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INTRODUCTION

In 1992 the Treaty of Maastricht formally introduced the concept of European Union citizenship. Jamenty

years later the European Commission proclaimed 2013 the Year of European Citizens marking it with the
Lzot AOF A2y 2F GKS BHR(GE NI &8 #0z2N) Ddzi dzNS@®Y ¢ BR8N NA Ay
attention to the (perceived) problem that significant numbers of European citizens were not taking advantage

of many of their rights as European citizens. It raised the question that lies diethe of the FP7 funded

bEUcitizen research project that started in 2013: what are the barriers that European citizens face in exercising

their rights?

More in particular, the bEUcitizen project engaged with the following questions and themes:

1. What isthe meaning and significance of EU Citizenship? What is its added value and which
innovative narratives can be developed to give shape to the future of EU citizenship?

2. What impact does migration have on European citizenship? How do we deal wittetdn@ng
public support for EU migration and with the refugee crisis that is perhaps ewere problematic
and urgent, which the EU is currently facing?

3. What continue to be the main barriers to free movement and seeking residence in another
Member Sate?

4. How is the European Union dealing with questions on legitimacy, cohesion and solidarity and what
impact does this have on EU citizenship? (How) do these questions relate to the rise Bfiramiean
politics?

Twentyfive years since MaastrichGuropean citizenship seems more than ever difficult to realize. The
challenges that the EU and its citizens face are huge: widening inequality; the rise of populism and Euro
skepticism; challenges to open borders and mobility; the consequences of the i&fexendum, to list but a

few. These challenges do not only demand an improved narrative on European citizenship but also new visions
of European citizenship of the future.
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the Residence Palace in BrusséBelgium) presenied and discussd findingsof the bEUcitizen researcland
policy recommendations in the light of the aforementioned four questionstaedes.

Beside participants of thbEUcitizen consortium, the following speakers were involved in the panel debates:
Kalypso NicolaidiéSt Antony's College University of Oxfor)] Catherine BarnardUniversity of Cambridge),
Richard BellamyEuropean University Institute, Floren¢&tefaan van der JeuglVrije Universiteit Brussel),
Herwig Verschuere(niversity of Antwerp)AgnesJongeriugMEP),Catherine Woollard(ECRE)Eve Geddie
(PICUMENdNick ClarKformer Trades Union Congress, International Development, and Publi€@mdhercial
Services Union General Secretary's Office).

The conference offeredariousopportunities to engage in discussions with European institutions, academia
and stakeholders. In particular, two lunch sessions tailored to policy makers and membarsiashént were
organized on Thursday and Friday, whieBpectivelyfocused on theEuropeanPillar of Social Rights and on
the White Paper on the Future of Eurofféive scenarios)

As a kicloff, a future-creating workshop on European Citizenship was ltldng the first afternoon (April
26th). Together with different groups of youth, members of the European Parliament, civil servants and NGO
representatives, scenariagere explored for strengthening EU citizenship in the 21st century.



The conference wagpen to all stakeholders interested EBU citizenshipincludingacademics, policy makers,
the general public as well as representatives of relevant organizatidiesteceived 120 registrations am@ch

of the three main sessi@on Thursday (entire daynd Friday morning saw the participation of approximately
90 attendees.

The European Commission was in particular represented by the Project Officer, who is responsible for the
bEUcitizen project and who was present during the entire Conference, atitelhyead of Unit at DG Research
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welcome speechFurthermore, memberwsarious other DGs of the European Commission joined the lunch
sessions.

During theconferencelLJI A y (icblifigeé€ fiord tHe Circus Europe art projecn international collaboration
of poetry and images, by visual artist Machteld van Buren and poet Peter van Lier from the Nethewargds,
exhibited in the patio of the Residence Paac

In large collages, Machteld illustrates how the
struggle for survival is being waged in various
European Union countries. Some countries are
depicted as an animal: the body consistsaofap
onto which the realistic head of an animal has been
superimposed. Other countries are the playground
for animals, performing their acts.

The exhibition was very well received and made
participants to the conference reflect on the
European Union thme from an alternative, playful
and visionary perspective.

FIGURE - CIRCUS EUROPE EXH

Overall, the Conference was very successhd keynotes and the panel discussiahsught-provokingand the
conference took placen a friendly and open atmosphere. All the participants enjogad gained a lot out of
the event.



