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Dear participants, dear members of the European Parliament and the German Bundestag,
The fourth round of the European HomeParliaments was dominated by the pan-European dialogue on the EU's pandemic policy. While the pandemic knows no borders
and restricts everyday life, national differences in the policies of the European member
states became clearer than ever before. With our dialogue across Europe on the appropriate consequences of the pandemic, we were able to counteract these tendencies
away from intra-European cooperation and towards national go-it-alone policies with
something common.

From April 24th to July 11th, 2021, about 800 people from 25 EU countries exchanged
their opinions and wishes for the EU. A total of about 300 people from outside of Germany took part.
The pro-European citizens' movement Pulse of Europe succeeded in involving

the European population bottom-up in the
EU's decision-making process on the most
topical issue of the day. EU citizens were involved in a social exchange that is otherwise
primarily conducted in the media and in a onesided manner at national level.
In addition, there were numerous cross-national HomeParliaments conducted via Video
HomeParliament, which make a concrete contribution to a pan-European dialogue. For
these European HomeParliaments, participants were either matched to each other
through a matching process or motivated
their friends from other countries to participate.
The results presented here will now be
passed on to the 26 participating politicians from six countries and five parties.
These politicians are members of the European Parliament and the German Bundestag. They will state their position in
webinars or video statements and incorporate the wishes of the European population into their political decisions.
With the European HomeParliaments,
Pulse of Europe offers the first pan-European, scalable grassroots initiative
to aid the participation of European citizens in EU-wide political decisions.
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The results
In total, about 800 participants from about 140
European HomeParliaments submitted their
results. 69 percent of HomeParliaments
concluded that European interests should
be advocated more decisively in future
pandemic crises. A stalemate arose in the final vote in 20 percent of the HomeParliaments. The remaining 11 percent of
HomeParliaments voted against the proposal.
In all three questions, the desire for more
solidarity and justice stood out, both
within the EU and in the global context.
Moreover, the desire for a strong economy and for EU autonomy determined the
discussion of the first two questions.

Question 1: Should vaccines and vital medical products be produced
entirely in the EU in the future to ensure the supply of the EU population?
On this question, the participants chose an average value of 6.4 on a scale of 0 (definitely
not) to 10 (yes, absolutely). A particularly large
number chose values of 7 and 8. They believe
that the production of necessary medical
products should take place in the EU in the
future. Whereas some participants chose values between 2 and 5, indicating that they either
support global supply chains or have an entirely different opinion.

The most important argument for relocating the
production of necessary medical products to the
EU is the gain in independence vis-à-vis third
countries. With the demand for autonomy, the
participants believed that both the European Union would gain competences and that third countries would have fewer possibilities to put pressure on the EU to make concessions. Thus, the
basic needs of us Europeans would be less exposed to geo-political influences. The proponents
of this argument also hope that independent production will create additional jobs and more humane working conditions. Linked to this is the
argument that medical products save lives
and ensure the functioning of the economy.
A European production would ensure supplies
that keep up with demand.
Recently, it has often been argued that autonomous production capacity could increase
production and quality standards. The argument was supported with the reference that in
the past, for example, active ingredients and
antibiotics were not available.
The main counter-argument mentioned was that
relocation of the production of medical products could provoke protectionist reactions
from non-EU countries and thus indirectly harm
the EU economy and the EU's political position.
Moreover, it would simply be too expensive to
build up one's own production capacities. Proponents of this view argue that costs could be
saved by optimising existing supply chains to the
same effect. Production purely in the EU would

mean high investment costs, high labour costs and thus an increase in the
costs of medical products. Consequently, European companies would
suffer disadvantages in global competition.
Some also argue that "European independence is a nationalistic approach
and cannot work in a globalised world".
In short, the proponents' desire for independence seems unlikely in the eyes of the
opponents in the face of a globally interconnected world. Better production standards
and working conditions are opposed to the argument of high costs.

Question 2: Should vital medical products (such as vaccines) only
be exported from the EU once European citizens have been supplied?
The participants gave rather low values for this
question. Here, the average value is 4.1, although the voting results vary widely. Opinions
are divided on this question. The participants
tended to support the export of vaccines,
even though Europe's population is not yet
fully supplied.
Again, a controversial debate that resulted in a relative majority of those against the
proposal. The argument most often put forward was reminiscent of the third round of
the European HomeParliaments: solidarity. All countries of the world should be considered equally in this crisis. Those who have access to more material resources must
act in solidarity. Moreover, "vaccination nationalism" would contradict fundamental
values of the European Union.

