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To Zvvébpro TTevivta Xpovia Evpwmaikd KowvoPfovlio.
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The Conference Fifty Years European Union. Experience
and Perspectives, was organised for the Hellenic Parlia-
ment Foundation for Parliamentarism and Democracy in
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auspices of the President of the Hellenic Parliament and
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tion, Professor G. Kassimatis, Director of the Institute of
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los, Vice-President of the Academy of Athens.
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XAIPETIZMOZXZ
TOY NPOEAPOY THXZ BOYAHZ TQN EAAHNQN
AHMHTPIOY . ZIOYOA

ag kalwoopilw otnv EAN&da, oty BovAn twv EAAvwv 1 omoia, dtd tov

[5pOpatdg g yia tov KotvoBovAevtiono kat mn Anpokpartia, dlopyavavet
10 Zuvédplo ITevivta Xpovia Evpwnaixé KowofovAio. Eumeipio kou Ilpoornti-
kéq. Tlevivta xpovia Aertovpyiag. ITevivta xpovia ovvexohg Tpoo@opas 6Tovg
TIOMITEG [LAG CVVEXWDG OLEVPVVOUEVIG KOLVOTNTAG KpaTwV Kal Aawv Tns Evpw-
mmng. Kpatav kat Aawv, ov n YA\wooikn, TOATIOTIKT Kat Yewypa@ikn 18tattepd-
™Té Tovg Oev amotéleoe AOYo amopovwong, aAAd ageTnpia yla cuvepyaoia
Kat poodo.

H npwtofovlia avtr) Tng BovAng twv EAMvev eunepikAeiel meploodtepa
TOV €VOG HNVOpATAL

[pwTtov, amotiet poOpo Tung o€ éva Beopod mov ekmPoowmel 500 EKATOUHD-
plaL EVPWTIALWY TIOATWY, EVOpEVWY e VTepeBVIKT Baon yla TNV TTpodomion Kat
npowOnon apxwv Kat alwv IOV GLYKPOTOVY TO EVPWTIAIKO TTPOTLTIO SMHOKPA-
Tk {wnig kat Spdong.

AghTEPOV, AVASEIKVDEL TN VEX HOPPT) IOV £XOLV AdPEL O KOLVOBOVAEVTIOHOG
Kat n dnuokpatia otny Evpamnn. Moper ovvBetn kat mohvdiaotarn, mov armat-
Tel VEEG AVTIAYELG KA TTPAKTLKES YL TNV AMOTEAEOUATIKT AELTOVPYia TOVG.

Tpitov, ot Bepatoroyia Tov Xvvedpiov mpoPailetar n péytotn cvpfoln Tov
Oeopov g KovoPovlevTikng dnpokpartiag otny owodopnon kat edpaiwon
6 Evpwnaikng Evwong, tng omoiag n onpacia yio tny elprivn, T otabepdtn-
ToL KO TNV unuepia Twv MOATWV TG, AANA KAl TEPAV AUTWY, EiVAL AVOVTIKA-
TAOTAT, OTIWG KaTéSeLEe 1) AVTIHETWTILON TNG XPTHATOTIUOTWTIKNG KPIOTG IOV
Brwvovpe. Me Tnv gvxn, TNV TPOGUOVI Kat TNV VIO THPEN OAWV Hag, va eivat
ATOTEAECUATIKEG OL ATOPATELG TTOV €XOLV An@OeL.

210 TAQIOLO AVTO G LOV ETUTPATIEL VA ETUOTUAVW OPLOHEVEG TTTUXEG TNG AVA-
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ntvgng kat edpaiwong g vrepedvikng kotvoBovlevtikng 18éag otny Evpwmn
WG peilovog onpaciag yia TNV TPOOTTIKY TOL KotvoBovlevTiopov Kat TG dnpo-
Kpatiog OxL HOVO GTOV EVPWTATKS XWPO, AANA KAl OTOV VTTOAOLTO KOGHO.

1. Epnelpieg

Eva onpepa to Evpwmnaiko KowvoBoOAio amotelel Oeopod-odppolo piag vepe-
Ovikng Snpokpartiag, n apxtkr) GOAANYN Tov pdAoL ToL dev TpootwvIioTAY Ti-
TIOTE OXETIKO, OTIWG HapTLPOLV ot eEovaieg oV Tov anmovepnOnkav. Akoun katn
ovopaaia tov, «kKowvry KotvoPovlevtikn Zvvélevony, napénepne o Oeopo emi-
KOVPLKOV XApaKTrpa, Tov Snuiovpyndnke wg éva eidog “avaykaiov kakov™

H katdotaon ekeivn, ovykpvopevn pe tn peteEEMEn g, epmepiéyel onpa-
vTika Stdaypata ToATikng kat Snpokpatikng dpaong. Apkei, vopilw, va vro-
ypapoBobv ta akdlovda.

H npatn ovvedpiaomn tov Evpwnaikod Kowvopovliov, pe tnv toTe ovopacia
Tov, éAafe xwpa oTig 19 Maptiov 1958. Téooepa xpdvia apyotepa, To MdapTio
ToL 1962, 1| KowvoPovAevtikr Zvuvéevon anogaoioe va petovopacbei oe «Ev-
pwTaikd KowvoPovhio». Eikool téooepa xpovia apydtepa, to 1986, 1 Eviaia
Evpowmnaikn IIpd&n ékave dektr} Tnv ovopacia avtr, Tnv omoia kat kabiépwoe
ot Kowotikég ZuvOnikeg. ITponynbnke, otig 20 ZenmtepPpiov 1976, n ékdoon
el81KNG TIPAENG IOV AvoLye TNV TTOPEIA YL TNV OPYAVWOT] YEVIKDV KAl AUECWV
ekhoywv Tov Evpwnaikod KowvoPoviiov, 6Twg kat £ytve yla mpaTn ¢opa to
1979. ExtoTe, pe onpaia Tnv kdAvyn Tov evpwnaikod Snpokpatikov eAAeip-
patog, To Evpwmnaikd KotvoPovlio petétpeye tn Oeopukn tov O¢on, and otovei
ovpBovAevTikod opydvov oe olovel ovvvopobétn tng Evpwmnaikng Evwong.
XpetdoOnkav moAAég mpoomabetes, TOANEG TPwWTOPOVALEG, TOANEG pdxeg Wewv
Kal OpapaTwv yla va avantvxdei o kotvoBovAevtiopds otny Evpwmm.