WEDNESDAY6THAPRIL2017
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active membership of a European community, about influencing decisi@king onrules, policies and

LINI OGA0Sa GKFG FFSOG 2ySQa 26y ylLiaA2ylf FyR t20Ff 4&:
rights and to participate differ between countries, between groups and in time. Social, cultural and economic

trends and dses as well as policy responses to these trends and crises, create potentially new barriers for EU
citizenship. Although we cannot predict the future, we can prepare ourselves for different thinkable futures.

What choices can we make within these futuré§fat can we do, given our position and role, to foster (cross

border) rights and citizen participation for the future?

The aim of thescenario evenfThe future of Europe Exploring strategies for strengthening EU Citizenshias

to explore what optionsfor choicesand actions there may be available in different thinkable futures, in
different circumstances.

The event was led by Prof. Wieger Bakker and Marlot van der Kolk, tedpether with a varied group of
participants, discussed 2 dzNJ a2 QN ® G SRardHpiedeAiediaur images of how the EU/Europe
might look like in 2030.

The specific objective of the event was to discussawkU citizenship means fatifferent groups of
stakeholders if the world were to look like:

1.aEurope of Parochl Solidarity

2. a Protective Europe

3. a Marketized Europe

4. a Europe of Patchwork Markets

A group of 35 participants joined the event. These
participants represented different worlds: the world of

(national and local) public administration, the world of
bDhQax (GKS ¢62NIR 2F G(G(KS &2dz3
world of labour. Especially the younggeneration had

a major role during the event, because who are better

positioned to think about the future than the next
generations themselves?

After the presentation of the four scenarios, the first
breakout session took place. In this session, the
participants were asked to discuss in mixed groups all

FIGURR - SCENARIOS EVENTROGP OF PARTICIPANTS four scenarios: how likely are the scenarios? What will
happen with EU citizenship in each scenario? What is

there to foster? After the breakout session, one rapporteur per group presented the main findinge

plenary session. This plenary was followed by a second breakout session. This time participants were asked to

discuss in different groups two scenarios: what can be done by whomrotect, foster and/or stimulate

conditions for (EU) citizens irhdse scenarios? What can we do today? After the breakout session, one

rapporteur per group presented the main findings in the plenary session.

The full report of the event and its results are available2 y 0KS LINE 2SO0 Qa s
http://beucitizen.eu/news/thefuture-of-europe-exploringstrategiesfor-strengtheningeu-citizenship/
(see alsAnnex1)



http://beucitizen.eu/news/the-future-of-europe-exploring-strategies-for-strengthening-eu-citizenship/

THURSDAY27THAPRIL2017

On Thursday morning April 27th, the Conference was officially opened by the academic coordinator of the
bEUcitizen project Prof. Dr. Sybe De V(gegeAnnex Zor the full tex) and by theHead of Unit at DG Research
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Kalypso Nikolaidis, Professor of International
Relations and director of the Center for
International  Studies, University of Oxford,
addressed the audience with theSkeé y 2To8¥r W
not to B an EU citizer2 explaining the
contradictions of being Europeancitizen Brexit is
an importantexample. The vote consequences are
visible in the Eropean Citized itiatives tool of
the European Commission, through which the idea
to separate Union citizenship from Member State
nationality was proposed. This is coherent with the
need to uphold the right of Union citizens to move
and reside freely within the European Union. Many
rights have already been achieved but other aspects of being European are still undidsir she referred to
the bEUcitizen research and deliverables that are available on the website

FIGURB - KALYPSO NIKOLAIDIS

The PPT presentation can be foumete

In the first session(10.00¢ 12.45 a selection ofAlternative forms of Citizenshims they emerged from the
discussiongn the bEUcitizen Work Packages were atdbaterof the debate.
This first part of the conference was split into two panels:

1. Paradigm shift from mobility to stability led by Francé Cheneval (Professor, University of Zurich) and

Maarten Prak (Professor, Utrecht Universitfhe presentatiomvascentered on tke followinga G F G SYSy GY af 2
OAGAT SYaKALI A& ONUHzOAI f odzi A& OdzZNNBy(f e Theegdmplash y 3 St ¢
discussedy the two presentersshow how local, national and EU citizenship are strictly linkeeatth other

and have ¢ face the same challenges and solve the same proble®ast local and national citizenship

practices andules might be applied to the nowadays European scenario.