Some participants also argued that new, resistant
virus variants can appear in third countries if people there do not have access to vaccinations.
These virus variants would then come to Europe
and endanger the people there, including those
who had been vaccinated. Consequently, a global
pandemic can only be solved globally.
The supporters of the export restriction also put
solidarity first. For them, this means first showing
solidarity with other EU citizens. They demand,
for example, that only a maximum of 10 - 20 percent of vaccines be exported or that self-help comes before external help. Public services for the well-being of the citizens must have priority over the economic interests of companies and geopolitical
considerations. In summation, most
HomeParliamentarians would like to see
more solidity in the distribution of vaccines. It is the task of the European Union
to safeguard the health of its population.
Export policy should not be at the expense
of European citizens.

Question 3: Should citizens be allowed unrestricted travel within the
European Union after vaccination or proven immunity?
A clear picture of sentiment emerges in the
third question. On average, the participants
chose a value of 7.5. A clear vote for a European vaccination passport to win back
travel freedoms.
The majority of the HomeParliaments would
like to be able to travel freely in the EU, however, this is made subject to conditions. One condition is that the persons travelling

are not infectious to others. Consequently, the
participants demand that not only vaccinated and
recovered people should have the right to travel
this summer, but also people who are tested negatively. In addition, the tests should be free of
charge throughout Europe.
The proposal's opponents particularly criticise the
resulting discrimination against young people
who have not yet been vaccinated or those who
cannot be vaccinated for health reasons. Such
discrimination should be excluded. Decisionmakers should keep this in mind when discussing quarantine obligations for unvaccinated children, for example.
Surprisingly, relatively few participants argue in favour of the proposal because
it would allow them personally to travel again. Instead of justifying their agreement
with their own advantage, they argue that it would serve the interests of others. For
example, a European vaccination passport that allows freedom of travel could lead to
the cushioning of major economic damage to countries that depend heavily on tourism.
Moreover, the vaccination passport would be an incentive to get
vaccinated. This in turn would lead
to herd immunity being established more quickly and the pandemic being overcome.
Some participants expressed further concerns about the protection
of their health data. They are afraid
that such data could be shared.
For others, it would contribute to both discrimination in and polarisation of society. As
not everyone has the same access to vaccinations or is similarly willing to be vaccinated, this does not seem to be a fair decision. Leaving the freedom to travel only to
those who are vaccinated seems to some participants to be an implicit compulsion to
vaccinate.

Now it’s time for politicians to answer!
The supporting members of the European Parliament and the German Bundestag will
receive the results of the European HomeParliaments with this report. Most of them
will comment on this in video statements. Some selected politicians will respond to
the results live in webinars. Not only the participants of the HomeParliaments
are invited to these webinars. Anyone who is interested can - after registration discuss with the politicians:

On 31.08.2021 at 18:00 in the live webinar with Katarina Barley (DE) and Łukasz Kohut (PL) from the
S&D Group. Register here

On 07.09.2021 at 18:30 in the live webinar with Martin Schirdewan (DE) and Helmut Scholz (DE) from
The Left. Register here

On 08.09.2021 at 18:30 Uhr in the live webinar with
Gwendoline Delbos-Corfield (FR) and Franziska
Brantner (DE) from The Greens. Register here

On 23.09.2021 at 18:30 Uhr in the live webinar with
Othmar Karas (AT) and Peter Liese (DE) from the
EPP Group. Register here

Live webinar with Nicola Beer (DE) and another
member of Renew Europe. The date will be announced soon. Register here