Me tn 2vvOnkn Tov MaaoTpixt, To 1992, T0 Evpwmnaiké Kowvopovio ané-
KTNoe To Sikaiwpa oVVATOPaAoTG, TTOV TOL eMETPEYE va CUUPAEAEL, LOOTIHA e
10 ZupPoviio, otn StapopPwon TG SpAong Kat TNG TOATIKAG €Tl TwV TAEOV
ONUAVTIKWV KOVOTIKWV {NTnUdTwy.

Me tn ZovOrikn tov Apotepvtap StevpuvOnke To medio egappoyng Tov dtkat-
OUATOG OLVATOPAOTG, e amoTéAeopa, 1 ZvvOnkn g Atcapdvag va avayo-
pevoel T oxetikr Stadkaoia oe «kotviy vopoBetikn Stadikaoion.

Téhog, pe t ZvvOnkn TG AtoaBovag evioxvbnkav mepattépw ot e§ovaieg
Tov. Kat” avtdv tov tpomo, onpavtikotata {nripata mov agopoldy Tovg v-
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AHMHTPIOX I'. ZIOYOAZX

pwTaiovg TOAITES, OTWG Kat Pactkd {NTHHATA TNG ECWTEPIKNG TOALTIKNG KAt
™G Stkatoovvng, Sev pumopodv va avtipetwmiofodv xwpig Tn cvvaiveon Tov
Evpwnaikov KowvoPovAiov.
To mapov Beopukod kabeotws Tov Evpwnaikov KotvoBovliov eivat mpdypartt
EVTVTIWOLAKO:
= OUVIOTE, O€ L0oTIia e To ZupPfovAio Yrovpywy, Tn vopobetikn apxn g
EvpwnaikngEvwong,
= eAéyxet mtodtika tnv Evpwmnaikr Emtpon, ekAéyet tov mpdedpd tng kot ma-
péxet TNy avaykaio dednhwuévn otnv Emtpon, ya va pmopéoetl va aoknoet
T KaBnKovTd NG,
= EKTIPOCWTIEL TTEPITIOV 500 eKATOUUDPLA TTOATWV 0TNV Evwon.
2T0 XWPO TOL AelToVpYOoLV OAa T VITIAPYOVTA TTOALTIKA PEVHATA, UEGW TNG
OVHUETOXNG 150 E0VIKWYV TTOAITIKOV KOPUATWY, antd Ta ool Ta epLocdTEPQ
OPYAVWVOVTAL O€ EMTA TTOAITIKEG OpASES.

2. NpoonTtikég

To Evpwmnaiko KotvoBovAio Siakpifnke yia tnv vmepdomion tng evpwmaikig
10¢ag, pe 6,TL avtd epmepikAeiel. Timote Sev Tov xapioOnke, kabwg to Beopikd
KaBeoTwG TOL VN PEE Kal TAPAPEVEL ATTOTEAECHA ALY DVWY, EVIEXVWYV LOOPPOTIL-
OV Kat yOvIung TOMTIKNG oTpatnykng. Xpnotpomnoinoe tn Stapkwg avfavopevn
LOXD TOV e eEMOIKOJOUNTIKO TPOTO TTPpOg TNV KatebBuvon g dnpiovpyiag Kot-
V|G EVPWTAIKNG GVVEISNONG, avTaflag Twv KAADTEPWY TOMTIKOVY Tapadooewv
™™g Inpaidg Hreipov.

Kot 0nwg mavtote, 10 mapeA0ov emitpémnel Ty mpodiaypagr] VoG KaAbTEPOL
péAAovtog. Méow tng amoktnong and 1o Evpwmnaiké KowvopovAio appodio-
THTWV OXETIKWV PE TH Snuovpyia eVpwIAiKWV XPNHATOSOTIKOV TOPWY 0TO
mAaioto TG Stadikaciag Tov mpoimoloytopo, alAd kat Tov eAéyxov g efw-
TEPIKNG TTOALTIKNG KAl AVVOAG.

Ye kdBe mepintwon, To Evpwmnaiko KotvoPovlio kaleital va dikatwoet to po-
Ao Tov amékTnoE Kal TIg e§ovaieg ov Tov amoveundnkav.

[Ipéyparty, Sev mpémet va Anopovovpe 0Tt Bepediwdng okomog tng Evpwmai-
k16 Evwong eivat n mpoaywyn g epivne, Twv afiwv tng Kat Tng gunuepiag
TOV AWV TNG.

O oxomdg avtdg dev pmopel va emtevxOel mapd péoa amd TNV apploVIKN Kol
ATMOTEAECUATIKT] OVLVEPYATia TwV VO MVAWVWYV TNG KOvoPovAevTikng dnuo-

>13<



50 XPONIA EYPQMNATKO KOINOBOYAIO. EMNEIPIA KAI NTPOONTIKEX

kpatiag otnv Evpamnn, ot omoiot eivat To Evpwmaiké KowvoPovAio kat ta eBvika
KotvoBovALa.

H eAnvikr} Bovr| a&lomotei kaBe 8¢ mov avoiyet vEoug kat evpyTEPOVG
dpopovg ovvepyaoiag pe o Evpwnaikd KowvoBovAto kat ta dAa eBvikd kotvo-
BovAia. Ztnpilet, pe Oha Ta péoa, TNV avtallayr| amOYEWV KAl EUTELPLDY, TNV
AMOTENECHATIKT] CLVEPYELA TWV TIPOOTIAOELWY OAWY TWV AUPETWYV EKTTPOCWTIWY
TWV EVPWTIATKDY AWV, € KOLVOUG OTOXOVG: YLt TNV AVATTLEN TWV XWPWY, TNV
npd0odo Kat TV evnpepio OAWV TWV TOMTWV TNG EVPWTIATKNG OLKOYEVELAG.