The PPT presentation is availahkre.

2. Associative forms of citizenshided by Marie-Pierre ~——
Granger (Associate Professor, Centrd&uropean v
University, Budapesgind Hanneke van Eijken (Assistant \WE‘COMETO
Professor, Utrecht University) The presentation was The f”m
based on research questions and findings of bEUcitize Citizenship
WP7¢ Civil rights WP7 adopted an understanding of EU-—eeain o |
citizenship that goes beyond the formal definitioh BU Brussels|26-28 Apdl 2017
citizenship in the Treaties anthat includes the EU
legislative acquis, the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights
and the general principlesf EU law for the protection

of fundamental rights. FIGURE - MARIEPIERRE GRANGER AMDINEKE VAN EIJKE


http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/KN-on-citizenship-2017-2.pdf
http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/bEUcitizen_ChenevalPrak_2017.pdf

Granger andvan Bjken confrontedthe audiencewith four different ways of rethinking the EU citizenship and
their consequences: 1. creating a new concept; 2. doing away with it; 3. redefining the concept of EU
citizenship; 4. emphasizing different dimensions. The speakers focused then on one alternative friedel o
citizenship: associate citizenship, that can be collec(@ssociate membership) or individual (associate
citizenship).Associate membership can be obtained through various special agreements between EU and
particular member states, while associatéizenship can beobtained throughindividual application.In
conclusion Marie-Pierre Granger and Hanneke van Eijkenght to highlightvhat should be the content of EU
citizenship generally conceived as a mix of political rights, social rights, cateights and a series of rights
included inthe Charter and Treaties.

The PPT presentation is availabhkre

The first lunch meeting with invited policy makersand experts was moderated by Herwig Verschueren
(Professor, University of Antwerjand looked at thécuropean Pillar of Social Righitgat was proposed on April
26",

After impulse statements by Frans Penniraged Catherine Barnardthe debate focused on the following

questions:
w 52 @&2dz GKAYy]l GKFG GKS 9dzNBLISIY tAfEFN 2F {204
/| 2YYA&adaA2yS A& | AdZFFAOASYG FYyR FLILIINRBLNXRIFGS o6F &aAa
theF8 t NBaAaARSYyGaQ wSLE2NI 2F Hnanmp O/ 2YLIX SGAYy 3 9 dzNB L
w Ly @OASg 2F GKAA FYoAlA2YZ 6KFEG FINB GKS adaNey3
w 2KFG aKz2dZ R 0SS GKS LINA2NARAGASE 6KSY AYLI SYSyidAy3
w Wigat extent can (or fails) this document (to) contribute towards a stronger belief among the
citizens of the Member State in the added value of European integran the social field as well

Overall, attendees considered the adoption of the PillaBotial Rights to be a good, first very careful step in
re-engaging with the social dimension of the European integration process. However, in terms of concrete
deliverables, lhere was a general feeling of disappointment as many questions are left unatwad
substantial policies are lackinghis is of course due to tHenited competences of the Eld the field of social

policy.

At 14.30 participants convened for tlsmcond sessiowf the day, which addressed thdigration issue from
different angles angberspectives.

The first panel whichwas chaired by Herwig Verschuerdimked this topic tasocial rightsf migrantsand to
linguistic barrierswhichmobile workers facavithin the EU

Professor Elisabetta loriatti (University of Trento)
presented the key findings of bEUcitizen WP5
(economic rightsand WPgsocial rights).

The research under WP5 uncovered that as the
implementation in the Member States of thEU
instruments relevant to the economic rights is not
coherent and somehow fragmented, the barriers
that citizens face in exercising economic rights differ
rather substantially in the various Member States.

ELCOME TO

uture of E
tizenship

FIGURE - PANEL ON MIGRATION


http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/Presentation-BEUcitizen-Brussles-27-April-2017.pdf

These obstacles range from legal barriers to enadministrative and practical barriers. Moreover, informal

OF NNASNBE Ay GKS F2N)¥Y 2F Odzf (GdzNI £ Wdzyall2]1Sy Nz S&aQ
Furthermore, a more general barrier to the exercise of economic rights for citizen§ &m¥FNB Y (GKS | y A
multilingualism and the lack of a unitary language certificate at the European level which would enable the
exercise of the right to free movement.

