Ha rpaXJaHCKOTO OOIIECTBO B TO3M NIeOAT € OT M3KIIIOYUTENHA BaxXHOCT. [Ipencenarensr
Ha EBpomneiickata komucus T-H FOHKep BB3II0XKH Ha Tpejcenatelns Ha EBporneicKus HKOHOMHUYECKH U
cormanied komuter (EMCK), r-m Jlacuc, m3paboTBaHETO HA CTAHOBHWINE OTHOCHO bsjara KHwWra.
EHCK ot cBos cTpaHa pemy Ja OpraHu3upa jaedatd B 27 JbpKABH-WICHKH B CHTPYIHHYECTBO C
HAIIMOHAJHATE UKOHOMUYECKH H COIMATHU ChBETU. bhiarapckusT NKOHOMHYECKH U COIMANEH ChBET
CBIIIO MOATOTBS CTAHOBHIIE OTHOCHO MPEJUIONKECHUATA, H3JI0KEHU B bsinara KkHura.

Ilenta Ha nebara, opraHu3upaH B brirapus, CbBMECTHO ¢ ObITapckus VIKOHOMHYECKH U COIHAJICH
CBBET, € JIa Ce aHAJIM3UPAT U OICHAT IETTE CIICHApHs, OUepTaHu B bsutara KHHUra, U U HYXJa Jia ce
MpeIoKaT APYTH BH3MOXKHHU ClieHapHu 3a Objaeniero Ha EBpoma. /IebaThT e MoCIy)Hu ChIIO Taka
3a KPUTHYCH aHAIU3 M U3pa0O0TBaHE HA MPEMOPHKH OTHOCHO IMO-aKTHBHO YYACTHE Ha TPaXKIaHCKOTO
00IIIECTBO B M3rpaXkJiaHeTo Ha Objeniero Ha EBpomna.

8.30-9.00 Pezucmpayusn

9.00-9.15 Omkpusane

I-n Jlanxo [ynescku, llpencenaren na UCC

I™-oica Jlunana Ilasnosa, Munuctbp 3a bwiarapckoTo npencenarenctso Ha CbBeTa Ha
EC

I'-u Bucep Ilemxos, MUHUCTBD Ha Tpyla M COLMAIHATA TONHUTHKA Ha PemyOimka
boearapus

I'-n Xpucmo Xpucmos, 3am. ppkoBoguten Ha [IpeacraButenctBoro Ha EBpornetickara
Komucus B beirapus

9.15-10.15 | Juckycuonna mema 1. UxoHomuyeckute u3MepeHus Ha Obpaeniero Ha EBpoma u
BB3MOKHU JITEPHAaTUBU

Kak Espona 6u mozna oa ce noozomeu Haii-000pe 3a nocpeuiane Ha 0voeuwjume
npeouseuKkamencmea Ha 2nodanusayuama u oa uzeieue noasu om Hea? Kak
O0vzapckama UKOHOMUKA HAU-YCHEWHO O0U ce GnuUcana 6 NPOMEeHAWama ce
MeHcOyHapoOna uKoHomudecka Kontonkmypa? Kou enemenmu na esponeiickama
unmezpayua ca Kpumuunu 3a bwvncapua? Eepozonama u Buvacapus.
Hronomuueckomo ynpagnenue na EC — ewv3moscnocmu na Esponeiickus
cemecmvp. bvoewemo na  Koxesuonnama noaumuka. Bwvimoscnocmu 3a
Hacvpuasane HA KOHKYPEHMOCHOCOOHOCMMA HA 0bA2apCKAmMa UKOHOMUKA —
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npeooonaseane Ha Oepuyumume HA na3apa HA mpyoa, HAMAAAGAHE HA
AOMUHUCHpPAMUGHUmME npezpadu nped OuzHecd, NOTUMUKU 34 HOOKpena Ha
ManKume u cpeoOHU nPeonpPUAmuUAL.

Kntouoeu zoeopumenu.

I-n Ilemvp Kvnues, llpencenaren na Komucusara mo nkoHOMuU4ecKa MonuTUKa Ha 44-
toTo HaponHo cwOpanue Ha Peny6nmka bearapus

I'-n Emun Kapanuxonog, MUHHCTBp Ha MKOHOMHKaTa Ha PemyOnmmka bwirapus
(ouakBamMe MOTBBPIKIACHHUE)

I'-1 Bacun Benes, Ilpeacenaren Ha YC Ha AUKD, noxnaguuk va UCC mo temara

I-n Jhoben Tomes, Iupextop Ha WMHCTHTYyTa 3a CHHAMKAIHU ¥ COIMAIIHU
u3ciaenBanus, riaseH nkonomuct Ha KHCB

-1 Jlobomup Jlayoe, NKOHOMHUCT, 4iieH Ha DHUCKaTHUS CHBET

Mooepamop na ouckycusma:
I-oica Munena Aneenosa, unen na EUCK, epyna 1, I'asen cexpemap na AUKE

10.15-11.15

Juckycuonna mema 2: CouuaaHoTo u3MepeHue Ha Obaemiero Ha EBpoma
Eeponeiickuam cmwvn6 na coyuannume npaea u macmomo my é Eeponeiickus
cemecmup - 6b30€lUCHEUemo Ha 0OKYMEHmMa OMHOCHO COYUATHOMO UMepenue Ha
Espona evpxy bvacapua Kax 0a npucnocobum Hawiume COUUAIHU MOOETU KoM
Hacmoswume u 6voeuwjume npeouzsuxamencmea? Tpabvea nu oa ce 3a0v100uasa
coyuannama unmezpayusa Ha Eepona unu mpabdea oa ce ozpanuuu camo 00
ce0boonomo oOeudxicenue? Kakeu Oonvianumennu ROMUMUKU A HYICHU 3d
noooopseane na coyuannama xoxeszusn ¢ Eepona?

Kntouoeu zoeopumenu.

I'-n Xacan Ademos, Ilpencenaren na Komucusita no cornuania noauruka Ha 44-T0T0
Hapoano ce6panne Ha Perryonika beirapus

I-n Jumumwvp Manonos, llpesnnentr na KT "llogkpena”, moxmamunk wa UCC mo
TeMaTa

Ipogh. 0-p HUckpa benesa, bbiarapcka akaieMus Ha HAyKHTE

Mooepamop na ouckycusma:
-1 [Tnamen Jumumpos, Unen na EVICK, rpyna 2, Ilpesunent Ha Kondeneparusra
Ha HE3aBUCHMUTE CUHJIUKATH B bbirapus

11.15-12.15

Juckycuonna mema 3: Ilerte cuenapus Ha bsata kaura 3a Obaemiero Ha EBpoma u
BB3MOXKHH AJITEPHATUBU

Ananuz na nemme cuenapus u Kaxkeu mpaoea oa 6vOam npuopumemume HA
Bvnzapua 6 mesu cyenapuu? Hma nu ¢v3modxncnu anmepnamuenu cyenapuu? Kou
ROUMUKU U ROTUMUYECKU NPUOPUMEmU He huzypupam unu He ca 00CHAmvYHO
3anecnanu ¢ nemme cyenapusa? Kou nonumuku u Oeiicmeus ouxa ykpenuiu
doseepuemo Ha zpaxcoanume ¢ Esponeiickua cvio3? Kax 6u mpabdeano oa 6voam
CMpyKmypupanu OucKycuume ommuocno 6voeuiemo na Eepona é opzanuzayuume
HA 2pajXrcOaHCKOmo o00uiecmeo, HAYUOHANHUME RADIAMEHmU, Zpadoseme u
pecuonume na Eepona? Kax mozam zpasxicoanume oOa nonyuam no-20nama
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6B3MONCHOCI 04 yyacmeam 6 uzzparicoanemo Ha 0voeuwemo na Eepona u eve
dynkyuonupanemo na Eeponeiickus cvio3?

Kntouoeu zo6opumenu.

I'-n Kpucmuan Bueenun, Tlpencenaren Ha KoMucusara mo eBpoIeiicki BBIIPOCH Ha
44-toro HapogHo cebOpanune Ha Perrybnika beirapus

Hoy. 0-p Bepa ITupumosa, Unen na EUCK, rpyma 3, npencenaren Ha Komucusra o
MEXIYHAPOIHO CHTPYAHHUECTBO U eBpoIlelicka HHTerpanys, nokiaaqauk Ha UCC mo
Temara

I'-u Muxaun bosaoocues, Tlpencenaren Ha Cproza Ha Obiarapckute (GOHAALUH H
CAPYKEHHS

I-n Pymen Xpucmosg, npenonasaren B ArpapeH ynusepcureT [lnosaus u FO3Y

Mooepamop na ouckycusima:
I-oca Jlunsna Crasosa, Unen na EVICK, rpyna 3, npencenaren va Komucusra mo
BBHIITHA [OJINTUKA

12.15-12.30

Obo6uenue na mooepamopume
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Report

Zagreb, 29 May 2017
KEY RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

l. THE SCENARIOS

Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitgeP&est meets from your perspective the internal
and external challenges facing the EU, and why?

The optimum scenario and its realism

. Federalisation of the European Union, and in paldicof the euro area (the option closest to
scenario 5) — in other words, political union —eassitself as a necessary solution: it is the only
one that is rational and consistent, and capabl@roflucing optimum effectiveness and
uniformity in the single market, ensuring the Idiegm survival of the single currency,
allowing fiscal union and making the European Ungorstable, sustainable community of
states. This federalisation of Europe entails gjinthe prerogatives of a State entity, subject
to application of the subsidiarity principle.

. In these times when nation states are beset byifogat tendencies, participants in the debate
expressed the hope that all EU Member States +least a majority — would be able to agree
on this path, which would be a real landmark.

. If that could not be achieved, the academic comtguassociations and trade unions issued a
warning: Europe will continue to flounder in its owontradictions until the next major crisis
hits, which could seriously undermine the dysfumadil structure of a Europe that will then be
almost incapable, in itself, of withstanding thstte

The imperatives of the European Union — condition$or its survival

. Regardless of the scenarios proposed, the Eurdpe@m can have no future if it neglects the

following aspects:

v a decision-making process that has democratidreaytly and acts for and on behalf of the
European public,

v’ sustainable development (environmental sustairgbdéradicating poverty, etc.),

v the competitiveness of businesses on the world ebadeveloped in the context of the
European Union's social market economy,

v the European Pillar of Social Rights and the falplementation of the European social
model,

v solidarity and cooperation between the public dred$tates, instead of a competition that
leads to backsliding in the area of social rights &ax regimes,

v education, culture and science, which are prerégsigor an operational economy, an
advanced society and a mature political community.

How do you see trust and confidence being fosterthdn the Union?

The need for convergence and cohesion policies
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. As regards the conditions for the free movememdlobur, capital and goods, the Croatian trade
unions would like to note that it is not possibte dnsure that the single market functions
properly and fairly in the absence of a common letdigat is based on adequate and suitable
tax revenues and an optimal currency area, and gednly a federal state structure that can
respond quickly to the asymmetric shocks that sriseuse in the Member States and can
pursue long-term strategic action to ensure greetevergence in the development of the
countries in the EU.

. It should be ensured that the EU budget continagardvide the necessary resources for the
development of less developed regions and countélout cohesion policy, a united Europe
would cease to be an area of equal rights for Stattzens, entrepreneurs and different strata

of society.
Solidarity
. With regard to taxation, solidarity between Memi&ates, rather than competition, is a

prerequisite for strengthening EU regions whoseeligment is lagging behind and for
maintaining and developing the European social inode

Would another scenario, not mentioned, be possibtepreferable? If so, why?
Gaps identified in the White Paper

. The White Paper does not address the issue ofsemade by the Commission so far in
pursuing contractionary macroeconomic policies wehasnsequences for the future of Europe
in economic, social and democratic terms are asnygissible to foresee.

. The analytical underpinnings of the various scersadre unknown, and there has been no
assessment of the impact each of them would have.

. Vitally important issues — sustainable developmeulture and education — are not covered.

. The White Paper does not look at what forms a éutunion of states could take.

An additional scenario

. The civil society associations and trade unionsldiangue that, separately from the debate on
the five scenarios with a view to finding institrtial solutions, there is also a need to discuss
the reasons why the EU has found itself in a pmsivhere it needs to redefine itself. We need
to know what kind of Europe we really want. The €0durrent problems are well known: a
democratic and participatory deficit, the excessinflience exerted by corporatist viewpoints
to the detriment of the public interest, the rethurcbf sustainable growth to nothing more than
a slogan, when it should be a key principle, ardidéick of credibility of Europe's discourse on
social policy.

As a result, the debate particularly focused oreriacio 6: A sustainable Europe for its
citizens", in line with the joint call from civil axiety organisations and trade unions to
European leaders. Stakeholders felt that thisdinection was an exceptionally important tool
that should be an integral part of the ideal apgrpas it elevated sustainable development,
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citizens and economic, social and environmentafaselto the status of key reference points
around which the future of Europe will need to bédtb

Substitute scenarios

. In the context of the genuine option of a fedetalicdure bringing together only certain
Member States, debate participants warned of tlssilpility that this could create groups of
first- and second-class countries, and thus widerent gaps in levels of development, at the
expense of the cohesion of the Union itself. Atethcategories agreed that no current Member
State should be required to meet any preconditiorerder to join a political Union of this
kind.

. In the event that this move towards federalism does occur, and the consensus-based
approach that has prevailed to date is retainedat@n trade unions and civil society
associations would highlight that Member Statesidetthe euro area must be exempted from
the commitments made when the euro was introdwebith were agreed to in circumstances
and times very different from today. The stagnatainthe economy following the global
financial crisis raised public awareness in mamyntoes of the failures and risks of a currency
that, in times of crisis, operates in a sub-optimarency area. Against the background of the
periodic crises inherent to capitalism, the effefch single currency is to impose a restrictive
economic policy (austerity) as the only way of teswy cyclical swings. And it is precisely this
way of conducting anti-crisis economic policy tleaihstitutes the basic underlying reason for
the social and political crisis in which the EurapéJnion is now floundering.

. The assumption is that Croatia will not join theceduring the period in question, which runs
until 2025. The different groups agree that, on doestion of whether adoption of the euro
would be good or bad for Croatia, there is a needonduct analyses and to hold a broad
debate with the public, with all stakeholders ie fublic and private sectors. In any event,
Croatia must first ensure the stability of its emmy before it can consider introducing the
euro.

What are your particular expectations as regards tlutcome of the consultation?
The difficulties faced by Croatia during the European Union's transformation process

. Croatia has no alternative path to participatiorthe European Union, not least because it
shares its cultural values.

. The representatives of trade unions, civil socagociations and academia must nonetheless
point out that the country is facing mass emigratmn an unprecedented scale, which
particularly affects young skilled workers but tedso, in recent times, been coupled with an
exodus of lower-skilled workers. This is one of thiéects of a long period of economic
depression, exacerbated by the multi-annual macenmgic constraints imposed by the
European Commission in its austerity recommendsfi@h the same time as the country's
accession to the EU brought about free movemenialmdur. On top of this, Croatia is
experiencing serious demographic decline, to thengxhat it is facing a shortage of the skilled
workers who are needed if the country is to recomed the economic upturn is to gain
momentum. Although Croatia has benefited from EWdi) the EU has not established
mechanisms to compensate for such a catastroghatien where, in practice, this very poor
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country is exporting its most precious human cafatathe benefit of prosperous States. While
it fully supports the internal processes of Europedegration, Croatia therefore needs to set its
own path and to draw on its internal strengthseutadting essential reforms but also evaluating
its options very carefully. The country needs thad to combat such an acute crisis. If the EU
does not have such tools, Croatia needs to keepvits at least until Europe creates them. In
the current circumstances, the levers provided byetary and fiscal sovereignty are all the
more relevant.

FIELDS FOR ACTION

Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently coefpensive and illustrative? How would you rank
them in a scale of importance? Is there a majorigyolarea not mentioned or insufficiently
highlighted? If so, which one and which of the Beenarios would best suit its development?

Social market economy, single market and trade agesments

The development of the competitiveness of the Gioaconomy is based on integration in the
single market The smooth functioning of the European Unionhisstof particular relevance
for the private sector in Croatia.

To create a level playing field and fair competitidt is necessary to ensure the smooth
functioning of the single market, based on the fireedoms of movement, as well as to
implement the smart regulation and better reguigbialicy and to remove existing barriers and
unnecessary administrative requirements, as prisiggg) for establishing a conducive
environment for the private sector, economic groahd social prosperity in the EU. The key
to success and job creation is to reduce bureaycasure a favourable environment in the EU
for trade — both internal and external — and pre@movestment in research, development and
innovation.

The EU needs to include among its priorities s@@onomic issues and challenges linked to
employment, education, skills, culture and sciefite frameworks and principles of education
and science policy should be the responsibilitthefEuropean Commission. In order to reduce
youth unemployment, particular attention shouldpag to education, which must adapt to
today's digital age and to current labour markegtirements.

For a small economy like Croatia's, access to ¢jlotzakets is of paramount importance. Our
status as a member of the EU and a party to mameynetional trade agreements offers us
opportunities for exports, and the strength of Engopean Union is essential in achieving
better results in international negotiations. la tpinion of the private sector, the EU should
continue to conclude comprehenstv@de agreementstaking into account the need to protect
European values regarding labour, environmentakcandumer protection standards.

There is no other way than that of 8wial market economy Strong social policies should be
one of the foundations of the European Union. Taameters measuring development should
include social indicators, as GDP can no longesttuie a qualitative standard on its own.

Demographic and migration policy

In view of the ageing European population, it iggested that a common demographic policy
should be pursued, with a focus on anticipation.
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. It is also worth laying the foundations for a commmigration policy.

Common security and defence tools

. The participants support the establishment of ansomsecurity and defence system for the
European Union.

Il TRANSPARENCY AND COMMUNICATION WITH CITIZENS
Is more visibility of and better communication be European Union required, and how?

. It is vital for the European institutions to workgreater transparency. It seems that discussions
are held without the knowledge of the public, amat tecisions are taken out of the public eye;
this approach promotes inconsistency between diffgpolitical levels.

. Nonetheless, the Union's communication with itszeits is not a one-way affair: it also
depends on the public's own interest. In other wjartreasing the European Union's visibility
and stepping up its communication depend, to a lage extent, on its level of influence.
Increasing the EU's budgetary resources, allocatiagspecific segment in the tax system or
giving it competences in key public policy areasulgoall be ways of improving the European
political sphere's communication with the publisniarly, people would undoubtedly be more
interested in the EU if they could have a signiiicafluence in selecting the people who make
decisions in these areas.

How can the citizen be more empowered in the sigagfithe future of Europe?
Making citizens the centre of attention
. The EU must reflect the will of the European peofilee vision that it has of its own future

makes no sense to them: it is too bureaucratictemdemote. It is therefore necessary to do
everything possible to encourage participatory rpdesentative democracy.
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Participants

NACIONALNA RASPRAVA — BIJELA KNJIGA O BUDU CNOSTI EUROPE

HRVATSKA GOSPODARSKA KOMORA, ZAGREB, ROOSEVELTOV TR G2

VIJECNICA, 1. KAT

PONEDJELJAK, 29. SVIBNJA 2017. OD 9:30 DO 14:30

Popis sudionika

No. Ime Prezime Institucija
1 DRAGICA MARTINOVIC HGK — predstavniStvo Bruxelles
2 TONI VIDAN Zelena akcija

3 VILIM RIBI C Matica hrvatskih sindikata

4 VISNJA SAMARDZIJA Institut za razvoj i n@inarodne odnose
5 BORIS COTA Ekonomski fakultet

6 ZVONIMIR SAVIC Hrvatska gospodarska komora
7 DAVORKO VIDOVIC Hrvatska gospodarska komora
8 MATIJA RAOS HDNP

9 DENIS PARAMIC

10 MAJA PLEIC Centar za mirovne studije

11 ANTON FLORIJAN BARISC Chromos Info

12 | VESNA ERSEOC Documenta

13 | MAJA BOZICEVIC VRHOVCAK | DOOR

14 KRUNOSALV RADELJAK EEP d.o.o.

15 | ALAN KECKES EP

16 MAJA RADMAN Comité économique et social européen
17 JOSIP HRGET FORUM ZAGREB HUP

18 DUJE PRKUT GONG

19 ZLATKO KOZMAN Hrvatska gospodarska komora — KAGVAC
20 MARKO BABIC Hrvatska gospodarska komora
21 ANA KARLIC Hrvatska gospodarska komora
22 EMA CULI Hrvatska gospodarska komora
23 TOMISLAVA RAVLIC Hrvatska gospodarska komora
24 DARKO PRISTEAR Hrvatska obritka komora

25 MATIJA DUIC Hrvatska obrtrika komora

26 FILIP MAJCE Hrvatska obrttka komora

27 GORDAN KARLIC Hrvatska obrtriika komora

28 NEVENA KURTET Hrvatska obrtttka komora

29 | VLATKAVUZIC Hrvatska obrtrilka komora

30 SANJA ZELINSKI MATUNEC Hrvatska obrtttka komora

31 | KRESO JUst Hrvatska obrtrilka komora

32 ZORAN VARGA Hrvatska obrtdka komora

33 VIOLETA JELIC Hrvatska obrtrika komora
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No.

Ime Prezime

Institucija

34 ANICA PRASNJAK Hrvatski strukovni sindikat mediskih sestara —
medicinskih tehrdara

35 LIDIJA HOTVATIC HUP

36 | IVAN MISETIC HUP

37 IVANA TURJAK HUP

38 | ZORAN BOHACEK HUP

39 MARINA FUNDUK IRMO

40 JAKSA PULJIZ IRMO

41 HRVOJE BUTKOVC IRMO

42 MARGARITA JURISC IRMO

43 IVAN BEDENIKOVIC IRMO

44 JOSIP PELIN KOTKA d.d.

45 MIRELA BOJIC MATICA HRVATSKIH SINDIKATA

46 ROBERT BROZD MATICA HRVATSKIH SINDIKATA

47 KRISTINA RADIC MATICA HRVATSKIH SINDIKATA

48 IVANA SEPAK-ROBIC MATICA HRVATSKIH SINDIKATA

49 MATIJA KROFLIN MATICA HRVATSKIH SINDIKATA

50 VELIMIR ZUNAC MRRFEU

51 | MARIJA HANZEVACKI Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

52 MERI UVODIC Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

53 | SINISA KUHAR Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

54 | ZELJKA OBRADOVIC Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

55 MARIJA JUKIC Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

56 CVETAN KOVAC Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

57 DARIJE HANZALEK Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

58 SUZANA CURAVIC Nezavisni hrvatski sindikat

59 ASJA GRGC Nezavisni sindikat knjizgara Hrvatske

60 NIJAZ KARIC Nezavisni sindikat zaposlenih u srednjim Skolama
Hrvatske

61 ZVONIMIR SIKIC Nezavisni sindikat znanosti i visokog obrazovanja

62 MILJENKO SIMPRAGA Nezavisni sindikat znanostiisokog obrazovanja

63 SASA CECI Nezavisni sindikat znanosti i visolaiiyazovanja

64 ZELJKO IVENKOVIC NSZVO

65 | LIDIJA PAVIC-ROGOSC ODRAZ

66 MARIO MUNTA ODRAZ / Fakultet poligkih nauka

67 | DON MARKUSKC odvjetnik

68 | BRANKO BARICEVIC PREDSTAVNISTVO EK-a

69 MAJA RAGUZ Pro Mente Hrvatska

70 TOMISLAV KOVACOC PSP

71 | ANA TUSKAN Sindikat hrvatskih titelja

72 | ANA MILICEVIC PEZELJ SSSH

73 STJEPAN TOPOLNJAK SSSH

74 | JASENKA VUKSC SSSH
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No. Ime Prezime Institucija
75 | ZLATICA STULIC SSSH

76 | DENIS PARADIS SSSH

77 | BOZICA ZILIC SSSH

78 | SUNCICA BENOVIC SSSH

79 | VESNA MLINARIC SSSH

80 | BORIS FEIS SSSH

81 | SUNCICA BRNARDIC SSSH

82 | ZLATICA STULIC STH

83 | CARMEN MAJETLC PAVIC TAGORAS D.0.0

84 NIVES KOPAJTICH SKRLEC Udruga gradova u RH
85 | SLADANA NOVOTA udruga SMART

86 | SANDRA VLASIC udruga Terra Hub

87 VIKTOR KOSKA Ured za udruge Vlade RH
88 MAJA TOMICIC Ured za udruge Vlade RH
89 LJILJANA BREULJ STIMAC Ured za udruge Vlade RH
90 VESNA LENDIC-KASALO Ured za udruge Vlade RH
91 | SASA SEGRT Ured za udruge Vlade RH
92 | DAMJAN JANJUSEVC uzs

93 | ANDREA STEFAN WWF

94 | VLADIMIR RADE
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Programme

NATIONAL DEBATE — WHITE PAPER ON THE FUTURE OF EURO PE
Debate among key stakeholders from the privat@gdcade unions, civil society and academia on
"What future do we want for the European Union tordCroatia within it?"

CROATIAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ROOSEVELTOV TRG 2, ZA GREB

9:00-9:30
9:30-9:45

09:45-10:30

10:30-11:20

11:20-12:00
12:00-13:00

13:00-14:20

14:20-14:30

Auditorium, first floor
Monday 29 May 2017, 9.30 a.m. to 2.30 p.m.
PROGRAMME

Registration of participants
Welcome and introductory remarks
DragicaMartinovi ¢ and MislavTogonal, moderator
European Commission White Paper on the Future of Ewope — Reflections
and scenarios for the EU27 by 2025
BrankoBaric¢evi¢, head of the representation of the European
Commission in the Republic of Croatia
Review of EU development scenarios by EESC members) terms of
sustainable development, economic growth, labourghts, social rights and
entrepreneurship
Toni Vidan, Green Action
Vilim Ribi¢, Croatian Trade Union Association
DragicaMartinovi ¢, Croatian Chamber of Commerce
Questions and discussion

Break and refreshments
Geopolitical, economic and socio-cultural aspectd the different scenarios
and Croatian membership of the EU(summary of the previous discussion)
ViSnja SamardZija, Institute for Development and International
Relations
Boris Cota, Faculty of Economics
Zvonimir Savié, Croatian Chamber of Commerce
DanijelaDolenec Faculty of Political Sciences
Debate focusing on conclusions and recommendations
Debate focusing on proposals for recommendationghi® EU and national
authorities

Conclusion and closing addresémoderator and EESC member)
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Report

Background

On the  March 2017, the European Commission published @eNfaper on "the future of Europe,
reflections and scenarios for the EU27 by 202%iictv describes five potential scenarios concerning
the future of the European Union. The Commissidedshe EESC to prepare an exploratory opinion
on this White Paper. The EESC appointed an ad hagpgto work on this opinion which is to be
finalised within the following months. It was fugthdecided to launch public debates in all member
States, in order to consult civil society organa on a local level, and forward this information
the ad hoc group so that it can be of use in thadoming opinion.

Subsequently, a public debate took place at theu$E@f Europe” in Nicosia, Cyprus, on 19/05 and
was attended by numerous CSO representativesdingllyouth organisations' representatives. The
debate was co-chaired by Mr. Mavrommatis (EESC negndd Group 1), Mr. Antoniou (EESC
member of Group 1), Mr. Pavlikkas (EESC Member Grdl), Mr. Epistithiou (EESC Member Group
II). The EESC members made an introduction by rigfgito the meaning of the White Paper, the role
of the EESC and the goals of that public debateinguhe lively discussion that followed, a number
of thematic issues of concern where highlighted somhe scenarios were selected. This report will
first of all mention critical points that participis stipulated (1), second, it will present therso@s
that participants chose (IlI) and the EESC membemslasions (ll1).

|. Thematic issues of concern

1. Difference between EU political declarations ahreality regarding labour rights.

Participants stressed that we need a differenni@ti®n in Europe. Salary cuts did not lead to an
increase in competitiveness; on the contrary, & waven that competitiveness in Cyprus decreased
despite these cuts. The importance for all Membb&teS to be on an equal level regarding growth and
competitiveness and for further unification of labenarkets was highlighted by a representative of
the national Ministry of Labour and Social Securityhe representative of the Pancyprian Workers'
Federation mentioned that although president Julsckeoposals have generally been promising, in
reality they were ineffective, giving the exampfeEmrope 2020 that failed to reach its goals. Hs wa
also critical that White paper follows a neo-lideapproach and in fact none of the scenarios has
addressed the need for better quality of livingguiating working conditions, improving labour
standards, and guaranteeing decent pension rights.

2. Democratic deficit in the EU.

Some participants saw the White paper as an ackagement of failure and enlisted thematic areas
where citizens feel alienated from the EU, mentignihe lack of social dialogue regarding labour
rights, the secrecy in decision-making in the Eleeglly when it comes to country-specific
budgetary issues, transparency and participatiocitizens in decision-making. More concretely, a
representative of Pancyprian Workers' Federatigiaeed that European citizens often vote "no" in
referendums concerning the EU, such as in the UKthe Netherlands, because they feel they don't
participate effectively in EU politics. Moreover, rapresentative of the United Democratic Youth
Organisation stated that the European Commissiomopulises legislative initiatives whereas
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citizens seem to be constrained due to bureaudrapediments. A representative of 'Protoporia’
Students' Youth Organisation stressed the neeadoe transparency regarding fund administration.

3. The EU deals with too many topics without beingble to reach completion.

It was proposed by the representatives of Cyprus@®ier of Commerce and Industry, Employers and
Industrialists Federation, 'Panagrotikos' Farmeaiga@isation and the Youth Organisation of Cyprus
that the EU should prioritise a limited number @pits and concentrate its work in these domains in
order to be more successful. The tendency to deghlsuch a big number of topics prevents the EU
from delivering tangible results, for instancetie area of the internal market, and should theszdfer
avoided, at least for the time being.

4, The need for more social Europe and less ausitgr

The Pancyprian Workers' Federation representatigetioned youth unemployment and the social
dimension of austerity policies as two examplesvirich social dimension has been neglected in
Europe. Furthermore, the representative of Cypraskéfs Confederation criticised cuts in savings as
a punitive EU measure and stressed that instegaiihing Member States the EU should rather
stop austerity measures and invest in growth andyativity. The representative of Employers and
Industrialists Federation added that economy anthkpolicies are interdependent.

5. The need to guarantee gender equality.
The representative of the Cyprus Gender ResearntreCemphasized that the White paper does not
address sufficiently the lack of gender equaligpesially in the business sector.

6. The need for increased solidarity, collectivityand unity in Europe.

A representative of the Organisation of Young St$és claimed that although Europe faces many
problems, it still managed to restore peace andrdw®p living conditions in Europe. Although
decisions are being adopted at EU level, very dfiey are not well implemented at national or local
level. The key to change this practice is soligartbllectivity and a sense of unity, that will neak
people think and act together as Europeans. "Wenatr€Cypriots, we are Europeans” she stressed.
The representative of Employers and Industrialisésleration added that we need to adopt a
humanistic approach, investing more on the humamgb&he representative of United Democratic
Youth Organisation underlined that extensive bow@rtrols bring more losses of human lives and
suggested creating legal pathways for refugeesrenrd equal distribution amongst member States. A
representative of Youth Council of Cyprus complditieat each country focuses on its own interests
and not on European interests.

Nationalism has been presented by most participast@ phenomenon closely linked with the
inability of the EU to focus on specific topics addal with them efficiently, with the ignorance of
people as to which benefits they will lose beingsale of the EU and with the demonstrated
willingness of each Member State to prioritiseoiten personal interests.
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7. The need to focus on European citizens.

The general Secretary of 'Euro-agrotikos' Farmegafisation expressed the idea that the EU puts
too much emphasis on non-EU country nationals, siscimigrants residing in the EU, and less on
Europeans Citizens. He stressed that EU citizesisefecluded from social protection. He suggested
concentrating more on how to provide creative $oh# to problems people face in Europe rather
than investing in external policies.

8. Critique against militarization.

The representative of United Democratic Youth Oiggtion observed that the EU nowadays tries to
enhance defense cooperation and criticised the lexgenditure on military equipment. He further
added that although there is peace inside the Ellory, EU is still involved in wars happening
outside of its borders and that this has to stamthAer representative added that Cyprus spends a lo
of money for defense and that this has to be takeraccount at EU level.

9. The need to improve youth participation.

A representative of 'Protoporia’ Students' YouthaDisation recalled that in the case of referendums
concerning the EU, it was evidenced that most yqueaple voted in favour of remaining in the EU.
The representative of the Youth Council of Cyprusssed that Member States have to move from a
nationalistic approach to an approach of unityt Ehaope should focus on less topics, make decision
making procedures more accessible and find a salditir young people who want to study or work
in the United Kingdom.

Il. White paper scenarios for the future of Euregle choice of civil society.

Regarding the five scenarios described in the Wpdper, civil society representatives expressed
different views, some of them concluding that nohéhem reflects their aspirations for the futufe o
Europe and some others not taking any positionllat & representative of the Consumers
Organisation stated that although they are intedest this topic, they prefer not to express their
views for the time being. Nevertheless, the majaftparticipants was in favour of th& 4cenario of
"doing less but in a more efficient way", explaigitihat we are not yet ready in Europe to opt fer th
5" scenario of "doing more, all of us together" ameréfore federalism has to be postponed.

More concretely, the representative of Cyprus Chanath Commerce and Industry stated that the 1
scenario has to be rejected because we will prolbagsame problems, while th& 8ne giving the
possibility to countries who want to do more togaed and make coalitions was said to be confusing
and dangerous. He mentioned that he prefers ‘thecdnario. However, here lies the danger of not
being able to choose the topics to prioritise, sieeery country seems to have its own agenda.

The representative of Cyprus Workers Confederatias also in favour of the 4th scenario,
mentioning that we should keep a low profile umté reach the point where we have reached our
targets and we can further expand our activities.réferred to this period as a crossroad in human
history and claimed that we need to make a bramdstart in Europe.

The representative of Employers and Industrialiseleration mentioned that it is better to
concentrate on a few topics and do it well. He aéstalled that the EU has offered a lot to Cyprus,
mentioning the access to internal market and freedd movement as examples. He thought that
dismantling Europe would mean that everybody isisrown and this is a terrifying scenario.
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A representative of 'Panagrotikos’ Farmers Orgénrsahose the 4th and 5th scenario, claiming that
we need to overcome our individualistic approacloreé State acting unilaterally and that each State
should act in a way that is beneficial to all.

United Democratic Youth Organisation explained tthety endorse a critical but progressive at the
same time approach towards the EU. They cannotsehaoy scenario from the list. On the contrary,
they disagree with the question and stressed tfsataind foremost we have to decide about which
Europe we talk about, what kind of Europe we want.

