ANAKOINQXH
AIATQNIZMOZ AOKIMIOY I'TA THN EYPQITAIKH ENQXH

H o6webvoog xopovg epnpepida FINANCIAL TIMES oe ocvvepyaoia pe &G
Kopo@ata evponaika navemotmpa - Owovopwo Iavemotipio Abnvav,
Sciences Po (ITapiot), Hertie School of Governance (BepoAivo), Trinity College
(AovPAivo), Jagiellonian University (Kpaxofia) xat Bocconi University
(Mi\avo) mpoxnpvooel QOLTNTIKO Olay®VIOPO ovyypd@r|g Aokipiov yia v
nopeta tng Evpwnaixng Eveong. I'a v EAAada, myv Zovvroviotikr) Opada
arotedovy ot  xabnynteg too Tunpatog Awbveov xat  Evponaikov
Owovopkev Zrmovdmv:

1.Twpyog ITayovAdrog
2.I1avog ToaxhoyAoo
3.Nikog XptotodovAdxng

To Aoxipo mpenet va eivatr ewg 800 Aeerg xat Oa ypaget ota AyyAkd.
Atevkpivnoelg kat odnyieg napatibevtatr napakdte oto IMapaptmpa “The
Future of Europe project: A guide to writing a piece for the Financial Times’
op-ed page”. Ta doxipia oo Ba vroPAnboovv Ba aiohoynboovv amd v wg
ave Opada xat ta Tpia kalotepa Oa Onpootevtodv otnv epnpepida
FINANCIAL TIMES (1o npwto otnv &vtorr ¢ék0oon Kat ta OVo enopeva oty

NAEKTPOVIKI) €KO00T) NG e EPLOAg).

O Staymviopog elvatl avolktog oe 0Aovg tovg gottntég tov OITA, oAwv v
Tpnpdtov, tapralet Opwg IMmeplocdTePO Ot OOOLG Ppilokoviat ota Ovo
Televtaia ¢t ornovdwv 1) oto Metarrtoytaxo.

To Aoxipto propet va KalvIItel €va 1) IAPAndave Ao Ta IapaxKate Oépara:

1. Should the next frontier for Europe be deeper integration, or handing back
some power to nation states?

2. Would it be wise to reconsider the four founding freedoms in the EU
treaties?

3. Isit time to concentrate on the Eurozone priorities rather than the broader
EU-27?

4. To what extent is German leadership of Europe desirable or necessary?

Ot evOuagepopevol @ottntég mpéret va arooteilovv to Aokiptd tovg otnv
nAextpovikn) devbovorn panos@aueb.gr péxpt v Aevtepa 16 OxtwPpiov
2017.



mailto:panos@aueb.gr

ITAPAPTHMA

The Future of Europe project

A guide to writing a piece for the Financial Times” op-ed page

Every day, the Financial Times publishes one or two op-ed articles by guest writers:
arguments and ideas that, whether we agree with them or not, have sharpened our
opinions on something important. We are interested in all points of view, especially
if they are at odds with what we have already printed.

Here is what we ask: would FT readers kick themselves for missing this? Our
readership is global, so, for example, if you were writing about farming in
Minnesota, consider how it would move the price of corn in Milan.

Read our op-eds but don’t emulate them. Since we aim to stand out, we reject pieces
that would fit in. Make it personal. Tell us something others can’t, be funny or trade
on who you are, whether that’s a penniless architect, a former bank chief or a pioneer
of political spin. Public relations people make you sound like a press release, so give
them a day off. If any like-minded person could have written your piece then assume
someone has.

Even if your subject is abstract your writing shouldn’t be. Don’t just say output is
increasing; describe the queues outside Tokyo pancake shops so readers actually see
what you mean. A colourful quote or a telling anecdote is worth a thousand
generalities.

Here are three unique perspectives that readers told us they enjoyed: an insider’s
self-deprecating insight into the Washington machine; a small publisher’s surprising
defence of Amazon; and an immigration lawyer’s dispiriting advice to Paddington
bear.

Read them, then write something unlike them. As these writers did, put aside your
convictions and ask: how can I make FT readers care what I think? If the issue is
obscure or your opinion familiar, you can't.

You have at most 800 words, just enough to make a persuasive case for a focused
point. We are not flexible about this: no panoramas.

If we want to publish your piece we will ask you to sign a contract. You must certify
that the work is yours and has not appeared elsewhere, even in another language. If
we try to verify factual claims and find we can’t, you will need to provide evidence.
You must declare any relevant interests. Self-serving pieces are rarely worth reading
unless they say something unexpected, and we tell readers about such conflicts.

Your draft will often turn out to be a starting point. An editor might suggest ways of
making the language zestier or the argument clearer. Unlike full-time writers, our
contributors are not always accustomed to this. So rest assured that we will always
show you a final version and, if we cannot agree, you can withdraw your piece.

Among the FT’s 2m or so readers are people who make the biggest decisions in
business and politics. If they need to hear from you, so do we.

[a xaddtepn katavonon TV aveoTéP®, 01 EVOIAPEPOUEVOL POITHTEG UTOpPodV va O1afdoovv
mapopoa apBpa (op-ed) tov Financial Times oty Bifriobnkn tovo OIIA, oe évromny 7

nAexTpoviki pope.