With respect to social rightsWP6showsthat analyzing the EU from a bottoeop perspective, we find high

levels of diversity, as Member States continue to approach social rights and citizenship in very different ways,
leading to highly divergent outcomes. As Profedslartin SeeleirKaiserpointed out in his presentatioron
UGN GAFASR {20Al f wA Ffkué Seledt povektyias Virdindigator té rheasure §ualyrkor LIE
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realize social rights, we see that higher government social spending per inhabitant (in purchasing power
standards) is associated with lower levels of poverty and social exclusion. Furthermore, the effectiveness of
public social spending in reducitige risk of poverty also significantly diffeper country. However, not only

does government spending and its effectiveness diflerMember State, but the designs of social prograass

well. In other words, the notion of social rights and social citihém are differently developed and have very
different meanings in Member States, making it difficult to speak of one European Social Model and common
social rights throughout the EU. Professor Seel&liser concludethat a step into the direction of acial

Europe could be the introduction of a European Minimum Income Schiéraeoncept of EU citizenship is very

likely to remain meaningless for large proportions of the EU population with the consequence that further
European disintegration and an enéitbe European project might become a plausible scenario.
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presentation:Language barriers to the free movement in the EU: what is done and whkatains to be done?

If one the one hand there is one internal marleetd the free movement of workers is guaranteesh the other

hand linguistic diversity is protected in the EU and migrant workers are often required to pass specific linguistic
requirements. Van der Jeught showed that there are still some uncharted waters and legal uncertainty in
particular with regard to linguistic proficiency requirements requested in job applications or for certain
professions, the recognition of diplomas and quadificns, the certified translations of documents and the
language integration schemes for EU and 4&dh nationals. According to the speaker, language issues in the
internal market often remain under the radar or are ignored due to political sensitivithefidgsue and this

legal uncertainty may lead to a negative perception of the important achievements of the EU as to mobility of
workers and professional# right balance must be found between the free movement, on the one hand, and
the protection of langage diversity in the Member States on the other. More emphasis, concludes van der
Jeught, should be put on the linguistic aspects and on the acquisition of the (local) language. Linguistic diversity
should therefore be preserved, but a more positive, tnaaent and daring approach to the language issue is
needed at the European level.

PPT presentation availabhere

The presentation o€atherine Barnaré N2 dz3 K (G KS LI NI A Quiplicatighg &f Grexit oriESY G A 2 y i
and UK citizensWhereason the one hand he numbers of migrantsnay decrease in the short termon the

other hand EU nationas already living inthe UK will most likely be able to stébut will have to face many

practical problems. Several scenario are possible, based on the arrangements made between the UK and the
EU/other countries which wil lead to different regimes and citizenship perspectives for-Batish people

already livig in the UK or migrants who plan to settle down here. Many low profile jobs will sten

confronted with alack of applicions and pensioners might be put to work again picking fruit (as stated by a
newspaper). ProfessoraBard has identified six diffent possible future agreements between UK and the

European Uniopreflecting existing frameworks: |) Brussels Agreement, II) Adaptation of existing arrangements,

IIl) EEA, IV) EUkraine association agreement, V) Canadian free trade agreement and VI)Ea&Rossiliil


http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/PP-presentation-Stefan-Van-der-Jeught.pdf

can be useful to find aompromise between the UK exit and the maintenance of the most important rights for
the entire EU citizen community involved, in particular with attention to the job market

ThePPT presentatiois availablehere

The second sessionhe Insider/Outsider: categorical rivalriesdrganizedby Bridget Anderson and Isabel
Shutesgdiscussed theesearchfindings carried out under bEUcitizen Work P&t mnY WLY & AARSNE | YR
which focused on the ways in which citizenship,

migration, work and welfare differentially
include/exclude bothk S WOAGAT SyQ FyR GKS
the context of these findings, this session explored the

question: How are current bordering practices

compatible with European Fundamental Values?