Finally, the Youth Council of Cyprus was in favaafrthe 4" scenario and if the situation allows it in
the future, to move to thd"5For them, the idea would be that all States woutdk together side by
side, but this ideal seems far-fetched for the nmmime

[ll. Conclusions of the EESC members.

Mr. Pavlikkas (Group Il) emphasized that withowgteong social pillar there cannot be any future for

Europe and added that competitiveness is also tapioiHe mentioned that there are issues in Europe
that have been highly debated such as trade weghUf and that Euroscepticism is raising. He

expressed the wish for a more social and more deiocEurope. Less and less people vote in

national elections. This means that people do mwt institutions and structures anymore. Cyprus

belongs to the EU.

Mr. Epistithiou (Group 1) mentioned that in pripté the EU has reached most of the goals that were
set upon its foundation. On the contrary, the EW hat successfully dealt with the financial crisis.
Countries, especially the south Mediterranean aiesg,have been implementing austerity measures
found themselves not ready to face the challenBesry organisation has its own problems and
Europe will have to take some time to heal. ForEoeosceptics Mr Epistithiou stressed that many
people do not know the benefits and the subsitlieis tountries are receiving from the EU. For this,
we need to ensure that citizens are properly indorand encourage their active participation. The EU
has offered huge funds in several sectors suchgesulure. At the same time technological
improvements and digitalisation have rapidly brdughny changes that are often difficult to keep up
with. Digitalisation will affect the labour markdgading to loss of jobs but at the same time #iso
the creation of new ones. He urged people to cadpend come up with common solutions on core
issues such as refugees and international congretitie mentioned that the EU must be more careful
with agreements with other countries such as Tudwe) Korea, as well as with its relations with the
US. He finally stated that the 4th and 5th scesas&em to be the best option.

Mr. Antoniou (Group 1) shared some details of highdife journey with the participants. He said that
he was only ten years old when the invasion ocdurtewas difficult for him to move to another
European country and get a visa. Only in Greecéndichanage to stay without any difficulties. "Our
home country is Europe, our city is Greece andneighbourhood is Cyprus" he stressed. Freedom of
movement is taken for granted nowadays but for hinvas not so. He mentioned that a Greek
politician once told him that the EU is not theelit's the people. However, we let European ifai
become the concern of a small elite. He stressed#ed to find ways to resist populism. He also
opted for the % and %' scenarios and noticed that technocratic languegens to drop in Europe.
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Regarding the need for more social Europe, he #aadl social aspirations balance economic
considerations.

Mr. Mavrommatis (Group ) first of all mentionedathalthough he doesn't want to bury the problems
of the EU, he still finds himself attached to ther&pean ideal, as this is the best solution for the
people in Europe. For him, th& 4cenario is not the preferred one because he &sxjfec EU to be
able to do more rather than less, so tfles8enario is the best approach. He explained that E
dysfunctions are often due to lack of homogeneaitpragst Member States. Since we have to wait for
unanimous decisions, our reaction comes too laendted. In the same sense, there are so many
compromises and national interests trying to competh each other. In the beginning of the EU, six
countries showed that we can do miracles. Thergfioseme countries want to do more together, why
not letting them do it? Those who are ready to egrev bigger part of their national sovereignty and
accept the fact that supranational authorities détlide for your future should be allowed to dd-ie.
concluded that this approach allows countrieshhsae the same ambitions to move forward.

40/216



Participants
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Nikos Epistithiou, SEK (Cyprus Workers Confedera}icEESC

Manthos Mavrommatis, EESC

Andri Vatari, Youth Council of Cyprus

Nikolaos Christofis, Youth Organisation of Cyprus

Christos Karidis, SEK (Cyprus Workers Confedergtion

Andreas Pavlikkas, PEO (Pancyprian Workers' Feiderat

Leonidas Paschalidis, KEBE (Cyprus Chamber of Cornenand Industry)
Andreas Alexandrou, '‘Panagrotikos' Farmers Orgtaisa

Lena Panagiotou, OEB (Employers and Industriakstderation)

. Michalis Antoniou, OEB (Employers and Industriadistederation)

. Xenios Mamaos, Ministry of Labour

. Georgios Koukoumas, AKEL (Communist Party of Cyprus

. Abtonia Chadjigeorgiou, ONEK (Youth Board of Cyprus

. Panagiotis Chrysostomou, ONEK (Youth Board of Cgpru

. Maria Paraskeva, ONE (Organisation of Young Scatsiti

. Christofi Niavlas, Youth Council of Cyprus

. Lambros Achilleos, Euroagrotikos Farmers Orgarisati

. Charalampos Themistou, SEP-ATIK, Scientific staffanisation

. Christos Paschalidis, European Commission

. Kyriaki Kampouri, NEDISI (Students movement)

. Thomas Papandreou, Consumers Organisation

. Despoina Solomou-Charalampidou, EKIF (Cyprus GeRimearch Centre)
. Niki Christofilou, Insurers Organisation

. Takis Taousianis, Synergatismos organisation

. Nikos Grigoriou, PEO (Pancyprian Workers' Federgtio

. Christodoulos Louis, MAKI (Students movement)

. Despo Kostrikki, NEDISI (Students movement)

. Maria Petrou, FPK Protoporia ('Protoporia’ Studevitaith Organisation)
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Report
Debate on the White Paper on the Future of Europe
9 a.m. — 12 noon, 26 May 2017
EU Representation in the Czech Republic, Jungmannav24, Prague 1

DRAFT FINAL REPORT

l. White paper

The discussion was preceded by a brief presentatioof the aims of the White Paper on the
future of Europe, its scenarios, the schedule foryblishing Commission discussion documents
on specific areas of the White Paper in the coursaf 2017, the role of the EESC in this process
and the positions of the Czech Republic on the WhétPaper.

Participants agreed that the White Paper on ther&wif Europe and its five scenarios served merely
for guidance for further debate at all levels.

Some felt the scenarios had been poorly frameccanttl not be compared with one another because
they were not drafted in the same terms. Somededtnstruments, while others set out targets, but
none of the scenarios laid down tangible procedures time element also had to be considered:
some of the scenarios were just short term, whhers put the focus more on the medium and long
term. No scenario was comprehensive. Staging wadeterather than a choice of one or other of the
scenarios.

All the scenarios were on the optimistic side ahdré was no assessment of shortcomings or
reflection on the mistakes the EU had made. Buh suitical examination is vital if we are to move
forward.

Scenario 1 did not meet with any great supportry@ag on in the same way as now does not address
current challenges. The EU has had time enougmpéeiment the current programme and citizens are
not convinced by the results.

If Scenario 2 were to be considered in the shonb t¢he single market would have to be completed
first. A functioning single market is a prerequésitor further steps/scenarios to be carried out.
Constructing the EU's future on Scenario 2 aloneltvde a return to the past and it would be very
difficult to explain and justify to citizens why ey have to forego the benefits and achievements
attained.

Business representatives singled out Scenario #ighcess More Efficiently. They are in favour of
smart regulation and rules that all must observeorider to ensure a fair environment for all
businesses. They want to see less bureaucracyedntape, open markets, strong trade policy and
flexible labour markets. But they also need grestability and security. Scenario 3 is seen mora as
means to achieve the objectives.
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Most participants found Scenario 5 unrealistic. Bikis not ready for such a scenario and the public
would not accept it at this time. However, the jggraints did not exclude it in the future.

A "Scenario 6" has emerged from the ranks of naififporganisations: a sustainable vision for
Europe and its citizens, putting the citizen figtessing participatory democracy, social juséind
partnership between sectors and EU citizens asnihie driver for the European Union's further
evolution. Initiatives are currently being pursuedupport of this scenario.

Il. Points highlighted in the debate

Trade unionists were not alone in thinking the alodimension of Europe needed to be foregrounded
and citizens won over, because surveys show thal@eexpected the EU to tackle social issues
above all. In their view, none of the scenarios pitizens first and this gives rise to an
insurmountable gulf between the EU and ordinarypfeedrhis is not just a Europe of countries, but
above all a Europe of citizens.

The majority of participants agreed that if the €z&epublic were to prosper in the European Union,
it had to be part of the euro area. Things wereingptowards a multi-speed Europe and one of the
conditions for being among the "higher speed" coesmtwas having the euro. Given the healthy
economic situation and the forthcoming electiores dnestion of the Czech Republic's accession to
the euro area had to be put back on the table.

The document says nothing about subsidiarity inrtée arrangements. Yet it is vital that citizens
have an idea of who is responsible for what arvdhatt level.

There are huge economic and social disparities dmtvMember States in the European Union. At

this moment, there is no convergence going on @sdhareas (especially wages and salaries) and
living standards in the new Member States arergetto closer to the EU average. This has a very
bad effect on how people in those countries se&the

Peace is fundamental to the future of Europe. Tthatfon at present is affected by a range of s&rio
factors, such as unchecked illegal migration.

The EU is going through an unprecedented crisista@adCzech Republic could also be affected. The
White Paper should say why we have got into thisiscrand what to do differently to avoid a
repetition. It is important to send a political rsid) that we can learn from the past and that ttieecis
have been listened to.

At the same time, some participants felt that aisgubsion of scenarios about Europe's future must

be conducted in the light of the global sustainatdeelopment goals (SDGs) and for this reason
welcomed the alternative "Scenario 6" presented bymber of European NGO networks.
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I1l.  Communication

Citizens must be at the centre of this entire pecénformation about the White Paper should be
available — and above all intelligible — to the mage citizen. Experts see things differently from
ordinary EU citizens.

The public needs to be convinced of the benefitthef EU (including, for example, embassies
abroad). We often witness negative attitudes to Ehkin the Czech Republic (including from
members of the government), while the benefitsrarestressed. The public service media should
provide objective and balanced information andgrenfan educational role on this.

The right way to take forward the discussion onftitare of Europe is not with scenarios, but with
dialogue. Strong political support needs to be hmdted for this discussion nationally and it should
be framed rather in terms of "the Czech Republit i future in the EU of the future”. The right
institutional platform needs to be identified — tbeisting National Convention on the European
Union, for instance.

The EU should focus on implementing its fundameaoltgéctives of citizens' security and prosperity.
There needs to be instruction at all stages ofatdrg as well as in lifelong learning, about the, E

its organisational set-up and how it works. Theccieducation of pupils and teachers must be
improved. As things stand, the EU is only touchednobasic social science courses.
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Participants

Name of participant

Name of organisation

Brzobohata, Zuzana

¢lenka EHSV, poradkyf Uiad viadyCeské republiky

Cap, Bohumil

Ceskomoravskéa konfederace odborovych gvaz

Drbalova, Vladimira

¢lenka EHSV, poradkyh SP pro EU a mezinarodni organizac
Svaz péimyslu a dopravy’R

Haken, Roman

¢len EHSV feditel Centra pro komunitni praci

Jirdnek, Dan

zastupce vykonnéfedlitele - Svaz wst a obciCeské republiky

Kaplan, Ivo

Unie evropskych federatist

Kovatikova, Dana

vedouci zastoupeni Evropské komiSeské republice

Lacina, Lubor

vedouci Ustavu financi Provézkonomické fakulty Mendelov]
univerzity v Brr¢

Mingi¢, Ladislav

poradce prezidentaieditel odboru legislativy, prva a analyz
Hospodé#ska komora’eské republiky

Nejedly, FrantiSek

analytik - Glopolis

Némec, Vladimir

feditel odboru — Ministerstvo zahra&nich wci CR

Outrata, Edvard

mistdpdseda - Evropské hnutOR

Popelkova, Hana

¢lenka EHSV, poradkyhCMKOS

Poficek, Martin

vedouci Centra pro socialni a ekonomicheategie (CESES
Fakulty socialnich & Univerzity Karlovy

Samek, Vit

mistofedsedaC MKOS

Sokolovéa, Radka

mistégdsedkys, CMKOS

Squerzi, Daniel

administrator sekce INT, EHSV

Studnina, Lucie ¢lenka EHSV, vedouci odteni pro evropské a mezinarod
vztahy,CMKOS
Stechova, Dana ¢lenka VRPCMKOS,

Trantina, Pavel

¢len EHSV, pedseda sekce SOC, manaZer praéjekspoluprace
EU vCeské rad déti a mladeze

o7

Urbanova, Barbora

feditelka, Centrum pro dopravu a energetiku

Venclikova, \Era

feditelka, Platforma podnikatel pro zahranini
spolupraci

rozvojovou

Voles, lvan

konzultant, Hospoidka komora’R

Zahradnik, Petr

¢len EHSV, ekonomicky analytik a konzultant, poragcezidentd
Hospodé#ské komoryCeské republiky

Zvolska, Marie

¢lenka EHSV, Poradkyn pro evropské zalezitosti Konfedera
zamsstnavatelskych a podnikatelskych své&zské republiky

Zakova, Pavlina

ekonomicka poradkyrZastoupeni Evropské komis€'R
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Programme

Evropsky hospodéky a sociélni vybor (EHSV) Vas sk zve na diskusi o dokumentu Evropské
komise

,Bila kniha o budoucnosti Evropy*

26. kwtna 2017
9:00 - 12:00

Zastoupeni Evropské komise €eské republice, Jungmannova 24, Praha 1

Dne 1. lezna 2017 fedlozZila Evropska komise ,Bilou knihu o buducndstropy:
Uvahy a scéni@ pro EU27 v roce 2025".

Evropské komise Zdaznila kl€ovou Ulohu Evropského hospddiého a socialniho vyboru (EHSV)
jako zastupce organizovanécahské spolkmosti v Evrog v diskusnim procesu o buducnosti Evropy.
Z tohoto divodu byl EHSV Evropskou komisi p&en vypracovanim fizkumného stanoviska, jez

ma byt ijato v nadchéazejicich #sicich.

V této souvislosti EHSV iniciuje v 2denskych statech EU diskuse s cilem konzultovat
organizovanou atanskou spolost o fiznych Uvahéch a scéiéh obsazenych v této bilé knize.
Diskuse bude vychazet ze série otazek, jez nalegrikizené nize. Zpravy z diskusi v jednotlivych
¢lenskych statech budou slouZit piipraw stanoviska, které mé bytijato nacervencovém

plenarnim zasedani EHSV.

Otazky k diskusi
Bila kniha o budoucnosti Evropy

Online dotaznik (odkaz)

PrihlaSka na diskusi
JelikoZ p@et (Gastniki je omezeny, dopotujeme Vam pihlasit se nejpoziji do 19. kwtna 2017.
Pro doptujici informace kontaktujte, prosimrganizatory

TéSime se na spaleou diskusi.
S pozdravem,

Vladimira Drbalova Lucie Studniéna Roman Haken
skupina ,Zarmdstnavatelé” skupina ,Zandstnanci” skupina ,Rizné zajmy"
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Report
June 2017
Debate on the White Paper — Denmark

The basis for discussion was the list of seventqresthat had been sent out, although in actwal fa
the debate focused on a number of themes that megrdirectly linked either to the seven questions
or to the five scenarios set out in the White Paper

The Chairman of the Danish Folketing's Europearaitdf Committee, Erik Christensen, opened the
meeting, and all participants subsequently took parthe debate. Representatives from all three
EESC groups attended (see attached attendance list)

Theme 1: What brings Europe together?

The focus was very frequently on elements that wessive, because the EU was not in a position to
deliver solutions (financial crisis, refugees, #xasion and Brexit), whereas it should be on those
components that actually kept the Union togethenaiMvas also needed here was political support
for the community and the elements we shared, pilyrtaade, growth, the economy and security. It
was not until much later in the discussion thatidseies of the social pillar and fundamental rights
came up for discussion. There was potential fogitda success stories in these areas, which was
essential for building more public support for {®ject; in fact, the subsidiarity principle should
perhaps even take a back seat in order to maxitnésémpact of this. Common external opponents
(Trump and Putin, for example) could perhaps bodchmon EU ground in areas such as defence and
climate, but genuine cohesion arose mainly fromeghgrass roots values and projects, and not from
the EU's leadership. There was a balance to bekshetween efficiency and social security, which
should be kept in mind and which, if handled cdiyecould give the EU a boost.

Theme 2: The Brexit effect

The "Brexit effect" was a peculiarly Danish phenome The UK leaving meant that the EU had lost
its centre of gravity outside the eurozone; giviea tloser Paris-Berlin axis, it was now more than
ever necessary for Denmark to keep abreast of ¢igetiations going on at the heart of the EU.
Without the UK in the Union, it had become mordidiflt for countries like Denmark to let the core
group of eurozone countries work towards even clogegration, without attempting to jump on
board the process. Brexit also made the casedeecNordic cooperation within the EU.

Theme 3: the gap between the EU and the people

If the EU was not thoroughly overhauled, it wouddeé public support. For a country like Denmark, it
was a special trait that the elite were more protlduh the rest of the population, which meant that
the country joined forces with the core, decisioaking group of EU countries, it would lose the
support of its heartlanisThe enlargements of the EU in 2004 and 2007 laég challenges due to
lack of culture and common values, resulting indditical desire to return more competences to
national parliaments.

One example of this was the 2015 vote on lifting teservation on judicial cooperation (a condifamincorporating the existing
Europol cooperation into the Treaty). People hatedagainst, and all observers agreed that themefas this was general
scepticism regarding more integration, rather thegpticism with respect to improved and more eiffegbolice cooperation, the
fight against terrorism, etc.
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Theme 4: The process

The challenge was to build an EU that was demarxeati at the same time able to take decisions and
address some of the negative effects of globatisasuch as security and uneven distribution of the
benefits. The accusation that there was too mulkhatad too little action suggested a degree of
disempowerment in the EU system. Denmark'’s futtereal strategy was likely to become one of
shifting alliances, contingent on current policycds. Maybe this should be conditional on
geographical area, focusing on the Baltic SeaNitr¢h or a similar region. Internally, debates ddou
be opened up and conducted in public spaces earlibe process than was currently the case, and
EU issues should be moved downwards in the systehdiescussed at municipal and regional level,
where there was closer contact with the publievds crucial for the future success of the process f
policy makers to give people the necessary timadjoist. Respect for national competences and
subsidiarity were important elements in the onggirgcess of building the EU.

Theme 5: The five scenarios

It was argued, firstly, that not a single one & five scenarios could be selected, as each of ki@

its pros and cons, strongly linked to the spedéatures of each individual policy area. Secong, an
change had to be seen in its historical conterirder to be carried through, with respect for iheet
and adaptation needed in order to bring about @nhawl. In any event, consensus and clear action
were called for regarding what Europe should omughoot be. A number of observations were then
made regarding the individual scenarios. Scenasgbauld have been more concrete and detailed. It
was interesting, but too lightweight in additionlieing non-binding. Scenario 3 was also positive,
with extended powers for the EU in areas such &ende, refugees and pollution, and a lower profile
in the field of economic policy and youth unemplamh

Conclusions

The White Paper was a qualitatively new approactelations between the EU, Member States and
the public, and this was to be welcomed. But petgifor this reason, it was very important thabet
followed up by feasible action so that it did nodeup as a new initiative that had no meaningful
results.

None of the five proposed scenarios was comprebensieaning that a new scenario would probably
be needed, amalgamating the present five; thisdvoudbably end up a combination of carrying on in

the same way and allowing those that were willind able to do so to press ahead.

Brexit had changed Denmark's position in the Ed fandamental way.

Whatever form future EU cooperation took, issuehsas social protection, security and the negative
effects of globalisation would have to be discusgddthe same time, there had to be room for the
Danish model in the EU, and application of the #libgty principle and division of powers should

be upheld.

Cultural diversity and differences in attitude beém Member States could be underestimated.
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Participants

Surname First name Organisation Title

Nielsen Martin Confederation of Consultant
Professionals in Denmark
(FTF)

Gibson David United Federation of
Danish Workers (3F)

Kurowska Larsen| Anita Danish construction firmHead of EU and International
(Dansk Byggeri) Relations

Bang Thorkild Danish Installation Deputy director
Industry (Tekniq)

Milbeck-Winberg | Christiane Danish Employers'
Confederation (DA)

Munk Ryom Kathe Danish Confederation ¢fChief international consultant
Professional Associations
(AC)

Lyk-Jensen Ulla Confederation of DanishSenior consultant
Industry (DI)

Gregersen Christian Danish Union for Policy adviser

Vitting Salaried Employees (HK|

Frost Anne-Mette Local Government Head of EU Team
Denmark (KL)

Andersen Dorthe EESC Member

Christensen Erik MF Member of Parliament

Soewarta Stina EU Representation Head of Reprdganta

Fallenkamp Bernt EESC Member

Andersen Jakob EESC Secretariat

Kindberg Mette EESC Member

Unable to attend

Moser-Johansen René Central Organisation pfnternational secretary
Industrial Employees in
Denmark (CO Industi

Larsen Per K European Anti-Poverty| National secretary

Network (EAPN
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Programme

Invitation to a debate on the European Commission'$Vhite Paper on the Future of Europe

Dear ...,
On 1 March 2017, the Commission published its WR#@er on The future of Europe. The EU 27 in
2025 - Reflections and scenarios https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-

political/files/white paper on the future of europe.pdf

The Commission has stressed the important rolehthie European Economic and Social Committee
— because of its role as the representative ongsgd civil society — can play in the discussiortioa
White Paper, and has consequently asked the Cosentittdraw up an opinion to be adopted early in
July.

The EESC is therefore organising national debatélsa 27 Member States to consult organised civil
society on the White Paper and its various refbectiand scenarios.

On behalf of the Committee, it is my pleasure tatenyour organisation to take part in the Danish
debate on the White Paper, which will take placeraiune 2017 from 10 a.m. to 11.30 a.m. at the
European Commission Representation at GothersgealeCbpenhagen. Coffee will be served from
9.30 a.m., and it would be a good idea to be tharéme as security checks in the building willéak
some timé

Erik Christensen, Chair of the Danish Parliametisopean Affairs Committee, has been invited to
come and deliver a paper, to be followed by a raabte where all can participate actively.

The EESC's Brussels is in charge of enrolmentplesise informakob.andersen@eesc.europebgu
1 June whether or not you can attend. If you ydiese unable to attend, you may designate another
representative to attend on behalf of your orgaioisa

As in the other Member States, the debate on 7 Jilhiee based on a set of questions (appended).

Name of the Danish member of the EESC

There was subsequently a change in plans and tegéngevas held at HK, Weidekampsgade 8, DK — 096pe@hagen C.
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Report

Summary of the public hearing on the "White Paper @ the Future of Europe — the position of
Estonian civil society", held on 30 May 2017

Members of the EESC delegation

Eve

Paarendson, Group |

Liina Carr, Group I
Meelis Joost, Group I

Introduction

The

public hearing held by the European Economit &ocial Committee in collaboration with the

European Commission was attended by 35 represesgati organised civil society (see Appendix
1). It took place at the Representation of the peam Commission in Estonia and the representation’s
head, Keit Kasemets, contributed to all the disonss(see Appendix 2).

He began with a run-down of the White Paper anthds scenarios and time scales.

The

n

European Commission had drawn up five scenfoidsow Europe might be taken forward.

No major changes: carrying on as before.

Back to the position in earlier years whenftieeis was on the internal market.

This is known in Estonia as "multi-speed Eufppehich involves closer cooperation between
certain countries, i.e.: those who want more doemor

Doing less, but more efficiently: in other weyatoncentrating efforts in particular areas. This
approach has broad support in Estonia,

Doing much more together: there is a lot otdssion on this in Estonia. If we work together,
the benefits are far greater — in areas such andef social policy (not much discussed in
Estonia), the budget, the economy and future filzupolicy.

The Commission has set the end of August 2017eadehdline for submission of proposals.

The first session addressed the following

It was very important to involve the public. Foraexple, if we do not take part in cooperation
we shall be squeezed to the margins as a counthengen, in which not all Member States
participate, is a case in point. The parties' pmsstare highly dependent on decisions taken by
others.

As things stand, no enlargement is in the offing,the EU is ready to bring in other countries
if they meet all the necessary criteria. For manoyntries, this means having to undertake
radical reforms. There are countries that meetatwession criteria, but have not expressed any
desire to join. Much depends on the countries tledras.

The general perception is that Estonia currentpdias the third scenario. Those who do not
want to do not join in. If everyone got involvedetEU would be more coordinated, but there
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are areas in which not all can act collectively.wHoould things go forward? The fourth

scenario also seems very appealing. For examptepttbchure put together in Germany to
mark the 60th anniversary of the Treaties of Rot68:Good Reasons for the EU". It became
clear in the course of the discussions that differeountries have different motivations.

Scenario 4 — The European Commission is alreadypiimg the proposals and has whittled
hundreds down to a few dozen. What legislation khba scrapped? Giving something up is
always costly for someone.

¢ The weakness of the third scenario is how it canadly be managed. It is also hard for citizens
to understand what our country is taking part id ahat not. The dynamics of negotiations has
also changed. For example, anyone who wants t@chething simply goes ahead and does it,
so the others then have to decide whether theyifoior not. There is no one-size-fits-all
approach: it is difficult to be involved in onettlgiwhile not in another. The social dimension is
one area in which not all participate. Not everybas the same opportunities.

¢« When it comes to the idea of groups emerging thagness at different speeds, the fact is that
this is not actually possible in the EU. The Conwiois drafts an initiative and seeks the
support of each country. At least twenty countfiase to be involved or it makes no sense.
And then 27 countries still have to support whaenty countries, for example, are doing.
There can be no closed groups.

Eve P&aarendsonof the Confederation of Estonian Employersand amember of the EESC
Employers' Group set out the view of employers. The EU should @dlyin those areas where it can
provide added value at European level — in othedsjovhere the goal can be achieved more easily
than at national level. The EU should therefore tnptat all costs to act, for example, in the sbcia
sector (Pillar of Social Rights). Similarly, labourarket reforms can best be carried out by the
Member States themselves. They and the socialgraraire far better informed and experienced in
these areas than the European Commission.

Some issues, such as job creation and the promofiovell-being through progress in innovation,
entrepreneurship and digitalisation are poorly essied in the White Paper. As we know, the
prerequisites for increasing people's well-beirgy@ronomic growth and employment, which in turn
hinge on entrepreneurship, investment and our ctitiveaess. Only in a parallel universe do current
EU measures in the social field (Pillar of SociaitiRs) strengthen its ability to operate: they lidhs
global competitiveness neither of the public norbakinesses (with the exception of the areas of
education, retraining, digital skills, and so on.).

The EU's internal market is one of its main achieests and it has to work better (including the
Digital Single Market with free movement of dath)is important to steer clear of overregulatiom an
taxation must make sense and stimulate innovatin. innovation- and business-friendly
environment (quick and simple company start-ups,eftample). The EU needs to wrest back its
global leadership in innovation.

Progress should be made on free-trade agreemeinie ¢his could provide extra growth

opportunities for EU companies. (Free trade agre¢méh Japan, TTIP, EU-Mercosur Association
Agreement, and strengthening economic ties withicAfr countries and China.)
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- Deepening the EMU.

- Reforms need to be continued (greater efforts toplément country-specific
recommendations).

— Developing industry policy: digitalisation of indeg Digitalising of SMEs should also be
encouraged.

- Promoting public and private investment (making Elé more attractive as an investment
destination).

— Modernising the EU budget

— The social dimension of the EU can only be advanicezligh employment (jobs).

— Public safety and migration management.

- The EU must speak with one voice internationallgt globally.

The future of the European Union is not decideBrinssels, but by voters in the Member States. The
document is directed at the target group in Bresdrit addresses few people in the Member States.
Significantly more work on presentation and tangibbmmunication strategies are needed to get
these messages across in the Member States anthgiweraction. Work to promote the White Paper
is taking place in a very short period of time amtiaste.

Ago Tuuling, TALO confederation of employees' unios, set out the position of Estonia's workers.
Europe is a democratic and social society of ¢iszd his determines shared courses of direction and
goals.

There are three key concepts: efficient, innovaging politically stable.

The EU has to speak up. Social dialogue shouldsbd if the EU is to work. If we look at the EU 27,
the European Economic Area, the European Free Tasleciation, the customs union, the euro area,
Schengen, etc., do these terms cover all countfieeanswer is "no". Should we be aiming to create
a European federation with its own parliament? thermoment, we do not need such a federation.
However, what if we want to be able to uphold stigresitions and establish who is doing what and
what happens? What things should we be lookingeatthomic development: without this a better
Europe cannot be achieved. Secondly, educationn&®d to find out what the labour market really
needs. Employers should also say what their reqainés are. If not, HEIs will again produce ranks
of young people who cannot find jobs in the labmarket. If young people are not there to take over
in an ageing Europe, there are many ideas it willhipossible to put into practice.

What do we expect from Europe? Which scenario? ¥e o make it clear how we influence others
and how others exercise an influence on us. Witrang economy the EU can be a reliable partner
for the USA and China. Sound fiscal policy offergumrantee of this. However, scarce resources are
not to be wasted.

Scenario 5 gets the most support, followed by Seela There is little support for the others.

Maris JOgeva, Network of Estonian Nonprofit Organistions, presented the views of the various
non-profit organisations.
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Three main issues. Regardless of which scenadbdsen, it is important that the EU is open and we
can have our say. We can see that the EU has lirbaghfits precisely because it was open.

Secondly, new ideas have been put forward and sisdubecause we want innovations: in order for
people to understand what the EU does and whasidasiit takes. And so people can play an active
part. How can we get real benefit from EU actior?rdly, the social model is probably crucially
important. The social dimension is important, blu fpoint is not prioritisation but how these
problems can be overcome.

If we look at the scenarios, the fact is we woulef@r not to choose any of them. Scenario 1: ik$o0
as if things cannot go on as they are or we woatde having this discussion. Scenario 2: the labou
market is not working either. This scenario leawas the social dimension. Scenario 3: this could
work, but it is not without risks, especially witegard to the common European decision-making
mechanism. We should be careful about where ideas drom. Scenario 4 could work. Member
States decide in which areas and on which subfleetswish to do more. Unfortunately, civil society
was not involved in this debate. Nor would thisreo®@ be the fairest. The debate is likely to aouni

on these last three scenarios — on their pros amg their risks and benefits.

Vahur Ténissoo of theCentral Union of Estonian Farmerspointed out that, as far as farmers were
concerned, there had been a common policy for g tiome. Neither Scenario 3 nor Scenario 4 would
work well. Agricultural policy needs to be strengiied and collaboration in this area improved to
take the European Union forward.

The second session addressed the following issues:
¢ additional presentation needs;
* increased cooperation on defence;
e cutting red tape;
« aflexible Europe;
« the problems of the young (unemployment, bettecation, etc.);
« the posting of workers directive;
» the future of the European Economic and Monetariphin

Closing remarks byMeelis Joostfrom the Estonian Chamber of People with Disabilitiesand
member of the EESC's Various Interests Group

From the point of view of our organisation, it skibbe pointed out that the issue of people with

disabilities has only been part of the Europeamiysiremit since the Treaty of Amsterdam. This is
related to developments in the area of human rigfitsén the EU remit. The last three scenarios were
the ones raised most often. This has been a veny gonsultation on ways to raise awareness of civil
society's views. In the opinion of the Estonian i@bar of People with Disabilities, everyone is equal

and equal opportunities have to be ensured. ThenG&aitself has not discussed the future of Europe
in its network as a distinct issue. However, repnégtives are present here today and certainlydvoul

not want to see any going back on the promising ps are on now. We have experience of how
things could be improved. Estonia is, for examplee of the eight European countries working on the
initiative for a European Disability Card. This wdienable someone who travels to another country,
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for example, to go to a museum on the same terrha@dshome. The EU should also look into how
to reduce red tape. Unfortunately, changes to tleaties are very onerous. Nevertheless, Member
States should find the courage to make the negeskanges.

The consultation was a success, despite the shticerand the fact that all organisations were busy
with preparations for the Estonian presidency ef BU Council and that there are always a lot of
other events taking place in May. Participants weeHl prepared and interest in the future of the
European Union and the future of Estonia withiis igreat, even if the subject is rather remote from
the average citizen. A number of similar hearinggenbeing held in Estonia at the same time as
contributions to the debate on the future of Eurapeé more would soon follow.
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Participants

Name

Organisation

1| Eve Paéarends: Eesti Todandjate KesKili
2 | Meelis Joost Eesti Puuetega Inimeste Koda
3| Juri Soosaar Euroopa Majandus-ja Sotsiaalkomitee
4| Jekaterina Kelk Euroopa Majandus-ja Sotsiaalkomitee
5| Keit Kasemets EK esindus
6 | Andreas Sepp EK esindus
7| Aet Wingborg
8| Ago Tuuling TALO
9| Aino Kiiver
1Q| Andrei Liimets EMSL vabaiihenduste li
11| Maris Jogeva EMSL
12| Anne Heidmets
13| Anniki Hannilo
14| Artjom Arhangelski EAKL-i organisatsioonisekretar
15| E. Pruun
16| Endel Oja Juhtimisteaduste dotsent, ettevotja
17| Eve Otsa
18| Evelyn Sepp Teenusmajanduse Koda
19| Helen Kask Eesti Puuetega Inimeste Koda
20| Helle Vahendmm
21|Jaan Luks
22| Jaanika Klopets Eesti Lilkumispuudega Inimeste Liit
23| Kaido Vaatema Eesti Hemofiiliatihing
24| Kaire Kopli
25| Kart Mere EAPN Eesti MTU
26| Katrina Koppel
27| Krista Mulenok EATA juhatuse esimees
28| Krista Paal Eesti Juristide Liit

N
©

Krista Taht-Kok

Eesti Geoloogiatdotajate AU
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Name

Organisation

Eesti Naisjuristide Liit

30| Maret Tamra

31| Marica Lillemets Eesti NATO Uhing

32| Marko Udras Eesti Kaubandus-T6é0stuskoda

33| Mati Kampus

34| Meelis Piller Paésteameti ndun

35| Mikk Paris

36| Piret Urb POL2 Vélisministeerium

37| Reet Laja Eesti Naisuurimus- ja Teabekeskus
38| Tamara Suil

39| Tea Tass: SA Archimede

40| Vahur Ténissoo EPK juhatuse esimees

41| Victoria Mets Eesti Rahvusvaheliste Autovedajatsdsiatsioon
42| Kalju Matik Eesti Mereakadeemia

43| Aet Kukk Inimdiguste Instituu

44| Jevgeni Rjazir Heredita

45| Juri Kukk
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Programme

Representation of the European Commission in Estoaj Réavala 2, 10143Tallinn

9.30 a.m. Arrival and registration

10 a.m. Presentation of the White Paper and of theain scenarios for the future

Keit Kasemets
Head of the Representation of the European Commissi in Estonia

10.30 a.m. Positions of civil society organisations

Members of the three groups of the European Economi and Social
Committee and representatives of Estonian organisamns

11 a.m. Public consultation based on the following questian

1. From your perspective, which of the five scenarioset out by the White
Paper best meets the internal and external challeeg facing the EU, and
why?