Me v avapevopevn enkbpwon tng XuvOnkng g Atcapovag, and ola ta
Kkpatn-péAn tng Evpwmnaikng Evwong, kat petd tig evpw-ekAoyég Tov 2009, TO
Evpwnaiko KowvoPovAio Oa Stabétet 751 pén, aAla kat Stevpupéveg appodio-
NTeG. O éxel TOAD 0TEVOTEPT OLVEPYATIA e Ta eBVIKA KovoPovALa TwV Kpa-
Twv-pedwv g Evwong kat Oa StadpapatiCet axoun onpavtikdtepo polo otny
gupwTaikn £vvoun ta&n, TNV Tpowbnomn Koy oTdXwV, TV TPOCTAGia TWV
ATOUKAV Kol KOVwVIKWV Stkatwpdtwy. Ta eBvikd kotvoBovAia Oa kAnBovv va
KAVOLV TIPAEN TIG APXEG TNG EMKOVPIKOTNTAG KAl TG AVAAOYIKOTNTAG.

Movo étot Oa emtevyOei n amootolr TG Evwong kat Oa dikaiwBei n mopeia
NG EVPWTIAIKNG OANOKANPWONG, TTOL EKPPALEL EVa HOVASIKO TIPOTVTIO TTOALTIKNG
0PYAVWOTNG Kat GVVEPYATiag, £va oVaSIKO TPOTLTIO TTOALTIOHOV KAt KOVWVIAG.

Q¢ ek TovTOV, YalpeTi(w pe Xapd TN Stopydvwaon avtov Tov Xvvedpiov kat
AVAPEVW HE EVOLAPEPOV TA CLUTIEPATUATA TOV, IOV Ba Utopovoay va amoTehé-
oovv T fdon yla véeg TOMTIKEG TIPWTOPOVALEG Kat emmpOobeTeg opyavwTIKEG
BeATiwoeLg, TPOG TEpALTEPW EVIOXVOT TOV KOLVOBOVAELTIONOD Kat TG Snpo-
Kpatiag, 1000 o710 eninedo G Evpwmnaikng Evwong, 600 kat oto eninedo twv
KPATWV-UEADV TNG.

H taxeia ék§oomn Tov TOHOL TV TPAKTIKOVY Tov Zvvedpiov avtod Ba emitpé-
YeL Ty Eykatpn HeTadoom TV MOAVTIHWY SO TWOEWY Kol TAPOPOPLOY TWV
ELOTYNTWV TOV.
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XAIPETIZMOZXZ
THZ ANTINPOEAPOY TOY EYPQMATKOY KOINOBOYAIOY
POAHZX KPATZA-TXATKAPOIMOYAOY

Zqu 19 Maptiov 2008 ovpmAnpwvovTal 50 €T anod TdTe Tov cLVAADE yla
TPWTN Popd 01o XrpacBoipyo to Evpwnaikd KowvoBovAto, wg Evpwmaikn
Kowopovievtikry Zvuvéhevon. H nmopeia Tov and tnv mpaiun avtr ovvérevon,
amotehoVpevn amod 142 doplopéva pEAn ov epydlovtav oTIG TEGOEPIS TOTE
eTioNEG YADOOEG, OTO ONHEPLVO ApeTa eKAEYHEVO owpa e 785 HEAN Kat 23
YA®ooeg, vpe eVTLTIWOLAKT.

H avdadei&n kat n o0vOeor| tov, ot eEehiocdpeve vopobeTikég, Snpootovoytt-
KEG Kal EAEYKTIKEG ApHOSIOTNTEG TOV, AAAA Kat 0 SOpIKOG TOV pONOG OTNV TPL-
ywvikr Oeopikr wooppomia TG Evpwnaikng Evwong kabiotovv 1o Evpwmnaikd
KowvoPovAto pa mpwtdTumn Kat povadikr) 6tov koopo BovAr. Ilpaypartt, to
Evpwnaiko KowvoPovAto dev eivat BéPata eBvio, ahla dev eivan kat amhwg dt-
e0veég. Ot evpwPovAevTég OeV EKTTPOOWTOVV €vay “eVpwTAiko Aad”, al\d ohTe
KaL TG KuPepvioelg Twv xwpwv Tovg. Ekmpoownody Tovg yngoedpovg Tovg, ot
omoiot féPata éxovv orpepa pia SUTAT TAVTOTNTA: TOV VTINKOOV £VOG KPATOVG-
pélovg kat Tov moitn Tng Evpwnaiknig Evwong.

Onwg xat ota vtodowna Oeopukd dpyava g Evwong, étol kat ot dopr| kat
Aertovpyia tov Evpwnaikod KotvoBovhiov, anotvmwvovTat ot Aentég tooppo-
tieg mov kabotovv TNV Evwon éva povadiko “Oeopikod neipapa” 0to omoio ouvp-
HETEXOLV LOOTIHA Ot Aaoi Kat Ta kpdtn TG Evpamng. Tia mapddetypa, o aptOpog
Twv BovAevT@V OV AVTIOTOLXOVV O€ Kabe xwpa dev eivar evBEwg avdloyog Tov
mAnBuopov. Av ovvéPaive avto n Teppavia Oa eixe 133 evpwPovlevtég avti yla
99 Tov €xet onpepa kat 1 IpAavdia 6 avti yia 15. Eniong, av kat ot evpwPoviev-
TEG CLUUETEXOVY Ot VTepeBVIKEG TOAITIKEG OpAdEG avANoya He TNV TOALTIKA
TOUG OLYYEVELD, OXNUATI{OVTAL EVTOE TwV OHASWY aUTWY eBVIKEG AVTITPOOW-
neieg. XovnOng eival, emiong, n ad hoc ovvepyacia Twv eVPWPOVAEVTOV pIAG
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xwpag ota “eBvikd Bépata’ Ot dlotumieg avTég avtavaklovy Tnv mpoavapep-
Oeioa Sittn moAttikr) cuveidnon tov idtov Tov evpwTaiov YNPOPOPOL.