For this sessiompaneliststook a broad understanding
2T WOo2NRSNARY3I LINIscpardingdeé Q | a |
deserving from the undeserving across a wide range of
FIGURE - PANEL ON THE INSIBERTSIDER state policies and contexts, including mobility and

migration. With respectto fundamental values the
starting pointis thevaluesenshrinedin the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union under the
headings of dignity, freedoms, equality, solidarity, citizens' rights and justice, but we also add human rights and
democracy. These values are abstraett they motivate and justify law, policy and practice. Migration is seen
as posing particular problems to these values. Media coverage and some political rhetoric suggest that there is
- Of I aK 2 Fetwseo teisetamidiran®outside Europsevho do not valie equality between genders/
sexualities/religious groups or freedom of speech etc. and a European tradition. However, while the popular
representation is of a migrant/refugee crisis facing Europe, it might be said that ratBerapeancrisis is
facing mgrants/refugees. This European crisis is ongoing and multifaceted. It is fundamentally about European
core values, and is occurring at and between different levels. It exposes multiple crises of solidarity: between
citizens and others, between regions/mats and states and at the scale of in&tate solidarity. It suggests
GKFG 9dzNBLISQa @AraAizy 2F AGasSt¥ la I aLlr oS 2F KdzYly |
visibleat the level ofrhetoric, but alsoin practice, in daily lifeClarity workers, local authority bureaucrats,
campaigners, are often forced to exclude as they focus on the most deserving. Mjgognt®nsequence,
frequently experienceestrictive access to services.

The following questions wergised during theliscussion: Wwat are the implications of these restrictions for
migrants but also for service users more generally? How can these exclusions be justified? Can we move
towards a world and a Europe where everyone is included or is bandéing simply part bbeing human?

How we answer these theoretical questigmsayhave much broader practical implications.

A long and intense day that ended with the dinner for consortium members and panelists at the Brasserie
Leopold, where guestsadthe opportunity to fiste some typicé) Belgian dishes.

FIGURE - DINNER AT BRASSHEEDPOLD 10


http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/Barnard_Free-movement-of-persons-BEUcitizen.pdf

FRIDAY 28THAPRIL2017

From the beginning Union citizenship has been a shifting concept between national and transnational paths.
Due to its complementary character it does not replace national citizenship but it is actually transforming it by
challenging traditional orders of embership. Especially in times of crises this undecidedness might be a
weakness, likely to strengthen the national path. The Biéedision expresses this problem in an idsalical

form: Europefriendly citizens do not use their right to vote while aRtiropean activism brings citizens to the
ballots. The European integration project seems experiencing its most challenging period since its creation. This
is due to EU leaders impossibility to find solution to a range of problems (the Eurozone crisikgvielg of
unemployment, the refugee crisis. The political and academic debate about this development is highly
complex. Ektitizenship now has moved from a rather special, even technical topic to the center of the
problem. Under strong pressure of afdiiropean politics, the lontpeld assumption that European integration

is unidirectional seem not anymore true. It becomes obvious that legitimacy, cohesion and solidarity in the EU
are closely connected to the prospects of-&tizenship in a broader sensBemocratic theorists argue for a
reform of the institutional architecture of the EU and suggest that if the European Parliament gets the same
competences as national parliaments in fiscal and social policies, it will become the forum of discussion for
Euiopean citizens to resolve their conflicting interests about redistributive policies. Thus it might become the
founding institution of a new cohesion based on solidarity. Skeptics hint to the will of the people to defend
their national identities and coheree as well as their social arrangements. The ongoing cuts of entitlements
to social benefits for mobile Etitizens in the member states express the social dimension in relation to
nationalization quite clear.

Theseobservations reveahat European irggration, the legitimacy of the Union, its cohesion and futare
closely connected to the political representation and solidarity of its citizens. But how can solidarity be
developed between citizensvho are represented along national cleavages? Wh#t t@an ELtitizenship play
against the rise of the antturopean politics? How can European Citizens develop a sense of solidarity in a
transnational sphere? How can European disintegration be avoid?

Thesession orfFriday morningRise of antiEuropean Plitics: Legitimacy, cohesion and solidarity in the EU
addressed these issues along the following topics:

1. Perspectives of a further transnationalization of EU citizenship aneBpaopean solidarity.

2. Nationalization in the European Parliament (and Eeaop Disintegration) What role play nationalist
or right wing parties in the EP for the rise of atiropean politics? How can this be dealt with?