2. Would another scenario, not mentioned, be possiblend preferable? If so,
why? How do you see trust and confidence being foster@dthin the Union?

3. Is more visibility of, and better communication on, the European Union
required, and how?

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently compehensive and illustrative?
How would you rank them in a scale of importance?d there a major policy
area not mentioned or insufficiently highlighted? f so, which one and which
of the five scenarios would best suit its developmg?

5. Regarding "the way ahead", how should debates on thfuture of Europe
across national Parliaments, cities and regions bstructured? What role

should organised civil society play in "the way ahad" and how?

6. What are your particular expectations as regards te outcome of the
consultation?

7. How can the role of citizens be more empowered irhaping the future of

Europe?
12.45 p.m. Brief summary: Meelis Joost
1p.m. End of the event
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Report

EESC National Debates on the White Paper on the Fute of Europe

19.05.2017 at the European Commission Represemiatidelsinki

Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitPaper best meets, from your perspective,
the internal and external challenges facing the ELAnd why?

Scenarios 3-5 received the most support among gtirivil society organisations (CSOs). The
fifth scenario ("Doing much more together") would positive for Finland which is a small
Member State and needs to be a part of a greaien’uiowever the third scenario ("Those
who want more do more") is more realistic and ikl happen as signs of the two-track EU
are already visibfe In the event of the third scenario, Finland sHosfiay in the fast-track
Europ8. The fourth scenario (Doing less more efficienthwas preferable for several
organisation$ in so far that it means a leaner Europe with feregulations, with exclusive
competence for trade and the implementation o§tiogal pillar. Perhaps at the end of the day a
mix of scenarios would be the most feasible. Fimrgscial partners and CSOs have recently
released position papers on the White Paper.

Would another scenario, not mentioned, be possédand preferable? If so, why? How do
you see trust and confidence being fostered withithe Union?

Even though scenarios 3-5 received the most supgorhe unexpected nuances to the
scenarios were noted. One risk in the third scenaould be disintegration in the long term as
the Member States left behind on the "slow trackjhneventually opt out as the UK didA
potential problem with the fifth scenario could emmbout if attempts for integration are too
ambitious and not matched by the political willtbé Member States: the opposite of the fifth
scenario result may happen i.e. stagnation antigadldeadlock.

Is more visibility of and better communication m the European Union required, and

The need for better communication on the part & BEU was mentioned by nearly all
participants. What the EU does in practice for peapeeds to become clear to citiZens
Citizens should be informed better about the pasitutcomes of EU action, such as lower
interest ratesor cheaper fodd in Finland since joining the EU.

TELA - the Finnish Pension Alliance; SOSTE — Ewap Anti-Poverty Network Finland.

MTK - the Central Union of Agricultural Producexsd Forest Owners.

1.

2.

3.
how?

3 . . _ .
Allianssi - the Finnish Youth Cooperation.

4

5

6

~

Kuluttajaliitto - the Consumers' Union of Finland.
SAK - The Central Organisation of Finnish Tradedus.
Maria Blassar - European Commission.

Kuluttajaliitto - the Consumers' Union of Finland.
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Both the CSOs and Member States have an imporgahtgplay in communication about EU

affairs. One issue with communication conducted ®$Os is that the aim of their

communication activities is to influence EU deadisibaking, while the EU decision-making

process can take up years. In particular in thly steages of decision-making, communication
efforts focus on creating political pressure aritlancing the end result. As regards Member
States, one key problem is that policymakers aonal level tend to blame-shift responsibility

to the EU, even when the real issue has to do thithimplementation gap at Member State
level. Their communication efforts should state enatearly when there is a common EU
interest in question, rather than letting Finlanokdional interest perpetually dominate the
discourse.

Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently conprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wiich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

The main policy areas that came up during the éelvate European Monetary Union (EMU)
and the European social pillar. The participantslaoking forward to seeing the specific form
that the deepening of EMU takes. Balancing of Men@iates' budgets is needed and the EMU
system must be ironed dltA remark was made to the effect that not onlyusthéhe EU focus
on quantitative targets but also on qualitativesoridhe EU should set tighter public financial
management criteria, which will also translate imtmre social protection in practiée
Meanwhile the Social Pillar was repeatedly notedragmportant opportunity to strengthen EU
competence in social issdgand solve the most pressing challenge for theHigh structural
unemploymerif. The EU's role in international trade is highlylued. The EU Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) and consumer policy wealgo singled out as important policy areas
that have brought about tangible positive impacts

Sustainable development was insufficiently highiaghin the White Paper. It is mentioned at
the beginning of the paper, but it is not a centnalme in the analysis of the five scenarios.
Sustainable development can be achieved with a icatibn of EU tools, such as a well-
regulated internal market and strong support foseRech and Development (R&B) It was
also noted that the White Paper focuses only orb20fs sidelining other future strategies
such as Europe 2020 and the 2030 Climate and Eifreagyework’.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

MTK - the Central Union of Agricultural Produceaed Forest Owners.
SAK - The Central Organisation of Finnish Tradedus.

SOSTE - European Anti-Poverty Network Finland.

SOSTE - European Anti-Poverty Network Finland.

SAK - The Central Organisation of Finnish Tradedus.

MTK - the Central Union of Agricultural Produceaed Forest Owners.
SAK - The Central Organisation of Finnish Tradedus.

SOSTE - European Anti-Poverty Network Finland.
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Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Futue of Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organised civil
society play in the “way ahead” and how?

Currently, the Future of Europe debates and relateshts take place in clusters of the
likeminded. There are not enough events where altspof society are represented. For
instance, elected officials and government may tiheg own event, without the presence of
civil society beyond 'the usual suspects. A Paiianbay on the Future of Europe, with efforts
to invite a diverse range of organisations, woutdwelcomé®. There is a strong sentiment
among the participants that instead of followinditmal developments of the EU passively,
Finland, including its organised civil society, sk take a more proactive role in the "way
ahead™, following the logic of supranationalism ratherath intergovernmentalisth
(recognising Finland as a part of the EU rathen thaperipheral actor). On the other hand,
some sort of a "vision fatigue" can also be notethé Finnish debate.

It was widely recognised that Finland should béhatcentre of the EU's further development
efforts, yet too few concrete proposals from thanish side are visible. CSOs are more
focused on calling for their inclusion in policy-Riag processes, rather than focusing on the
substance of said policies.

What are your particular expectations as regardshe outcome of the consultation?

The European Commission informed the participantth@ beginning of the debate that the
outcomes of the national Future of Europe debaitdeed directly into President Juncker's
2017 State of the Union address (mid-Septeribdris debate will enrich the Finnish national
debate on the future of Europe and will launchacess which will lead to concrete proposals
with regards to the development of the EU.

How can the citizen be more empowered in the spimg of the future of Europe?

Every citizen can communicate the positive impdcthe EU to those around them, to the

media and on their social networks. It is also &y difi the EU experts present in the debate to
counteract false information, and to communicatsitpe messages to the media about what
the EU has done wéf|

Citizen empowerment should start early on and uthflerear-olds should have the right to vote
across the EU. This would also improve the demarrigagement of citizens in the long

run?,

18
19
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SOSTE - European Anti-Poverty Network Finland.

Suomen Yrittajat - the Federation of Finnish Eptises.

TELA - the Finnish Pension Alliance; the Europ&ommission.
Aura Salla - European Commission.

Kuluttajaliitto - the Consumers' Union of Finland.

Allianssi - the Finnish Youth Cooperation.
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Participants

Name Organisation
Ahtela Jukka EESC Member, Group | - Employers
Alahuhta Veera SYL - National Union of University Students
Aura Salla European Commission - Adviser on Communication@utteach

Beurling Juha

Kuluttajaliitto - the Consumers' Union of Finland

Bjerstedt Katja

Varma — Mutual Pension Insurance Company

Bjorkbacka Pia

SAK - The Central Organisation of Finnish Trade duts

Blassar Maria

European Commission - Deputy Head of Representation

Diarra Fatim

National Union of University Students

Kallio Seppo

MTK - the Central Union of Agricultural ProducensdaForest Owner

D

Laina Patrizio

SAK - The Central Organisation of Finnish Trade drs

Lofstrom Noora

Allianssi — the Finnish Youth Cooperation

Neimala Antti

Suomen Yrittajat — the Federation of Finnish Eniegs

Pelkonen Janne

TELA - the Finnish Pension Alliance

Penttinen Markus

EESC Member, Group Il — Employees

Poutanen Vesa-Pekka

European Commission — Economic Adviser

Raunemaa Pirkko

EESC Member, Group Il — Various Interests

Reo Furu

European Commission - Trainee

Sironen Jiri

SOSTE - European Anti-Poverty Network Finland

Tiainen Simo

EESC Member, Group Il — Various Interests

Titievskaia Jana

EESC Secretariat - PAS
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Programme

The Commission’s White Paper on the future of Europ - discussion event organised by the
European Economic and Social Committee

19 May 2017
Representation of the European Commission to Finlath Malminkatu 16, 00100 Helsinki

PROGRAMME
8.30-9.00 Registration and coffee
9.00-9.10 Welcome - Jukka Ahtela, member of the EESC
9.00-10.30 Introductory statements and discussio - Markus Penttinen, member of the EES
* European Commission - Aura Salla - 5-10 min
* EK (Confederation of Finnish Industries) - Janid&afjula- 5-10 min
* SAK (Central Organisation of Finnish Trade Uniondpia Bjérkbacka -
5-10 min
» Kuluttajaliitto (Consumers' Union of Finland) - &uBeurling - 5-10 min
10.30-10.45 Coffee break
10.45-12.30 Prepared statements and discussionSimo Tiainen, member of the EESC

* MTK (Central Union of Agricultural Producers andrEst Owners) - Sepp

Kallio - 5-10 min

* TELA (Finnish Pension Alliance) - Suvi-Anne SiimeS-10 min
* Social NGOs - Timo Lehtinen - 5-10 min
» Allianssi (Finnish Youth Cooperation) - Noora Latsh - 5-10 min

(@)
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Report

Task Force report - consultation on the White Papeon the future of Europe (FR - 18/05/2017)
Introduction

Consultation of French civil society organisatiarsthe White Paper on the future of Europe took
place at the French Economic, Social and Envirotahe@ouncil (ESEC) headquarters on the
morning of 18 May.

Mr Jean-Marie Cambacéres, president of ESEC's@efrir European and International Affairs, gave
a welcome address to the French members of thesYl HESC and underlined the value and good
timing of the EESC's referral in relation to thegiifch) ESEC's resolution on the Future of Europe.

Mr Butaud-Stubbs summed up the contents of the &\PPéiper; Ms Laure Batut detailed the European
timetable for the different stages of the considitgtand Mr Roirant set out the methodology adopted
for the work.

The consultation was open to French civil societganisations and brought together 49 parties
registered from amongst the many players from eygp groups and various interests, nearly all the
trade union movements, five EESC members, six EBE@bers, a political analyst from France's
representation to the European Commission, and Bhetine Lalumiére (former minister, former
secretary-general of the Council of Europe, chiihe Maison de I'Europe de Paris).

The format adopted for consultation encouraged mousecontributions. In fact, three simultaneous
workshops led by the EESC members prompted dismusgsnongst participants on the basis of a
guestionnaire prepared by the EESC. Three rapperteresented the contributions in a plenary
meeting. The method further proved its worth inwWay participants expressed their views: they did
not speak on the basis of an institution or grawgy toelonged to, but on behalf of their organisatio
This document summarises that consultation fomtbek of the EESC's ad hoc group meetings on 1
and 20 June 2017 in preparation for the lattedogatory opinion on the Future of Europe. To each
guestion, we will first reply with the informatiazn which there is unanimity or consensus amongst
French civil society organisations.

Question 1

Civil society representatives unanimously rejeenseios 1 and 2. They are opposed to the “carrying
on" scenario and do not display much appetite Herdcenario proposing to progressively re-centre
the European Union on the single market, for thengs to them to be too limited a perspective.

Scenario 3 gave rise to opinions shared betweenogers, who favour greater cooperation in key
areas: integration of the euro area, defence aodrigge the fight against climate change, digital
matters and the energy union, on the one hand,n@rdbers of the group representing various
interests, which deem any "coalition of the willlAfto be a factor for weakening the European
Union.

As defined in the White Paper.
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Scenario 4 receives support from employers, whiettade unions lack conviction as to a European
Union focusing efforts on a reduced number of podiceas.

Conversely, scenario 5 does not seem credible fogmrs, given current public opinion, while to
the trade unions and "various activities" repres@res, it seems like the right path to follow.

Question 2

Only members of the group representing various@sts propose an alternative scenario, based on
the values underlying the European venture (humangcial justice, cultural diversity) and the
addition of social and environmental pillars to tgeneral vision proposed by the European
Commission.

For their part, employers propose setting 202%adime horizon and adopting a resolutely forward-
looking approach. What is at stake is building Beréor our children.

Question 3

Civil society feels that there is considerable &cdpr progress in raising the EU's profile and
improving communication, also by passing on thegags with stories about tangible successes (e.qg.
Erasmus, Airbus, mobility and consumer protectidri)is does not exclude an emphasis on "being"
rather than "doing"; and why not stimulate a gealjirfimaginary Europe" from fiction (television
series, films, etc.)?

Employers and various activities representatives titat current communication is geared to a public
already persuaded of the advantages of Europe asily eccessible; it does not reach out to people
who are indifferent to or rebel against the Europeanture.

Employers comment that Euroscepticism is more basedthat which Europe has not done™
employment, growth, security - remarks illustrabgdthe trade unions in the domain of social issues
rather than on what Europe has actually done.

There is an abundance of proposals on the measedare a higher profile and more targeted
communication: support for the European pressjitrgifor French journalists, launch of a European
chat show, more space for European affairs in dcbaaicula, stepping up teaching of European
languages, mandatory communication by nationatedeepresentatives on what has been achieved
through the structural funds, the development odlaaisms for consulting the public in the regions.

Question 4
The policy areas referred to in the White Paperrateexhaustive enough. In the three workshops,

there was unanimity on the need to mention investme

More specifically, employers would have wantedriolude industry, the digital economy, regional
policy and the development of cultural heritage.

For their part, trade union representatives propadding two policy areas, on social and
environmental matters. Moreover, trade unions daétention to the importance of not including
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certain policies (for example education) in theidef declared by the Member States and to
developing the values of social dialogue at Euroead national level.

Lastly, the representatives of the various intergsbup emphasised the importance of reflecting the
concerns of young people in all EU policy areas.

Question 5
There is consensus on the importance of civil $pgearticipating at local, national and European
level.

The trade unions propose structuring the debatebeffuture of Europe around subjects tackled as
part of social dialogue, such as the social acgmisUnion policies on workers.

For their part, employers are proposing that debla¢elaunched on subjects of everyday interesh suc
as opportunities provided by the digital world loe tommon agricultural policy acquis.

For representatives of the various activities gratiis essential for the pool of players from tivi
society to rally to the debates on the "way aheaudi'the "future of Europe”.

Question 6

Generally speaking, French civil society is hopihgt the consultation leads to concrete decisions
taking on board the recommendations put togethetivily society. The proposals presented by the
European Commission to the European Parliameneptehber (State of the Union speech) and the
European Council decisions of December 2017 wilbligject to particular scrutiny.

More specifically, trade unions and various inteyespresentatives express the need to returreto th
fundamental values of the European venture, a nu@mocratic way of operating and more
systematic usage of the EU's symbols (e.g. Europdded value, the date of 9 May).

For their part, employers underline that the susee®f the EU also include symbols such as the
GALILEO programme.

Question 7

There is general consensus that the public neels toore involved in shaping the future of Europe.
In France, civil dialogue could be decentralisext, dxample through the regional economic, social
and environmental committees (RESECs) establisheéte 13 metropolitan regions and 5 overseas
regions. The "Maisons de I'Europe" also have a tolglay.

Employers and various interests representativepggeo that the public be involved in debating
specific issues (common agricultural policy, dibggenda, etc.).

The trade unions, for their part, stress that tle¢hd of consultation selected by the EESC is a way
of involving people which is likely to be pursugdrticularly as regards the 5 discussion papeiisan
process of being published (social dimension ofoRar harnessing globalisation) as part of
discussions on the White Paper.
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Recommendations

. Focus on a small number of areas to respond tpuhkc's most urgent expectations: security
(foreign, security and defence policy), employm@nvestment, digital agenda, research and
development, and industrial policy) and the euew(istage of integration in the euro area).

. Add "social* and "environmental” policy spheresthe scenario which is adopted in the end;
this will be in keeping with Article 3 of the Trgaton the European Union: promoting
sustainable development for Europe, based on beda@conomic growth, a highly competitive
social market economy aiming at full employment aodial progress, and a high level of
protection for and improvement in the quality o #nvironment.

. Balance the economic, social and democratic dimessof the European venture in order to
meet the expectations of the public and recogniageps from the social, solidarity-based
economy in European rules and legislation.
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Participants

iy

Names Organisations

Albouy Directeur des affaires européennes INRA

Beall Surfrider, Membre du Conseil économique, aloei environnemental /
Member of the Economic , Social and Environmentaliail

Berree Groupe 1

Bertholon CFE-CGC

Bennahmias Union des démocrates et écologistes, bkemu Conseil économiqu
social et environnemental

Besnard MRJC

Blondelor CFTC

Buffetaut Membre CESE

Butaud-Stubbs Membre du CESE

Brisson CPME

Carriou Scheriber

Chef du conseiller en affairesades — Ingénieur social
Direction générale des ressources humaines, Sqg@étFale

11

Cartiaux CRAJEP

Charles Président de I'.R.C.E., Institut de recheret de Communication s
I'Europe

Cottin Responsableger - Affaires européennes/EU rdboator, Direction
Générale Adjointe "Vie Institutionnelle & Etude&’IE)
Deputy DG "Corporate Activities, Studies, SurveysR&ports"”, Chambr
de commerce et d'industrie Paris lle-de-France

DanjoL Délégué général du Cercle de I'Indu

Debrauer

De Robert Membre du groupe Force-Ouvriere et desdation des Activité
Economiques du CESE

Desiano Secrétaire fédérale / Federal Secretary

FGTA

Dubois-Monfort

MEDEF, Analyste Affaires francaises et europée

Dupuch Secteur Europe & International de Force @uoer

Fandos Service International et Europe de la CFDT
International Service and Europe of the CFDT

Fournier CGT

Frugier Directeur Exécutif
Direction du Développement des entreprises et dgjstB
Fédération des Industries Mécaniques

Genty Vice-président du CESE, FranNature et Environnement (FN

Hoffenberg Présidente du Connecting Leaders Club

Houlmann CFGC

Lanculescu CCFA - Comité des Constructeurs FramtAigtomobiles
Direction des Affaires internationa

Quarez FCE-CFDT, Membre du Comité économique eakearopéen

Lalumiére Maison de I'Europe

Landas CFDT

Lasserre Secteur Europe & International, Force @rar

Lasry La ligue de I'enseigneme
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Names

Organisations

Lefranc France bénévolat

Mader CLCV, Membre du Comité éconimique et sodisbpéen

Menard UNAF, Membre du Conseil économique, socitl eavironnementa
francais

Molinier Directeur Europe au MEDEF

Morvan Président de la Fédération Nationale deditament —(FNH)-

Najmowicz Représentante du Civic forum

Perrochon

Podevin Analyste politique a la représentation dedse de la Commissio
Européenn

Renard Institut de recherche et de CommunicatiotiEBurope

Renard A. UNAF

Seateun CPME

Sahed Personnalité qualifiée associée
section des affaires européennes et internationales
du Conseiéconomique, social et environneme

Saint-Aubin CFDT

Sueur Air Liquide

Stubb: La voie des Hommi— Consultar

Tekaya Service International et Europe de la CFDT

Terral La voie des Hommes

Touror Délégué général du Cercle de I'Indu

Vever Ancien membre du CESE, délégué général dmolsation Europe e
Entreprises, SG de I'Association Jean Monnet

Viard UNAPL

Yaiche CRAJEF

Ysebaert fédération de Paris de la Ligue de I'Eyrsnent
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Programme

Consultation de la société civile organisée-
Livre Blanc sur I'avenir de I'Europe
18 mai 2017 - 09h-13h30
Conseil économique, social et environnemental
9, place d'léna 75016 — station de métro Iéna
Salle 301

09h-09h30 Présentation de la démarche engagée paiGomité économique et social européen

» Allocution de bienvenue, M Jean-Marie Cambacéreésieent de la section
des affaires européennes et internationales duetogrsonomique, social et
environnemental

* Présentation du Livre blanc, Mme Emmanuelle Butdtubbs, Membre du
Comité économique et social européen (groupe defogeurs)

e Le calendrier européen, Mme Laure Batut, Membr&dmité économique et
social européen (groupe des travailleurs)

« La méthode de consultation de la société civilanigge, M Roirant, Membre
du Comité économigue et social européen (groupeétastdiverses)

09h30-11h30 Ateliers réunissant par groupes employeurs/chambres de commerce,
représentants des employés/syndicats, représentamks groupe activités diverses
Déroulement des ateliers:
« Désignation d'un animateur et d'un rapporteur
« Diagnostic sur I'état de I'Union
* Faiblesses identifiées
» Pistes identifiées pour l'avenir de I'Europe

11h50-12h50  Pleniere

Mme Laure Batut, Madame Butaud-Stubbs, Monsieurdraj
Membres du Comité économique et social européen
* Restitution de la part des représentants des emylsyet chambres de
commerce, Rapporteur
* Restitution de la part des représentants des stséienployés, Rapporteur
« Restitution de la part des représentants du gralgse activités diverses,
Rapporteur
« Echanges

12h50-13h30 Conclusions,Mme Batut, Mme Butaud-Stubbs, M Roirant
* Synthése a partir des contributions de chaque group
» Prochaines étapes
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Report

How does the future of Europe affect me?
Friday 2 June 2017 from 10 a.m. to 1 p.m.

In the German Trade Union Confederation (DGB) bindd Henriette-Herz-Platz 2, 10178 Berlin
A categorisation of the viewpoints expressed in thdebate in response to the EESC's questions

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitBaper best meets from your perspective the
internal and external challenges facing the EU, andhy?

« Various preferences and viewpoints were expressgdgithe debate.

* The five proposed scenarios serve as a useful tzasigplore what direction we want to move
in. However, it is difficult to limit discussion tthese five scenarios alone. None of the
scenarios is optimal.

« The Commission analyses and describes the probkeinmthe White Paper's introduction.
However, none of the scenarios provides a solutidhe problems.

* The next step is not taken. The Commission is beltk before even getting to this stage.
This alone shows how critical the EU's situatian is

e ltis important to identify areas where we can cure to work together.

« Constant doubts about the ground rules get us maywhe have to accept the framework and
identify where we can reach an agreement.

« Important areas for strengthened EU measures are:
0 Social affairs
0 Young people
i. A budget to support young people is necessary.
ii. Many young people feel very isolated from the peditsystem.
0 Regional policy
0 Solving the problems of the euro area
Security and defence policy
i. Different national approaches to defence and sgcutépending on the Member States'
geopolitical situation and history.
ii. There should be joint projects when procuring meker

o

Individual assessments of the five scenarios:

* Scenario 1:
o Title is wrong. "Continuing the reform process" wabe better.
0 Scenario 1 must continue, but more needs to hagjes scenario alone is not enough.

e Scenario 2:

o Only the single market: unacceptable for workensl, @oes not tackle the challenges.
0 The single market is not an end in itself; it meestve citizens.
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Scenario 3:

Some argue that Scenario 3 would not be positiveveould widen the gap in the EU still
further. The EU treaties would also not be equipfpedcenario 3.

Nobody should be excluded under Scenario 3, andbdeiBtates in eastern Europe should be
involved too. (This scenario causes some alarm.)

Democratic legitimacy of the path chosen is imputta

Avenues for the democratic legitimation of Scen&ie.g. in the European Parliament) are
conceivable. All MEPs can discuss, but only some t#een vote. (A past example is the
German Bundestag and the role of members fromrBrli

Neither the euro area nor Schengen are examplgsenfario 3/"enhanced cooperation”.

Scenario 4:

0 Whether willingly or unwillingly, the Commission @ready implementing Scenario 4.

0 "Less"is already a reality. The result is uncortgaetasks.

0 The main question is: what should be done "less! what should be done "more
efficiently"?

Scenario 5:

The acceptance of Scenario 5 depends on the patiopted. More austerity, for example,
would not be acceptable.

Some prefer Scenario 5; however, the general mo&aifope is not in favour.

Would another scenario, not mentioned, be posdédand preferable? If so, why? How do
you see trust and confidence being fostered withitie Union?

Current developments mean that the EU could coabgivfall apart. The situation is very
serious.

Openness to any revision of the EU treaty and miritiutions higher than 1% of GDP are, as
arule, to be welcomed.

Further deepening of the euro area:

The problems in the architecture of the euro magjudickly rectified.

The proposal made by French President Macron éura area parliament is intriguing.
Criticism of bureaucracy/levels of administration:

The system of multi-level governance is an ins@utroblem when it comes to criticism of
bureaucracy.

Fundamental question: what direction should a refgo in? Do we want a federal or
centralised system?

Some argue that more decentralised administratiaches more people.

Each political level must have set competences.

EU measures need to emphasise cooperation with EleStates and regions.

The experience gained from regional funding shbwldised for this purpose.
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3. Is more visibility of and better communication m the European Union required, and how?

e There is a need for better communication abouEide There is a wide divergence between
what is set down in policy and what is experienicepractice.

« Citizens' well-being must be at the heart of thegeut.

e There is also the question of who is doing the comication, and how.

e Communication via the internet is a one-way stré&w communication channels are
necessary.

« It is often not stated that the EU provides finagcfor individual projects in the Member
States.

* Good regulations and increased transparency aressaty; otherwise, citizens feel that
decisions are being made over their heads.

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently canprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wlich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

* Migration and unemployment are among the most prgsssues.
* Imbalances in the EU have grown. Economies areomterging.

Employment and social affairs, education:

* Why is the emphasis placed on the single markkéerdahan on a social Europe?

» Europe is judged according to whether living andkivgg conditions have improved.

» The Pillar of Social Rights does not propose arny oempetences either.

» The future of work is crucial. People need safegsiamidst processes of change.

* Some job-related problems can only be solved abfigan level.

* Many workers in eastern Europe work in poor condgi

* There is brain drain and de-industrialisation.

» If the Structural Funds are used to invest in pedplen people will stay where they are.

* Investment in education and vocational trainingaifiing systems are very much academically
oriented.

» There are some discrepancies in the action takehebiU, e.g. the proposal for a Pillar of Social
Rights while simultaneously intervening in freeleotive bargaining in Greece. This kind of
action does not inspire trust.

Regional policy:

* Regional development is important.
* Some regions' policies are very positive, e.g. asin the greater Trier/Wallonia/Saar region.

Trade policy:

» The profits achieved via international trade mussbared more fairly.
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» During the TTIP and CETA negotiations, there wasvide gap between the public's and
governments' positions.
» Protectionism is not the answer; the fundamenggldoms should not be called into question.

5. Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Futue of Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organised civil
society play in "the way ahead" and how?

* There should be debates with civil society, andamty among governments!

« EESC debates have already taken place in many Me®ia¢es. They proceed in very
different ways; there are very different approadhdbe different Member States.

» Create more pressure from the social partners.

« The social partners are involved in the Structbraids, which is positive.

6. What are your particular expectations as regardshe outcome of the consultation?

« The EU must continue to be able to act, even witiVi2mber States.

« European solutions are the better option for thy aread!

* No relapse into parochialism.

* There is a great deal of political pressure tq@egpecially Brexit).

* We do not have long for discussions (the next Eemogelections are in 2019).

7. How can the citizen be more empowered in shapiribe future of Europe?

e Europe works, but not as a project of the elites.

* The EU's decision-making structures can be opaque.

« Well-functioning decision-making processes andcedfit structures are important so as to
inspire more trust.

» People/citizens need to be involved to a greateméex

* The Council of the EU has an obligation to makeisiens and the decision-making process
transparent. The Council's working groups are ransparent. It is impossible to tell how a
country has acted in the course of negotiations.

e The trilogue is also problematic, as it is not s@arent.

« Civil society needs to be involved at an early stigconsultation processes.

This summary of viewpoints provides a snapshothef iews expressed during the debate on the
Future of Europe at the EESC at the event in Berii2 June 2017.
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Programme
The EESC would like to discuss the future of Eurajté you.

Friday 2 June 2017
10a.m.—1p.m.

DGB-Bundesvorstand
Henriette-Herz-Platz 2
10178 Berlin
Room 4

After opening remarks byBernhard Schnittger, from the Representation of the European
Commission in Germany, EESC meml@hristian Moos will deliver a keynote speech on the
substance of the issue.

Then you can have your say! Discuss issues relatitige future of Europe with experts in a fishbowl
format.
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Report

European Commission White Paper on the Future of Ewpe:
Meeting of the EESC and the Greek ESC with organigkcivil society in Greece

Friday 2 June 2017
Senate Hall of the Greek Parliament

FINAL REPORT

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitBaper best meets, from your perspective,
the internal and external challenges facing the EUand why? Would another scenario, not
mentioned, be possible and preferable? If so, why?

There was a convergence of views among participegpsesentatives of the social partners and other
civil society organisations in Greece, in relatimnthe starting point: the structure of Europe is
currently experiencing strong shock waves and tiogress of European unification is at a critical
crossroads. The challenges, both internal andredtewhich the EU faces, are numerous, significant
and known to many. Some of the issues mentioned e economic crisis, which is leaving in its
wake an increase in economic and social inequalitied a widening of the north-south gulf, doubts
on the part of a large section of the European ladipn - including the Greek people - regarding the
democratic and popular legitimacy, as well as ttmiaistrative effectiveness and ability to solve
problems of the European institutions, the refugemigration issue, regional conflicts, terrorisndan
political extremism. Among the scenarios put forvéy the White Paper, Greek civil society is
almost entirely in favour of scenario 5: "Doing rhumore together". This seems to be the only
scenario which creates the pre-conditions for tagkthe above challenges and gets the plan of
European integration moving forward again. Europe Greece, within a globalised environment, can
only benefit from the further completion of the glen market, greater coordination on economic,
social and taxation issues, enhanced cooperatiomssues of foreign policy, defence, security,
management of borders and political asylum, anddbiest and most efficient decision-making and
implementation possible, with a thorough examimatd the institutional framework. It was pointed
out, however, that the answer to the question dapm@ response with just one meaning, or just one
word. Scenario 5 constitutes a sufficient basis stading point for speculation about how to shape
the Europe we want to see in the future. Howeveshould, de facto, be added to, perhaps with
details from Scenario 3, "Those who want more dagefiosince Economic and Monetary Union
(EMU) is a sufficient example of differentiated egtration within the EU. The prospect of a multi-
speed Europe in the imminent future prompts conaerang the majority of the participants. A large
number of speakers also emphasised the need fatregneference to the development of Europe’s
social dimension, a clearer inclusion of the envinental pillar and further work on the governance
model, in the direction of greater participatioepresentativeness, transparency and accountahility,
the spirit of the UN's 2030 Agenda for Sustainadbivelopment. In this regard, there were many
references to a sixth scenario, based on the bifihpolder, sensitively enhanced and enrichedsso a
to contain all the above elements, and others too.
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2. How do you see trust and confidence being foseat within the Union?

There was a consensus among participants regaadiagmission that the EU is undergoing a serious
crisis of confidence. A large number of citizensotighout Europe, and a particularly high number in
Greece, which has been hit very hard by the ecomanisis and the way it has been handled, has
ceased to see the EU as an opportunity for impgotheir standards of living. On the contrary, they
perceive it as a threat to their prosperity, baotthvidually and collectively. European citizens bav
seen their expectations about the benefits fronof@an unification being frustrated and there is a
widespread impression that it is only the politiaad financial elite among the Member States who
benefit, or, again, that it is the centre of the ®hich is strong, at the expense of the regiong Th
increasing inequalities, as well as the inabilifyttee EU to manage crises promptly and efficiently,
have undermined citizens' faith in a united Euroffeey have seen it retreat from the fundamental
European values of solidarity, understanding, coattjimn, social justice, cohesion and respect for
human rights. The results of the above have beeo-saepticism, xenophobia, the calling into
question of Europe's future and common journey,thadeturn of nationalism and populism. In order
for the EU to once again become attractive toiftsens, there must now be, finally, an exit frame t
prolonged economic and social crisis and Europgetter with its Member States, must embark on
the path to growth and prosperity once again. Thenitist demonstrate in practice its dedication to
its founding principles and values, and must stigning or isolating some of its Member States or
treating them as pariahs. Emphasis must also beeglan developing European awareness and
identity, going beyond national defences, interasid self-interests, and education could and should
play an important role in this respect. Finallyisinecessary for political leaders in the Memhbates

to stop ascribing all the difficult decisions, wipblitical costs, to "Brussels”, while at the satinee
taking the political credit for major European amlgéments.

3. Is more visibility of, and better communicationon, the European Union required, and
how?

All the views which were heard on this subject aonfthat, without a doubt, there is a lack of
information and communication in relation to théeravhich a united Europe has played over the last
60 years in maintaining peace, in the individual aallective prosperity and in the developmenttsf i
Member States, and in relation to the specific, enous and multi-levelled benefits which individuals
and groups have received and continue to receivBinvthe European area from the European
unification project. These issues had not beericseifitly emphasised, and had not been collectively
understood, with Greece being no exception to tie The result, today, in the midst of the crisis,
can be seen in the older generations' "historigaiesia”’, and the younger generations turning their
backs on Europe, ignorant, to a great extent, ohistory. It was proposed that more successful
provision of information to the public could beeatipted using comparisons of what the levels of
prosperity and enjoyment of citizens' rights wobéwithout the EU, and what are they today, thanks
to the EU. The institutional bodies within each Mem State, such as the social partners and local
administrations, have a key role to play in publity the benefits which each nation, including
Greece, has derived from membership of Europe.Burepean bodies too must, as they are doing
with this current initiative, seek in a systematid organised manner to work together with Member
States' civil societies, so that citizens can feemselves to be participating in the decision-mgki
process on matters that affect them. Several ddetipresent mentioned the European Parliament
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within this context. It does not seem, to datehdwe fully carried out its institutional missionhieh
consists in bringing the EU genuinely closer taitzens. This still remains a proposal for theufa.

4, Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently conprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

In ranking the policy areas, only one employergaaisation took action (in order of priority: EMU-
foreign policy and defence-Schengen, immigratiod security-single market and trade-EU budget-
ability to meet obligations), indicating, howevehat the differences between the level of their
importance were small. Moreover, there was a causethat missing from these policy areas, or at
least not given the importance required, was thetnmportant area in times of crisis, nhamely
employment, workers' relations and social issués. ifitiative for the creation of a European Social
Rights Pillar was welcomed as significant. Howevleis needs to be further strengthened, taking into
account the particular features of each MembereStatd in light of demographic and technological
developments. It was pointed out that, in theirent form, the Treaties provide many opportunities
for the development of the social policy sectochsas through the use of the social clause, refeéore

in Article 9 of the Treaty on the Functioning oktlEuropean Union. These opportunities have not,
however, been made use of, because of the polita-offs in Europe.

5. Regarding the way ahead, how should the "Futur®f Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organised civil
society play in the "way ahead" and how?

A suggestion which was put forward consists ofdimeultaneous conduct of dialogue at four levels:
national, regional, sectoral and professional, wigmuine involvement from the social partners and
increasing and promoting social dialogue. Civilistc should closely monitor the agenda as it is
being shaped at European level, and can and siptayda significant role in addressing the lack of
information and confidence referred to above, alsamnel for communication between the EU and its
citizens.

6. What are your particular expectations as regardshe outcome of the consultation?

An expectation was expressed that there will b@raminent assurance that Europe, recognising the
mistakes of the past, will continue confidently ahthamically to moved forward, creating a new
dynamic and writing a new page on the improvemérhe prosperity of its peoples. Along the same
lines, many expressed the hope that the curreiticablsituation, with the election of Mr Trump to
the Presidency of the United States, Brexit apgriogcand the worsening of relations with Russia,
among other issues, will serve to rally and unife tEU, and that pro-EU political powers,
spearheaded by France's new leadership, will tegdtght to re-establish the foundations of the
European project and to deepen it, giving a visiod a future to European citizens for more and
better Europe. On the other hand, there were negetimments about the fact that this consultason i
being conducted in a fragmented and isolated marsiece the European Commission's working
documents on the main issues were not availallleeadutset, but were only made public in stages.
Others did not hide their scepticism or pessimisgarding whether the results of the consultation
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will have any real impact in the decision-makingices of Brussels, and whether it will be possible
to avoid another gulf being created between theltsesf this EU initiative and the expectationstef
citizens and societies and, more generally, whedlneabout-turn and a change of course are really
possible for Europe.

7. How can the citizen be more empowered in shapiribe future of Europe?

Undoubtedly, the participation of citizens is reediin shaping Europe's future and, as stated above
civil society must play a significant role in achiigg this. More generally, more participative forofs
decision-making are required, but without placingpm citizens divisive dilemmas which divide
societies and turn them away from politics. Whatégded is a more genuine form of dialogue and
more systematic contact by the EU, through its &®dind its institutional representatives, with
Member State citizens, through the various strestim which these are organised.
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Confederation of People
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Programme

9.30-10.00 Arrival - registration

10.00-11.00 Start of proceedings:coordinator: Giorgos Dassis, President of the EESC
Welcome addresses
Nikos Voutsis, President of the Greek Parliament
Anastasios Kourakis, chairman of the Greek Parliatise Special Standing
Committee on European Affairs
Giorgos Vernikos, President of the Greek ESC
Giorgos Dassis, President of the EESC
Representatives of the following parties:
Syriza, N.D. DE.SYM. Communist Party of Greeceamgt ANEL. Union of
Centrists

11.00-11.15 Presentation of the White Paper
Giorgos Kolyvas, European Commission, DG Regiondlldrban Policy

11.15-11.50 Additional comments by the chairs of sial bodies

11.50-12.00 Coffee break

12.00-12.45 Debate on questions 1 and 2 - White a@and the challenges of the EU
1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the Whit®aper best meet, from
your perspective, the internal and external challeges facing the EU, and
why?
2. Would another scenario, not mentioned, be posdéand preferable? If so,
why? How do you see trust and confidence being fesed within the Union?
Introduction and chairing of debate: Dimitris Dimiddis, Member of the EES(
Employers' Group

12.45-13.30 Debate on questions 3 and 4 - Commurtioa and policy areas

3. Is more visibility of, and better communicationon, the European Union
required, and how?

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently comprehensive and
illustrative? How would you rank them in a scale ofimportance? Is there a
major policy area not mentioned or insufficiently highlighted? If so, which
one and which of the five scenarios would best suts development?
Introduction and chairing of debate: Giorgos Petooos, Member of the EES
Employees' Group

Speeches by: Panayotis loakeimidis, Emeritus Psofesf International ang
European Studies, specialising in European poliog European unification

N
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13.30-14.15

Debate on questions 5 to 7 - Civil society and tiveay ahead for the EU

5. Regarding the way ahead, how should the "Futuref Europe Debates
across Europe's national Parliaments, cities and ggons" be structured?
What role should organised civil society play in tk "way ahead" and how?

6. What are your particular expectations as regardsthe outcome of the
consultation?

7. How can the citizen be more empowered in shapirtge future of Europe?
Introduction and chairing of the debate: loannisri¥akastanis, Member of th
EESC, Various Activities Group

Speeches by: Xenofon Yataganas, lawyer, formet baser to the Europea
Commission,

14.15-14.30

Summary, conclusions and close
Giorgos Vernikos, President of the Greek ESC
Giorgos Dassis, President of the EESC
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Report

On 4 May 2017 three Hungarian members of the EES@4h Komordczki, Piroska Kéllay and Etele
Baréath, representing the employers' group, the &rstkgroup and civil society organisations
respectively) took part in a debate in Budapestttm European Commission's proposal on the
"White Paper on the Future of Europe”. You will find the list of participants and the yda
programme as an appendix to the summary of themds of the consultation.

*kkkkkkkhkhkkhkkkhkhkik *kkkk

The employers' view

Unfortunately, Brexit has exposed the various tamsithat characterise the Brussels decision-making
process. The Members of the Commission are unalpeesent and properly represent their national
interests. Centralised decisions are hampered byntany consultations and visible competition
between the centres of power (the Commission, theogean Parliament and the Council) and
between their leaders, which weakens the EU'styhbiti adapt. The role of the EESC, which
represents civil society, should also be strengitieras its members are in daily contact with
European citizens. In addition, it would be appiatgrto involve as many Member States as possible
in the euro area, as the skills and strength ofpeérgpheral countries would significantly increase
competitiveness. More extensive use of the singteeacy would give the EU an added advantage at
global level. It is important to preserve the sengharket and the four fundamental freedoms
guaranteed by the Treaties. More social dialogueulshtake place at local level as this will
strengthen the peripheral countries and their dppdy to convey views to Brussels.

The 13 years that have elapsed since Hungary'ssioneto the EU have also shown that the new
Member States have not only brought new marketgbamdant, well-educated workforce and great
potential in the area of defence to the EU; theyehalso given it strength in economic and social
terms. It is natural in a democratic system forehe be differences in views expressed by leagfers
countries that do not share the same culture osdhee history. That is why it will not be possitide
talk about a federal Europe over the next twenryeHowever, the acquis established to date (e.g.
the CAP, Schengen, the four freedoms or againuh®) enust, in any event, be preserved. The reason
that the White Paper calls for changes within theif£2019 is not clear. Apart from Brexit, the E&J i
not currently facing any other crises that woulstify making changes in the near future.

It is essential to maintain the current systemaxation policy. Increased European funds are needed
to ensure continuous training and retraining of skiled workforce and to encourage the widest
possible digitalisation of education and the ecopamMember States. Information on the use of EU
funding allocated to Member States and its prepisgose should be made publicly available and
accountability for the resources used should beearged. Although the EU enjoys very strong support
in Hungary (63% of Hungarians feel a sense of lgtanto the EU, an increase of 5% compared to
2016), communication on the EU in the country delyaneeds to be improved. The Hungarian
government and the European Commission have disagmti responsibility in this regard.
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The workers' view

During its consultation on the "White Paper on Ethéure of Europe”, the interests of Hungarian
workers were represented through the active invobrg of the trade union confederations.

Firstly, it was noted that the preparation time tfog consultation was rather short and that it @oul
have been better — with a view to developing atjopinion — to formulate more specific questions
during the course of the discussions and to allwevdifferent parties present to interact rathentha
organising discussions in separate groups. Separtitipants suggested organising further meetings,
depending on the results of the consultation amd gblutions put forward and with the aim of
ensuring follow-up, so as to be able to discusé @aeasure in greater detail and to better compare
different opinions. There is no shortage of offid@rums that could accommodate such exchanges
(national economic and social council). The Whigg& under consideration is an initiative and can
under no circumstances be regarded as a finistaglgt. During the course of such a consultation,
national specificities should not be forgotten. Tuestion of a cyclical approach to the system
(programming periods) was also raised. In in otdebtain a quality analysis of the White Papés it
essential to take into account the time that haysseld since accession in 2004.

In terms of content, the five scenarios developgthle Commission express very general truths and
do not address — or only in very little detail € turrent problems raised by workers' represemstiv

It would perhaps be appropriate to begin a poleflection process. Social and employment policies
are barely addressed by the areas covered. Thendotdeaves out extremely important questions
such as job creation, remuneration systems, minimage, pension schemes, education, research,
culture, sustainable development and health politythe view of workers' representatives this is
unacceptable. It is clear that the European Uniacotwities are carried out too far away from the
people. It therefore remains incomprehensible gratjoe to them and has little influence on workers
and trade unions. EU legislation is difficult toterpret and the courts are not able to apply it
effectively. Transposition and cooperation betwiendifferent institutions should be improved.

It is important that the EU focuses on its achiegsta and its positive outcomes, and that workers
understand the benefits deriving from EU citizepshihe concept of EU citizenship must be

conceived as an objective.

The document contains an economic component, leutetspective roles of the European Union and
the Member States are not reflected in it. It ipamant that everyone understands who is respansibl
for what.

While education is to be an appropriate tool ierggthening the role of the EU, the role of the raedi
is no less important in this regard. Establishimgealia outlet in the Member States that is speglific
designed for this purpose and broadcasts newseimdkional language could be a step forward in
promoting the European Union.

The view of non-governmental organisations

Despite the invitation addressed to civil societynly sent to a wide range of recipients prior is th
consultation, only delegates/guests from four N@&@ee present, although it is worth noting that they
represent very different values (a Europe-oriemtegidemic institution, a leading economic research
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and analysis institution, the Hungarian sustainat#gelopment coordination body and the best-
known "green" NGO in the country, which is actinethe field of research).

The agreement reached at the end of the brief shgmos can be summarised as follows:

Out of the five scenarios, none can be approvethowit amendment, or even deemed likely or
realistic as they stand. However, by reworking aces 3, 4 and 5 a strategy that is likely to pdevi
the most appropriate guidelines for the future &uwsope characterised by great diversity could be
drawn up.

A two-speed Europe is not desirable, even if itasy likely that it will become a reality and coube
justified temporarily in the face of global compietn. Openness is required. The establishment of a
multi-speed Europe institutional model, the guasantf its flexibility and the group of participants
participating in "enhanced" cooperation — who aréavour of European integration — could be new
resources and at the same time bring about stabilite risk of one Member State dominating the
others must be avoided.

Reforms should be accelerated and based on fewembte decisive new principles. Even an

evolving system cannot withstand lasting, uncoatid change. Central development-oriented
governance needs to be consolidated at the saneeatimenhancing cooperation between Member
States or between regions.

The requirement to comply with sustainability gagti®uld be generalised.

By 2025 alone, changes are expected to be as diwrghey are influential both on the global
economy and at societal level. This means thaitutistnal stability is a fundamental requirement.
"The crisis of the European elite worsens as itsgacency grows!"

Today, the European authorities are not in a posito take decisions. They must clarify the
European concept of "supranationality” so as td@ifagge means of cooperation, synergies and joint
decisions and they must highlight the benefitdd to counter the rise in nationalist movements.

Establishing institutional policies for the eur@auris vital, but this should not be at the expaidts
future openness. It is necessary to begin to cendide direction and effectiveness of budget
transfers, while addressing real needs. More fugitsild be invested in improving education and
health, and strengthening local governance. Enmiortal policy also requires a review of the system
of financial regulation. Europe 2020 and othertstyges are missing their targets due to the lack of
financial and legal instruments, a process for tooimig implementation and appropriate indicators.

In conclusion, it is once again important to uniderlthe need to combat corruption, improve
transparency and ensure that the accountabilityaafers becomes self-evident. The CAP needs to be
modernised considerably, and there must be progneste in relation to the "green budget" and in
promoting the philosophy and values underpinning tBonnecting Europe Facility and the
instruments used by this initiative.

We can support a multi-speed Europe, so long das ipen, well-coordinated, accessible and
comprehensible for citizens.
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The government's view

The fact that in spring 2017 the Commission presgfive new scenarios and proposed to European
citizens that changes be implemented from 2019 oisv@ame as a surprise. The European
Commission is the guardian of the Treaties and trdyCouncil or the Member States are entitled to
put forward this type of proposal. After the finalc economic and migratory crises experienced
since 2008, Europe is not facing any new criseaypdlthough of course there are still problems to
be addressed.

Improving the competitiveness of European economaigd job creation require sound economic

cooperation between Member States. Unfortunatetiayt Eastern Europe faces the serious problem
of a growing exodus of highly-skilled workers whave graduated from secondary and higher

education towards more developed Western Europeantries, leading to a serious skills shortage,

particularly in Hungary. The Hungarian governmeias hmade considerable progress in reducing
contributions from salaries and in continuing torease the value of real wages and pensions. In
order to ensure the sustainable development of &hiang businesses, it is important to ensure that
national professionals do not leave the countrytaridcrease the number of R&D projects supported
by the EU. Unfortunately, it seems that the Europbady responsible for promoting research,

development and innovation (European Institutenabl/ation and Technology — EIT), which is based

in Budapest, is not effective enough. It does Hay phe leading role in this area at European level
that its initial objectives were supposed to hakented it, nor does it fundamentally encourage the
rise of research, development and innovation ingdmn

As from 2019, Hungary should fulfil the conditiofos joining the euro area.

In contrast to some Member States, Hungarian sodegs not accept the migrants arriving in
Europe. Given the negative experiences endurechgluhie course of our history (150 years of
Turkish occupation), we do not want to host themspite the fact that they could contribute to
solving the problems in our labour market. We ave able integrate them effectively, culturally or
socially, nor involve them in activities likely tocrease our competitiveness.

We welcome the EU Energy Package and the measnriespbementing the circular economy linked
to proper waste management. It is essential tieaEthhopean Commission shows empathy towards us
in its approach, taking account of the specificstraints faced by peripheral countries and, in some
cases, their more limited opportunities.

While maintaining a strong competitive Europeanddnihat works well is of great importance to us,

we reject the fifth scenario that paves the wayddfederal Europe. On the occasion of the 60th
anniversary of the signing of Treaty of Rome, egi@dup of countries — the Benelux countries, central
European countries, Southern European countriesren®lisegrad Group — presented their vision of
the future of the European Union. Hungary, which imember of the Visegrad Group, called for the
four fundamental freedoms of the Union to be uplaeld for the well-being of citizens to be ensured.
Countries that are not members of the euro shoatdhave to solve problems within the single

currency. Compliance with the principle of subsija strengthening Schengen and drafting a
common defence policy are extremely important toSesseral elements of scenarios 3 and 4 could
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receive our support, on the condition that theiplamentation takes place in accordance with the
Treaties. We oppose any plan to reduce regionatipsl

Visibility and communication on the EU should berkeally increased in all Member States and, in
this regard, Hungary of course has a role to plag. European aid granted to us and its impact on ou
lives and on the Hungarian economy should be madely publicised. Although the Euronews
website is available in our country, it is impottam make sure that the television channel is &ble
broadcast its programmes in all Member States. @w@yption must be removed from television
broadcasts and programmes should be availableilatiguage of the Member State concerned.
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Borosné Bartha Terézia

nemzetkdzi igazgatd, MGYOSZ

Magyari Gerg
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Banhid-Nagy Attila

fotitkar, STRATOS.

Papp Gergely

szakmaiifazgat6-helyettes, Nemzeti Agrarkamara

Dr. Urban Agne

Magyar Kereskedelmi és Iparkam

Dr. Cser Agnes

elnok, Hetedik Szovetség

Doszpolyné  dr.

Melinda

Mészara

selnok, Flggetlen Szakszervezetek Demokratikus &igaj

Dr. Kuti LaszI6

elnok, Ertelmiségi Szakszervezdinoriilés (ESZT)

dr. Pasztor Miklé

szakérd, Munk4stanacsok Orszagos Szdvetsége (M

Zentai Sara

Nemzeti Fenntarthat6 &@glsi Tanacs

Vértes Andra
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Programme
Consultation
White Paper on the future of Europe
4 May 2017, 9 a.m. — 6.15 p.m.
Representation of the European Commission in Hyngar
1024 Budapest, L@haz u. 35.

9-11am. CONSULTATION WITH EMPLOYERS

Vanda Rohdly, project assistant at the National Federation @hsDmer
Cooperative Societies and Trade Associations (AREQSO0P)

Terézia Bartha Borosné international director of the Confederation of
Hungarian Employers and Industrialists (MGYOSZ)

Gergé Magyari, Hungarian Association of Strategic and Public lityti
Companies (STRATOSZ)

Attila Banhidi-Nagy, secretary-general of STRATOSZ

Gergely Papp deputy director-general of the Hungarian Chanatbégriculture
Agnes Urban Hungarian Chamber of Commerce and Industry

11lam.—1p.m. | CONSULTATION WITH WORKERS

Agnes Cser president of the trade union Hetedik Szévetség

Melinda Mészaros Doszpolyné president of the Democratic League of
Independent Trade Unions (LIGA)

Laszl6 Kuti, president of the Confederation of Unions of Pssiienals (ESZT)
Miklés Pasztor, expert at the National Federation of Workers'iils (MOSz)

2—-4pm. CONSULTATION WITH VARIOUS CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANISATIONS

Séara Zentai, National Sustainable Development Council
Andras Vértes, president of the Economic Research Institute GKI
Raébert Kro6, president of the Hungarian Council of the Europe®mvement

4.15-6.15p.m. | CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES

Baldzs Molnér, deputy secretary of state responsible for Eunopesues

The consultation will be facilitated by the follavg members of the European Economic and Social
Committee:

Piroska Kallay, for the Workers' Group
Istvan Komordczki, for the Employers' Group
Etele Barath, for the other members of civil saciet
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Report

The future of Europe Debate with representatives ofivil society organisations in Ireland
The Oak Room, Mansion House, Dublin
7 June 2017

The following groupings of social partners and oas interest groups took part in the debate.
Ibec (Irish Business and Employers Confederation)
ICTU (Irish Congress of Trade Unions)
Social Justice Ireland
IFA (Irish Farmers' Association)
ICMSA (Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers' Association)
Environmental Pillar
CIF (Construction Industry Federation)
Chambers Ireland

Introduction

Thefirst sessionof the debate consisted of one representative &ach of the eight groups outlining
their views and priorities on the Future of Europesummary of their statements is given in
Appendix 1. Thesecond sessiowas given over to a debate of the EESC White P@pestionnaire.

General Summary

The EESC was the only Institution that had orgah@estructured debate between the social partners
and civil society.

There was unanimous support for the EU projectisntbntinued development.

The EU had to be seen to be delivering for theeaiis' well being and a positive narrative had to be
communicatedin all Member States to support the EU project.

Member State governments had to stop blaming théoEpbolicies to which they had been a party.

We had to develop a better way of explaining thenksigtic relationship between sustainable
economic, social and environmental pillars.

There was agreement that the departure of the bik the EU was a serious blow to the Union, the
enormity of which did not appear to be recognizethe UK and indeed in parts of the EU.

Concern was expressed at the seeming indifferentteeiEU to the loss of 65 million people or 13%.
This, together with growing alienation in other ntries suggested the EU project is not working.

The Reflection papers (so far), especially, DeeppiMU, are better than the White Paper which
perhaps was constrained by what was perceivedlgisgity "acceptable”.
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Some of the vaunted "solidarity" during the crisias self-serving on the part of creditor countries,
which needs to be addressed if we are to avetuth®il of another EU crisis.

There was general agreement that the fiscal rutse Wawed in concept, based as they are on non-
observable variables such as "potential output"thisdmeasure was influencing the fiscal rules.

In particular, this was inhibiting essential invasnt in some countries.
There was a need to better differentiate policysgniptions by recognizing the differing needs of
economies that were in different phases of the @min cycle or at a different stage of economic

development.

There was a notion that there needed to be a latghget, or some method of EU funding (bond, new
expanded ESM) though there was no coherent sugbaspeoach.

There was surprise that the demographics of ageéng not a part of the Future of Europe.

Debate on White Paper Questionnaire

Question 1

None of the five scenarios captured in full the vty EU should develop.

A significant concern highlighted by the trade umisocial justice and environmental pillars was the
absence, in any of the six tabular headings in dgtenarios, of any reference to the social or
environmental dimension. In their view the sociatl @nvironmental dimension was subordinate to

the economic dimension.

The business pillar took the view that competite®s) growth, investment and training were
fundamental to generating the conditions to advaocel conditions.

The social and environmental pillars were more rgjhp of the view that none of the scenarios
sufficiently reflected their issues and suggestesiixth scenario with legislative measures to back i

up.
Question 2

The "sixth" scenario talked of a “caring" union.

There was unanimity that any scenario in reality tuatake on board the implications of Brexit.

The 65 million people who are about to leave théobmepresent a cultural and historical loss to the
Union, and the Union cannot proceed as if it hashappened.

This diminution of the Union is profound; the EUosiid undertake an examination of why this
happened and what lessons could be learnt that mgfance a "sixth" scenario approach.
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In the enlightened self-interest of the EU, theatstyy should focus on minimizing the adverse
implications of British withdrawal, and thus minimg the adverse impact on important trading and
social links. The focus should not be on discourggithers from leaving, but rather on bettering the
EU and all its facets to ensure that no other agumishes to leave.

Question 3

There was unanimity that across the EU, there wagjreater or lesser degree, a tendency to
scapegoat the EU for any harsh or unpopular pslitiat Member States had freely signed up to.

There was a need to developasitive narrative about the EU and all the benefits it actually gsin
from easier trading conditions, lower inflation aierest rates, large internal market with no
exchange risk, promotion of cohesion through thecttral funds and investment through the EFS
funds.

All projects funded or co-funded by the EU shobtl positively communicatedto citizens and the
benefits not claimed by national politicians foeithown advancement.

There should be a trans European syllabus runnird] schools about the EU from the earliest years
of school life. It should inform on the history d¢iie EU; its various functions; the European
Parliament; the democratic imperative of a gensilelarity of nations.

Again and again "Communication, Communication, Camitation" was mentioned.

Question 4

There was widespread amazement, especially fromtridee union social and environmental
groupings, that the various scenarios had almo&beus on social and environmental pillars. There i
a "sinister" misreading of the data: a housinggisanswered by fiscal rules and debate abouwiffon/
balance sheet funding; following a high level oemployment, rising employment is countered by
EU fears of overheating.

There was some skepticism about the consultatiomeruway. What was the purpose of this
consultation? Some believed that the Commissioimd mas already made up and this was more of a
PR/sales exercise.

Question 5

The EESC has a significant role to play here, dkigydebate.

The political will does not match that of the a#liis. There must be real dialogue at local and negjio
level.

There was some discussion about whether it wastbheof the Commission to communicate directly
with citizens.
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All projects funded or co-funded by the EU shobtl positively communicatedto citizens and the
benefits not claimed by national politicians foeithown advancement.

Question 6

It was suggested that there should be some multicipmtory fora to engage citizens on key
European issues. There should be digital platfateveloped for communications with citizens.

The Commission needed to spell out what it willdth the outcomes of this consultation.

Question 7

It was imperative that if the Union really had thidl to act more with the solidarity of a natiorat,

we had to develop a governance system, outlined targe degree in the Reflection paper on
Deepening EMU, where the creditor/debtor divideatearose again. Structures had to be put in place
to prevent Member States dictating self-servingesubn other Member States. At the same time
sufficient trust had to be built up through the gi@n of rules, acceptable to all Member Statest t
dispelled moral hazard. Any funds given over by Eh@opean Union to assist a Member State
overcome a shock or to catch-up would have to eliional on the recipient state submitting to
European Commission oversight that such funds eirgghwell spent.
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Summary of Group Positions
Ibec (Irish Business and Employers Confederation)

The Future of Europe debate is@wportune time for civil society to get their voices heard. Mawly
the voices shouting loudest at this time are aglfor protectionism, those fearful of international
trade and investment, those supporting populist pdtics and Eurosceptic politicians rallying
against globalisation.

It is important that all sides of the debate mdiadrtvoices heard, and provide not a counter-naeat
to the negativity, but eeal narrative for the EU. Voices in theegions must also be heard, and Ibec
is keen that policy-makers at national and EU leeebgnise the need foneaningful investment
and proper infrastructure in more rural areas.

The future of the EU must not be thought of as §mpat of 27 Member Stateuture EU
prosperity will be impacted by our future relationship with the UK. The UK is leaving the EU but
it cannot leave Europe. The EU approach to Brexgatiations should aim aichieving the closest
possible trading relationship with the UK, while fully respecting the integrity of the siegharket.

We mustfocus on those things that Europe does well - 8iegle Market, the Eurozone and
international trade. Certain policy areas needrere bespokeapproach, tailored at national level to
individual Member States, such as labour marketlegipns and social affairs matters to allow the
EU focus on areas which can have tangible rewards.

Deepening EMUis a means to createbatter life for citizens, prepare foglobal challenges and
shocksand enable each and every Member State, largesraafl, toprosper. Ireland understands
better than most the significant changes that tdentade to the instruments and architecture of the
euro area — and has responded well with the stebrggewth and jobs performance in the EU. For
Ireland and its thriving investment to prospers iimportant that EU membership continues to ba see
as a comparative advantage along with our commaridgal system, voluntarist industrial relations
environment and English speaking population, aseHlactors are central to decisions to locate in
Ireland.

There are specific areas where the EUandah value particularly in completing th€apital Markets
Union (CMU). Completing CMU will clearly benefit the EU econgrthrough greater access to
diverse business financend also has the capacity to supgolot creation in the SME sector. The
opportunity to channel finance more widely acroskd®untries is more than ever necessary as this
can make an important contribution to tB&'s ability to distribute risk and deal with future
economic shocks.

However, "one size" doamt fit all and the EU must biéexible to the needs of Member States to
allow them to remain competitive both in the Singlarket and globally. The benefits of other
European initiatives are far less certain, for epienthe proposed Common Consolidated Corporation
Tax Base. Consolidation runs contra to the spiit wording of the BEPS process, which, if pursued
at EU level, could see Ireland lose up to 50% sfcibrporate tax base or up to 4 billion euros per
annum. Forsmall peripheral countries especially, competitiveness, flexibility on issude EU
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fiscal rules and State Aidsare essential. Member States should be in a po4ititake decisions they
know will be of value to their current situationhd endorsement of the use abalitions of the
willing " in the Rome Declaration is a positive step irs tirection. However, initiatives supported by
large EU Member Statesin terms of power, resource and decision-makirgyisy could pose real
challenges fosmall countriesand should berotected by the Commission.

Irish business continues to viewdaepening of the single markeas a key priority. We believe that
once the single market is strengthened, includargdssing the potential of the services sectot jttha
will have positive knock-on effects into other pgliareas also. A completed single market would
significantly bolster the European economy creati@giployment opportunities allowing formore
generous EU budgetsencouragingsustainable growth and reducing social inequalities within
Member StatesCompleting the Digital Single Market (DSM) should continue to be a top priority
for the future, offering potential for future buess and export growth, particularly for SMEs.

Another area where the EU can continue to add \altierough an effectiveommon trade policy.
Given the current challenges to the global tradsggtem from populism and anti-globalisation
sentiment, and indeed the current approach of desiTrump and his new administration, it is
important that the EU remains a strong promotearofopen markets approach. We needédtier
communicate the positive impact of international tade and investmentmore effectively to
citizens. The EU began as a trading block andrérsins the binding principle at the EU's corés It
important to focus on the value of this, and nogéb side-tracked with policies which will havelét
impact.

ICTU (Irish Congress of Trade Unions)

The Trade Union Movement strongly supported theogean Project, but only on the basis of a
"Social Europe". Lofty principles must translatgoirupward convergence in terms of living and
working conditions between countries and within rioigs, less inequality and more economic and
social cohesion.

They called on EU leaders to discard their mainstob adjustment to date, such as wage depression,
the dismantlement of Collective Bargaining systeths, generation of precarious work models, cuts
in public spending and unacceptable levels of uheynpent and social exclusion. Instead they called
for investment for growth and sustainable jobs digioreform of the Growth and Stability Pact and a
"just transition" environmental strategy.

Reiterating the call by the ETUC they urged thdisatiion of the Brexit impasse to set up a new

Convention with the involvement of the Social Parthand Civil Society to profoundly change the

Fiscal Compact into a tool for renewal. This woatdail reform of the Stability and Growth Pact, the

introduction of a Social Progress Protocol and eig@emester to ensure the implementation of the
European Pillar of Social Rights.

Social Justice Ireland

Social Justice Ireland argued that confidence énEb is being eroded steadily because of failures i
two key areas:
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1. Failure of the European Commission to protecalbigountries against its larger, stronger
members.
2. Failure to address the ongoing vulnerabilitfbf citizens

According to the approach they outlined the EU sdedbecome and be seen to becdAeCaring
Union". They advanced the concept of "An Alternative Optithat will protect the vulnerable and
move towards a future that effectively addressesey, unemployment, inequality and exclusion.
This would involve a number of initiatives. One tfese would be to set up a scheme of
"Transnational and Interpersonal Redistributipn”

» To provide a macro -economic stabiliser esserai#thé survival of the euro.

* To provide a demographic stabiliser essential égpitlitical survival of Schengen.

e To provide a firm common floor essential to protdut generosity and diversity of our
national welfare states against tax and social ebign.

* To make it crystal clear to the vulnerable that Bt cares for them too and not just for the
wealthy and powerful.

They went on to reiterate that "An Alternative @pfl for the future of the EU should also ensure tha
the European Commission protects small countrieainag their larger, stronger members.

Specifically they contended that a new option uieed which recognises that the social dimension
is of equal importance to the economic in the dgwalent of the EU and contended that the
sustainable development goals enshrined in Agef88 2hould provide a good guide to identifying

the priorities and processes such an alternativeldHollow.

In their view none of the five scenarios outlinedtihe White Paper could be deemed adequate and
they argued for a 6th Scenario enshrining the agbroutlined above.

Finally they emphasised the critical importance$uring that these principles inform the approach
to the Brexit process and that they are enshrineshy agreements to be concluded.

Environmental Pillar

The Environmental Pillar advanced a proposal for'6eh Scenario”, supported by European
Organisations and Networks from across the EnvientnSocial Exclusion, Development and Trade
Union Sectors. This envisages the European Unioorbimg a driver for sustainability in Europe and
beyond. It defined "Sustainability” in terms of ynthesis across the Economic, Environmental and
Social, in accordance with the overall trust of th¢ Sustainable Development goals as outlined in
the 2030 Agendd;this would entail a move away from the currentuavhere commercial and
corporate interests are all too often prioritiseden the public interest".

It went on to call for full implementation of theal’s Agreement, better regulation and policy
coherence and an end to negative externalitiepmiedtic policies for the global south as well &s th
phasing out of perverse public subsidies, espgdatiunsustainable food production and fossil $uel
The Pillar emphasised the concept of the Economgnaisistrument of society rather than the other

112/216



way around. This calls for International Trade Agrents to serve as a tool for the attainment of
social, environmental and economic objectives rathan ends in themselves. Europe should observe
the highest standards in a developing dynamic atidedy discourage a race to the bottom. The "6th
Scenario" envisaged the development of represeatatid participatory democracy beyond elections
and lifelong learning as key to sustainability gmogress. It also called for a new definition for
economic progress which would go beyond relianc&b® and a fund to make 50 million houses in
Europe energy neutral.

IFA (Irish Farmers Association)

For farmers, EU membership has meant access torketra 500 million consumers, the stability
provided by CAP payments and the ability to grow diversify our export markets.

Exports of agri-food products exceeded EUR 11b yastr, and, after a difficult end to 2016, are
growing again, with 7% growth to the EU and UK meskin early 2017, and major growth into the
US and Chinese markets.

The IFA reminded the audience of the treaty of Rame its objectives in terms of agriculture, which
include:

— toincrease agricultural productivity,

— to ensure a fair standard of living for farmers,

- to stabilise markets,

— to ensure the availability of supplies, and

— to ensure that supplies reach consumers at redequates.

In the Commission's White Paper on the Future agbp®l the IFA's position is that continuing the
completion of the Single Market remains very impatt Equally the seamless access to and
regulatory coherence within the EU market shouldnaintained.

The IFA is clear that strengthening existing commoificies, such as the CAP, is critical to securing
a strong future for the EU and in demonstratingitiaens the positives of EU membership.

ICMSA (Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers' Association)

The ICMSA gave an overview on the importance of GARny discussion on Europe's Future. It
underlined the fact that subsidies paid to farmmaee in effect subsidies to consumers becauseeof th
cheaper food. ICMSA is of the opinion that any dssion of the future of Europe cannot ignore

farming, its role in food security and in presegvthe environment.

Like the IFA, the ICMSA outlined the complexitie$ BU bureaucratic systems, which continue to
alienate farmers and small businesses.

The association also underlined the role of theiiceprogressing policies designed to deal with docia
inclusion, particularly rural isolation. Howevet, also warned that there is a growing disconnect
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between citizens and the powers in Brussels. Tivasea need for Ireland to play a full part with the
other 27 partners, reminding the meeting that Briteas as of now still a member.

There should have been more emphasis in the soenan the importance of agriculture, the
environment as a partner in farming practice aedvihbility of rural communities.

CIF (Construction Industry Federation)

The CIF drew attention to the fact that the fouiatet for the current accelerated rate of growth in
Ireland were laid a decade ago. They warned tleataitk of infrastructure building is too low at 2%

of GDP and this chronic lack of infrastructure hhé potential of being worse than the property
crash.

It took 13 years to build a road to cities suchCask because of the long lead-in times; the longer
such infrastructure was delayed the more that thescin the capital city would rise causing a
seriously adverse impact on Foreign Direct Investm&he ECB and the Juncker Investment Plan
provided cheap investment finance and this wasige time to invest in infrastructure, especialy

a time when the UK's decision to leave the Unioferefl investment opportunities. But the EU

prevented this investment because of the rulesdagathe fiscal space.

The stricture of the fiscal rules had to be frepd There was a problem that the UK was ramping up
investment and there was a drain on constructipaaty as more construction workers would head
to the UK because there was no pipeline of projéttsas not possible to wait until the end of 2018

until there was enough fiscal space. There wasge lopportunity cost in not building infrastructure

now.