Me 1 ZuvOnkn g Atoapovag, mov eAmifovpe va vioBetnBei kat va epapo-
otel, To Kowvopovlio avaPabuiletar og todTLpo tov Zupfovliov vopoBétn kain
peta&d Tovg cuvepyacia yivetat OAO KAt TILO GTEVT, YEYOVOG TTOL KABLOTA TIG le-
Ta&V TOVG LOOPPOTIiES TTLO ONUAVTIKEG. ZTO TIPWTOTLTIO oVOTNUA TNG Eveopévng
Evpwmng pag, kavévag Beopog Sev ex@palet amokKAELTTIKA TO YEVIKO GUUPEPOV.
Suvenwe, n ovlrtnon mept “evpwmnaikov dnpokpatikov eAeipparog” Sev mpé-
TeL va 0ToXeVEL 0TV anoduvapwon Tov XupBovAiov, OOV EKTPOCWTOVVTAL
oL e0vikég kKvBepvnoels, aAAd otV evOAPPUVOT) CLUUETOXNG TWV TTOMTWV OTIG
Sadikaoieg Ayng anogacewv ¢ Evwong oe eBvikd kat evpwmaiko eminedo.

To {810 mvebpa ovvepyaoiog kat Staddyov anatteital peta&d tov Evpwmnai-
KoV KotvoPovhiov kat twv eBvikwy, Ta onoia pe tn ZvvOnkn g Atcafovag
ATOKTOVV eVIoXLHEVES appodotnTes. O pdAog Tovg eEaANov eivat TOAD onpa-
VTIKOG, apov PpiokovTal o€ apecoTePT) OXEOT HE TOVG TTOAITEG KAl TIG TOTIUKEG
KOLVWVIEG, v eEAéyxovV TIg kuPepviioelg mov amaptifovv To Evpwmaikd Xvy-
BovAto kat o ZvpPovito TG Evpwnaiknig Evwong. To Evpwmnaiko KotvopovAio
HOVO (e TN ovvepyaoia kat TN dpactnplomoinon Twv eBvikwv kotvoPovAiwv
Hmopei va mpowbnoet eneilyovoeg TOMTIKEG, OTIWG YLot TNV AVTIHETWTILOT TWV
KAPATkdv aAAaywy, kat va e§nyroet 0tovg moAiteg evaioOnta Bépata, dmwg
auTd NG eviaiag ayopds 1 tng dnpooiovopikng medapyiag. Amd Tnv aAin
TAeVPA, xwpis toxvpd Evpwnaikd KowoPodiio dokipdletat kt 0 poLog Twv
e0vikwv koLvoPovAiwy HEcH 0TO CVOTNHA TNG EVPWTIATKNG StakvPépvnong, Ka-
Bwg 0 kotvoPovAevTiopdg VITOXWPEL EVWTILOV TNG BOVANOTG TWV KPATWYV-UEADY
Kat ™G Emrponrc.

v mpoondfeta avtry Snuovpyiag KAPATog EUMOTOCVVNG KAt Guvepyaoi-
ag, Ta evpwmaikd kat eBvikd Oeopukd Opyava, kotvoPovAia, KOpHpATA Kat To-
ATIKEG opddeg opeilovy va avalafouv Tig evBuveg TOVG Katl CUYKEKPLULEVES
TPWTOBOVAIEG: VA TTPOTEYYICOVV TNV KOLVWVia TWV TTOATAV, Va TOAATAQoLA-
ooVV Ta PHEOA KAl TIG SUVATOTNTEG CUUHETOXNG TWV TTOATWV, Vo oLUBANOVY 0T
dnuovpyia evog dnuoaiov xwpov TOATIKOD SLaddyov o€ EVPWTAIKO Kat E6VIKO
eninedo. H Snpaywyia kat 0 KakoOMOoTOG EVPWOKENTIKIONOG TANTTOLY TO S1oV-
TOOTATO OTUeEPA EVPWTIATKO KOLVOBOVAEVLTIONS, KaBWE 1) emTLXiA TWV OTOXWV
pag eEaptdtat amo Ty ayaotr ovvepyaoio og eBviko kal evpwnaiko eninedo.

K\eivovtag egétog Ta 50 xpovia tov to Evpwnaikoé Kowvopodio, avti va dt-
gpxeTaL kpion péong nAkiag, pdAAov evnAIKIOVETAL, ATOKTWVTAG avinuéva dt-
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Kabpata Kat vtox pewoels. H éwg onpepa mopeia tov anédei&e 0Tt motevel 010
pOLo Kat TNV amooToAn Tov. Me to kabnpeptvo vopoleTikd kat eAeykTikd Tov
¢pyo, To 60évog e to omoio vrooTtrpi&e To Xdptn Oepeltwddv Akatwpdtwy
KL TO pOAO TOV 0TNV ipoo@ath petappvbion teEvwong, £€yve cvupolo vro-
otipEng twv avBpwmnivwy Sikawpdtwv oty Evpwnn kat Tov vtolouro koopo,
TPOTLTIO KALVOTOIAG, cuvaiveong Kat pealiopov. Av O¢Aovie va vinpeTroovpe
ATOTEAEOUATIKA T1) SNHOKPATIa, TIPETEL VAL EPYAOTOVE CLOTNHATIKA O€ OVIKO
Kat eVpWTAiKo eminedo yla v avddel&n evog véov evpwdikol Kotvofovlev-
TIOHOU, IOV Ba TTPOAYEL TNV EKTIPOCWTINOT KAl T CVHUETOXT) TWV EVPWTIATKWY
Aawv o OAa ta enineda. ITiotevw 0TL TO CLVESPLO Ba avalboetl Ty W8LOTLTN
KOl YONTEVLTIKT TTOPEia TOV EVPWTIATKOD KOLVOBOVAELTIOHOV Kat Ba tpoTeivel
evilapépovoeg 10€eg pog avTn TNy katevBuvon, yati povo tote n Evpwmaikn
‘Evwon Ba mnyddet and tovg moiteg kat Oa anevBbvetar 6Toug moAiTeg.
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

would like to thank the Hellenic Parliament Foundation for Parliamentarism
and Democracy for organising this conference.