3. Social selectivity of political participation in the EU. The rise of right wing populism has much to do
with the passivity of those citizenawho feel no longer represented by political parties and politics .

The session was opened by a&ykote of Professor Richard
Bellamy (European University Institute, Florence) o&#9 |
Wl COMET - OAGAT SYyakAay) (R &y wxy g Sdiiepibi®aha K A LI
e fture of EU AYy G SNB2JSNYYS saian ditemptlid dkai Imekiagthe
citigenship EU a source or mechanism for domination by institutitriag the
normative logic of twedevel games in ways that avoid state
governments dominating either their citizens or those of other
states

FIGURB - UWE PUETTER AND ReB BELLAMY  PPT presentation availabtere

11


http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/Bellamy_EU-as-Inter-national.pdf

After a brief introduction by chairwoman Professor Manuela Naldini (University of TurEQcitizen
researcherpresented the main findings on the European political citizenship.

In the first presentation, which focused @irect democracy
¢ why and when it works (or not) Dr. Monica Ferrin
(University of Zurich)presented the main results of

Deliverable 8.7(Work Package 8W9 dzNB LIS y ! |
Direct Dem®NJ O8Y ! t2aaAioftsS /2Y0 ,
verted onthe pro and contra of favoring direct participation 1,.;

of EU citizengthrough referendajn decisioamaking at the cmtehaf;f;“ .
European level as the solution to the alleged democratic |

deficit of the European Union. The resutisthis deliverable
showedthat current practices of referenda on EU issues i

European member states produce distortions in demabic FIGURB - FRIDAY MORNING: PANEL

functioning, due to the ad hoc wawy which the referenda

are held. The presentation ends proposing a model of for a European referendum but it also raises the
question: maybe the time has come to address the issue of EU referenda?

The PPT presertian is availabldere

The word hasthen passed toProfessorSandra Seubert (GoetHéniversity Frankfurt am Mainwho brought

LI NI A OA LI vy G Q Eurdpdari Fagfiamen efectiord and gofitical equalitfhe speakeexplained how
European citizenship as active political citizenship has been underdeveloped from the start and is currently
under strong pressure. Over time, European Union citizens seenave lost enthusiasm for the European
political processvoter turnout in European Parliament elections decreased from 61,99% in 1979 to 42,61% in
2014. Attempts to transform elections for the European Parliament into a meaningful decision about the
policies and the personnel of European institutions have been ineffective so far in two aragise one hand,

they did not raise more interest in European affairs; on the other hand, and even more problematically, the
W{ LA (1 Sy tekpgrimanRwas Sgishadeed by the power struggle between national leaders and the
European Parliament.

Although similar tendencies towards decreasing voter turnout can be observed in national elections, the trend
of fading popular support is particularly alarming at the Eurapé&sion level. It threatens to undermine the
legitimacy and functionality of the European Union, thus jeopardizing the entire integration process.
Institutions without support cannot last. The European Union provokes a rather negative political reaction
among its citizens and populist activism is challenging its policies and the integration process more broadly.
The Brexit decision expresses this problem in an itgatal form: Europdriendly citizens do not use their

right to vote while antiEuropean ativism brings citizens to the ballot box. Concerned with this passivity as well
as with the activism mobilised by astfuropean populism, Eurogdendly observers and actors see a major
opportunity for the European Union to strengthen the European Pasist as the core institution of a
European representative democracy

Professor Birte Siim (University of Aalborg) addressed the public with a presentatidovothe populist right

frames migration, mobility and genderwhich was based on the results tietWork Packages NB LJ2 NI'Y W/ NZ2
yIGAz2ylt OFrasS adtddzRASa 2y 3ISYRSNI Sljdzk f A Debverdblg9.7i KS F2 O¢
According to Siim, Etitizenship is more contested than ever, and, as demonstrated by the report, the
strengthening of the nativist and nationalist rigiving parties across Europe and in the EP is challenging the

EUs founding principles of free motjlbf labour/open borders, the principles of gender equality, as well as the