Chambers Ireland

There is significant pressure on political leadersonfront the challenges on the Future of Europe,
following several years of crisis, the British vateleave the EU, an international environment more
actively hostile to European integration and arfi-§entiment across the continent. The scenarios
describe different levels of integration and coafien among countries as well as different areas in
which Member States would be willing to work togath

The Chambers network in Ireland believes the Gitton has some merit, as it proposes some degree
of progress; however, on balance it believes thabuld not be of benefit to the EU-27 to limit the
work of the EU to just the Single Market. The satpneference would be to do less more efficiently
and think strategically about choosing a narrovegtfplio of measures but do them forcefully.

At the core there was a need to move forward bt Wexibility. The wider European Chamber
Network suggests a further scenario that share® sgtions put forward in a number of scenarios:
countries that want to do more together should rbled to do so, such as in trade; energy; and
socioeconomic challenges that require completepayation of Member States to avoid distortions.
Institutions should focus time and energy on ceseiés to the EU such as strengthening the Single
Market and must continue to pursue a progressideaambitious trade policy. Favourable conditions
for trade inside and outside the Union are keytliersuccess of European business.
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The Future of Europe — An economic and social diato
The Mansion House, Dublin

List of participants

Name First name Organisation

Wright David Protestant Aid

Ginnell Paul Community Platform

Stanley Wayne Community Platform

Klein Pierre Community Platform

Healy Joe Irish Farmers' Association

Dwyer Rowena Irish Farmers' Association

Comer John Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers Associatio
Enright John Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers Assoiciat
Ewing Michael Environmental Pillar

Duggan Oonagh Environmental Pillar

St Ledger Andrew Environmental Pillar

Lohan Cillian Environmental Pillar

Sargent Niall Environmental Pillar

King Patricia ICTU

Corey John ICTU

Rigney Peter ICTU

O'Connor Jack European Economic and Social Comenitte
Croughan David European Economic and Social Coramitt
Boland Seamus European Economic and Social Conamitte
McCoy Danny Ibec

Ivory Pat Ibec

Dillon Arnold Ibec

O'Neill Sue Ibec

McElwee Maeve Ibec

Parlon Tom Construction Industry Federation

Talbot lan Chambers Ireland

Mills Rickard Chambers Ireland

Carroll Andrea Chambers Ireland

Foley Sarah Chambers Ireland

O'Connell Noelle European Movement

D'Arcy Michael Ibec

Healy Sean Social Justice Ireland

Gibbons Ger SIPTU

Teveres Diana EP Office Dublin

Borg Janine European Economic and Social Comm
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Programme

The Future of Europe — An economic and social diafjue

7 June 2017
The Oak Room, Mansion House,, Dawson Street, Dublia
Programme
8.15a.m. Registration
8.50 a.m. Introduction followed by statements froninvited sectors

Chair: David Croughan, European Economic and Social Committee
Ibec (Danny McCoy)

ICTU (Patricia King)

Social Justice Ireland (Sean Healy)

Irish Farmers Assaociation (Joe Healy)

Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers Association (John Gun
Environmental Groups (Michael Ewing)

Construction Industry Federation (Tom Parlon)

Chambers Ireland (lan Talbot)

11 a.m. Coffee Break

11.15a.m. Questionnaire debate
Chair: Seamus Boland European Economic and Social Committee

1.15 p.m. Concluding remarks by Jack O'Connor, European Economic and Social
Committee
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Report

Meeting held on 24 May 2017, in Rome, at the Sp&iwopa Hall, managed by the European
Parliament Information Office in Italy and by therBpean Commission Representation in Italy.

Participating organisations:

Former Members’ Association (EESC); Italian Bankifsgsociation; Associazione Konsumer ltalia
(Italian Consumer Association); Italian Foreign deaAssociation (AICE); Italian Confederation of
Managers (CIDA); C.C.ILA.A. Napoli (The Naples CHazen of Commerce); Italian General

Federation of Labour (CGIL); Italian ConfederatimiWorkers’ Unions (CISL); European Economic
and Social Committee (EESC); Coldiretti; Municipaliof Bologna; Confcooperative; Italian

Confederation Union of Intellectual ProfessionsU§1Consiglio Nazionale Consulenti del Lavoro
(National Council of Labour Consultants); Cilap Bapalia; Ferrovie dello Stato (State Railways);
Consorzio tutela aceto balsamico di Modena (Consuorfor the Protection of the Balsamic Vinegar
of Modena); Fondazione Consumo sostenibile (SustiéenConsumption Foundation); Fondazione Di
Vittorio (Di Vittorio Foundation); Forum Nazional€erzo Settore (Third Sector National Forum);
Institute of International Affairs (1Al); Ministrypf Health; Movimento Difesa del Cittadino (Citizéns

Defence Movement); Nidil Cgil (Nuove Identita di w@o) (New Work Identities); European

Commission Representation in Italy; UIL - Eurispgd,; University of Teramo; University of Rome

Tor Vergata and the University of Pisa.

The meeting’s programme and the full list of paptnts are attached.

EESC Delegation: Maurizio Reale (Group 1), GiuliarBucci (Group Il) and Antonio Longo (Group
[) with the support of the Secretariat, represenby Luca Venerando Giuffrida and Carlotta Isabell
lapichino.

RESULTS OF THE DEBATE — QUESTIONS DISCUSSED

The issues discussed during the consultation onfuhge of Europe, concerning five possible
scenarios, are focused on the following questions:

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the Whit®aper is best suited to meet the EU’s
internal and external challenges? Why?

The feedback obtained from representatives of Hréigpating organisations was very varied.
However, the prevalence was to exclude all fivenades outlined in the White Paper which are
not capable of restoring citizens’ confidence ia European Union. These scenarios, in fact, do
not provide concrete policy proposals or a moregrdted institutional framework towards a
stronger and more united Union.

Alternatively, in the opinion of certain social pers, Scenario No 5 ‘To do much more together’
seemed best suited to address future challengemudeedt is appropriate to strengthen the
European decision-making process, by ensuringttieahecessary steps forward can be made in
economic governance fiscal policies, migration, common defence ane tlight against
international terrorism.
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2.

3.

4.

5.

Would another scenario, different to those refaed to in the White Paper, be possible and
preferable? If yes, why? How do you see trust beinfpstered within the Union?

It would have been possible and desirable to hageeaario for the further development of
European integration aimed at a change in econgpuglicies, a modification of the Stability and
Growth Pact criteria and the resulting austerityigies that have led to the worsening of
European citizens’ living and working conditionsjtiwtheir consequent distancing from the
European project and a return to the national spherthis context, the social dimension and the
social model should be resumed, ending social amgedumpingbetween countries, including
through greater coordination of wage policies, ehédspecting national practices.

Is greater visibility of the EU and improved conmunication in this regard required? How?

It is certainly necessary to ensure greater vigjbdf European communication, together with
improving EU policy content. More specifically, algside the EU’s path of institutional reform
and a necessary change in the relevant policiesathrato enhance the real economy, aggregate
demand and citizens’ needs, it is necessary to hagemmunication strategy that ensures its
dissemination, emphasising the role of social gastras an element for competitiveness and
cohesion.

Are the thematic areas referred to in the WhitePaper sufficiently comprehensive and
illustrative? How should they be ranked by order ofimportance? Is there an important
sector not mentioned or insufficiently highlighted?If so, which sector and which of the five
scenarios would best suit its development?

The thematic areas specified in the White Papétdagive any attention to the ‘social’ aspect:
work, welfare, youth, migration and the refugeesisti just to name a few. The association of
migration policies with those of defence and sdguaie to be avoided in the synoptic table. Any
scenario must take the social dimension into adgoby proposing concrete solutions for
European workers and citizens which have a positimpact on their living and working
conditions: consider, for example, coordinated wpgkcies, social protection mechanisms for
dependent persons, an extraordinary plan for puliestment, the creation of quality jobs with
complementary schemes against unemployment andnonniincome, as well as measures to
promote education and training. The growth of eooicoand social inequalities should also be
prevented. Finally, the Common Agricultural Poli@@AP) could be enhanced further in the
budget area.

What role should organised civil society play ithe ‘way ahead’ and how?

The role of organised civil society is one of tlasio problems of the future of European policies.
Comparison methods based primarily on online caasah, where the recognition of the
representation’s different organisational and daeeght does not exist, certainly do not help the
comparison. In this sense, it is not only the aflsocial forces that must be re-evaluated, bist it
also necessary to attribute additional tasks tcEim®pean Economic and Social Committee and
that its opinions have an even greater impactérBhropean legislation formalisation process.
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6. What are your specific expectations as regardfé¢ outcome of the consultation?

The White Paper’s merit is the reopening of theatielon the future of Europe yet, once again
leaving the choice on the way forward to Membete3talt is expected that the voice of citizens
and the different social partners will be takemiobnsideration and that the debates underway in
the various countries can have a positive impacth@enchange of pace needed towards the
integration process and a more inclusive societyrddver, the Treaty of Lisbon and the recent
Rome Declaration confirm the social partners’ pmnit role in the Union’s consultation on
legislation.

7. How can citizens be more empowered in shapingeHuture of Europe?

In addition to what has what has been said foEtl@pean Economic and Social Committee, it is
necessary to enhance the European Parliament’'satolbe institutional level. Certain key
positions, such as that of the President of the i@ission, should have a more direct form of
legitimation. An IT platform should also be settopallow citizens to express themselves freely,
in all the languages of the EU Member States. Siomest language limitations diminish direct
participation and therefore limit involvement: manéormed, responsible, involved and attentive
citizens can make all the difference.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS/CONCLUSIONS

These recommendations follow as a result of thewltation:

= Civil society remains a key pillar of the Europe&émion’s political and legislative
institutions. However, in order to regain citizesneensus, it is necessary to focus on policies
that reintroduce investment, innovation, inclusiemployment and social protection, and pay
greater attention to consumers. Measures to promadigcation and training are also
indispensable to boost economic growth.

= A strong demand for greater European policy intiagnathat enhances the social dimension
emerged from the speeches of the organised ciciests representatives and the social
partners. In particular, it has been noted that thimension, which should be inextricably
linked to the economic and political dimensionalssent in the scenarios proposed in the
White Paper.

= The White Paper does not present a strategic visiothe Future of Europe: it is almost as
though it supports the political and institutionzdralysis triggered by the financial and
economic crisis, accentuated by phenomena sucheasefugee emergency and migration
policies, and the theme of terrorism and Brexistéad, a political union is needed with the
themes of equitable growth, job quality and welfadusion at its centre.

= Confidence within the EU is achieved by showingzeits what a true Union could do.

Therefore, communication at European level shouddige simple and immediate campaigns
that present the tangible results obtained by thénihe citizens’ interests.
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Participants

Name Surname Organisation

Giorgic Ambrogion CIDA

Jacopo Arrigoni University of Rome Tor Vergata

Giulia Barbucci European Economic and Social Cottemi(EESC)
Stefania Bello Ferrovie dello Stato

Marina Calderone Consiglio Nazionale Consulentildeloro
Carmelo Cedrone UIL - Eurispes

Letizia Cesarini Sforza EAPN ITALIA

Beatrice Covassi European Commission Representatikaly
Danila Curcio Confcooperative

Cinzia Del Rio UIL

Tommaso di Fazio Clu

Annalise Giffi University of Teramc

Luca Venerando Giuffrida European Economic andeéd@ommittee (EESC)
Carlotta Isabella lapichino European Economic &adial Committee (EESC)
Alexandru Denis losub University of Teramo

Tomasz Koguc European Commission Representatitialjn
Sara Jeribi European Commission Representatidalin |
Paolo Landi Fondazione Consumo sostenibile

Teresa Lavanga CIDA

Marco Lombardo Municipality of Bologna

Antonio Longo European Economic and Social Conaai{EESC)
Serena Marini University of Rome Tor Vergata

Salvator: Marre CGIL

Arianna Martini University of Teramo

Andrea Mone CISL

Emanuela Pistoia University of Teramo

Maurizio Reale European Economic and Social CotemitEESC)
Francesco Riccitelli University of Teramo

Chiara Sessa Ministry of Health

Nicolette Teodos Cilap Eapn Itali

Maura Clotilde Viezzoli Forum Nazionale Terzo Setto
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Programme

9:15 - 9:30 | Registration of participants

9:30 — 9:45 | Welcome address and introduction tivé White Paper on the future of Europe

+ Beatrice CovassiHead of the European Commission Representatittalin

9:45 - 11:15 | The future of Europe between opportities and challenges and the involvement
and role of civil society

Speeches by the social partners and civil society
Moderators:

Maurizio Reale EESC, Employers’ Group
Giulia Barbucci, EESC, Workers’ Group

= Antonio Longg EESC, Different Activities Group

e
+
!

11:15 - 11:30 | Coffee break

11:30 — 13:00 | Session resumes

13:00 | Conclusion of the session
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Report

The meeting took place from 10.30 a.m. to 2 p.m2alune 2017 at the European Union House in
Riga.

Participating organisations: trade union from Rigas Siltumscompany; European Economic and
Social Committee (EESC); the European Commissipresentation in Latvia; the Free Trade Union
Confederation of Latvia (LBAS); the Employers' Cedération of Latvia; the Latvian Railway and
Transport Sector Workers' Union; the Latvian IndaktSector Union; the Latvian Education and
Science Workers' Union; the Latvian College of Grdt the Latvian Forestry Sector Union; the
Association of Latvian Local and Regional Auth@#i the Latvian National Association for
Consumer Protection (LPIAA), the Ministry of Foreid\ffairs of the Latvian Republic; the Latvian
Students' Association; the University of Latviagthatvian Academy of Sciences;igd TV24
television station and Latvian radio.

EESC delegation: Vitijs Gavrilovs (Group ), Bteris Krigers (Group Il) and Baiba Miltoséa
(Group Ill) supported by EESC Secretariat.

RESULTS OF THE DEBATE — QUESTIONS DISCUSSED

Which of the five scenarios set out by the White Reer best meets from your perspective the
internal and external challenges facing the EU, andrhy?

Scenario 4 "Doing less more efficiently” garneredsinsupport from the representatives of Latvian
organised civil society. It was closely followed bgenario 3 "Those who want more do more" and
scenario 5 "Doing much more together". A new sden@y "Carrying on what has been started more
efficiently and at different speeds" was propoded¢ombines a number of positive elements taken
from the five scenarios put forward.

Business circles consider that the scenarios hbiégtdsto resolving the Union's internal and extérna
problems are scenarios 4 "Doing less more effiyiemind 5 "Doing much more together", as they
provide opportunities for faster development, eidigcif a combination of the two is envisaged. A
rational, results-based approach of this kind cdwédapplied successfully in certain policy fields,
such as fiscal policy and external trade, when isgeto achieve both national and international
objectives.

Trade unions see the scenarios for the future obfguas a sound basis for further debates. Their
members consider that scenario 1 "Carrying on"cda used as a reference point, but following it
would mean getting bogged down in routine. As altescenarios 3 "Those who want more do more"
and 4 "Doing less more efficiently" are best suitedheir view, without ultimately ruling out the
emergence of a new scenario drawing on all theldprreent models currently proposed.

From the viewpoint of the Latvian National Consuniotection Association (LPIAA), certain

aspects of scenarios 4 "Doing less more effici8rahd 5 "Doing much more together”, are the most
appropriate, especially with regard to the intemmalrket and trade. Markets and market conditions
are becoming increasingly complex and uncertainctorsumers. Although the measures under the
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European Commission's initiatives are ambitious prughose forward-looking solutions, the LPIAA
doubts the Member States' ability to absorb theg&tives and adapt them to their development
capacities.

For their part, Latvian students mainly suppornse® 5 "Doing much more together”.

Would another scenario, not mentioned, be possibend preferable? If so, why? How do you see
trust and confidence being fostered within the Unio?

A new scenario could certainly be created on thgsbaf those put forward in the white paper.
Confidence largely depends on whether Europeareoiti feel that the EU institutions act in their
interests and that decisions taken by the institstare lawful. The European Union, governed by the
principle of the rule of law, must ensure a highele stable legal system, consistency between legal
provisions, the primacy of law over the good iniems$ of the authorities and officials, and resgect
human rights.

A scenario 6, "Carrying on what has been startedenadficiently and at different speeds" was
proposed during the course of the debates in Latvia

Confidence in the Union could be encouraged by rémgu
» transparency and access to information,
> keeping to commitments made,
> citizen involvement,
> keeping to existing agreements between MembersState

Is more visibility of and better communication on te European Union required, and how?
Clearly yes.

How to achieve this:

inform the Member States more regularly about ptsjand achievements;

involve society/forge closer links with the public;

gain greater influence on the international stage;

conduct information campaigns on projects in therider States funded by the EU;

work together with the national or local level;

focus greater attention on middle-aged people (nmagstment goes towards young people);
continue to inform pupils and students about Euaopssues;

give more information to business (where the madgaconcerned, information is sufficient);
boost consumer safety and awareness of rights;

continue to organise school trips to the EuropeatidPent;

put more emphasis on the common EU position omriatenal questions;

keep the public informed about the decision-makirgeess in the EU institutions;

the Latvian government must also give people mai@iination about EU current affairs.

YVVYVYVVYVYVVYVYVYYVVYVYYVYYVYY
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Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently compehensive and illustrative? How would you
rank them in a scale of importance? Is there a majopolicy area not mentioned or insufficiently
highlighted? If so, which one and which of the fivescenarios would best suit its development?

The white paper mentions the main policy areasithsidifficult to pick out a specific field of gater
importance than the others. Foreign policy is aportant as the single market and sustainable
development - similarly, defence is both cruciad &mpical. However, the white paper's weak point is
the lack of information on matters more directlyeafing people and the shared setting, such as
health, the environment, education, agriculture,, evhich are important insofar as they affect not
only the image and future of the Union as a whaiedbso each individual citizen. Here, scenarig 5 i
most relevant, as it involves development in aligycareas.

Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Future & Europe Debates" across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions be structed? What role should organised civil society
play in the “way ahead” and how?

Civil society plays an essential role in taking idems of societal importance, particularly in the
future of Europe debates in the national parliasyetoiwvns and regions of the Union. The following
aspects should be taken into account when orggnisandebates:
» organised civil society must be seen to be active@ay a leading role;
» citizens' confidence in the European Union musivba back through practical measures that
foster activity;
» account must be taken of the differences betweemiéde States and their differing interests;
> greater use should be made of the media, esperitdiyet, to inform the public;
» discussions should be held at different levelsst if all at the local, then national and finally
Member State level.

What are your particular expectations as regards tke outcome of the consultation?

> Consolidation of Europe as a truly united politiaatl monetary union;

» A guarantee, for ordinary workers, of a job withire Union, a living wage, stability and
certainty of a positive future for Europe;

» Civil society suggestions and recommendations ttaken into account, to help increase the

sense of ownership of the project by civil society;

Specific proposals for the development, cohesiahiamprovement of the European Union to

be compiled;

That solutions tailored to the local level be sdugh

EU citizens to be made aware of European issues;

An assurance that governments deal honestly wittens;

Greater use should be made of positive exampléeeidifferent EU Member States;

It is possible that this will not produce concregsults.

A\

YV VV VY

How can the citizen be more empowered in the shaprof the future of Europe?

» By enabling citizens to express their point of view
> By ensuring access to information;
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» By ensuring active participation in the Europearii&aent electoral process;

» By fostering hope and confidence in the prospeca dietter future by means of practical
measures;

> By promoting entrepreneurship, combating unfair petition at Union level and between its
businesses;

» By involving NGOs more closely in public managemeromoting the "good governance"
principle;

» By facilitating renewal of the European social modguaranteeing robust labour rights and
stronger social protection, boosting the role aflér unions;

> By strengthening the right of free movement, préwgrforced economic migration;

> By supporting and reinforcing dialogue betweendbeial partners, ensuring that workers are
involved and can influence company policies;

> By planning EU funding for shared development (&mio the Structural Funds, the Juncker
fund, the European Social Fund, etc.).

> But perhaps ordinary people do not want to be rimoralved?

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS/CONCLUSIONS

1. Tomorrow's Europe is a workers' Europe and so isolsitshould be proposed to their
problems: quality jobs, full employment, equal emmic and social advantages, social
protection, personal security and well-being -fimep words, sustainable growth.

2. Domestic demand should be boosted with a viewfaarar economic recovery. It is time
that European workers as a whole were granted aripay Upward pay convergence
between countries (East and West) and between rsectoan important aspect.
Distortions of competition within the single marlsbiould be prevented.

3.  The main achievements of the European integrationgss (peace and democracy, the
single market and economic cooperation, high levels education, innovation,
technological development, the protection of humghts and a properly-functioning
social model, free movement of people) have mad®geuan attractive place to live,
and this achievement must not be under-estimated.

Additional remarks:

Cut European red tape, revoke decisions by Europesitutions that could much better be taken at
Member State level, while ensuring follow-up.
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Surname, First name | Position Organisation

Abeltina, Ariadna Member European Economic and Social iGitiee
Bajanova, Jekaterina Coordinator of trade unions atviln Industrial Sector Union
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Bogustovs, Ansis Journalist i TV24 television station and Latvian

radio

Buraka, Viktorija

Head of Communication
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Officer
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Union
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Pilege, Evita
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Programme

White Paper on the Future of Europe -
debates with Latvian organised civil society

2 June 2017
European Union House, Aspazijas ks 28, Riga

AGENDA
Moderator: Ansis Bogustovs, journalist
10 -10.30 a.m.: Welcoming coffee and registration

10.30 - 10.40 a.m.: Welcome address
Inna Steinbuka, Head of the representation of the European Cogiomisn
Latvia

10.40 - 10.50 a.m.: White Paper on the Future obji®i- Latvia's position
Zanda Kalnipa-LukaSevica Parliamentary Secretary of the Latvian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

10.50 - 11 a.m.: White Paper on the Future of EeirofPoint of view of different interest
groups
Vitalijs Gavrilovs, President of the Employers' Confederation of izatv
EESC member (Group 1)
Peteris Krigers President of the Free Trade Union Confederatfdmatvia,
EESC member of (Group II)
Baiba Miltovi ¢a, international and European affairs adviser of lthévian
National Association for Consumer Protection, EES&nber (Group IlI)

11.10 a.m. — 1.30 p.m.: Debate with representat¥esrious civil society organisations

1.30-2p.m.: Summary and conclusions
Ansis Bogustovsmoderator
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Report

Debate on the Future of Europe
organised by the European Economic and Social Comttée Members and Social Partners

9 June 2017
Historical Presidential Palace of the Republic of ithuania, Vilniaus g. 33, Kaunas
Conclusions

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhRaper best meets from your perspective the
internal and external challenges facing the EU, anehy?

Lithuania is in favour of the fifth scenario with a strong social dimension

Most of the participants of the discussion chosefifth scenario as the most acceptable to Lithaiani

but were unanimous in emphasising that the scemrariet be implemented in parallel with the

European Pillar of Social Rights. They stressetitharder to achieve success with the fifth scenar

it was important to clearly define and implemerd thtermediate steps leading towards the final.goal
Participants called for more Europe with less eggktand for simple and efficient governance.

A recent survey on the possible scenarios for wré of the EU, carried out by the Vilnius Inst&u
for Political Research, revealed that 78 per cérthase surveyed were in favour of the fifth option
meaning that EU Member States should cooperate marie closely when it comes to common
defence, security, internal and external politarad economic challenges.

The advantages of EU membership

Opinion surveys show that Lithuanians strongly approf Lithuania's membership of the EU. It is
therefore obvious that preserving and consolidatiteg achievements made to date is what matters
most to Lithuanians today. Some speakers emphasiséd.ithuania had never been in such good
political, economic and cultural shape and thatdbentry had never had so many opportunities to
promote its national identity. They also underlintbdt Lithuania belonged to a community of the
countries that were most advanced in terms ofisatibn, democracy, economy and defence. The
country benefits from financial support from the Bbat enables it to overcome its delayed
development, a consequence of the wars and oconpdhiat have scarred its modern history.

Challenges and opportunities

The current political, economic and social chalksthat the EU faces internally and globally, ak we
as growing differences in the interests of indiabdiviember States and social groups point to the
need for reform. In addition, Lithuania suffersrfr@ big income gap and huge social exclusion and
many people still live below the poverty line. Theanging demographics (the mass exodus of
citizens and a rapidly ageing society) are anothajor challenge for Lithuania. Therefore, it is no
longer possible to carry on in "business as usomltie. It is time to consider new instruments and
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business models and the social economy. Partigpdab voiced their concern that Euroscepticism
might rise in Lithuania after 2020, the year whigraficing from the EU structural funds dries up, and
said that the country should already start pregaionthe change now.

It is important that Lithuania works with other Elduntries to achieve well-being, its own stability
and security and jointly faces today's challengéfiuania needs a European energy market and a
common energy strategy, a European industrial pdbic both manufacturing and services, which
would make it possible to take advantage of theodppities offered by Industry 4.0.

Opinions on the other scenarios

Some speakers said the fourth scenario was orfeeahost acceptable choices. In their view, it was
one of the most realistic directions to take ineord safeguard the essential interests of Litrauand
strengthen its participation in the EU decision-ingkprocess. In this scenario, the EU would be
responsible for the most important policies, wioifbers would remain within the remit of its Member
States.

Were the EU to choose the first scenario, it wddde to follow the familiar path, which is no lomge
sufficient today, as evidenced by Brexit and otttallenges.

Commenting on the second scenario the particigaaitsthat the single market should function more
efficiently and should not entail protectionism.eTBEU needs a mechanism allowing it to efficiently
overcome obstacles preventing a fully-functionimge market.

To some extent, the third scenario has already lreput action and is somehow inevitable due to the
very architecture of the EU, a heterogeneous etftdy unites countries of different size, capaleit
and traditions, governed by politicians with divemg beliefs. Were only this scenario to be folloyed
however, there would be a danger that some cosniraelld continue building up their strength while
others would be left on the sidelines of the EUthwhe gap between them widening, which would
then lead to discontent and loss of confidenceuiroge. Lithuania finds this scenario unacceptable.

2. Would another scenario, not mentioned, be poksiénd preferable? If so, why? How do you see
trust and confidence being fostered within the Unid

The participants stated that the process of coctstru of Europe is only half-complete, with the
single market and other important elements alrdadglace but many others, notably, the social
dimension, still missing. Therefore, they insisthdt the fifth scenario must be complemented by
the social dimension:

— The EU and its Member States should immediatelléathe problem of deep social exclusion
that is especially relevant to Lithuania, as ittciutes substantially to the very painful proceks
emigration that Lithuania is currently experiencing

— A common European social policy should reinforcghhsocial standards that are as uniform as
possible in all EU countries, leading to the eratian of phenomena such as social dumping,
emigration, brain drain, etc., that still occutthe "old" or "new" EU members respectively.

133/216



- As long as societies suffer from deep social exalyshe sentiments of discontent with the EU
will prevail or continue cropping up.

— Greater social inclusion is needed and the weakeshbers of society, the disabled, long-term
unemployed, persons at social risk, families lagksocial skills and people living below poverty
levels must not be overlooked.

— It is particularly important to take care of thdldren of individuals who find themselves in the
above situations, as it is the birth right of evelmid to grow and to become a full-fledged citizen
and his/her fundamental rights must be respected,

— Children should not experience hunger, they shbialk access to education and live free from
bullying. Social dialogue involving business, enyaes and authorities needs to be improved in
Lithuania and place itself in the context of EUated developments.

3. Is more visibility of and better communicatiomdhe European Union required, and how?

The participants unanimously agreed that ihésessary to increase the visibility of and improve
communication on the EU:

o EU-related topics should be discussed in primargost already, while secondary school
curricula should include mandatory EU history atrdcture lessons, teachers should be familiar
with the EU history and the way its institutionseogie, they should foster positive attitude
towards the EU.

» Exchanges of school students, students, teachdrprafessors provide an excellent opportunity
for learning about culture and customs of othentaes.

« Communication should be easy to understand fonarglicitizens.

» Using its media, every country should explain thecic benefits brought to it by the EU: how
much money has been allocated to a given project,ad how a project can be used in order for
people to understand the real value of the EU.

» Representativesof the EU institutions should speak realisticaland manage citizens'
expectations: people should clearly understand w#igaEU is and is not capable of achieving and
why (usually, because the matter does not falliwitls competence).

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently mprehensive and illustrative? How would you
rank them in a scale of importance? Is there a mamlicy area not mentioned or insufficiently
highlighted? If so, which one and which of the fiveenarios would best suit its development?

The discussions emphasised that the European Wvasnprimarily founded to promote peace and
that this should always be kept in mind. Defencdjmension that is of the utmost importance to
Lithuania, is also relevant here. The experts whdigpated in the discussion said that defence
policy was one of the few policies that could bthea rapidly implemented at the EU level. This
should be one of the policies selected if the Etldiss to follow the fourth scenario.

We would place the policies listed in the White Pagy in the following order:

— Single Market and trade
- Defence

134/216



— Economic and Monetary Union
— Schengen, migration & security
- EU budget.

Participantgegretted that the European Commission failed to inlude social policy in its White
Paper. In their view, this policy and the social pillaawanted considerable attention.

Energy policy was also omitted, despite the fact that this iex@remely sensitive issue for Lithuania,
which is almost exclusively dependent on Russiésasole energy supplier. Only in conjunction with
other Member States, will Lithuania be able to ddfiés national interests.

The White Paper could have said more alibet environment, climate change and sustainable
development.

Participants repeatedly mentioned the need for eciab focus oneducation (to face current
challenges such as global competition or Indust, 4ve need highly educated people and,
respectively, modern education systems that cateridern needs).

The common agricultural policy should not be left out and farmers in all coumstrihould be
guaranteed a level playing-field.

5. Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Futerof Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be strused? What role should organised civil
society play in the “way ahead” and how?

The debates should not be organised as specialsevmri rather should become an integral part of
formal and informal education. They should be ndosely linked to the EU and national policies.

National political parties should be more vocal atbthe agenda of the EU institutions, while

government authorities should implement the cougpgcific recommendations made by the Council
(failure to do so shows disrespect towards the Conity, where a country holds membership, and
undermines its credibility).

Representatives of teacher organizations admitted the EU related topics are not sufficiently
discussed with school students. The citizens andests in smaller towns are less well-informed
about the EU than their counterparts in bigger ®amd cities. Information on the EU is presented i
a very superficial way and from a narrow perspectilt is also almost absent from the primary
education curriculum.

6. What are your particular expectations as regaitie outcome of the consultation?
The participants, who were very active in the déston, gave positive evaluation of the initiative.

The speakers noted that the involvement of civiiety and broad swathes of society in the debate on
Europe's future was all the more significant agaims backdrop of current events.
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The participants were promised that the EESC wainft an opinion on the topic, in which the
conclusions of the discussion would be includedthatithe opinion was to be widely distributed.

The participants voiced the hope that the WhiteePapenarios would not be left to gather dust in a
drawer and that they would be informed about wisjgécific scenario had been chosen and the way it
was being implemented. The participants also watdddarn more about the steps the Commission
would take following the consultations regarding European Pillar of Social Rights.

7. How can the citizen be more empowered in thephg of the future of Europe?

Consultations on EU-related issues, such as thermuone, are very welcome, as they provide an
opportunity for information exchange and debatejctvreventually leads to the right choices. We
need more similar discussions with EU and natigmalicy-makers participating alongside civil
society. The media should give adequate coverageetwiews of civil society in order for it to be
heard in both national and EU institutions.

The path Europe is going to take in the future ddpeon the involvement of a wide range of actors:
from EU political institutions to local communitiegs every local community is capable of solving on
its own some of its specific challenges. The rdlBIGOs is also very important, as they can dedah wit
most issues much more efficiently than central auitiles.