It is an excellent opportunity to consider the development of the European
Parliament and to take into consideration the modifications that would be in-
troduced by the Lisbon Treaty if it is ratified.

I remember that in its resolution of February 2008 the Committee on Con-
stitutional Affairs underlined the fact that the Treaty of Lisbon is a substantial
improvement on the existing Treaties given the fact that it will bring more demo-
cratic accountability to the Union and uphold its decision-making (through a
strengthening of the roles of the European Parliament and the national parlia-
ments), enhance the rights of European citizens vis a vis the Union and improve
the effective functioning of the Union’s institutions.

With reference to the opinion of the Committee there is no doubt that the
democratic accountability and decision-making powers of the European Union
will be enhanced thus allowing citizens to have greater control over the Union’s
action. Various improvements have to be, inter alia, taken into consideration.

First of all, one should note that the adoption of all European Union legisla-
tion will be subject to a level of parliamentary scrutiny that exists in no other
supranational or international structure.

Second, all European legislation will, with few exceptions, be submitted to the
dual approval of the Council (composed of national ministers accountable to
their parliaments) and of the European Parliament thus putting the two on an
equal standing.

Third, the prior scrutiny by national parliaments of all legislation of the Union
will be reinforced.
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It is interesting to note, however, that the Resolution does not take into ac-
count the issue of legislative initiative. In fact, initiative belongs to the Com-
mission.

A fourth aspect that should be taken into consideration is the fact that the
President of the Commission will be elected by the European Parliament, on
the basis of a proposal of the European Council taking into account the results
of the elections to the European Parliament.

Fifth, a new, simpler and more democratic budgetary procedure with a single
reading will be established and, in particular, the distinction between compul-
sory and non-compulsory expenditure will abolished.

Sixth, the consent of the European Parliament will be required for the ap-
proval of a wide range of international agreements.

Seventh, in future the procedure for revising the Treaties will be more open
and democratic, as the European Parliament will also acquire the power to sub-
mit proposals to that end.

In general, one can have no doubt that the new treaty would improve the
level of democratic guarantees in the Union. It is common knowledge that the
founding principles of the Union are the same as those contained in the na-
tional constitutions. For example, the principles of democratic representation
clearly emerge by resorting to direct election by European citizens.

Having said this, one should also underline the fact that the framework of
government of the European Union is not based on the conventional notion of
separation of powers, however, despite this is does ensure a system of checks
and balances typical of liberal democracies.

As underlined above, the European Parliament represents the European citi-
zens, takes part in the legislative process, ensures political accountability.

However, in this specific regard, it is difficult to say that one may recognise in
the European Union the political responsibility of the Executive in front of the
Legislative, typical of the parliamentary forms of government of many of the
member states.

Certainly, it is true that by voting the proposal made by the Council the Eu-
ropean Parliament appoints the President and then the rest of the Commission
and in extreme cases the Parliament has the power to vote a motion of censure
which, if approved, would force the whole Commission to resign. However, un-
like parliamentary (and also semi-presidential forms of government) the Com-
mission is not the expression of a majority of the European Parliament, but on
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the contrary, it is the result of the will of the governments of the member states.
As aresult, the Commission does not have the support of a parliamentary major-
ity and does not have to face a stable opposition. In fact the Commission is voted
by the European Parliament without there being a prior coalition agreement.

In other words, the relationship between the European Parliament and the
Commission is remarkably different from the one between Parliament and
Cabinet in the majority of our systems of government at member state level.

This means that when one makes reference to a certain model of Parliament
(as resulting from the European historical experience) one has to state that the
European Parliament only partially coincide with this notion.

This difference emerges in different ways:

First of all, although European MPs are directly elected by citizens of the Eu-
ropean Union nearly always the national political debate prevails over the Eu-
ropean one.

Second, as partially underlined above, parliamentary groups are not entitled
to form a coalition to sustain the Commission although they do vote confidence
to a Commission formed by the Council.

Third, there is no program uniting majority and political control is thus con-
ditioned by this anomaly.

The European Parliament grants and may revoke confidence, poses questions,
appoints Committees of enquiry, but the lack of majority and opposition groups
undoubtedly hinders the efficacy of the political control.

Perhaps these are some of the points to be considered by the contributions pre-
sented in this Session.

>21<






I

lotopikA S1adpoun Kal MPOOTMTIKEC
Tou Evpwmaikou KoivoBouAiou

Historical Development and Perspectives
of the European Parliament






Bertrand Mathieu

Professeur a I'Université Paris I Panthéon-Sorbonne
Président de I'Association frangaise de droit constitutionnel

LE PARLEMENT EUROPEEN FACE
AUX DEFIS DE LA DEMOCRATIE

La question du caractére, démocratique, ou non, de I' Union européenne
est I une de celles qui soulévent le plus de débats, assez théoriques, sou-
vent idéologiques. Le déficit démocratique est avancé par ceux qui dénoncent
le fonctionnement technocratique de I’ Union européenne, les promesses d’ une
nouvelle forme de démocratie sont portées par ceux qui s’ inscrivent dans une
vision quasi messianique de la construction européenne.

Dans ce débat le role du Parlement européen est souvent évoqué comme le
repoussoir d’ une assemblée qui n’ aurait de parlementaire que le nom et qui
serait coupée de la réalité qui forme la substance de la vie de ses mandants, ou
comme I’ organe d’ un nouvel ordre démocratique capable de s’ imposer face a
des ordres étatiques dépassés.