Background on this round
The fourth round of the European HomeParliaments took place from April 24th
to July 11th 2021. Approximately 800 participants discussed the above-mentioned
three questions in about 140 European HomeParliaments for two hours each and then
voted on the overriding question. Almost half of the HomeParliaments took place via
video HomeParliament.
The video HomeParliaments offered a novelty: Together with the international NGOs
MEU Sofia, Democracy International, Citizens
Take Over Europe and Stand Up For Europe,
puplic events were organised, where participants from various countries with various
backgrounds could discuss the questions of
the HomeParliaments in small groups. The
events were held mainly in English. Furthermorde, there was close cooperation with JEF
Greece and JEF Portugal, who both held HomeParliaments in their respective countries.
A very special highlight was the kick-off event of Pulse of Europe on April 24th 2021.
The participants from ten European countries first discussed the three questions of the
HomeParliaments within their countries. Highlights from the discussions
as well as conspicuously high or low
voting values were discussed across
countries in a second step. The health
expert of the European Greens, Jutta
Paulus from the European Parliament, also took part in this discussion.
She and the participants were enthusiastic about the transnational exchange, which was unique for them. It

became particularly clear that, although there are country-specific differences, there
was understanding for the underlying arguments across countries. This shows us that
the European HomeParliaments can contribute to further European integration
by promoting pan-European dialogue.
Across all HomeParliaments of this fourth round, when asked whether they liked the
format of the HomeParliaments, participants gave an average score of 8.5 on a scale
of 0 to 10. When asked whether their opinion had changed as a result of the debate,
they gave an average of 4.4. When asked whether they now understand the other
participants better, they gave an average of 7.3. These values speak for an enthusiasm for the innovative format as well as for a positive influence on democratic
opinion-forming and the positive culture of debate on European policy issues.

The European HomeParliaments as part of the
Conference on the Future of Europe (CoFoE)”
On May 9th, 2021, the European Union
launched an unprecedented democracy
project, the Conference on the Future of
Europe, also known as CoFoE. The core
of the Future Conference is the plenary,
in which members of the European Parliament, the European Council, the national
parliaments and randomly selected citizens from the European member states
as well as representatives of European
civil society are represented. In addition,
every citizen of the EU can participate in events and contribute ideas via the online
platform www.futureu.europa.eu. Selected ideas will then be discussed in plenary sessions and will thus be incorporated into European policy.
Commission President Ursula von der Leyen has called upon Pulse of Europe in
her reply to the results of the third round of the European HomeParliaments to participate in the Conference on the Future of Europe. Pulse of Europe will represent the
wishes of European citizens at the conference in two ways:
Firstly, Pulse of Europe, with its board member Stephanie Hartung, will provide the socalled national representative of the German
citizens' forums and events in the plenary of
the Conference on the Future of Europe.
Further, Pulse of Europe was able to derive several ideas from the comments on the results of
the European HomeParliaments, which we
uploaded as policy proposals on the digital platform of the Conference on the
Future of Europe. On the platform's website, comments can be made on the ideas,
and they can be supported in order to increase their weight.

To the ideas on the CoFoE-Plattform

To the ideas on the CoFoE-Plattform

Outlook
The goal of the European HomeParliaments is to establish a line of communication
between European citizens and politicians so that citizens feel involved, and politicians feel supported in their decision-making. Especially through the increasing spread
of the European HomeParliaments in Europe and the continuing support from European politics, we are gradually coming closer to this goal.

A second goal is to promote democratic opinion-forming and a positive culture of
debate on European policy issues. The feedback from the participants shows that
this is already working well.

The future of the European HomeParliaments
While countries such as Switzerland have long since adopted direct democratic procedures as an integral part of their political system, most European countries are currently
taking their first steps in this direction. Low voter turnout, disenchantment with politics and a polarization of social discourse show that many people have distanced themselves from political exchange.
Innovative concepts such as the European HomeParliaments must overcome
this headwind in order to find broad acceptance among the population. An im-

portant part of this is the continuous discussion of political issues, in this case European policy issues. Consequently, the format will be further developed in further rounds
of the European HomeParliaments. In particular, access to participation in a HomeParliament should become even more convenient. Furthermore, it is important to us to
increase our effectiveness on European political decisions.

Thanks to our above-mentioned experience and the innovations we have introduced,
in the coming rounds we will anchor the European HomeParliaments more strongly
in other European countries and bring together even more diverse discussion
groups through the new matching process.
We at Pulse of Europe are very pleased to be able to contribute to the continuous
development and revitalisation of the European public sphere and democracy!

Let’s be the Pulse of Europe!