Better communication on the EU projects in the suefaeducation, improving skills for workers and
exchanges that provide opportunities to share mdtion, learn about the culture of other countries
and experience the actual benefits delivered byEliemay be used to inspire citizens to contribute
actively to building Europe's future. Information such projects should be easily accessible.
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Participants

Names

Organisations

Bertulyte-Zikeviciere Aiste

UZsienio reikal ministerija

Birbilas Mindaugas

Lietuvos Svietimo istorijos mejaius direktoriaus pavaduotojas

Burokiere Guoda

Lietuvos Respublikos Seimoéar

Cerniauskas Aftras

Lietuvos profesinisajungy konfederacijos pirmininkas

Ciurinskiere Julija

Kauno santakos romuva "Vaitil

Garuolis Rtardas

LPS "Solidarumas" valdybos narys

Grigelis Mindaugas

UAB "Kauno autobusai" gen. diogkis

Gudzinskas Liutauras

Vilniaus Universiteto Tarpitaiyt santykiy ir politikos moksy
instituto docentas

Guzavtius Jona

Lietuvos pramonining konfederaijos viceprezident:

Jartauskas Zigmas

Jonaitier Vaide

KTU MedZziag; inzZinerijos katedros vegh

Jurevtiate Audrorg

Lietuvos motey asociacijos Kauno skyriaus pirminink

Jurkynas Mindaugas

Vytauto DidZiojo universitetofpsorius

Kilpys Valdas

EP nares dr. L. Andrikienbiuras

Klimantavitius

Lietuvos aprangos ir tekgslimoniy asociacija

Klioklys Sarinas

Lietuvos pramoés, prekybos ir amatramy asociacijos prezident

Koliatait¢ Edita

Vailg ir moten dienos centro ,Nendt darbuotoja

Kropas Stasy

Lietuvos banly asociacijos prezident

Kvedarait Daiva

EESRK na¢, LPS "Solidarumas" tarptautirsekretoé

Labunskai¢ Virginija

LPS "Solidarumas" vyr. finansinigk

Langaitis Zenonas

LSS Lietuvos Sauijungos inZinierius

Lapajeva Rta

UAB "Mondelez" profesiés @jungos pirminink

LaSas Ainius

Kauno technologijos universiteto Slidig, humanitarini moksi;
ir meny fakulteto dekanas

Lasiauskas Domantas

Science Po Paris studentas

Lasiauskas Linas

EESRK narys

Laurinaitis Afinas

Lietuvos pramonininkkonfederacijos viceprezidentas

Le&iauskait Vaide

LR ZUR Tarptautinio skyriaus vegh

Lizanas Julius

VS| "Ekodraugai" direktorius

Maciulevigéius Mindaugas

EESRK narys

Malaukyt leva

Kauno miesto Svietimo prafangos susivienijim pirmininke

Malinauskait Jolanta Marij

Lietuvos kaimo bendruomanijungos pirminink

Maziliauskas Antanas

Antano Stulginskio universitetktorius

Michalauskieg Audrore

Kauno transporto jmoniy darbuotoj profesirs
"Solidarumas"” pirmininko pavaduotoja

gjungos

Mik8ys Eimantas

Vilniaus universiteto Zurnalistikassolventas

Morkis Gintaras

EESRK narys

Morkiniere Edita

LPS "Solidarumas" valdybos réar

Motiejuniere Jovita

Lietuvogikininky s3jungos tarptautinj rySiy koordinatoé

Murauskier Diana

Mokytoja

Narakait Rita

Vyr. Vadybinink

Narbutas Rainas

Vairuotaj profgjungos pirmininkas

Narkeviiaté Vilgailé

Olendrait Aurelija

NVO teies instituto direkto¥

Palianiere Danut

Pensinink, signataro na8l
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Names

Organisations

Paluckas Gintautas

Lietuvos socialdemakraiartijos pirmininkas, Vilniaus miesto

vicemeras
Pauga Audrius UZsienio reikaininisterijos skyriaus veghs
Petraities Irena EESRK nar
Pilka Teisininkas

Poskier Dalia

Lietuvos universitgtmoter asociacijos prezidedt

Pranckewius Arnoldas

Europos Komisijos atstowgh_ietuvoje vadovas

Puslys Donatas

Bernardinai.ltvyr. redaktorius

Ramanauskas Rimtautas

LPS "Solidarumas" pirminggk@duotojas

Sinkut Biruté

Sv. Ignaco Lojolos kolegijosedtytoje

Skriptiere Lena

RadviliSkio regiono profesingjungy centro pirminink

Sogekiert Lorete

Lietuvos teigsaugos pareithy federacijos pirmininé

Serk3nien Nijol¢

Seselgyt Margarita

Vilniaus Universiteto Tarptautinisantyki; ir politikos moksi
instituto direktoriaus pavaduotoja

Svedier Giedg

Lietuvos pramoninink konfederacijos vykdomoiji direktér

TamaSauskienJulija

EESRK

Tovtkeviciene Diana

Cekiskes gimnazijos mokytoja

Vareikyt Indré

EESRK na¢

Zevzikoviere Regina

Kauno transportojmoniy darbuotoj profesires
"Solidarumas" pirmininko pavaduotoja

gjungos

Zilinskas Rimvydas

Senojo Kauno draugijos pirmirisk

Zindzius Viktoras

UAB "Edmundas ir partneriai" vdmiyinkas

ZindZiuviere Aldona

UAB "Edmundas ir partneriai” direkéor

Debate in Lithuania

Names

Organisations

Bertulyte-Zikeviciere Aiste

UZsienio reikal ministerija

Birbilas Mindaugas

Lietuvos Svietimo istorijos mejaius direktoriaus pavaduotojas

Burokiere Guoda

Lietuvos Respublikos Seimoéar

Cerniauskas Aftras

Lietuvos profesigisajungy konfederacijos pirmininkas

Ciurinskiere Julija

Kauno santakos romuva "Vaitdil

Garuolis Rtardas

LPS "Solidarumas" valdybos narys

Grigelis Mindaugas

UAB "Kauno autobusai" gen. diogkis

Gudzinskas Liutauras

Vilniaus Universiteto Tarpitaiut santykiy ir politikos moksi
instituto docentas

Guzavtius Jonas

Lietuvos pramoninipkonfederacijos viceprezidentas

Jartauskas Zigmas

Jonaities Vaida

KTU MedZiag; inZinerijos katedros vegh

Jurevtiute Audrone

Lietuvos motey asociacijos Kauno skyriaus pirminink

Jurkynas Mindaug:

Vytauto DidZiojo universiteto profesori

Kilpys Valdas

EP nares dr. L. Andrikienbiuras

Klimantavitius

Lietuvos aprangos ir teksifl jmoniy asociacij

Klioklys Sarinas

Lietuvos pramas, prekybos ir amatrimy asociacijos prezidenta

Koliataite Edita

Vailg ir moten dienos centro ,Nendt darbuotoja

Kropas Stasys

Lietuvos banksociacijos prezidentas

Kvedarait Daiva

EESRK na;, LPS "Solidarumas" tarptautisekretoé

Labunskai¢ Virginija

LPS "Solidarumas" vyr. finansinigk

Langaitis Zenonas

LSS Lietuvos Sauijungos inZinierius

Lapajeva Rta

(2]

UAB "Mondelez" profesiés @jungos pirminink

138/216



Names

Organisations

LaSas Ainius

Kauno technologijos universiteto Slidig, humanitarini moksi;
ir meny fakulteto dekanas

Lasiauskas Domantas

Science Po Paris studentas

Lasiauskas Linas

EESRK narys

Laurinaitis Afinas

Lietuvos pramonininkkonfederacijos viceprezidentas

Le&iauskait Vaida
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EESRK narys
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Lietuvos kaimo bendruomeanijungos pirmininl

Maziliauskas Antanas
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Michalauskieg Audrore

Kauno transporto jmoniy darbuotoj profesies sjungos

"Solidarumas"” pirmininko pavaduotoja

Mik8ys Eimantas

Vilniaus universiteto Zurnalistikassolventas

Morkis Gintaras

EESRK narys

Morkiniere Edita

LPS "Solidarumas" valdybos aar

Motiejanient Jovita

Lietuvodikininky sajungos tarptautinj rySiy koordinatoé

Murauskier Diana

Mokytoja

Narakait Rita

Vyr. Vadybinink

Narbutas Rafinas

Vairuotaj profsjungos pirmininkas

Narkeviiuteé Vilgailé

Olendrait Aurelija

NVO teigs instituto direkto¥

Palianiere Danut

Pensinink, signataro naél

Paluckas Gintautas

Lietuvos socialdemakraiartijos pirmininkas, Vilniaus miest
vicemeras

Pauga Audriu UZsienio reikal ministerijos skyriaus veghs
Petraitieg Irena EESRK nar
Pilka Teisininka:

Poskier Dalia

Lietuvos universitgtmoter asociacijos prezidedt

Pranckewius Arnolda:

Europos Komisijos atstovyb Lietuvoje vadovi

Puslys Donatas

Bernardinai.ltvyr. redaktorius

Ramanauskas Rimtautas

LPS "Solidarumas" pirminpak@duotojas

Sinkut Birute

Sv. Ignaco Lojolos kolegijosedtytoja

Skriptiere Lena

RadVviliskio regiono profesipgjungy centro pirminink

So&ekiert Lorete

Lietuvos teigsaugos pareithy federacijos pirmininé

Serksnien Nijolé

Seselgyt Margarita

Vilniaus Universiteto Tarptautinisantyki; ir politikos moksi
instituto direktoriaus pavaduotoja

Svedier Giedg

Lietuvos pramoninink konfederacijos vykdomoiji direktér

TamaSauskienJulija

EESRK

Tovtkeviciene Diana

Cekiskes gimnazijos mokytoja

Vareikyte Indré

EESRK na¢

Zevzikoviere Regina

Kauno transporto jmoniy darbuotoj profesies sjungos

"Solidarumas" pirmininko pavaduotoja

Zilinskas Rimvydas

Senojo Kauno draugijos pirmirisk

ZindZius Viktoras

UAB "Edmundas ir partneriai" vdmiyinkas

ZindZiuviere Aldona

UAB "Edmundas ir partneriai” direkéor
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Programme

9 June 2017
Historical Presidential Palace of the Republic of ithuania, Vilniaus g. 33, Kaunas (Lithuania)

In 2017, the European Union celebrates its 60tlivarsary. At the same time, it faces the immensely
important question of Europe's future. The EU reed a range of challenges in recent years and
finds itself forced to review the course alreadietaand make decisions on the way forward.

On 1 March 2017, the Commission published its WRi#per on the Future of Europe. The white
paper provides an overview of the changes predictethe decade to come and possible scenarios on
the issue of how to develop and strengthen the tBking into account the interests of individual
Member States, and how these interests can bessficlte reconciled.

The president of the European Commission, Jeand@lduncker, has asked the European Economic
and Social Committee (EESC), as the voice of Ewmopavil society, to hold a citizens' debate in all
Member States on the future of Europe. Based orethéts of these debates the EESC will produce a
detailed exploratory opinion, which shall be uséfuthe EU institutions when deciding on a scenario
for the future of the EU.

The members of the Lithuanian civil society orgatiens represented in the EESC have taken the
initiative and invited representatives of the sbgartners to the debate in Lithuania: businesses,
representatives of industry, employers and tradensn students, scientists, farmers and politigians
who can contribute to Europe's future through thkeowledge, experience and insight.

8.30 a.m. Registration

9a.m. Welcome
Simonas Kairys, deputy mayor of Kaunas

9.05 a.m.

Five scenarios for the future of the European Union

Presentation of the European Commission's White Pag on the Future of Europe
Arnoldas Pranckevius, head of the European Commission representatibithuania

9.15 a.m.

60 years: the political, economic and social sucaes of the European Union, as well as negative
developments

Prof. Mindaugas Jurkynas, Vytautas Magnus Univgriiaunas

9.45 a.m.

What is happening with the EU? Should it stay the way it is or should it be reformed? What is
the way forward?

Artinas Laurinaitis, vice-president of the Lithuaniaamm@deration of Industrialists
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10 a.m.
More or less Europe?
ArtarasCerniauskas, president of the Lithuanian Trade Udlonfederation

Moderator: Gintaras Morkis, EESC member
Questions and answers

10.15-11.30 a.m.
First round table on:
Different countries — different interests. Is it p&sible to move Europe forward?

The single market is an important EU tool for drateconomic growth and jobs and ensuring the
common good. However, the single market is stilt y@ be completed. In recent years the

Commission's proposals to revise the rules on sufitige core elements of the single market such as
free movement of labour and cross-border provisibrservices (particularly in the transport and

construction sectors) have triggered very diffenesaictions among EU Member States (as well as
among the social partners, i.e. employers and wad®s). Tackling social dumping featured high on

the agenda. The social dimension, procurement gt tpolicy were also issues that yielded no
consensus. How can diverging standpoints and diffemterests be combined in order to move

Europe forward? Which scenario(s) for Europe's riutwould be most suited to reconciling these

interests and solving the European Union's domektilenges?

Panellists:

Sariinas Klioklys, president of the Lithuanian Association of Charatef Commerce, Industry and
Crafts

Diana Tovtkevitiené, teacher of ekiskes Gymnasium

Ri¢ardas Garuolis, economist, board member of the Lithuanian Prades$ Union "Solidarumas”
Edita Koliatait ¢, deputy director of the Children and Women Celittende”

Linas Lasiauskas EESC member

Questions and answers

Moderator:Liutauras Gudzinskas, lecturer at the Institute for International Relas and Political
Science at Vilnius University

11.15-11.30 a.m.
Coffee break

11.30 a.m.-1 p.m.
Second round table on:

How much Europe and what sort of Europe do Lithuana and its citizens need?

Opinion polls clearly show that the approval ratmg EU membership in Lithuania is among the
highest in the EU. There is little doubt in Lithimrabout the geopolitical, economic, social and
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financial benefits of EU membership. At most, acaape of the single currency has fallen in recent
years due to the starkly increasing prices of comsugoods. However, recent events in Europe and
beyond have sparked considerable fears in LithuaKigy policy areas such as security and defence
policy, migration and the Schengen area, budgeictsiral aid and budgetary discipline, as well as
deepening the economic and monetary union, arepkrty emphasised in Lithuania, not to mention
the economic advantages of the single market. Nbittas is called into question; however, it isatle
that it is not enough and that the EU needs a nedeimenabling it to reconcile the individual
interests of the Member States (including Lithuparad their citizens.

Panellists:

Prof. Margarita SeSelgy#, deputy director at the Institute for InternatibRelations and Political
Science at Vilnius University

Prof. Antanas Maziliauskas rector of Aleksandras Stulginskis University, iKas

Guoda Burokiené, Member of the Lithuanian Parliament

Stasys Kropas president of the Association of Lithuanian Banks

Ainius LaSas dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences, Arts ldnchanities at the Kaunas University
of Technology

Eimantas MikSys, journalism graduate from Vilnius University

Questions and answers
Moderator:Donatas Puslyseditor-in-chief of the online newspay@ernardinai.lt

1-1.30 p.m.
Conclusions and recommendations

Gintaras Morkis, EESC member
Daiva Kvedaraité, EESC member
Mindaugas Maciulevi¢ius, EESC member
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LUXEMBOURG
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Report

Conclusions of the debate between the social parame representatives of Luxembourg civil society
on the

White Paper on Reflections and scenarios for th27shy 2025.

(Debate held on 19 May 2017 at the headquartershef Economic and Social Council of
Luxembourg)

* k% %

The participants in the debate took due note oftlm®pean Commission's intention to hold an honest
and wide-ranging debate with civil society on hdve EU27 should evolve between now and 2025, in
order to restore people's trust [and] deliver agitgr to expectations.

The European Commission had stated that we "needctmgnise what is important to our fellow
citizens, in order not to lose their support". ledgit was undeniable that the European projecidvou
be destined to fail if those to whom it was direotéd not identify with the process.

The patrticipants nevertheless observed that theéeNaper on the Future of Europe did not reflect
upon citizens' expectations; nor did it list tharBeand complaints that formed the basis of sdsptic
about the European Union.

The participants felt that the White Paper offeaedopportunity to reflect on the future of the EU
based on the ideas and values on which the EU widts the Treaty of Rome and the subsequent
treaties.

For decades, European social policy had encouregedergence between Member States and had
been crucial for economic and social progress df agein terms of cohesion. Nevertheless, the

participants noted that, more recently, this soelament, as well as social dialogue, had not been
sufficiently taken into account. There was therefarneed to relaunch social dialogue in accordance
with Title X (Social Policy) of the Treaty on thefctioning of the European Union.

In general, the need to deepen the internal mankdth would benefit businesses, on the one hand,
and employees and consumers on the other, wasmoasly acknowledged.

Security was another serious concern for membetheopublic, who complained about the lack of
cooperation and exchange of information between benStates. One of the fundamental missions
of political leaders was to strike a balance betwdifferent rights, for example between securitg an
the fight against terrorism on the one hand, aeditfhts of privacy and data protection on the othe

With regard to the conclusion of trade agreementsthe EU, the participants felt that it was

important to draft and negotiate these agreemerdssparently with the participation of
democratically elected European representativesrespecting European values.
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Moreover, the Commission's proposals needed toehkstic and coherent, notably with regard to
economic developments, social progress and theamaent.

Responses to the EESC's questions

The participants in the debate at the Luxembour@ HfE not conceal their disappointment regarding
the questionnaire drafted by the EESC, which lichithe discussion to a rather superficial
Commission document.

The participants were certainly aware of the faet the five scenarios were merely illustrative and
did not amount to either detailed blueprints origyoprescriptions. They nevertheless hoped that the
ensuing debates would enable the EU in future ¢wige a concrete response to citizens' complaints
and expectations.

1. Which of the five scenarios best reflects yourgint of view on the internal and external
challenges that the EU is facing, and why?

None of the proposed scenarios seemed capablspfn@ing to people's expectations and addressing
their concerns on its own.

2. Is there another potential scenario that has notbeen mentioned and which may be
preferable? If so, why would this scenario be bett® How can confidence in the EU be
restored?

The future of Europe needed to be based rather loybiad model of different scenarios. Scenarios
three and four appeared best-suited to addreshimgchiallenges facing the EU and its citizens,
notwithstanding deeper reflections and dialogug¢henissues that needed to be dealt with in addition
to those set out in the White Paper.

Scenario four was fairly realistic. The public weshtto see more concrete progress. For example,
better consumer protection, harmonised at EU leselld lead to a win-win situation for both
consumers and businesses.

In the case of scenario three, a multi-speed Eulibpeas important to ensure that in any particular
domain there was a single common "fast lane" rathan several "a la carte" options going in
different directions. There also needed to be aaguee that all Member States would have the
opportunity to join those states that had chosendee more quickly.

3. Are visibility and better communication on the @rt of the EU necessary and if so why?
Communication at EU level was vast and multifariansl the general public found it difficult to
identify with messages that often seemed far reshdvem their concerns. Communication of

European policies and values at national level eg¢d be improved.

In order for European communication to be succésehational political authorities needed to stop
blaming Europe for the unpopular measures that tieyselves had negotiated in Brussels as well as
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talking about the EU as if it were a foreign poweat was beyond their control. On the contraryythe
needed to explain the added value expected by thariel draw attention to the concrete measures
that benefited the public.

4. Are policy areas sufficiently comprehensible andlustrative? How would you rank them on
a scale of importance? Is there a major policy arethat hasn't been mentioned or sufficiently
highlighted? If so which is it, and which of the fve scenarios would be best suited to
developing it further?

According to a recent survey, 44% of citizens dat onderstand how the EU worked. It would
therefore be very useful to include the Europeanjept and the way it operated as part of national
education programmes.

On this note, participants also called for the rigbof students and employees to become a priority

for the European Commission as currently there weayemany barriers in this regard, for example in

the form of issues regarding recognition and acoem of diplomas.

5. How should we structure the debates on the futerof the EU in the national parliaments,
cities and regions of Europe? What should be the e of organised civil society in this regard

and how can it take on this role?

In light of the above, national authorities neettedtart by putting together an inventory of citige
complaints and expectations and setting out spgaibposals, in dialogue with civil society.

6. What are your specific expectations with regardo the result of the consultation?

The participants hoped that the reflections woulitk]y lead to concrete results and action, given t
economic and social situation in Europe and theetgtions of its citizens.

7. How can the general public be more involved inwlding the future of Europe?

As the future of Europe directly concerned allzgtis, public debates needed to be organised at
national, regional and local levels.

There was also a need to relaunch social dialogwedordance with Title X (Social Policy) of the
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.
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Participants

Mr HANSEN (GRI)
Mr HENCKS (GRII)
Mme WILLEMS (GRIII)
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Report
Debates with organised civil society — Report fronMalta

Online consultation: 4 May — 2 June 2017
Lead EESC members:

Stefano Mallia (Gr. I)
Philip von Brockdorff (Gr. II)
Ben Rizzo(Gr. 1lI)

EESC administrators:
Janine Borg
John Power

Method:
An online survey was conducted among interestetebtdders on the basis of the agreed
guestionnaire. Responses were received from thenwfiolg organisations:

¢ Malta Chamber of Commerce, Enterprise and Industry
« UHM - Voice of the Workers

e GWU - General Workers' Union

¢ GRTU - Malta Chamber of SMEs

« Federation of Professional Associations of Malta

The results are summarised below.
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WHITE PAPER QUESTIONNAIRE

Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitBaper best meets from your perspective
the internal and external challenges facing the ELBnd why?

Malta Chamber of Commerce and Industry: The EU ddeé served better with a hybrid of
scenarios rather than one, carefully blending domoge in certain policy areas, less in others,
and elements of two-speed Europe.

UHM + GWU: None of the five scenarios properly asidr the need for Europe to move
towards more social and economic convergence.

GRTU: Scenario one best reflects internal and agtechallenges, taking due account of
national circumstances and demographics. The simglket needs to boost investment in
digital, transport and energy infrastructure amdestid law needs to be decentralised.

Federation of Professional Associations of Maltaerrio 5 would be the first choice,
followed by scenario 4.

Would another scenario, not mentioned, be possédand preferable? If so, why? How do
you see trust and confidence being fostered withithe Union?

Malta Chamber of Commerce and Industry: EU insthadl reform would enable citizens
move forward with a bolder European project thaates prosperity, dignity and peace for all.
UHM +GWU: More convergence, especially in the sbeajphere, is needed but this must
respect diversity and national circumstances. Treiguires a proactive Europe and EU
institutional reform.

GRTU: Action is needed to boost citizens' trusttie EU decision-making process and,
although harmonised polices may be beneficial,iipe@ational needs must still be respected.
GWU: A more united Europe cannot become a realitijaut EU institutional reform.

Federation of Professional Associations of Malteergrio 5 should make it possible to take
account of the conditions of each Member Statetethe also bringing the EU closer to

grassroots concerns.

Is more visibility of and better communication @ the European Union required, and
how?

UHM: The EU needs to be more visible, less buregticcand more open to grassroots needs. It
must do more to understand the social problemsithibns of workers and their families by

developing a modern social policy relevant to auirend future needs.

GRTU: Communication is vital, including public cafistions.
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GWU: Many European citizens simply do not know egto@about the EU and this must be
remedied.

Federation of Professional Associations of Maltatt& visibility is vital and would prevent
the EU being used as a scapegoat for "unpopula&isides in which the Member States did in
fact have a say.

Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently comprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

Malta Chamber of Commerce and Industry: Less fragat®n, more technical harmonisation,
and the removal of barriers are key. Any further $idial legislation should only be Member-
State driven. EU taxation measures should not gorzkinternational agreements, particularly
if they put EU competitiveness at risk. EU regiopalicy must acknowledge the peripheral
nature of small Member States, not just outermegbns.

UHM: Economic policy and social policy are equaityportant for the future of Europe.

GRTU: The EU Digital Agenda must be given greaisibility, not least in the context of the
single market. This would, for instance, help Malt@rcome its geographical limitations.

GWU: The EU must seek to understand economic acidlsdifferences and not put everyone
in the same boat.

Federation of Professional Associations of Maltalidres should be explained in detail while
these are under discussion so that decisions takeRnown to individual citizens when they
are adopted.

Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Futue of Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organised civil
society play in the “way ahead” and how?

UHM: The debate must absolutely involve organisei society as the voice of the citizen.
GRTU: Debates needs to better reflect the diffemgihions across the Member States, not
least through more decentralised institutions. IGaciety shapes the EU's perspective, but

social partners and other professional bodiesusteas important for the ongoing debate.

GWU: Civil society must be involved and, more thaational parliaments, cities and regions
can also be useful as they are often the homeribsoiciety.

Federation of Professional Associations of Malthe Tvay ahead should be based on the input
from stakeholders, with complete transparency dkdgosition (or not) taken by each.
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What are your particular expectations as regardshe outcome of the consultation?

Malta Chamber of Commerce and Industry: We shouwd e afraid of change and of
reforming the Union.

UHM: To overcome disillusionment, citizens expediear direction that is relevant to them.
GRTU: Realistic, achievable targets are neededgimatinely reflect current needs.

GWU: Disillusionment has resulted in populism amti-£U feelings in many Member States.
Citizens need clear direction. Consultation musth@oan end in itself but must deliver tangible
results.

Federation of Professional Associations of Maltaoligh time should have been given to this
opinion. Already the consultation period was toorsh

How can the citizen be more empowered in the spiag of the future of Europe?

UHM: Citizens must take centre stage in developh@future of Europe. The EU must listen
to their concerns about the key issues, via the(ER&d other organisations at national and
European level.

GRTU: Local involvement is very important, includironline polls, consultations and other
tools.

GWU: The EU cannot afford to lose this opporturitlygive a clear and fair direction to its
future, a future built on peace and prosperity.

Federation of Professional Associations of Maltdizéns through their various stakeholders
should be involved in Commission decision-makingeesally in areas where such decisions
would differently impact certain countries becaogdistory, economics or ethical or religious
background.
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Report
Report on the Brainstorming Session on the Futurefdeurope

Subject Brainstorming Session on the Future of Europe, heldn cooperation with the
Social and Economic Council of the Netherlands (SERThe Hague, 1 June 2017

To Mr van lersel, Ms Del Rio, Mr Moos, rapporteurs
Members of the ad hoc group on the Future of Eeirop
Mr Quaedvlieg, Ms Muller, Mr Osinga, members e of organisation
Mr Hick, Director
Ms Porres, Head of Unit
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Infographic showing participants' ideal scenariggden dots), least preferred scenarios (red dots)
and "most likely to happen” scenarios (blue dots).

Conclusions of the Brainstorming Session on the Fute of Europe held in the Netherlands
What does Dutch civil society want from the Europea Union and how can it be achieved?
The participants in the Dutch discussion want fastl foremost an EU that produces well-designed

and workable policy proposals within clear framek#rwith the Member States having more say
over their_interpretation and implementation thacurrently the case._Clear strategic choices teed
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be made: what do we do together, what do we ndbdether, and in what areas can we reach an
agreement?

Decision-making at European level should be cargetlin a_transparent manner, subject to clear
ground rules. Well-informed and sound decisiongakem on the basis of input from knowledgeable
individuals — should then be clearly communicat&dmmunication also means listening to people
from the field. The input of civil society and othetakeholders should be taken on board. In additio
telling the whole story is a decisive factor in nimg the support of people and organisations in the
Member States. For example, wind and solar energylocal effect of international agreements, such
as the sustainable development goals (SDGSs).

Better coherence between the various policy areasrepeatedly mentioned. Too often, DGs produce
policy proposals that are incompatible because Hae been designed from different perspectives,
pursue different aims, or have contradictory effeotpractice. The system needs to be reorganised i
order to tackle this problem. Setting clear, hamtab political priorities should serve as a guidetiis
respect.

An EU that builds prosperity and well-being for gx@ne in society should be firmly based on a
social, economic and environmental component. Sointleese components should be strengthened —
efforts to create a single market have meant thatfocus has so far been mainly on economic
aspects. Attention should be paid to those whoaldenefit sufficiently from globalisation.

Translating the guidelines described above intacp@reas where, according to the participants, the
EU brings clear added value produces the folloistg

Migration;

Defence;

EMU governance;

A broad and robust economic agenda includingralgure and horticulture, energy, transport,

services, etc.;

5. A clear social component, including an activgpkyment policy, worker protection, working
conditions and social security;

6. Outside its territory, the EU plays a role asoanmunity of values (democracy, rule of law,

human rights).

PowbdpE

For example, a real opportunity exists for Eurapéhe area of digitalisation, in particular conéegn
accessibility of the countryside. This is an exaanpi a policy area where a European approach has
clear added value (and the cost comes before tiefits) since the issue of rural areas laggingrmhi

in this area arises right across Europe, and MerSiates will therefore be able to find common
ground in a joint approach. It is also a policyaavehere the outline may be set out at EU level]avhi
the implementation will be left to the competenthawities in the Member States. It was established
that the Juncker Plan (EFSI) is not yet functiorsogficiently in the Netherlands. The reasons ffus t
should be examined.
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How does this translate into scenarios for the futee of Europe?

The participants in the debate regarded the samnhas a useful tool but preferred to keep an open
mind rather than choose between them. Combinatainscenarios and intermediate forms are
conceivable.

A clear majority of participants indicated suppkant the scenarios in which co-operation at European
level is intensified in those policy areas where Bl brings clear added value, but with the clear
condition that policy frameworks and proposals @egeloped in an efficient and targeted manner.
Their implementation is of great importance. A mafieed Europe should not lead to a fragmented
single market. In order to optimise the single rearkt is first necessary to take into account the
views and position of the social partners, civitisty and the public in a clear and consistent reann
Scope should also be incorporated in order to ailhd@rpretation to develop from the bottom up.

Scenario 3: Logically speaking, this scenario wilimarily occur in situations where Member States
diverge greatly. The question arose as to whatatawidh those who are not initially among the
leaders. The results achieved in the leading goaummot be imposed on those left behind. There is a
real risk of opt-outs and falling below the stamtaht the same time, achieving a kind of upward
competition could be desirable in some cases. Ktrba ensured that the functioning of the single
market is not overly hampered by a multi-speed gero

According to the participants, Scenario 4 was cwadxe only if "less" meant that affairs at EU leve

were conducted in broad terms and were therefgs"leiled down". A survey carried out in 2015 by
the UK House of Lords8 showed that, in principle, nothing happens in Bels that doesn't belong

there. Moreover, everybody was in favour of greaféiciency. It is essential to involve people from
the field in drawing up proposals. The REFIT platiccould already provide an example.

With regard to_scenario 5, the participants conetldhat "doing much more together" does not
necessarily mean a further transfer of sovereightypt can be achieved through proper coordination,
regular dialogue and agreeing on a common line al&@ acknowledge that Europe often only takes
decisions under intense pressure (crises). Thihgsld be different, but that is how it works in
practice.

As a possible sixth scenario, it was suggestedetdtwater in order to deal with the frayed eddes o
the EU in its current state. A review of the exigtipolicies/the current rules could highlight which

undesirable effects need to be corrected or revesed whether there are gaps that need to be,filled
in order to boost consistency in EU law. Attenté@m then once again be turned to the future.

Together with_Scenario 1, Scenario 2 is, in theseykethe participants, by far the least desirable,
although it is striking that many participants m¢heless consider scenario 1 to be the most riealist

Finally, this last observation shows that thera idear gap between what people regard as the ideal
future scenarios on the one hand and expectationdhat will be done in practice on the other. In

25 )
The Review of the Balance of Competences,

https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld2014d&¢lect/Ideucom/140/14002.ht2015.
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order to bridge this gap, public trust and suppalitneed to be strengthened. To this end, we rseed
EU that sets out clear frameworks, that draws oardstakeholder input, that leaves room for

interpretation from the bottom up, and that focusesthose areas where a common European
approach brings clear added value.
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Participants

Names Organisations

Joris Baeck LTO Nederlan

Fenna Beekmans Kenniscentrum Europa decentral

Peter Bekx Europese Commissie vertegenwoordiging

Else Boonstra

Europees Economisch en Sociaal Comité

Marco Bos SER

Semih Eski CNV Jongeren
Jacobine Geel GGZ Nederland
Mariette Hamer Voorzitter SER
Dafna Holtzer SER

Ellen Hoeijenbos FNV Bouw
Albert van der Horst CPB

Fried Kaane

Koninklijke Metaaluni

Magriet Keijzer

Detallhandel Nederland

Saskia Klosse Un

Serge Kornuyt C.Kornuyt BV

Patrick Kosterink DNB

Marnix Krop Clingendael

Hans Mojet Ministerie van Economische Zaken
Catelijne Muller VCP

Klaas Johan Osinga

LTO Nederland

Winand Quaedviieg

VNO NCW en MKB Nederland

Marieke Ruijgrok

SER

Tessa Ruijgro

Jong Manageme

Hans Schenk

Universiteit Utrecht/SER

Eduard Slootweg

Informatiebureau Europees Parlement

Nico Verduin

LTO Noord

Mirella Visser

AlV/Commissie Europese Integratie

Mester Houwing

CNV

Marjolijn Bulk

FNV/EECS

Serge Kornu

Bouwbedrijt
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Programme
DE TOEKOMST VAN DE EUROPESE UNIE

Brainstorm | 1 juni 2017, 14.30-17.30 uur | Socia&conomische Raad, Bezuidenhoutseweg 60,
Den Haag

Met de publicatie in maart 2017 van het "Witboekrade Toekomst van Europa" heeft de Europese
Commissie het startschot gegeven voor een Europaleipat over de toekomstige vorm en functies
van de Europese Unie. Uiteraard is dit niet eenkzdia uitsluitend de regeringen van de Lidstaten en
de Commissie aangaat — het is van groot belangisiesven posities van het maatschappelijk
middenveld in Nederland krachtig onder de aandaéetirengen.

Deze gedachtenwisseling geeft organisaties vambaetschappelijk middenveld de gelegenheid zich
uit te spreken over hoe zij de toekomst van degas® Unie zien. Wat willen we van de Unie? Wat is
er nodig om dat te bereiken? De uitkomsten vanrdagtorm worden meegenomen in een advies
van het Europees Economisch en Sociaal Comitéedgnt de zomer van 2017 aan de Europese
Commissie zal worden gepresenteerd.

PROGRAMMA
14.15-14.30 Zaal open

14.30-14.35 Welkom
= Mevr. Mariétte Hamer, voorzitter Sociaal-Economische Raad

14.35-15.15 Inleiding "De staat van de EU in het licht van hetWitboek over de Toekomst
van Europa”
= Dhr Marnix Krop , oud-Ambassadeur voor Nederland in Polen en sl
senior visiting research fellow bij Clingendael

Gevolgd door een Q&A
15.15-15.30 Koffiepauze

15.30-16.00 Korte introductie: het advies van het EESC aan de &Eopese Commissie
= Dhr Winand Quaedvlieg, Lid van het EESC namens VNO-NCW en MKB
Nederland
= Mevr. Catelijne Muller, Lid van het EESC namens de Vakcentrale voor
Professionals (VCP)
= Dhr Klaas Johan Osinga Lid van het EESC namens LTO Nederland

Gevolgd door Q&A betreffende doel & opzet van hetbat en het EESC-advies aan
de Commissie

16.00-17.15 Gestructureerde gedachtenwisseling
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Open brainstorm met vertegenwoordigers van de deeinde organisaties

Ronde I Wat willen we als maatschappelijk middenveld metvan de Europese
Unie? Hoe kunnen we dat bereiken? Welke rol kamfagttschappelijk middenveld
daarbij zelf spelen?

Ronde 2 Hoe vertaalt zich dat naar mogelijke scenarior\de toekomst?

17.15-17.30 Conclusies
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Report
EESC debate with organised civil society on the fute of Europe
Poland, Warsaw, 23 May 2017

REPORT
Moderators: Mr Pilawski (Gr. 1), Mr Krzaklewski (GIf), Mr Balon (Gr. 111)
Presentation of the White Paper on the future obper Dr Marek Prawda, Director of the European
Commission's Representation in Poland
Number of participants: 31

Answers given during the debate

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitBaper best meets from your perspective the
internal and external challenges facing the EU, and/hy?

- indicative vote:

Scenario 1: 1
Scenario 2: 0
Scenario 3: 1
Scenario 4: 2
Scenario 5: 17

Another scenario or a mixed scenario (6): 10

— most participants were of the view that we mushtwe together (scenario 5), however, the
correct identification of what needs to be done wa®n some consideration. Scenario 5
would seem the most forward-looking for Poland, baime participants expressed their
doubts as to the feasibility of its implementation;

- some pointed out that Scenario 2 is the leastalasirWhile the single market is attractive,
social standards must be developed. According egptirticipants, Scenario 2 was a good
starting point but we should go further;

— some stated that the EU is de facto implementingn&to 3 with a multispeed Europe.
Others highlighted that a multispeed Europe hadtedifrom the outset and that the same
policies give different results in different Memb8tates. The Schengen zone and the
European social pillar were quoted as evidencéefprinciple "those who want more, do
more";

— it was argued that it was unclear what prioritiesuld be set in Scenario 4, and whether it
would be favourable for Poland;

— alarge number of votes cast in favour of Scenauwgould mean that the right solution is yet
to be found. This may be a sign that looking foiesv direction has become very attractive.

2. a) Would another scenario, not mentioned, be psible and preferable? If so, why?
— the efficiency element from Scenario 4 was a rexurmotive in discussions on another

potential scenario (a combination of existing ones)
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— a number of participants claimed the best solutimould be a combination of Scenarios 5
and 3, with the efficiency element from Scenatrio 4;

— Scenario 1 + 4 was another proposed solution: mtiraee common actions jointly, but more
efficiently. The combination of continuation withgeeater focus on areas that need attention
is the key to this scenario;

— others opted for a combination of Scenario 5 witmoepts of greater efficiency and
persistence;

— Some argued for Scenario 5 combined with demoetaiis (increased participation of
society), levelling out inequalities and environitamssues (climate);

2. b) How do you see trust and confidence being fostst within the Union?

