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If we look at how the European Union (and formerly the European Economic Community) has evolved from its founding to the present day, we can clearly see a spiral-shaped progression. The Community has not always stepped forwards; it has often taken a step backwards, and has frequently stood still, but in retrospect it has had the genetically-encoded courage to continue evolving, changing, modernising. Whenever the European Union has taken a step backwards that has always been very swiftly followed by at least two steps forwards, in what is in my opinion the right direction.

I say “in my opinion” quite deliberately, as I have been invited to this conference as a member of parliament, a politician, and my opinion is and can only be a political one.

To deduce consequences for the future from current developments in the European Union, it is necessary to describe in detail, and understand, what is happening in Europe now. The European Union has established a special forum, known as the Convention, to formulate and present its future form. At the end of last year the Convention entered its final phase, drafting the individual articles of a future European constitution, or, if you prefer, constitutional treaty.

The treaty will comprise three parts:

a) Constitutional structure,

b) Union policies and their implementation,

c) General and final provisions.

The constitutional part should define the Union’s values, objectives, powers and institutions, its legal instruments, decision-making procedures and means of financing, and the principles for the acceptance, suspension and secession of members. A Charter of Fundamental Rights should also be incorporated here, and legal personality and citizenship of the European Union be defined.

The provisions on individual policies in the second part should refer to the corresponding type of legal act and the relevant procedure in the constitutional part. The structure of the individual policies largely corresponds to their structure in the existing treaties (I have in mind the single market, economic and monetary union, internal security - police cooperation, external policy and defence). It should be said here that the decision to elaborate a constitutional treaty was one that favoured a more ambitious interpretation of the Convention’s original mandate. The Convention’s Chairman will therefore submit a draft of the European Constitution to the European Council.

I believe the treaty should have a constitutional part that can be amended by means of inter-governmental conference and ratification in all member states, and an executive part, with more flexible opportunities for change. It should be based on the degree of European integration that has already been achieved, and primarily focus on making the workings of the European Union more transparent and more effective (I have in mind the defining of powers between member states and the Union, and between individual institutions, and greater transparency for legislative and other instruments, the simplification of procedures, and greater cooperation on the present 2nd and 3rd pillars). The treaty must also open the way to further progress in the process of integration (the current article 308 of the Treaty on European Union).

A further landmark is the inauguration of a debate on that most sensitive subject - the future architecture of European institutions.

I believe that in the interests of maintaining its unity, and its internal and external capacity for action following expansion, the European Union must be strengthened, more than ever before. It is essential to reinforce the institutional triangle - the European Council, the European Commission, and the European Parliament - to an equal extent, and fundamentally reform its external representation.

I personally can imagine the creation of the office of European President (President of the European Union), which is the factual content of the recent proposal by France and Germany. I do not however believe that the European Council should be the sole institution to elect future heads of the European Union (even if that would be by a qualified majority)! I presume that in the event that there is an elected head of the EU, the European Council, which suffers from a certain deficit of democracy, would convey that deficit to the new institution, and that is clearly not desirable. And that is not to mention the fact that election by the Council would particularly favour large countries.

The existence of a president, elected in that way, would clearly lead to the depreciation of the role of the President of the European Commission, and to conflict between their powers and authority. Such a situation would be the best recipe for internal conflicts and external cacophony. A viable option would be an 18-month team presidency, comprising 3 member countries, with each of them having the presidency of 3 sectoral councils. The presidency on the coordinating line COREPER (the Committee of Permanent Representatives) – Coordination Council – European Council would, under that team arrangement, be occupied by one and the same state, and the leading role would rotate to the states in the team presidency on a 6-month basis, which would enhance both responsibility for coordination, and overall effectiveness.

Concerning the second pillar of the European Union’s institutional power, i.e. the European Commission, I presume that individual member states should submit proposals for the President of the European Commission to the European Parliament. On the basis of those proposals, the Parliament would elect the President and the individual commissioners selected by the President of the European Commission. If the European Commission were constituted as a purely “parliamentary cabinet”, that is with no European Council involvement, solely on the basis of the candidature of political factions in the European Parliament prior to elections to the European Parliament, it would be disqualified from fulfilling certain independent functions, e.g. regulating economic competition, that are never executed by purely politically constituted institutions. I nevertheless regard that means of constituting the European Commission as the most democratic, the most legitimate, and in the near future the most probable, and as one of the fundamental pillars of the future federal arrangement of the European Union.

I know that this option would mean that smaller states need not have their own commissioners. I personally consider the principle of one state - one commissioner to be outmoded; it cannot be sustained in the long term, not only for political reasons, but also for reason of its low effectiveness. I anticipate that the European Commission will regularly report to the European Parliament, just as any democratically elected national government reports to its national parliament. All that remains to be settled is who could dissolve the European Parliament, under what circumstances, and how. The European Commission must retain the legislative initiative, as it has done to date, but in future the European Parliament should also have that initiative. The problem with the European Commission today is the need for unanimity on politically sensitive issues, which is often not adhered to “unrestrainedly”. Therefore, there should in my opinion be a switch to voting by a qualified majority. The nature of that consensus could be defined in the transitional period – more than a qualified majority, but less than unanimity. Unanimous voting presents the same problem for common security and defence policy. Here too there will have to be a breakthrough in precedence – I.e. the introduction of voting by a qualified majority! On the subject of voting in the individual organs of the European Union, it is beyond all doubt that there are overt, and more subtle trends towards the slow but steady spread of voting by a qualified majority. I personally believe that unanimous voting will disappear from the European Union in the foreseeable future, as it runs contrary to effective work by the Union, and can at times even paralyse it!

The third institutional pillar of the European Union is the European Parliament, which should be given full budgeting rights. However, that power is so great that, as I mentioned earlier, it is not practically separable from the procedure, facilitating the dissolving of the Parliament. The circumstances under which the European Parliament may be dissolved should be clearly defined by the future constitutional treaty. The European Parliament should at some point undergo a process of slimming, as the current figure of more than 700 members of parliament is ineffective and unnecessarily costly.

Another important step in completing the “state” known as the European Union is to establish a European Minister of Foreign Affairs. The Minister’s status would be strengthened by the formal right of initiative, and the presidency of the External Relations Council. For the time being, the Foreign Minister would be appointed by the European Council, with the consent of the President of the European Commission, by means of a qualified majority. In future however the minister should be approved by the European Parliament alone.

The European Foreign Minister would be supported by the European Diplomatic Service, which would work closely with the diplomatic services of member states. The present Commission delegations would become European Union delegations, and in that way work would start to build up European diplomacy as a crucial external aspect of the emancipation of the European Union.

In this address, I have deliberately concentrated on as detailed an account as possible of systemic institutional changes within the European Union. Quite intentionally – owing to a lack of time and space – I have not mentioned the successful launch of the single currency, and the plan to introduce a common fiscal policy.

All that has been said indicates that the European Union is in something of a transitional period, where the old arrangements are ceasing to be appropriate and there is passionate debate on the new ones. I am convinced that one of the motors gradually driving the European Union towards a federal structure is the forthcoming waves of EU expansion. It is clear that if we do not want to cause the dilution or even disintegration of the European Union with 30 members, we will have to accept that that organisation will, in an increasing number of fields, act as a single state organisation! For the time being, the will is lacking, and many a large EU state cannot resist the temptation to make use of that natural process for its own dominance, and many a smaller EU state fears timorously for its national identity, but – as I said by way of introduction – there is no way back! I am quite convinced that the future of the EU is the United States of Europe – and in my opinion, that future is not so distant.
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