Dans ces débats I on trouve un condensé de débats idéologiques sur les roles
respectifs de I’ Etat nation et des structures supranationales ou transnationales.
Ce combat des anciens et des modernes mobilise les concepts essentiels du droit
constitutionnel, le Peuple, la souveraineté, la démocratie, la séparation des pou-
voirs, que I émergence d’ un ordre juridique européen remet en question. Entre
ceux qui s’ arqueboutent sur une conception figée des instruments propres a un
ordre juridique étatique et ceux qui les manipulent pour les adapter a une réalité
nouvelle, au risque de leur dénaturation, une voie médiane doit étre trouvée.

Incontestablement la démocratie est née dans le cadre de la Cité, puis de
I’ Etat, la premiere question est de savoir si ¢’ est un concept propre a rendre
compte d’ un ordre juridique supranational, post moderne, tel que celui de I’
Union européenne.

De ce point de vue le discours joue en trompe I’ ceil sur le caractere démocra-
tique des Etats membres pour affirmer le caractére démocratique de la struc-
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ture créée par ces Etats. En ce sens le caractére démocratique de I’ Etat est une
condition d’ adhésion a I Union et la violation de cette exigence peut étre sanc-
tionnée.

Au terme de démocratie est attaché une forte connotation idéologique. Le
postulat étant posé qu’ il n’ y a d’ ordre juridique légitime que démocratique, I
Union européenne se doit d” étre démocratique afin d’ étre légitime.

Témoigne de cette logique le caractére quasi incantatoire des références a la
démocratie qui scandent les textes fondamentaux de I’ Union européenne, no-
tamment le Traité constitutionnel, dans lequel il apparait au moins a quinze
reprises, et le Traité de Lisbonne.

I convient pourtant, au dela des mots que ' on aurait tendance a répéter
comme une litanie, de considérer qu’ aujourd’ hui la démocratie n’ est plus le
modéle universel de développement qu’ elle a pu représenter et qu’ il apparait
«qu’ il existe d” autres voies vers la modernité que nous ne connaissons pas».!
La question reste alors posée de savoir si la démocratie doit rester la valeur fon-
damentale, marque de I identité européenne et vecteur de son rayonnement,
ou si elle est aujourd’ hui, au regard des approximations dont elle est I’ objet, le
symbole de sociétés vieillissantes et peu aptes a incarner I’ avenir.

De ce point de vue le Parlement européen, seul organe de I’ Union & avoir un
fondement démocratique au sens traditionnel du terme, est investi d” une fonc-
tion légitimante dont rendent imparfaitement compte tant ses compétences que
sa place dans I’ architecture institutionnelle de I’ Union européenne.

En réalité le principe démocratique joue deux fonctions différentes qu’ il
convient de distinguer. C’ est d’ abord un principe légitimant. Il renvoie alors
aux fondements de [’ ordre juridique et a la question de la souveraineté, entendue
comme principe de légitimité. Le principe démocratique concerne également
la maniére dont les décisions sont prises. Il renvoie en ce sens a une technique
décisionnelle visant a I acceptation des décisions prises par leurs destinataires?.
Du premier de ce point de vue, il convient de s’ interroger sur la fonction légiti-
mante du Parlement au sein d’ un ordre juridique dont le fondement n’ est pas
démocratique. Le second de ces points de vue conduit a considérer la maniere
dont le Parlement européen est une institution qui participe au fonctionnement
démocratique de I’ Union européenne.
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1. Le Parlement européen, institution d’ un ordre juridique
dont le fondement n’ est pas démocratique

L affirmation selon laquelle I’ Union européenne aurait un fondement démo-
cratique repose en fait sur le caractére démocratique des Etats qui la composent
et laisse en fait pendante la question de la légitimité de I ordre juridique com-
munautaire, non pas la réalité de cette 1égitimité, mais sa nature.

A défaut d’ un véritable fondement démocratique aI' Union européenne, I un
de ces organes le Parlement assoit sa légitimité sur le fait qu’ il assure au sein de
I’ Union la représentation des citoyens de I’ Union.

l. La question de la [égitimation de I’ ordre juridique européen

L’ Union européenne s’ affiche comme un ordre juridique démocratique. Cette
affirmation s’ opére au prix d’ un certain nombre d” approximations. Plus pro-
fondément elle renvoie a la question de savoir si I' ordre juridique européen
peut étre légitimé par le principe démocratique. Ainsi |’ article 6 du Traité sur I
Union européenne stipule que I’ Union est fondée sur les principes de la liberté,
de la démocratie, du respect des droits de I homme ainsi que de I’ Etat de droit.

Alors que de trés nombreux discours voient dans la protection des droits fon-
damentaux au niveau de I’ Union I" un des critéres du caractére démocratique
du systéme’, le Traité accorde une place spécifique a la démocratie, distincte a la
fois de la légitimité substantielle que représente I affirmation de droits et de la
légitimité a la fois procédurale et substantielle que représente I Etat de droit.

Il convient alors de s” interroger sur le point de savoir si la démocratie est le
principe ou " un des principes qui fondent I’ Union.

Le texte du Traité constitutionnel déclinait le principe démocratique tant dans
son expression représentative, que dans sa forme participative, mais ces référen-
ces renvoient plus au fonctionnement de I’ Union, qu’ a ses fondements.