— better involve civil society organisations and NG@#th large capacities to engage with the
citizens. Their contacts with unorganised socidtyusd be facilitated, as they have more
potential than politicians or institutions to commzate with the citizens;

— use means of communication that are sector-spemifibat come from local and regional
authorities rather than more political communiaatio

— it was noted that governments often use the EU ssapegoat for various failures — the
European institutions should properly inform thiizeins about which decisions are taken by
governments and which are taken by the EU;

— give more time for consultation — civil society angsations often do not have the
opportunity to take part in a thorough debate;

— react to widespread anecdotes about alleged EUditiss (such as the permitted curve of
bananas) — better communicate to the citizens vehtgio decisions are taken and what are
their implied benefits;

— bring back the concept of a European identity liyfoecing the presence of EU symbols in
public life (the flag, the anthem), highlightingromon values; the dynamic development of
social media should be better used in this respect;

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently conprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wlich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

- lack of any clear mention of social policy in thehié Paper was recurrently highlighted.
Studies show that 25% of the EU population is siilrisk of poverty — social protection
must be given consideration;

— the social partners are not mentioned;

- the following issues have not been highlightedisigffitly:

Strengthening social dialogue, enhancing cohesidioyp energy sector innovations, energy
cohesion, democratising the EU and the rule of Emengthening European identity;

— the White Paper fails to discuss controversialésssuch as migration, women's rights or the
LGBT community.
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5. Is more visibility of and better communication m the European Union required, and how?

Since a lack of communication and dialogue leaddigmformation, information about the EU
must be improved, through:

better communication policy, and thus a greatemagament of the citizens. They should be
involved at every stage, so that they have an impadhe EU's actions and are aware of
this fact;

better quality of communication - simple messagksr documents. The aim is to reach the
ordinary citizen, not an expert;

the clear communication obligation should not gadlthe EU institutions only - the Member
States should have their own specialised agenareoimmunication on European topics;
some participants also expressed a view that sbglety organisations should have a more
active attitude towards the EU and be more invoimedommunication on EU topics. They
should inform and educate their members, activalplving them in various projects;

it was also noted that the existing non-governmesitactures in Brussels could be much
better used to improve communication with citizens;

many participants stressed the important role atation, starting at primary level, building
the European identity at this stage. Insufficiergspnce of EU matters in school curricula
was noted;

An enhanced reflection on "what if the EU did nais€?" was suggested, as well as the
better promotion of the greatest EU success: lastiFlg peace.

6. Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Futue of Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organised civil
society play in the "way ahead" and how?

some noted that support for European matters wageammnand quite shallow, and that there
was a need to translate ideas into concrete actions

it was suggested that debates on the future ofdeutme held in Economic and Social
Councils and similar organisations and that theskds communicate their positions;

it was suggested that the Commission organise atéleti the regional organisation level
(e.g. the Visegrad Group);

7. How can the citizen be more empowered in the shiaag of the future of Europe?

it was noted that there are mechanisms to invadeeety but they are not sufficiently used,;
there is a need for better use of the social pert3 Social Dialogue Committees in the
EV);

it was suggested that the use of referendums drel commitment instruments be increased
in order to empower citizens;

attention was drawn to the need for closer exanginadf political innovations, such as new
approaches, innovative formats, improvements ifiputitiatives;

it was suggested that the Citizens' Initiative bedumore efficiently;

once again, the need for an EU identity and shaewetership was emphasised.
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8. What are your particular expectations as regardshe outcome of the consultation?

greater attention should be paid in the final doeninto non-economic policies;

as a result of the consultation, the documenthvélless bureaucratic;

civil society organisations should be encouragedrganise debates internally and to
communicate their conclusions.

Concluding remarks:

Scenario 5 was the most popular, although it shbel&nhanced by the efficiency aspect
and careful selection of priority areas;

There is insufficient focus on social policy;

Civil society organisations have to play a biggaerin communicating on EU topics, and
by doing so, in increasing public confidence;

School education has an important role to plajédevelopment of a European identity;
Civil society organisations must be used more #ffely to engage citizens.
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Participants

PARTICIPANTS FROM THE ORGANISED CIVIL SOCIETY

Name of participant Name of organization

1 | Pilawski Lech

2 | Krzaklewski Marian The EESC (moderators)

3 | Balon Krzysztof

4 | Prawda Marek L.

= | Otachel Bartosz The European Commission

6 | Aniszczyk Bohdan (St. Brother Albert Aid Society)

7 | Bartkiewicz Katarzyna ("Solidarnos¢")

8 | Biskupska Ewa (Polish Craft Association)

9 | Bonikowska Matgorzata (Centre for International Relations)

10 | Doboszyniska Edyta (Polish Craft Association)

11 | Dyba tukasz (Polish Confederation Lewiatan)

12 | Fraczak Piotr (Social Dialog Association)

13 | Hejducka Iwona (holds occupational therapy workshops in Miejska Gorka)

14 | Hejducka Anna (Welfare and Disabled Persons Association in Miejska Gorka)

15 | Lisicki Robert (Polish Confederation Lewiatan)

16 | Jelenski Maciej (Polish Confederation Lewiatan)

17 | Mankiewicz-Cudny Ewa (Polish Federation of Engineering Associations, FSNT-NOT)

18 | Michatek Witold (Business Centre Club)

19 | Mizerski Cezary (Public Benefit Council of the Republic of Poland, RDPP)

20 | Niemkiewicz Adam (Morena Association/Scouting Association of the Republic (ZHR);
RDPP)

21 | Olechnowicz Marek (Pomeranian Council for NGOs)

22 | Olszewski Dariusz Jacek (Employers of Poland)

23 | Opechowska lzabela (Polish Craft Association)

24 | Ostrowski Krzysztof (Business Centre Club, member of the EESC)

25 | Pietkiewicz Janusz (Employers of Poland, member of the EESC)

26 | Ptowiec Kamila (The Working Community of Associations of Social NGOs,
WRZOS)

27 | Mecina Jacek (University of Warsaw, Polish Confederation Lewiatan)

28 | Sinica Matgorzata (Polish Scouting and Guiding Association)

29 | Skotnicka-lllasiewicz Elzbieta | (Team Europe)

30 | Szumlewicz Piotr (All-Poland Alliance of Trade Unions)

31 | Zarebski Maciej (Swietokrzyskie Regional Society)
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Programme

The debate on the White Paper on the future of Eunoe
Zielna Conference Centre, ul. Zielna 37, 00-108 3&far

1lam.-11.15am.

11.15a.m.-11.30 a.m.

11.30 a.m. — 2.10 p.m.

2.10 p.m. - 2.30 p.m.

23 May 2017

Welcome speecht by members of the EESC delegation hosting
the debateMr Lech Pilawski (Employers ‘Group)Mr Marian
Krzaklewski (Workers' Group),Mr Krzysztof Balon (Various
Interests Group)

Introduction

The presentation of the White paper on the futfiteusope

Dr Marek Prawda, Director of the European Commission's
Representation in Poland

Open debate
Answers to the 7 questions drawn up by the EESC
(Moderators: Mr Pilawski, Mr Krzaklewski, Mr Baldalternately))

Conclusion
Members of the EESC delegation hosting the debate
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Report

Summary of discussions on the Future of Europe witlPortuguese organised civil society
Portuguese Economic and Social Council (ESC), Lisbhp29 May 2017.

The debate with Portuguese organised civil sod@@S) on the future of Europe took place at the
headquarters of the Portuguese Economic and Sooiathcil (ESC) in Lisbon, on 29 May, from 10
a.m. to 6 p.m.

The EESC's delegation, comprised of Pedro Almeigéré- (Group ), Carlos Silva (Group II) and
Jorge Pegado Liz (Group 1) decided to invite Bguese OCS organisations to the Portuguese ESC
to join their discussions at three separate sessandetailed in the programme attached.

The president of the Portuguese ESC, Anténio Camei Campos, took part in all of the sessions,
giving a short introductory speech. This was folkoMby a presentation of the background to the
EESC initiative by a Member representing each efEESC's groups.

After the introduction, participants were askeddply to the questions raised in the EESC survey.
Occasionally, further questions were asked forifatation or precision. In particular, there was a

recurring question regarding the potential needetose the EU Treaty (arising from the different

scenarios presented by the Commission).

As a preliminary consideration, some participaitsssed that in qualitative terms, the Commission's
document falls short of what we have come to exfrech that institution, as it is missing essential
elements such as an economic and social impactsssat of each scenario and an indication of the
costs involved in each scenario.

Question 1: Which of the five scenarios set out byhe White Paper best meets from your
perspective the internal and external challenges &g the EU, and why?

The responses to this question are far from befrapimous, even at a single session. Hence, at the
first session, the CH and the CCP preferred a scenario combining scenarios 4 and/ch
strengthened cohesion, solidarity and the Econaanid Monetary Union (EMU) and, above all,
entailed strong leadership and increased demodeafitmacy from the EU. The CTPpreferred to

opt for a combination of scenarios 2,3 and 4, wkilk calling for greater cohesion and an effegtiv
response to the problems caused by the econorsis arid the migration crisis.

With regard to the potential need to revise thealirethe CIP and CTP are opposed to this because
they feel there is a lack of a solid support bagkile the CCP deems it necessary in order to
"degovernmentalise" the EU.

26 Confederation of Portuguese Business.

27 . .
Portuguese Commerce and Services Confederation.

28 ) )
Confederation of Portuguese Tourism.
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At the second session, the CGTRade its position very clear and all the respoasgsed that none
of the scenarios can be accepted. Moreover, theRC&lls for "another Europe” of sovereign states
that implement policies in the interests of workamsl the people, against big business.

The UGT?, while maintaining that none of the scenarios arficient, is open to admitting that an
"improved" scenario 5 could merit further attentiothe UGT believes that the EU has been
prioritising monetary and budgetary aspects todégtement of social aspects and that this trendt mus
be corrected. It regrets the total absence of afgrence to the social dimension in the five sdesar
In summary, the UGT believes that:

e economic governance goals must not take precedemravorkers' rights and that

« there is a need for greater solidarity between Mam$tates.

At the last session, CONFECO®Rind CNIS? clearly opted for scenario 5, while CNEFthe
APMJ* and the I0MH’rejected all of the scenarios, the members of liter group presenting a
proposal for a 6th scenario (Sustainable Europédaitizens - see appendix). This proposal aions f
a people-centred Europe focused orsustainability achieved through the transparency of the
institutions, by strengthening democracy, new eotgnobenchmarks (GDP cannot be the only
measurement) and the concept of the caring economy.

Lastly, DECG® considers scenario 1 to be the only viable optaithough consumer protection
policies — which have been recently been calledl gutestion — should be strengthened.

With regard to the need to revise the Treaty, ttgamisations present voiced their opposition, with
the exception of the IOMH, which clearly defendétstrevision, and DECO which implicitly
considered it necessary to implement scenario 5.

Question 2: Would another scenario, not mentionedpe possible and preferable? If so, why?
How do you see trust and confidence being fosteradthin the Union?

The answer to this question stems largely fromathgver to the first. Most of the organisations seem
open to the idea of a 6th scenario combining difieraspects of the scenarios presented by the
Commission and which boils down to doing much monech better, all together with and for the
citizens.

Question 3: Is more visibility of and better commutication on the European Union required,
and how?

29 The General Confederation of Portuguese Workers
30 General Union of Workers.

31 Portuguese Cooperatives Confederation.

32 National Confederation of Solidarity Institutions

33 National Confederation of Family Association.

34

Portuguese Association of Women Lawyers.

35
Equal Opportunities for Women and Men.

36 - .
The Portuguese Association for Consumer Protectio
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In general, the organisations consulted (with tkeeption of the CGTP, which emphasised the need
for policies and not propaganda) agreed on the fa¥edore information, training and educationslt i
important the citizens (and in particular the yoestgamong them) are aware of the benefits that the
EU brings to them in their daily lives. Howevershould not be forgotten that the separation of the
EU from its citizens is largely due to a lack a$pense to their needs and concerns.

It is therefore important that communication is pleecentred and that citizens feel they have access
to the institutions through locally-held debatesbBtes such as those organised by the EESC are very
important. The EESC is an excellent tool for bmmggtogether SCO organisations. However, none of
this will be enough if there is no follow-up. It isecessary to manage citizen's expectations and
respond to their comments.

National parliaments should listen to civil societganisations and involve citizens as far as piessi
in discussions which are of great interest to all.

The representatives of the IOMH called for rigoroasnmunication and presented tangible proposals
for revising the EU portal, holding civil societg#érings at the European Councils and setting up a
civil society forum.

Question 4: Are the policy areas referred to suffiently comprehensive and illustrative? How
would you rank them in a scale of importance? Is tare a major policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wlich of the five scenarios would best suit its
development?

Generally, in the view of most organisations, thare policy areas which are missing from the five
scenarios and should be mentioned. The most frélguarentioned examples are cohesion and
solidarity policy, institutional reform, and govamce and expansion of the EU.

Other areas were raised, such as consumer poliEZ(@), households (CNAF), the social economy
(CNIS), the social economy (CONFECOOP and CNIS) airth-rate policies, innovation and
inclusion (APMJ).

It should be noted that both the business orgaoisatind the UGT considered Scenario 5 to be the
one that could best serve the interests of bussgsise former) and a more social Europe (ther)atte

Question 5: Regarding "the way ahead", how shouldhe "Future of Europe Debates across
Europe's national Parliaments, cities and regions'be structured? What role should organized
civil society play in the “way ahead” and how?

The involvement of civil society is crucial for gdarticipants, who stressed the importance of the
discussions that the EESC organises. Organisatindscitizens should see that the institutions are
close to them. However, it is also very importanbe able to manage expectations, and show them
that their concerns are taken into account andahsivers are being sought. On the other hand, it is
not acceptable that representatives of the EUtutistns present preconceived solutions to citizems

to organisations, without having really listened.
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The participants underlined the need for closertaxinbetween the ESC and the EESC and all
showed a willingness to deepen these relations.

The involvement of OCS in parliamentary debatesiss very important and in the case of Portugal,
it is vital that the Portuguese ESC be heard byAgsembly of the Republic.

With regard to OSC's involvement, some participahtghlighted the varying influence of
organisations and individuals, and secondly, thednt® broaden consultation to include other
institutions not represented by the Portuguese ESC.

In this context, the Portuguese ESC's presidentmitied to organising a debate or proposing an
EESC opinion on this subject in September and espi his readiness and interest in working
together with the EESC on this matter.

Question 6: What are your particular expectations a regards the outcome of the consultation?

With the exception of the CGTP, which has no exgtémts for the results of the OCS consultation,
all other participants hope that it can contribittex better EU for citizens and businesses, brgngin
growth, solidarity and employment.

Question 7: How can the citizen be more empowered the shaping of the future of Europe?

Most of the participants stressed the importanctrio€le 11(2) of the Treaty and highlighted thetfa
that initiatives such as the EESC's were precisetysuch means of implementing this provision.

Participants felt that more and better communicatinformation and training was needed to make
citizens feel heard and involved. In this regatdisiparticularly important to focus on younger
generations.

Again, on this point, the need for wide-rangingcdissions with citizens and businesses was raised.

Other points raised:

* the participants expressed their support for faete discussions without excluding other
forms of consultation,

« the issue of European citizenship was mentionataay of reinforcing the concept of Europe
and solidarity,

e The question of President Macron's recent commera form of European protectionism was
also brought up. The participants considered beéca negative route, which could lead to an
escalation of protectionism.
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Participants and programme

Dialogue with Portuguese organised civil society otme White Paper on the Future of Europe —
Reflections and scenarios for the EU27 in 2025

Lisbon, 29 May 2017

Meeting held at: the Portuguese Economic and S@aahcil
(Rua Joéo Bastos, 8 — Lisbon)

Programme

EESC delegation
Pedro Almeida Freire (Group |, Employers)
Carlos Silva (Group Il, Workers)
Jorge Pegado Liz (Group lll, Various interests)

10 a.m. - 12 p.m. Representatives of Portuguese Employers' Organisains
Welcome by the President of the ESC, Prof. Dr Ailttd@orreia de Campos

» Confederation of Portuguese Tourism — CTP
— Dr Nuno Bernardo, Member of the Executive Board
* Confederation of Portuguese Business — CIP
- Dr Patricia Gongalves, Director, Economic Affairsgartment
— Dr Nuno Biscaya, Deputy Director, Department of dlegnd Socio-
Employment Matters
* Portuguese Commerce and Services Confederatior”- CC
- Dr Hélder Pedro, Vice-President of the Board oebiors
— Dr Vasco de Mello, Vice-President of the Board afebtors
— Dr Luis Cabacgo Martins Member of the Board of Dioes

14 a.m. - 16 p.m. Representatives of Portuguese Trade Union Organisans
Welcome by the President of the ESC, Prof. Dr Attd@orreia de Campos
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* The General Confederation of Portuguese Worke@GT(P)

Jodo Torres, Member of the Executive Board
Jodo Barreiros, Member of the National Council
Fernando Mauricio, International Department
Mauricio Miguel, International Department

¢ General Union of Workers (UGT)

Dr Jodo Dias da Silva, Vice-President

Dr Paula Bernardo, Deputy Secretary-General
Dr Luis Correia, Deputy Secretary-General

Dr José Cordeiro, Executive Secretary

Dr Carlos Alves, Executive Secretary

Dr Lina Lopes, Chair of the Women's Committee
Dr Carlos Moreira, Chair of the Youth Committee

4—-6p.m. Representatives of organisations representing varns interests at th
Portuguese ECS.
Welcome by the President of the ESC, Prof. Dr Aitt@orreia de Campos

Joaquim Pequicho, Executive Director of CONFECOOP

Dr Alberto Regueira (DECO)

Dr Ana Cristina Tapadinhas, Director-General of MEC

Dr José Leirido (CNIS)

Dr Maria Teresa Costa Macedo, President of the Nat
Confederation of Family Associations (CNAF)

Dr Ana Sofia Fernandes, Equal Opportunities for Worand Men
Dr Ana Coucello, Equal Opportunities for Women &mheh

Dr Marlene Mendes, Portuguese Association of Worhawyer:
(APMJ)
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Report

Date of the meeting: 29 May 2017
EESC delegation Ana Bontea (GR 1), Minel Iw&u (GR Il) and Cristian Pirvulescu (GR Il1)

l. ‘White Paper on the Future of Europe - Reflectims and scenarios for the EU27 by 2025’

On 1 March 2017, the European Commission presehted/hite Paper on the Future of Europe -
Reflections and scenarios for the EU27 by 202hich paves the way for comprehensive debates in
the national parliaments, European Parliament/ lmgd regional authorities, amdthin civil society

in general, on the state of the Union and the wasad for the upcoming years. The White Paper
considers how Europe will change in the next teargefrom the impact of new technologies on
society and jobs to the doubts raised as a re§yjlobalisation, to concerns regarding security and
populism augmentation. It puts forward five sceosri

— Scenario 1: Carrying on — The EU-27 focuses on implementing its currensitpe reform
agenda, in line with the guidelines called ‘A Netar$for Europe’ presented by the Commission
in 2014 and with the Bratislava Declaration, agrega@ll the 27 Member States in 2016.

— Scenario 2: Nothing but the single market- The EU-27 is gradually re-centred on the single
market, as the number of policy areas in which 2lieMember States fail to reach a common
position is constantly growing.

— Scenario 3: Those who want to do more The EU-27 proceeds in the same way as today but
allows willing Member States to do more togetherspecific areas such as defence, internal
security and social matters. One or more ‘coal@tiohthe willing’ are formed.

— Scenario 4: Doing less more efficiently- the EU-27 focuses on more and faster resultgiitain
policy areas, acting less in areas where it isgieed as having no added value. Attention and
limited resources are focused on selected poliegsar

— Scenario 5: Doing much more together Member States decide to share more power, ressur
and decision-making across the board in all af@asisions are made more rapidly across Europe
and are implemented quickly.

1. Debate with organised civil society in Romaniat the initiative of the EESC

On 29 May 2017,at the initiative of the European Economic andi@o€ommittee (EESC)a
national debate between Romanian civil society ofiné future of Europe was heldon the premises
of the Economic and Social Committee.

The event was attended by the Romanian ESC Présislenacob BACIU, Deputy Head of the
European Commission Representative in Romania, htién BUCHIU, EESC members, national
representatives of employer and trade union conf¢ides and of civil society, members of the
Committee on Rights and Liberties of the Civil StgiOrganisations within the Economic and Social
Committee (Annex 1).

During the national debate in Romania on the futfr&urope, the participants expressed different
views on the following areas:
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» The scenarios in the White Paper and possible scai@s (Which of the five scenarios
presented in the White Paper best matches — fram point of view — the internal and external
challenges faced by the EU? Why? Is there anoth&silple scenario not mentioned in the White
Paper which would be preferable? If so, why? Inryopinion, how can confidence across the
Union be boosted?);

» Major policy areas, visibility, communication (Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently
comprehensive and illustrative? How would you rdrém in terms of their importance? Is there a
major policy area which has not been sufficientlgllwnentioned or highlighted? If so, which
policy area and which of the five scenarios bestches its development? Is there any need for
greater visibility and better communication regaglithe European Union? If so, how should that
be achieved?);

» ‘The way ahead’, the role of civil society, expectins (Regarding ‘The way ahead’, how
should the ‘Debates on the future of Europe inigaxénts, cities and regions’ be structured?
What role should organised civil society play wiggard to the way ahead and how should that be
achieved? How can citizens become more accounfablbuilding Europe’s future? What are
your expectations regarding the result of the chason?).

1. Conclusions and recommendations

Panel I: The scenarios in the White Paper and podsie scenarios(Which of the five scenarios
presented in the White Paper best matches — fraim point of view — the internal and external
challenges faced by the EU? Why? Is there anotbssilple scenario not mentioned in the White
Paper which would be preferable? If so, why? Inryampinion, how can confidence across the Union
be boosted?)

The ‘scenario’ on the future of Europbould ensure unity not split the Member States.should
focus not only on the preseninternal and external challengdsjt also on fully achieving the
objectives and goaldaid down in theTreaty on European Uniotfiostering peace, values, welfare;
upholding the principles of freedom, democracy, human rigitd fundamental freedoms, the rule
of law; economic, social and territorial cohesionandstepping up solidarity, whilst respecting the
Member States’ history, culture and traditiostsengthening national economiesand ensuring their
convergencegstablishing an economic and monetary union for althe Member States with a
single and stable currendpstering economic and social progressaking into account the principle
of sustainable development in the completion ofittternal market, of consolidating cohesion and
environmental protectiongnhancing the democratic nature of the institutionsand how
effectively they are run; facilitating the free mowment of people whilst ensuring safety and
security by establishing aarea of freedom, security and justice and common tizenship for the
Member States’ nationalspmmon external policy and common security policyincluding gradual
establishment of a common defence policy, whichdtaad to common defence.
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The ‘Doing much more togethermethod (Member States and the European Union sharing power
resources and decision-making across the boarg, ciegperation, faster decision-making and fast
enforcement across Europapy help to accelerate the achievement of the objaees laid down in
the Treaty on European Unignwith important results on: consolidating the single market
‘through harmonisation of standards and strongems@ment’, completing the single markean

the field of energyin the digital sector and in servicgsachievement of economic, financial and
fiscal union through ‘much greater coordination on fiscal, social and taton matters, and
European supervision of financial servicesgdditional EU financial support shall be made
available to boost economic development and respond to shetckegional, sectoral and national
level’, ‘Closer partnerships and increased investmeamtthe European neighbourhood and beyond
with a view to creating economic opportunities, aging regular migration and tackling irregular
channels’, joint investmentin innovation and research’fully integrated capital marketswith a
view to mobilising finance for SMEs and major istracture projects across the EUa European
Defence Union shall be creatéd'in full complementarity with NATO’The objectives of the
European Union as a whole must be taken into accotjrfor all the Member States.

By 2025, cohesion should be enhanced and the edonsatial, territorial gaps between different
regions/Member States should be significantly redu@andmonetary union should be completed
with a single and stable currency used in all MenSiates.

If confidence in the European Union is to be resdprtaking over more powers from national
authorities must lead tsignificantly improved results in the achievement of the objectives laid
down in theTreaty on European Unigrwith an impact at local, regional, national, Eurapend
individual (citizen) level.Continuous and effective dialogue with organised wil society will
boost confidence across the Union.

Panel II: Major policy areas, visibility, communication (Are the policy areas referred fo
sufficiently comprehensive and illustrative? Howulyou rank them in terms of their importange?
Is there a major policy area which has not beeficgrftly well mentioned or highlighted? If s
which policy area and which of the five scenariestbmatches its development?)

O

Policy areas should focus not only on the curretdrnal and external challenges, but als@lbthe
areas laid down in Article 2 to Article 6 of theTreaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(consolidated versiongnd onthe medium- and long-term challengesmportant areas laid down
in Article 2 to Article 6 of the Treatyare missing, and they should not be ignored.

We should foster and supportcommon European democratic culture Europe’s cultural, religious
and humanist heritage, which is the origin of timéversal values of the inviolable and inalienable
rights of man, such as freedom, democracy, equalitg the rule of law, pluralism, non-
discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity, whiare of particular importance to citizens and
Member States, admitting the historic importancéhef end of splits in Europe and the need to lay
good foundations for the architecture of the Euroipie future.

The debates revealede particular importance of the single market andtrade policies with the
exercise of free movement of people, goods, sesvarel capital, economic and monetary union,
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security, cooperation on border management, foraigth defence policy, the EU budget and the
capacity to deliver.

Panel 11l - ‘'The way ahead’, the role of civil socety, expectationg(As regards ‘The way ahead
how should the ‘Debates on the future of Europpariiaments, cities and regions’ be structuredp Is
there any need for greater visibility and bettemowunication regarding the European Union? If|so,
how should that be achieved? What role should asgdrcivil society play with regard to the way
ahead and how should that be achieved? How carer#tibecome more accountable for building
Europe’s future? What are your expectations reggrtlie result of the consultation?)

As regards ‘The way ahead’, the debates on theduifi Europe should focus il levels (local,
regional, national, European), including during thenpaigns for the election of MEPs.

More visibility and better communication are needed regarding the European Union, among
citizens, in organised civil society, at local, imwl and national level.

The EU institutions mustonstantly ensure an, efficient and transparent saal and civic dialogue
with the representatives of social partners anccieil society. It was proposed that an online
interactive platform at EESC level should be estalidhed, so that documents could be forwarded to
all the relevant stakeholders, and thaire active/accessible consultation platforms/instiments
should be established, includiggoups of civic dialogue/debateson specific themes, managed by
the EU institutions and MEPs, with a view to boegtiransparency and dialogue with civil society.

More extensive involvemenibf social partners and civil society in the cotetibn procedures across
Europe needs to be fostered, and for that purmpgepposal has been put forward which would
establish a specialised committee within the Econamand Social Committee in Romania
Debates need to be organised at local, regionahatidnal level to provide an interactive framework
for public consultation.

During the debateshe participants unanimously agreed on the need toarry on the dialogue on
the future of the EU and to deepen the analysis diie impact, positive aspects and risks for each
scenario by properly making use of the proposals made lojabgartners and by civil society
organisations.
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Participants

Nr. Surname Name Organisation
1 | BONTEA Ana Membru al CESE, Grupul "Angajatori”
2 | DRAGOMIRESCU Corina Vicepregedinte, Academia de Advocacy
3 | MIRIC A Paul | otronal dn Indusiia RomAn(CONPIRON)
4 | NICOSEVICI Radu Preedinte, Academia de Advocacy
5 | NICULAE Elena | priote Micisi Moot din Romana (CNIPMMR
6 | POPESCU Andrei ,(A\C?glsirg)strator, Comitetul Economig Social European
X Specialist comunicarg PR, Consiliul Na@onal al
7 | SIRBU lulia Intreprinderilor Private Micsi Mijlocii din Roménia
(CNIPMMR)
8 | VARFALVI Stefan giﬂn;:)/ﬁg?]rige?bné?h;)niunea Genediah Industrigilor
9 | VIERU DMt | e Miisi Moot din Romania (CIPMMR)
10 | MANOLIU Mihai CNPR- CESE
11 | VOICU Mihail CNSLR- Fratia
12 | PETRARIU loan-Radu | CES
13 | BAN Simona ASE Bucuresti
14 | BUCHIU Cristian Reprezentanta Comisiei Europene
15 | ONU Ana Maria | Institutul National pentru IMM
16 | NICA Sorana INIMM
17 | ENACHE Florentina | CNSLR fratia
18 | PADURE Stefanita CMPR
19 | MINEA Radu CSDR - CES
20 | GRECU Gheorgh CSDR-CES
21 | BENEA lon PNR
22 | BACIU lacok CSDF- CES
23 | STEFANESCU lon CSDR - CES
24 | PETRARIU loan USR
25 | MURESANU Mircea CSN Meridian
26 | CHIRILA Florin Times Romania
27 | MARIN Florian BNS
28 | RUSU Sabin CSDR
29 | PAUL Mirica CONPIRON
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Surname Name Organisation
COSTI Andrei Reporter
LUCAN Euger Angel Associatio
MACOVEI

Asociaia Pro Carpatina
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Programme

Monday 29 May 2017

at the headquarters of Romania's Economic and Sodi€ouncil

9-9.30 a.m.

9.30-9.45 a.m.

9.45 - 10.45 a.m.

10.45-11 a.m.

11am.-12 p.m.

12-1 p.m.

1-1.15p.m.

Registration

Opening speech
Angela Cristea, head of the European CommissionreReptation in
Romania

Panel I: The scenarios presentedthe White Paper and other possible
scenarios
Which of the five scenarios set out by the Whitpd?dbest meets from your
perspective the internal and external challengesdehe EU, and why?
Would another scenario, not mentioned, be possihk preferable? If so,
why? How do you see trust and confidence beingfedtwithin the Union?
Moderator: Cristian Pirvulescu, EESC's Various Interests Group

Coffee break

Panel 1l: Major policy areas, visibility, communication

Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently coetpensive and illustrative?
How would you rank them in a scale of importance®thkre a major policy
area not mentioned or insufficiently highlighted®d, which one and which
of the five scenarios would best suit its developtfe

Is more visibility of and better communication onetEuropean Union
required, and how?

Moderator: Minel lvascu, EESC's Workers' Group

Panel Ill: "The way ahead", the role of civil socigy, expectations
Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Fut@ifeusope debates across
Europe's national parliaments, cities and regidyes'structured? What role
should organised civil society play in the "way atitand how?

How can the citizen be more empowered in the slgapinthe future of
Europe? What are your particular expectations gards the outcome of the
consultation?

Moderator: Ana Bontea, EESC's Employers' Group

Conclusions and recommendations
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Report

Final report: National debate on the White Paper orthe Future of Europe
1-3.30 p.m., 23 May 2017
KOVO trade union, Mileti ¢ova 24, Bratislava, Slovakia

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitPaper best meets from your perspective
the internal and external challenges facing the ELBnd why?

Everyone in the discussion agreed that the answiiret current crisis had to be sought — as with the
founding of the EU sixty years ago — in unity amdlaboration. We have to look for the values that

unite us and not divide us. In looking for a comnaqproach we have to keep in mind two basic EU
goals, namely peace and prosperity.

The EU is unquestionably a good thing for Slovakiawever, we do need to decide what direction to
take and to make the case for this to civil so¢ietyich at the moment is sceptical about the common
European project. The EU must be based on valugdeean identify with.

There was no support for the first and second s@enahe first (keeping the status quo) does not
solve the present crisis, while the second (focuseadusively on the single market) would mean a
step backwards and seems to be rejected acrosatile political spectrum.

The third scenario (a multi-speed Europe) had ssapport. It has already been de facto applied in
some areas (the euro area, Schengen) and coulddneled to others.

With the fourth scenario (doing less more efficigntthe difficulty appears to be in deciding which
areas should be returned to the national level.i€nee that came up in the discussion was the guota
for distributing refugees. Slovakia has only lirditexperience of multiculturalism and people were
very wary of the quotas, which were seen as adtifkom Brussels". However, it should be said that
this was partly triggered by negative rhetoric frdamestic politicians.

Trade union representatives favoured the fifth adenwhich the European Commission also backs.
However, it is questionable whether this scenasioealistic. So far, there does not seem to be the
political will for it. The general feeling amongdsiks is that the EU has too many powers already
and adopting the fifth scenario would make thissgor

2. Would another scenario, not mentioned, be possédand preferable? If so, why? How do
you see trust and confidence being fostered withithe Union?

People will regain trust in the EU if they see tiateyanswers to their problems and an improvement
in their standards of living. It is especially imant to strengthen the common social policy arehev

out pay, work and social differences.

The European Trade Union Confederation has sethese ideas in its Pact for the Future of Europe,
which is based on prosperity, social justice anuaacy.
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A European Pillar of Social Rights should be péthe new strategy.

3. Is more visibility of and better communication m the European Union required, and
how?

Everyone agreed communication needed improvind) fotn the EU and from national politicians,
who are also to some extent responsible for Slowdiks view of the EU. Politicians and other
members of the elite should set people a good ebeamespecially young people.

People are unaware of many of the good things théds achieved for them and this has to change.

The rhetoric has to change as well and the focasldhbe on tangible issues instead of discussing
institutional matters. Public opinion needs toibtehed to and the EU explained in clear terms.

It is also important to focus on those who havesgative view of the EU. They are the ones who
need to have their hope in a shared Europe restored

How we communicate is very important. Emphasis khbe placed on face-to-face meetings, which
can provide direct feedback, and we should not comcate exclusively via social media. It is more
effective to focus on fewer topics and go into detather than trying to cover a lot of issues junst
skimming the surface.

Consultations conducted only via online questiomsaiwere seen as the wrong approach. (One
example being the recently concluded discussiorthen Common Agricultural Policy, in which
farmers accounted for only 5% of participants.)

Debates held nationally, on the other hand, wegeca idea. (The recent discussion on the European
Pillar of Social Rights or the ongoing debate oa White Paper on the Future of Europe were

examples here.) It was recommended that face-+fagetings continue at various levels, from local

to regional.

Last but not least, there could also be a problemmeealistic expectations on the part of the publi
We need to make sure, therefore, that people uiagkerproperly the division of powers between the
EU and the Member States and that domestic paliticido not point the finger at "Brussels” as a
matter of course.

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently conprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wlich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

One of the main issues is that of tax havens,dble 6f tax harmonisation within the EU (businesses
must pay taxes where they make their profits) amwd thxation of transnational corporations at the
expense of the working and middle classes. Effehtaild be made to achieve social harmony, which
is the only way of stemming the rise of populisnationalism, xenophobia and other forms of

extremism. Social harmony is also essential in @imng crime.
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Other challenges include digitisation, robotisatm widening income disparities. The decline ef th
middle class, which has been going on since th€4,9% untenable.