12


http://beucitizen.eu/publications/report-on-options-for-direct-democracy-in-the-eu-deliverable-8-7/
http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/bEUcitizenfinalConference_Ferrín.pdf
http://beucitizen.eu/publications/report-of-case-studies-on-gender-equality-as-a-focus-point-of-national-and-nativist-discourses-deliverable-9-7/

guiding principles of nodiscrimination of nationalities, ethnicity, sexuality and religion. Despite their
differences in relation to family and gender issues, the selected ahdight parties agree upon one common

goal: to restrict crucial elements of EU citizenship related to internal mobility and divefsitthermore, the
presented report shows that in spite of differences in national welfare and family models, theranslar s

trend towards an instrumental use of gender and family issues as a means to secure the welfare state, or as a
way to solve problems with family crisis, demographic sustainability, and protecting the national values.

The PPT presentation is availabhkre

In the last presentation of this first panélhe euro crisis as a constraint for EU democnhadrofessortUwe
Puetter (Central European University, Budapgst@sented the main findings @eliverable 8.XWork package

8) on the mnstraints imposd by FinanciaWlarkets on Political Choice in the European union.

Financial markets have long been believed to constrain political decisions, notably in situations of severe
economic and financial crisis, such as in the context of the recent global egoaanhfinancial crisisvhich for

the EU became the euro crisis. The main argunpertforward is that financial marketlevelopments do not
automatically turn into political responses, rather they require an interpretation frontramsnational
technocratc elite which is capable of addressing policy challenges of unprecedented comatekggnsitivity.

These interpretations are expected to influence final political decisions to a great extent.

Moreover, the multilevel and decentralized economic govergarstructure has repercussion for the expected
pattern of political decisionmaking. Deliberation among lead executive actors is a key component of euro area
governance and informs a convergence of views on crisis management. These two developmentsthat,tog

in turn, have had important consequences for the exercise of European political citizenship in the context of
euro crisis decisiomaking. Although it is argued that the formal rights constituting political citizenship, namely
the right to vote, theright to participate, and the right to information remain formally uncontest&dofessor
Puetterconcludedthat the meaningful exercise of these rights can be seriously compromised due to the above
patternsof decisionmaking.

After a coffee break, theecond Panel discussion of the dayTdre future of European political citizenship and
democratic participationtook place.Chaied by Birte Siim, it saw the participation 8teven Blockmans

Owl LILI2 NI SdzZNE /9t { ¢l &1 C2 NXESropdaw BdidyBtddick, Brysielsihobtfe2 NI Q =
bEUcitizen Advisory Board membégnes Jongeriu®iceChair, Committee on Employment and Social Affairs,
European Parliament, S&D Group, Bruss&ghiel KelemelfProfessor, Rutgers Universitghd Alice Kesler
Harris(Professor, Columbia University, New York)

Speakers were asked to discuss the following questions:

A Are citizens across the North and South and East and
West of the Union able to come together on the issue of euro
zone governance and is it possible to reconcile differences in
territorial interests?

A What is the policy response to the conflict between
Rightwing neenationalist forces struggling to reestablish
national borders and pr&uropean forces defending European

FIGURHEO- FRIDAY MORNINBANEL #2 values of mobility, openness and inclusion?
A How can EP stimulate democmtiparticipation for
SEFYLX S o6& &adGAYdzZ FdAy3a LREAGAOLIE O2FfAlA2Yya TNRY
, such asPODEMOS? What are the obstacles to EP/CSO collaboration?
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http://beucitizen.eu/wp-content/uploads/Siim-ppts-presentation-April-28.pdf
http://beucitizen.eu/publications/constraints-imposed-by-financial-markets-on-political-choice-in-the-eu-d8-1/

A One contested question concerns relations between democraay the inequality. The Pope has
called the contemporary economy after the financial cigi§ KS S O2 y 2 YA weid 4 oint] A £ f & Q¢
at which incremental or radical reform is desirable/ possible?

A Can EU stimulate political citizenship without social aodnomic citizenship? Who are the losers and
winners?

Thesecond linch meeting with policy makersCitizenship, the white paper and the scenarios for the future of
Europé&, moderatedby Sean Klein (Journalist & Broadcaster, formerly Brussels Bk BBC News) was
well-received andorought togetherapproximately 3key stakeholders, academics and representatives of the
European Institutions.