Sil’ on admet quel’ Union européenne résulte de I’ association d’ Etats démo-
cratiques, la question reste ouverte de savoir sil ordre juridique communau-
taire est fondé sur le principe démocratique. Une réponse affirmative a cette
question implique I’ existence d’ un Peuple européen et " exercice par ce Peuple
d’ un pouvoir constituant initial. Cet acte créateur peut intervenir a un moment
de la construction européenne, comme ce fut le cas dans la formation des Etats
Unis d’ Amérique, mais encore faut-il qu’ il existe.
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Pour prendre la question a I’ envers, observons seulement que le Peuple euro-
péen, a supposer qu’ il existe, n’ a jamais été appelé a se prononcer sur les actes
fondateurs de I’ Union européenne. La ratification des Traités s’ est opérée selon
la procédure prévue par chaque Etat. Ce sont les peuples des Etats, ou leurs re-
présentants, qui se sont exprimés. L existence de referendums dans I’ ensemble
des Etats aurait eu une forte valeur symbolique, encore eut-il fallu que ce soit le
Peuple de I’ Union qui parle et non les Peuples de chacun des Etats. Les échecs
de nombre de référendums nationaux relatifs a la construction européenne té-
moignent incontestablement de la méfiance voir de I’ hostilité des citoyens d’
un certain nombre d’ Etats vis a vis de la construction européenne telle qu’
elle s’ opere, ils ne valent pas non plus expression du Peuple européen. En réa-
lité I’ Union européenne est fondée sur un accord entre Etats. Alors méme que
cet accord est spécifique au regard des mécanismes d’ intégration qu’ il met en
place, au regard de I’ appréhension de I ordre juridique communautaire par les
Constitutions nationales, au regard de I' ampleur des compétences transférées.
Sa légitimité fondatrice n’ en repose pas moins sur un accord de volonté des
Etats. Or la constitution d’ un groupement d’ Etat fondé sur les regles du droit
international est étrangeére au modele démocratique.

Plus profondément la question de I’ existence méme d’ un Peuple européen
doit étre posée. De maniere volontariste les Traités communautaires et un cer-
tain nombre de Constitutions nationales ont affirmé I’ existence d’ un citoyen
européen. Cette qualité est le corollaire de la qualité de citoyen d’ un Etat mem-
bre. Elle ne présente au regard de la citoyenneté nationale aucune autonomie.
Mais en toute hypothese ces citoyens qui bénéficient de protections spécifiques
et de facultés d’ intervention, limitées, dans le jeu institutionnel européen, ne
constituent pas un Peuple souverain. Plus encore I’ absence d’ un espace politi-
que homogene et d’ une opinion publique* européenne peut faire douter de la
consistance méme d’ un Peuple européen potentiel.

La question est alors de savoir s’ il peut exister une démocratie non nationale.
La question a été développée par le Doyen Vedel qui releve a la fois le caractere
historiquement, tout du moins dans |’ histoire moderne, consubstantiel de la dé-
mocratie et de la Nation, et la nécessité de dépasser cette corrélation. Or I’ Union
européenne 1’ est pas un Etat et il n’ y a pas de Nation européenne. En réalité il
convient de considérer que I Union européenne est une construction originale
qui ne repose pas sur le principe de souveraineté, entendu comme I’ exercice d’
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une puissance initiale et fondatrice. Il faut le répéter, ce qui fausse en fait I’ ana-
lyse et égare parfois les rédacteurs des textes, ¢’ est que la reconnaissance de la
démocratie comme seul principe légitimant tend a porter comme conséquence
la condamnation de tout systeme de commandement qui i’ est pas directement
fondé sur ce principe.® Cette posture idéologique doit étre dépassée.

Pas de peuple, pas de souverain, pas de légitimité démocratique. Ces affirma-
tions tranchées doivent étre immédiatement nuancées par la remarque selon
laquelle I absence de 1égitimité démocratique comme principe fondateur de I’
Union européenne, i’ épuise pas, comme on le verra la question de la démocra-
tie au sein de I’ Union européenne.

En fait la 1égitimité de I’ Union européenne est multiple, elle est fondée, par
exemple, tant sur le caractére démocratique des Etats membres que sur I’ exer-
cice de la démocratie au sein de I’ Union que sur la notion d’ acquis communau-
taire.® De ce point de vue le Parlement européen présente la spécificité d’ asseoir
sa légitimité sur ]’ élection de ses membres par les citoyens. La question est alors
de savoir si indépendamment de I’ absence d’ un fondement démocratique a I
Union européenne, le Parlement européen ne constitue pas, au sein de I’ Union,
I organe chargé d’ incarner cette part de légitimité.

ll. Le Parlement européen, une représentation des citoyens européens?

Si la représentation n’ est pas nécessairement démocratique, on peut en effet,
et par exemple, représenter des groupes d’ intérét, et si la démocratie n’ est pas
nécessairement représentative, le Parlement européen traduit I’ insertion au sein
des institutions européennes d’ un mécanisme de démocratie représentative. En
ce sens, dans son arrét isoglucose du 29 octobre 1980, la Cour de justice, de
maniére prétorienne, a mentionné que le Parlement européen représentait I’ é1é-
ment démocratique dans la construction européenne. Seul le Parlement peut s’
appuyer sur une légitimation démocratique directe du fait de son élection au
suffrage universel direct. Siles parlementaires européens sont incontestablement
des représentants, la question est de savoir ce qu’ ils représentent exactement.

En fait le Parlement européen, désignation d’ abord autoproclamée de I As-
semblée des communautés européennes, représentait d’ abord les Peuples des
Nations, avant de représenter les citoyens européens.

Est ainsi posé le principe selon lequel les citoyens européens participent a I’
exercice du pouvoir par I’ intermédiaire d’ une assemblée représentative.
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L identification de la citoyenneté européenne est conceptuellement difficile.
En effet cette qualité n’ est, comme on I’ a dit, qu” un additif a la qualité de ci-
toyen d’ un Etat, a laquelle elle est liée.

Cependant, quelle que soit la nature de la citoyenneté européenne le Parle-
ment représente bien les citoyens européens par lesquels ses membres sont di-
rectement élus.

L existence et la reconnaissance d’ une véritable représentation des citoyens
européens se heurte cependant a un certain nombre d’ obstacles. D” abord les
Parlementaires européens présentent la caractéristique d’ étre élus dans des cir-
conscriptions nationales selon des modes de scrutin organisés nationalement.

Par ailleurs, a cet ancrage national de la représentation au niveau de I' Union
européenne s ajoute I’ absence d’ un véritable espace politique européen.