The focus also has to be on boosting competitiversgporting science and research, protecting the
environment, improving and streamlining the Europe@ommission's management system,
improving and increasing the credibility of the Bpean institutions at all levels and fighting
corruption, as well as on young people, who aretrabsisk of supporting populist and extremist
views. At the same time, however, young peopleogsn to discussion and this should be harnessed.

Two documents are important for trade unionistshe&g moment: the discussion document on the
European Pillar of Social Rights and the Refleciaper on Harnessing Globalisation. In their view,
none of the scenarios on offer pays sufficient heesbcial policy, an area which should be pivotal
and should affect all other policies. Productivigygrowing in the EU and people have to feel the
benefits. The idea was repeatedly stressed thatl s@hts have to be placed above economic rights.
Finally, we need to think about a new social modessibly based on that of Scandinavia.

Employers' representatives pointed to the impogafcsupporting agriculture and the food industry
and evaluating these policies separately. This lveasiuse they considered these sectors to be very
important, as evidenced, for example, by the faat 88% of the budget goes to agriculture. When
Slovakia joined the EU in 2004 there were high efgigons in this area, which unfortunately failed
to materialise, leading ultimately to disappointin@md confused values.

5. Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Futue of Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organised civil

society play in "the way ahead" and how?

Trade union representatives hoped that the soeidhgrs would be systematically involved at all
levels.

Employers' representatives considered face-to-tacesultations and meetings important at which
positions can be explained and discussed. It iitapt to set out clearly what matters Member
States decide on and which areas are decided yaimenission or "Brussels”.

6. What are your particular expectations as regardshe outcome of the consultation?

Trade union representatives believed that the ElStimave common priorities on social matters so it
can adopt a joint response to the new opportunéies challenges arising from globalisation, the

digital revolution, robotisation, changing work fgsihs and demographic change.

7. How can the citizen be more empowered in the spiag of the future of Europe?

People should think about joining a trade unionictvttan champion their interests both nationally
and at European level.

Employers' representatives suggested looseningikee on citizens' right to petition.
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Participants

Lubos Blaha, MP

DusSan Chrenek, head, EC representation in Slovakia

Jarmila Dubravska, Group | — Employers, Slovak Agjture and Food Chamber

Oliver Siatkovsky, Slovak Agriculture and Food Chmm Trnava Regional Agriculture and Food
Chamber, Madunice Farming and Trade CooperativeO®Wadunice)

Matej Korpas, Slovak Canning Trade Union

Jan BarSvary, Slovak Agriculture and Food Chamber

Emil Machyna, Group Il — Employees, KOVO Trade Unio

Jozef Kollar, Confederation of Trade Unions of 8ievak Republic

Anton Szalay, Group Il — Employees, Slovak Heahtl §ocial Services Trade Union

Maria Mayerova, Group |l — Employees, Slovak Pulfdministration and Culture Trade Union
(SLOVES)

Monika Sitarova, KOVO Trade Union

Juraj Sipko, Group lll — Various Interests, Ingttdior Economic Research of Academy of Sciences
of the Slovak Republic

Ivana Sikulova, Institute for Economic Researctcidemy of Sciences of the Slovak Republic

Sandra Salamonova, Deputy Prime Minister's Offioe hvestments and Computerisation of the
Slovak Republic

Boris Hosoff, Institute for Economic Research ob8emy of Sciences of the Slovak Republic

187/216



Programme

Discussion chairfEmil Machyna

Max. ten-minute speeches:

1) Opening statement by Emil Machyna

2) DuSan Chrenek, head of the European Commissjmesentation in Slovakia

3) Lubos Blaha, MP and chair of the Slovak parliamdat'opean affairs committee

4) Jozef Kollér, general secretary of KOZ SR (Cdefation of Trade Unions of the Slovak
Republic)

5) Jarmila Dubravska, Employers' Group
6) Juraj Sipko, Various Interests Group

7) Round-up and conclusion.
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Report

In Slovenia, the debate on the proposed White Papehe Future of Europe was held on 22 May
2017. Participating were all the Republic of SlagmeBconomic and Social Council members from

employers' and trade unions' organisations. Likewtaking part in the discussions were

representatives of non-government organisationasipeers' associations, the Slovenian Student
Union (SOS) and the National Youth Council of Siuee There were 57 participants in all.

The debate was based on a questionnaire which bad bent out to participants beforehand;
however, it unfortunately has to be said that thleade did not produce answers to all the questlons.
particular, no direct answers were forthcoming ie guestion on the expected outcome of the
consultation.

What was clear was that the participants were geeptical vis-a-vis the proposed scenarios and that
they deemed none of them to be realistic. In arsecd was felt that much needs to change in the
European Union, because otherwise the future oEthéooks very uncertain. This means that Europe
will lose influence and importance if it continuas the same path and keeps on operating in the same
way (there was even pessimism expressed about eviibin EU would continue to exist if it were not

to radically change its way of working).

None of the proposed scenarios were deemed actepiath no solutions were put forward. The way
the institutions operated was described as inefiici bureaucratic, overly administrative, non-
transparent and in a manner unknown to the publie European institutions were deemed to be
remote from ordinary people and from reality andjitee the impression that they operated for the
benefit of large multinationals and subject to aagrdeal of influence from lobbyists. All this is
however damaging to the image of a social Europeat Tis also why there are so many
incomprehensible and illogical difficulties in ingohenting the Charter of Fundamental Rights and
the provisions of Article 3 of the Treaty on ther&uean Union. The European Union would come
over as more likeable if it were to have a goldele for social policy, because the golden rule for
fiscal policy is dependent on the way that natidmadigets operate and is an excuse for weakening
social rights. Of course, we have to realise that European Union's economy needs the right
conditions for competing on the global market. #s it requires the single market, trade agreement
and above all less bureaucracy. Also urgently nde@de changes in legislation to accompany changes
in the economy (e.g. digitalisation). The leisurgipes are long gone, for competition is fierce in
global and national economies.

Because of the above, Europeans are noticeablyicaegbout the EU and nationalism too is on the

rise. European firms are much more aware of theitapce of the European Union and the way it

works than is the public. The reason for this ievaball the fact that measures take to date by the
European Commission and other European institutivenge been directed first and foremost at

securing the single market, and more particuldry free movement of goods, services and capital.
People and their rights are however being forgotiiers also for this reason that Europeans do no
identify with the values of the European Union.
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An additional problem comes from the fact that Bueopean Union is misunderstood and remote and
that there is a gap between what it promises arat Wwidelivers. No mention of this is made in the
white paper at all, however.

The scenarios do not provide any response to tbieskenges. They do not offer any solutions -
neither for the economy nor for people. We needpeito be for the people; a common currency, the
euro, should not be the only thing that unites As.a consequence there has to be more social
protection and justice; the democratic deficit re tway the European institutions work must be
reduced. However, we do have to enable the ecortordgvelop in this globalised world. Balanced
economic and social development, based on theipkscof equality and solidarity, are urgently
required.

Against this background, it was concluded thasiti any rate necessary to raise the profile of the
European Union, but above all the way its institng work needs to be made more democratic and
transparent.

To achieve this it would be necessary to enhaneedte of civil society organisations in shapingl an
taking decisions. It would have to be mandatorythar social partners at European level to discuss
economic and social policy rules applying throughibe European Union before they were adopted;
on specific issues or topics, before the final aidopof decisions, the opinion of national economic
and social councils could also be sought. Thiscc@ulsure a stronger presence for civil society, its
organisations and the social partners in the E@mojnion's decision-making process.

There must be a special place in the European Uftioiyoung people. The youth representative
pointed out that young people have many expecwtibot also resentment about the way the
European Union works (deterioration in social riggliiring the crisis). Young people are callingdor
social, sustainable Europe. They see Europe isnaarea of opportunities; key problems are the
remoteness of the institutions and the abstracireatf Europe, as well as a lack of social anducalt
protection and of a forward-looking approach. Thae expecting an ambitious approach. The
European Union must be a social and just Europangds are required in education to meet the
challenges of digitalisation; mobile social righdse needed, because it is mainly young people
migrating every day to other Member States. Thesfus+ and Youth in Action programmes are
commendable, although other projects do need twlbpted and implemented.

Participants emphasised above all that in orddvost the effectiveness of the way the European
Union works, it is in any case necessary to hagingle policy, particularly for the economy, tax
rules and social issues. A single, or common, fprgdolicy would also need to be much better
defined. Europe cannot just wait to see how evams out, but must become an active player in
world-wide events.

We do not want a multi-speed Europe, because thigdiead to inequalities between Europeans and
social dumping. The differences between east arsd ared north and south Europe are growing, and
this is not a good development. A situation is depieag where there are first-, second- and third-
class citizens.
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One of many solutions would be a federal structoreeurope. Here it is necessary to be careful that
when shaping common policies bigger countries doobtain privileges or exceptions. There should
be as few exceptions from common policies as ptesséimaller countries should not be put in a
position of dependence. Equality between each mewibthe European Union at all levels should
become a guiding principle behind the way it opgatA common social policy, introducing
minimum standards, is urgently needed if the Euroggnion wants to regain people's trust.

Media coverage of event:

Slovenian press agency: Brez konvergence gospedaist socialne politike razvoja EU ne bo
(Without convergence in the economy and social cgolithe EU will not develop):
https://www.sta.si/2390024/brez-konvergence-gosmida-in-socialne-politike-razvoja-eu-ne-bo

Activity on Twitter on the day of the debate:
EESC:https://twitter.com/EESC PRESS/status/86658587022@d0

European Commission Representation in Slovenia:
https://twitter.com/ECinSlovenia/status/8665668 18523408

Slovenian Minister for Labour, Family, Social Affsaiand Equal Opportunities, Anja Kapkirak:
https://twitter.com/AnjaKopacMrak/status/866570088939520
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Organisation
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Programme

Ekonomsko-socialni svet bo skupaj z Evropskim ekormasko-socialnim odborom v ponedeljek,
22.5. 2017, ob 10. uri opravil posvetovanje gledele knjige o prihodnosti Evrope in
Evropskega stebra socialnih pravic.

Seja bo potekala v veliki sejni sobi ZPI1Z (VIII. deiropje), Kolodvorska 15, Ljubljana. Na sejo ste
vabljeni tudi predstavniki nevladnih organizacijzainteresirane javnosti.

Izhodi&e za razpravo je Bela knjiga o prihodnosti EvrdRazmisleki in scenariji za EU-27 do leta
2025, ki jo je Evropska komisija objavila 1. mar2@17. V njej ponuja pet moznih scenarijev o
razvoju Evrope do leta 2025 na rérih podrajih, kot so enotni trg in trgovina, migracije inrmast
ter ekonomska in monetarna unija. Razprava bo ptaekdi o Evropskem stebru socialnih pravic, ki
ga je Evropska komisija skupaj s sveZnjem dokumeptedstavila konec aprila 2017. Tematiki bo
predstavil vodja PredstavniStva Evropske komisifdaveniji g. Zoran Static.

Vljudno prosimo, da zaradi omejitve prostora vaselezbo sporéite najkasneje do petka, 19. 5.

2017 na naslogss@gov.si

dr. Anja KOPAC MRAK L.r.
PREDSEDNICA ESS
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Report

WHITE PAPER ON THE FUTURE OF EUROPE
DEBATE WITH REPRESENTATIVES OF SPANISH CIVIL SOCIET Y
Madrid, 19 May 2017

CONCLUSIONS
(following the structure of the EESC questionnairgfor the EU 27)

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitBaper best meets from your perspective the
internal and external challenges facing the EU, andhy?

Setting aside the first two scenarios, as theytlimiegration, the views expressed during the debat
agree that the third scenario is, at present, thst mealistic of the five. The European projectrape
the door to "variable geometry", which has beerpkajng in practice since the Treaty of Maastricht
and has achieved major success: Schengen; theleueoms of the process of European integration,
this scenario is neither the most progressive hermost solidarity-based — but given the variety of
socio-economic and fiscal situations, it would be most viable, provided that some basic conditions
were met, such as:

« safeguarding the single market; articulating (anekimg viable) a European project with
genuine and effective social elements as well agroessential EU policies (Schengen,
freedom of movement, etc.);

» the goal of creating a political union should net &bandoned (see scenario 5). This last
scenario would be the most advanced in terms ofildhg-term European project, but it
would be good to enrich it with a particular foonis searching for the greatest possible
efficiency, and with elements from other scenarios.

A combination of scenarios 1-3 and 4, focused gmeets/policies that are central to European
interests, could be feasible.

Whichever scenario is chosen, the final objectivestalways be kept in mind: a stronger EU that has
more legitimacy, is more socially and economicatihesive and is more competitive.

2. Would another scenario, not mentioned, be posdéand preferable? If so, why? Response
in the first answer) How do you see trust and confidence being fostetevithin the Union?

Assuming that the EU is the solution and not thebjam, the unanimous conclusion of the debate is
that the lack of confidence in the European progecthe part of civil society and the general publi
arises from public disillusionment, particulariyteafthe onset of the last decade's economic crisis,
since political leaders did not — or did not waot + acknowledge and highlight European
achievements and their positive impact at thattjurec This situation was aggravated by the lack of
joint EU measures to tackle key foreign policy essiirefugees) and the lack of satisfactory solstion
to the economic crisis and the social damage caustée worst-hit countries. To build up trustist
essential to:
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— give people hope, bringing the European projecseasioto them and articulating and
disseminating all of its achievements: peace aabilgy in Europe; good relations with the
rest of the world; economic progress, single markee movement of persons; climate
protection, environmental protection, consumergmton, etc.;

— move towards creating a genuine Social Pillar, vpithicies focused on social protection
and job creation;

— encourage the institutions to scrutinise themsedwekstimulate debate among them.

More specifically, and to increase the public's eivd society's trust:

— each institution should play a role in making pcdit decisions at EU level more
transparent;

— interaction and permanent dialogue between the ri&tlitutions and national institutions
should be put in place;

— the mass consultation carried out by the Commisisamt the only suitable participatory
method — it has many disadvantages.

3. Is more visibility of and better communication m the European Union required, and how?

There is a legitimacy problem which is approachétemntly in each country. The traditional
enthusiasm for the project in Spain was based qgrdwements in quality of life and economic
prosperity and progress. The onset of the econorigiis and unemployment have tarnished the image
of the EU due to the imposition of drastic cutspublic expenditure, which have a social impact.
Following a democratic approach, European policesst be accountable and undergo democratic
scrutiny in national parliaments. EU and natiomatitutions must take more joint responsibility and
engage in more dialogue and cooperation so asaiogthen the links between the EU and its citizens.

The unique institutional structure of EU decisioakimg is hard to understand. The institutions must
be reformed: the Parliament and the Court of Jaissicould be the main focus of the reform,
according to one speaker, alongside changes irrdleeof the Council as co-legislator with the

European Commission.

The achievements already made and the benefitSutapean project brings — as well as those that it
might provide in the future — need to be explait@the public. Citizens also need to be made aware
that the process of European integration is egtiersible, in the light of Brexit, and they nesd
explanation of the consequences of this setback.

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently canprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wlich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

Since the onset of the Great Recession, imporgueteanents have been concluded to complete the
economic and monetary union. The institutional farark that has been put in place has already
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produced significant results, albeit to a differemtent depending on the field of activity. The
manufacturing production base and services bas¢ bat®me more competitive — this is a vital
prerequisite for their sustainability.

The European social dimension is the most sigmficanission in every single scenario set out in the
White Paper. None of the five scenarios set outhen White Paper deals with the Social Pillar,
although it is mentioned within the timeframe of #ntire process up to 2019.

The most widely-held view in the discussion is tbaeral aspects of the Social Pillar lack detad a
political ambition and that it merits being drivearward. Which of the five scenarios would be best
suited to developing it was not discussed. Its gweent must be compatible with preserving
European businesses and with their competitiveriessrporating its main objectives into European
Semester procedures and evaluations can be atiwedfeapl to this end.

The social aspect must have its own identity andtmun alongside the economic dimension. There is
a need to address the social impact of the recessibich continues during the current recovery
stage, to the exclusion of wide swaths of the patmr. An employment policy should be drawn up at
European level (with active and passive policigg)ching in particular on youth employment and the
long-term unemployed.

At the same time, one speaker noted the impodgilok reaching this goal with shrinking EU
budgets. Perhaps the solution would be providedalneform of the Stability and Growth Pact
accompanied by stronger economic growth. Greatent&dn to social policy must have the necessary
legitimacy, which is lent by dedicated budget itelmst without reducing the funds destined for key
EU policies to maintain and increase the competitess of the European economy.

The globalisation process, launched by the libsatibn of capital movements, should be completed
and balanced by strengthening the taxation conmesgkarmonisation process started by the G-20
and OECD, with the EU also playing an importanérol

The consequences of the recession include a dfaBtio investment, particularly public investment
which weakens the economic recovery process. Thepean Fund for Strategic Investments
(Juncker Plan) has sought to reverse this dynamicthe gap between the required objectives and the
available resources is too wide. Thus this instmimeeds to be strengthened. It would also be lisefu
to bring back the "golden rule" so that appropoiagi for productive public investment are not taken
into account when calculating public deficits.

Some specific items were identified for inclusion policies to mitigate unemployment: specific
provision of a mechanism to alleviate youth unemlent, increasing its efficiency and
effectiveness; economic strengthening and simplifim of the Globalisation Adjustment Fund, in
order to be able to mitigate the impact of compaelpcations; creation of a European Social
Semester, with job quality benchmarks.

The positive results achieved within the sociallatjge should also be highlighted, such as the
framework agreement on active ageing.
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Beatriz Martin Nieto Asesora de la Direccion de Relaciones
CES Internacionales
COORDINADORA AREA EUROPA
Begofia del Castillo Pére; CCOO SECRETARIA CONFEDERAL DE
INTERNACIONAL Y CCOPERACIC
Belen Carrasco RodriguezZCOM Commission europea
. . DIRECTOR DEL GABINETE ECONOMICC
Carlos Martin Urriza CCOO CONFEDERAL
) Catedratico de Derecho Administrativo de | la
Carlos Molina del Pozo Universidad de Alcala y Catedratico Jean Monnet “ad
personam” de Derecho Comunitario Europeo
Director de la Asociacion General de Consumidores -
Carlos Trias Pinté EESC Director de la Uniébn de Cooperativas |de
Consumidores y Usuarios de Espafia
Concepcion Mora FESMC-UGT
Cristina Faciaben Lacortd CCOO Responsa_l?le Confederal del Area Internacional y
Cooperacion de CCOO
David Hernando Espada | CES Area de Estudios y Analisis
~ . Internacional-
Elena Mufioz Martinez CEC
Emma Cervifio CES Asesora del Area de Estudios y Analisis
Eva Silvan Delgado CES GRUPO |
Fernando PUIG-Sam ADJUNTO A LA DE 'SECRETARI'A
Muloro 9->8mMP ccoo CONFEDERAL DE PROTECCION SOCIAL Y
POLITICAS PUBLICAS
Francisco José Gonzalez
de Leni CES Director Gabinete del Preside
lgnacio Molina UAM {Txastlgador del Real Instituto Elcano y profeseial
Immaculada Ordiales CES Jefe de Departamento del Area de Estudios fista
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Javier Doz Orrit EESC Adjunto a la Secretaria General de CC.OO.
Jeronima Bonafé Ramis | CES GRUPOIII
Jesus Gallego Garcia UGT Secretario de Internacional
Jordi Garcia Vifia CES GRUPOII
Jorge Aragon Medina CES GRUPO |
José Antonio Moreno Dig EESC Consejero del CESE, Grupo Trabajadores
Jose  Antonio  Suard Director Gerente de quperativas d_e Armadores de
Llanos ARVI Pescg del Puerto de Vigo y Consejero del CES de
Espafia por el grupo

Jose Maria Lacasa CEOE gétlegtlj;nte de la Fundacion CEOE vy Vicepresidente
Juan Manuel del Camy CCOO FEDERACIQN DE SERVICIOS A LA
Vera CIUDADANIA
Juan M. Truijillo FSC-CCOO
Jua Jefe de Departamento de la Direccién de Relaciones

uan Moscoso del Prado .

CES Internacionales
Julian Ariza Rico CES GRUPO |
Luis Sauto CES Director del Area de Estudios y Analisi
Marcos Pefa CES Presidente
Margarita Bravo DirecFor de Relaciones Internacionales y accion
CES Exterior
Maria Concepcion
Castarlenas UECOE Directora cooperativas de engefiEnEspafia
Mar!a Dolores  Albiacg RNE Radio Nacional Espafa
Murillo
Marta Galiano CES Asesora del Area de Estudios y Analisis
Miguel Angel Cabra d EESC _ N _
Lung Consejero del CESE, Grupo Actividades Dive
Pablo Araujo ISCOD Director
Paloma Arroyo COCETA Directora cooperativas de trabajo asociado defigspa
Patricia Cirez Miqueleiz |EESC Consejer/a del CESE, Grupo Empleadores
. COMISION EJECUTIVA DE CCOO-MADRID
Paula Guisande Boronat | CCOO AREA INTERNACIONAL
Ramon Baeza San Juan | CCOO DIRECTOR DE LA FUNDACION 1° DE MAYO
. SECRETARIA CONFEDERAL DE MUJER E

Raquel Gémez Merayo |CCOO IGUALDAD
Santos Nogales FESMC-UGT
Teresa Diaz de Teran
Lopez CES GRUPOII
Valérie Parra UGT Internacional-CEC
Xavier Vidal Folch El Pait

201/216



Programme

Debate con la sociedad civil organizada. Libro blaco sobre el Futuro de Europa
19 mayo 2017, de 9:00h a 14:30h.
Consejo Econdémico y Socialkalle Huertas 73, 28014 Madrid

PROGRAMA
Modera el debate: Xavier Vidal-Folch
9:00h Apertura y Presentacion
« Presidente del Consejo Econémico y Social
Presentacién de la consulta emprendida por el CESE
« Presentacién del Libro Blanco, Miguel Angel Cabm Icina, Consejero del
CESE, Grupo Actividades Diversas
e El calendario europeo, Patricia Cirez Miqueleiz,n§xera del CESE, Grupo
Empleadores
« El método de consulta a la sociedad civil orgarazddsé Antonio Moreno Diaz,
Consejero del CESE, Grupo Trabajadores
9:30h Diagnéstico sobre el estado de la Union Europea. ddtificacion de las deficiencias
actuales
e Ignacio Molina, investigador del Real Instituto &b y Profesor de la
Universidad Autbnoma de Madrid
« José Antonio Suarez Llanos, Director Gerente dep@ativas de Armadores de
Pesca del Puerto de Vigo (ARVI) y Consejero del @EEspafia por el grupo lli
» Jesus Gallego Garcia, Secretario de InternacianblGIT

Debate
11:00h Pausa-café
11:30h Perspectivas de futuro. Nuestro escenario para eukuro de Europa.

« Cristina Faciaben Lacorte, Responsable ConfedeghlAdea Internacional y
Cooperacion de CCOO
» Carlos Molina del Pozo, Catedratico de Derecho Astriativo de la Universidad
de Alcald y Catedratico Jean Monnet “ad personagrDdrecho Europeo
» José Maria Lacasa, Presidente de la Fundacion GBO&epresidente del CES
Debate
13:00h Conclusiones a cargo de Xavier Vidal-Folch
» Sintesis a partir de las contribuciones de cadalpan
e Proximas etapas.
Clausuray Cierre
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Report

Exchange of views about the future of Europe withepresentatives of civil society organisations
in Sweden

Introduction

After Karin Ekenger (Gr. I) had briefly welcomedrfeipants, Katarina Areskoug Mascarenhas,
Head of Representation, opened with a presentafitihe Commission's White Paper on the future of
the EU. Some twenty participants representing ltiheet Groups took part in the exchange of views
that followed, which was chaired by EESC membemrkKakenger (Gr. 1), Ellen Nygren (Gr. II) and
Ariane Rodert (Gr. IlI).

Issues discussed and outcome of the discussions

1. Which of the five scenarios set out by the WhitBaper best meets from your perspective the
internal and external challenges facing the EU, and/hy?

Short comments on the different scenarios

Scenario 1 is a short-term solution, but may aks@érceived as slightly defeatist, neither careit b
sustainable in the long run. Scenario 2 focusemgly on the internal market, and would risk civil
society becoming subordinate to market forces, @k as losing valuable cooperation in other areas.
Scenario 3 would most likely mean the euro cousittieepening their cooperation. On the other hand,
solid cooperation between the euro area countragdibenefit the rest of the EU. At the same time
there is a fear of euro area members moving aheddceeating "an EU within the EU". Other
configurations are also conceivable under this agenwith cooperation between countries in areas
such as migration and security. This could be a @feaccelerating the process for those who wish to
cooperate while giving others time to catch up.nade 4 would produce efficiency gains. It is
positive to build on what is good and to have cleamits, but there is concern that certain policy
areas are being excluded. Scenario 5 would implgensooperation, and cooperation that is seen as
positive in matters which can best be dealt witthimithe Union framework, but there are issues with
transferring powers. It is important to uphold thehority of the national level and national values
Scenario 5: to ever be able to get to this pomrsolidation is needed now.

The five scenarios are far too limited. What wel wée in the future is likely to be a mixture of al
five, and it is important not to cleave to the sréws put forward but to articulate what we wantito
together in the EU. The following principles arepontant:

Consensus

It is important to build on the consensus aboutdtinengths of EU cooperation: the internal market,
the four freedoms, and free trade. Economic imtisgn and trade have helped to create peace and
prosperity. The importance of the internal markeiudd therefore be highlighted. If we do not work
on the basis of a consensual model, we risk masatdes leaving the EU.
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Consolidation and implementation

What is good should be consolidated and existingjslation should be implemented before
progressing. In the current situation, the mostartamt thing is to defend what we have achieved and
to address the challenges that individual counttEsnot confront alone, i.e. where the EU adds
value. The EU must produce results, results thataghieved through proper application of the EU
acquis, which is currently missing to some extent.

2. How do you see trust and confidence being fosezgt within the Union?

Clarifying where responsibility lies

Trust and confidence are largely about expectatidhanust therefore be made clear where
responsibility lies, e.g. that there is no EU-leseipetence for social affairs. It is equally irmtpot

to use the instruments of national governmentsfwdve standards of living.

Importance of adhering to joint decisions

The Member States must abide by and comply witht jdécisions. Respect for fundamental rights is
also important in relation to trust. Politicians shdefend national interests at EU level and natniel
the EU when they have to implement hard decisiaak bhome.

Importance of shared values

Trust and confidence in the EU are based on redigrdt is therefore important that the countries
who are part of the project are those that haveemaooperation. But what do we do in cases where
we do not share values and when there are coutitaésail to comply with joint decisions? Abuse of
referenda amounts to a lack of political respofiigjbiPoliticians must have the courage to take
difficult decisions and should not force the peojedecide without due justification; this does not
enhance representative democracy. It is importantpbliticians to have the resolve to defend
decisions taken in the Council. We must bear indntiat it is the EU Member States that are the EU.
Political responsibility is important for trust armbnfidence. The EU plays an important role in
peacekeeping and peace support. The EU has beertcabifluence and set the course of global
developments, and that influence will continue édrbportant.

The problem of knowledge, information and partitipa deficiencies, and lack of transparency
People who pass on information, such as teachergoamalists, are often ill-informed. They often
do not know how the EU works, and this leads to yramoblems being blamed on the EU, which is
bad for the Union's credibility. Journalists do meport on the EU decision-making process: one
study has shown that most decisions are takenrisuttation between the Commission, the Council
and Parliament behind closed doors in "trialoguesew way of working which undermines
confidence in the EU.

Problem of micro-management

The EU should not get into details, but should eatlocus on the broader picture. It is important to
talk about whether the EU is working on the righsues, and what the appropriate level of
governance is.
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Avoiding false expectations

It is important to think about how to communicab®at what is being done, and also to communicate
about what is not being done, otherwise false egpieas are raised that will lead to disappointment
and are likely to undermine confidence. It is intpot to clarify where various decisions were taken
at EU or at national level.

3. Is more visibility of and better communication m the European Union required, and how?

Incorporate EU policy into national policy

The EU must be made more visible during generatieles and promoted in national policy-making,
since we are part of the project and we are inwblire EU decision-making and live with its
consequences.

Better understanding of the EU through trade unadsother organisations

In Sweden, some trade unions organise talks te eisreness among elected representatives. It is
important that such organisations consider what tae do for their target groups. It is also impatt

to think about communication within each organtsatand not slip into a populist mindset and
malign or blame the EU. Populism is best combatitd facts.

What is communicated

The EU should avoid forefronting its own excellereo®l concentrate instead on a more nuanced
communication approach which recognises shortcosramgl gaps and clarifies what expectations are
realistic. At present, communication covers indidtsteps, but there is a lack of understanding of
the broader picture.

Identity-building

Decorating buses with a national flag and the Eg thn Europe Day is a positive example of how to
create a common identity: we are a part of the &tdl, the EU should not be regarded as something
"alien". Exchanging best practices through studjtvibetween EU Member States is also a good idea
and strengthens people's sense of belonging, of lpeirt of the EU.

4. Are the policy areas referred to sufficiently canprehensive and illustrative? How would
you rank them in a scale of importance? Is there anajor policy area not mentioned or
insufficiently highlighted? If so, which one and wlich of the five scenarios would best suit
its development?

The EU should step in where the Member States thlessare unable to be effective. There is a lack
of information about how the EU can work with sbdiavestment. Today, there is a focus on hard
investment, but the social dimension is missings limportant to show that economic and social
issues are related: one of the conditions for &ffecsocial sustainability and for the economy is a
functioning internal market, but it is also impartan the global world in which we live to highligh
competitiveness, free trade and the possibilitgifi€rent solutions in different countries. The figds

on people already in work, and on protecting thieat,it is also important to discuss how to get more
people into work. Child poverty in the European &mis another important issue that should receive
attention. Sustainability criteria should be givgreater scope within the EU. It is also importdvat t
authorities be able to operate on the basis of tatiser than under scrutiny.

206/216



5. Regarding "the way ahead", how should the "Futue of Europe Debates across Europe's
national Parliaments, cities and regions" be struaired? What role should organised civil
society play in the "way ahead" and how?

At Member State level it is important to bring tBE into national debates and get away from the idea
of being "for" or "against” the EU, thinking insteabout how people want the EU develop. It is
equally important to make people understand thaedew is part of the EU. Swedish officials'
knowledge of EU policy needs to be improved. Tramedifferent perceptions of what the EU is and
does, and it is important to reach out to peopl@iling them correct information. Where the media
are concerned it is easy to focus on the negatideatiow emotion-driven politics to predominate at
the expense of facts. But who is going to takdehd here — the EU itself, the Member States,\oF ci
society?

Civil society must call on politicians to engageanconstructive dialogue in the form of an open
debate. The study material could be simple, andfeasible approach would be workshops. People
are interested, but communication channels arédgck is important to reach the local level and t
make the issues accessible for everyone. It isimlportant to include young people who are positive
about the future and who want to engage in disoassi

6. What are your particular expectations as regardshe outcome of the consultation?

Transparency is important and there is a needdouds the facts and not focus on form. The time
frame is too short, and the consultation shoulddmen as the beginning of a conversation that will
continue when all the discussion documents ardadtai It is important to have a forum to keep the
discussion with civil society alive.

7. How can the citizen be more empowered in the shiaag of the future of Europe?

NGOs should be involved in this task. Inclusiomnigportant — it is not just a question of the rigit
participate, but also of strengthening citizendlitglto do so. It is also important to engage wite
Swedish policy-makers who are involved in decisioaking Brussels.

Key recommendations and conclusions

¢ EU cooperation should continue: the need for a gel@nocracy-liberty project is now more
pressing than ever.

« The internal market is an instrument for achievigrgater prosperity for citizens and a
prerequisite for strengthening the social markenemy.

« Consolidation and implementation: decisions takestrhave effect and be applied.

¢ Importance of shared values and of adhering tda penisions.

* Importance of addressing ignorance and lack ofrm&tion and participation.

* Avoiding false expectations by clarifying governarevels.

¢ Making EU policy visible in national policy.

* Promoting familiarity with the EU at local levelrhugh trade unions and organisations.
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The EU must engage in calibrated communicationréteioto clarify what can realistically be
expected.

Measures to strengthen our identity as Europe&eni.
Efforts to communicate within organisations.
Avoiding emotion-driven policy — populism is besinebated with facts.
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Participants

FIRST NAME SURNAME ORGANISATION

1 | Monika ARVIDSSON LO (Swedish Trade Unian
Confederation)

2 | Jonas BERGGREN Confederation of Swedish Enterprise

3 | Karin EKENGER Confederation of Swedish Enterprise|

4 | Birgitta ENGLIN Global Challenge

5 | Mattias GOTTING LRF (Federation of Swedish Farmers)

6 | Per HILMERSSON TCO (Swedish Confederation |of
Professional Employees)

7 | Nina LIND The Church of Sweden

8 | Sara LOWEMARK Confederation of Swedish Enterprise|

9 | Cecilia NAHNFELDT The Church of Sweden

10 | Ellen NYGREN LO (Swedish Trade Unign
Confederation)

11 | Berivan ONGORUR TCO (Swedish Confederation | of
Professional Employees)

12 | Patrik OSCARSSON Swedish Sports Confederation

13 | Goran PETTERSSON Forum for Voluntary Social Work

14 | Ariane RODERT Forum for Voluntary Social Wo

15 | Maria SUNER FLEMING Confederation of Swedish Entexg

16 | Erik SVENSSON ALMEGA

17 | Frida UNENGE Save the Children Sweden

18 | Karla WIXE LO/TCO/SACO (Swedish
Confederation of Professiongal

Associations) Brussels offi
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Programme
Wednesday 17 May 2017

9a.m.-12.30 p.m.
Europahuset, Regeringsgatan 65, 2nd floor, Stoeckhol

Programme

8.30 a.m. - 9 a.m. | Registration

9 a.m. - 9.05 a.m. | Welcome and introduction

9.05 a.m. - 9.45 a.m. | Presentation of the Whiteaper
<+ Katarina Areskoug MascarenhasHead of the European Commission’s Representation

Sweden

9.45 a.m. - 11 a.m. | Discussion on the White Paper
Short introduction by the moderators

Exchange of views about the future of Europe withepresentatives of civil society organisations

Moderators:

4+ Karin Ekenger, EESC member, Employers’ Group

£ Karin Ekenger, EESC member, Workers’ Group

#+ Ariane Rodert, EESC member, Various Interests’ Gu

11a.m.-11.15 a.m. | Break

11.15 a.m. - 12 noon | Continuation of discussion

12 noon - 12.30 p.m. | Close
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