In this session, and within the context of the discussions of the last tws, gayticipants lookedat how the
FAYRAY3IE 2F GKS 09!/ AGAT Sy LINRB2SOG OFry 62N)] Ay O2ye
Future of Europe further to develop the concept of EU citizenshipe debate, which focused dhe impact

on the future of EU citizenship dfi¢ different scenarios set out in the White Pap&d onsome of the barriers

that still exist to the exercise of full EU citizenship and at how these can be remwasdentered around the

following questions: Wwat will EU Citizenship of the future lodke? What are the key benefits that EU

Citizenship of the future can and should bring? How can we ensure greater engagement with EU Citizenship

and the debate around it of EU citizens themselves? What are the ongoing challenges faced byal@icy

in promoting EU Citizenshgnd fundamental rights of citizens, particularly in EU Member States where these

rights are under pressufe

The Conference ended withe presentation of the project policy recommendations, the announcement of the
bEUcitizenbook series, some final remarks by bEUcitizen Project Officer Yuri BorgPnabihand with a
touching closingpeech byProf. Sybe de Vries.

A final cocktail drink was offered to participants, as final monfentbEUcitizen members to socializhare

the good (and bad) memories and look ahead for future cooperation.

FIGURHE1- FINAL MOMENTS

14



ANNEXES

1. REPORT ON TROUTH ANCSTAKEHOLDHR/ENT
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BEUCITIZEN

BARRIERS TOWARDS EU CITIZENSHIP

REPORT ON TRBUTH ANISTAKEHOLDHERENT
BELLITIZEMNALCONFERENCE
BRUSSEIAPRIZ62017

THEFUTURE OBEJROPEEXPLORING STRATEGIGR
STRENGTHENINGJQTIZENSHIP

Marlot van der Kolk, Tom Binder and Wieger Bakker

Moderator: Prof. dr. Wieger Bakker

EU citizenship is about a set of rigf?2 Y LI SYSyAy3a 2ySQa ylidAaz2ylt OAGATSY
active membership of a European community, about influencing degisading on rules, policies and practices

GKFG FTTFFSO0 2ySQa 26y Yyl GA2YyIl { apashiBs td exetisd theseZights Sndl A Sa & «
to participate differ between countries, between groups and in time. Social, cultural and economic trends and

crises as well as policy responses to these trends and crises, create potentially new barriers fanBhipitiz

Although we cannot predict the future, we can prepare ourselves for different thinkable futures. What choices

can we make within these futures? What can we do, given our position and role, to foster (cross border) rights

and citizen participationdr the future?



Youth and Stakeholder Event

Although we cannot predict the future, we can prepare ourselves for different thinkable futures. As Gerald

5 @gAa aidlidSRY a{OSyINxz2a IINB &id2NAxSa |o2dzi GKS ¥ dzidz
LINBaSyGéd 2 A0K (Kad the @isystidn onsvhat inighi Bagden witl? EUTcitizenship in

different circumstances. We want to stimulate the discussion on what repertoires of action might protect,

foster or boost EU citizenship in thinkable alternative futures.

On the 26' of April, a group of 35 participants joined the event. These participants represented different
62NI RAY GKS 62NIR 2F oyl GA2ylt IyR t20Fft0 LMzotAO I RY
generation, and the world of labour. Especialhe tyounger generation had a major role during the event,
because who are better positioned to think about the future than the next generations themselves?

Four scenarios

InfourseOl f f SR WgKIG AFTQ alOSylNAR2a 6S LINKLE Bokiliké R 20B@ dzNJ A Y I
These images are partly based on earlier research and events that have taken place in the context of the
bEUcitizen project. We identified four driving forces which can be seen as the ends of two continua. The first
continuum is &out the level of identification, integration and governance in Europe. Here we see growing
nationalism throughout Europe as a strong driving force at the one end and Europeanism as driving force at the

other end. The second continuum deals with the primmat regulating society: state or market. On the one

hand, we come from decades in which the role of the market is creating the greatest wealth and wellbeing for

all was seen as dominant, including the privatisation of public services. At the other mahpladly in reaction

to different sorts of crises, the state is to a certain extent brought back. By combining the critical driving forces

of the two continua, we constructed a set of four different future scenarios.

Figure 1: Four thinkable futuszenarios
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