Le diagnostic peut étre rapidement établi, il demanderait & étre précisé. D’
abord si le droit communautaire reconnait les partis politiques, et si les parle-
mentaires siegent désormais par affinités politiques et non plus par nationalités,
le role structurant de ces partis est faible. Le Traité de Maastricht mettait bien I’
accent sur cette question en précisant que «les partis politiques au niveau euro-
péen sont importants en tant que facteur d’ intégration au sein de I' Union, ils
contribuent a la formation d’ une conscience européenne et a I’ expression de
la volonté politique des citoyens» (art 191). Il faut interpréter cette disposition
comme postulative. En effet la volonté politique des citoyens de I' Union, que
les partis politiques devraient contribuer a formaliser et les députés européens
a représenter, reste encore introuvable. Le fonctionnement du Parlement n’
obéit pas vraiment a une logique majoritaire. Par ailleurs, culturellement, les
institutions européennes, y compris le Parlement, gardent de leur origine inter-
nationale le gout du recours a I’ expertise, de I’ écoute des lobbies, plus que du
débat politique.” La recherche du consensus est préférée a I’ affrontement des
idées.® Ainsi les citoyens européens ont-ils du mal a s’ identifier a un Parlement
européen qui ne les représente pas au sein d’ un espace politique européen qu’
il ne parvient pas a forger. Le caractere politique des élections européennes tra-
duit des clivages nationaux et non européens. De ce point de vue le patriotisme
européen invoqué par Habermas reste une vue de I’ esprit.

La démocratie implique a la fois des choix politiques et un monde commun
de reconnaissance de valeurs partagées.” En ce sens, le Parlement, en tant qu’
organe de la démocratie représentative au sein de I’ Union, a pour mission d’
instaurer ce débat politique de formaliser ces valeurs communes que les Traités
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proclament mais qui ont du mal a émerger en tant que facteur de cohésion au
sein de I’ espace européen.

Si la démocratie n’ est pas le principe fondateur de I’ Union européenne, les
mécanismes démocratiques ont vocation a régir le fonctionnement de I’ Union
et de ce point de vue le Parlement européen est appelé a jouer un role central.

2. Le Parlement européen une institution qui participe
au fonctionnement démocratique de I’ Union européenne

Le fonctionnement des Etats démocratiques obéit au principe de séparation des
pouvoirs. En effet, si le principe démocratique peut s’ incarner dans le pouvoir
délégué a un seul, individu ou & une seule institution, I’ exercice démocratique
du pouvoir implique que tous les pouvoirs ne soient pas concentrés entre les
mémes mains. De ce point de vue le Parlement européen s’ inscrit dans une
logique qui tente a se rapprocher de celle qui dirige les systéemes parlementaires
nationaux. Cependant cette forme représentative de la démocratie qu’ incarne
le Parlement est concurrencée par d’ autres procédures de décision qui ont vo-
cation a répondre a I’ exigence démocratique, sans se rattacher a ses caractéris-
tiques traditionnelles.

l. Le Parlement européen, instrument
d’un embryon de séparation des pouvoirs

La «démocratie» européenne est en perpétuelle recherche de sa spécificité. En
méme temps, dans un souci de légitimation, elle obéit & une logique de mimé-
tisme par rapport aux institutions des Etats nationaux qui la composent. La
construction européenne a été attirée par le modele étatique tout en s’ en écar-
tant par souci de réalisme. Le modele étatique a inspiré, par exemple, le recours
al idée de constitution et la référence a la loi. Le réalisme européen a conduit,
tout en méme temps a effacer la perspective d’ un Etat fédéral européen.

Cependant le besoin de combler ce que I on a appelé le déficit démocratique
a conduit a renforcer considérablement les pouvoirs du Parlement et a lui faire
jouer un role sur les deux terrains qui sont ceux sur lesquels interviennent les
parlements nationaux: la fonction législative et la fonction de contrdle."

Ainsi I’ Assemblée communautaire a vu ses compétences étendues dans le
sens d’ une parlementarisation de I institution. En ce sens, revenant aux origi-
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nes du parlementarisme, le Parlement intervient en 1975, dés avant son élec-
tion au suffrage universel direct, dans le processus du consentement a I' impot.
Aujourd’ hui il participe a I exercice du pouvoir budgétaire et financier. Sur le
plan proprement normatif, le champ des compétences dans lesquelles s’ exerce
la procédure de codécision avec le Conseil s’ est étendu. Ce pouvoir de codéci-
sion d’ une institution, ou les Etats ne sont pas représentés en tant que tels, est
un facteur important de I autonomie démocratique de I’ Union européenne, a
tel point que le Conseil constitutionnel francais a considéré que I inscription
de cette procédure, ou son extension, dans les Traités portait atteinte aux condi-
tions essentielles de la souveraineté nationale et nécessitait une révision de la
Constitution (décision 2007-560 DC). En effet dans cette hypothese un pouvoir
de décision est exercé par le Parlement européen, «lequel ’ est pas I émanation
de la souveraineté nationale».

S agissant des mécanismes de controle sur ce que I’ on pourrait appeler ]’ exé-
cutif, le Parlement intervient dans la désignation du Président de la Commis-
sion et, selon un mécanisme d’ investiture, doit donner son assentiment a la
composition de la Commission. Ce pouvoir est effectif. Ainsi, le rdle joué par le
Parlement pour s’ opposer a certaines nominations de commissaires témoigne
de la place qu’ il a prise en ce domaine. Par ailleurs, la Commission peut voir
sa responsabilité engagée devant le Parlement, ce dernier pouvant prendre I
imitative d’ une motion de censure. De maniére, également classique, le Par-
lement peut exercer son pouvoir de controle par la procédure des questions et
au moyen de commissions d’ enquéte. Il n" en reste pas moins que I’ absence de
constitution de réelles majorités politiques, déja relevée, constitue une limite a
I’ effectivité d” un tel controle.

La encore le modéle national ne peut étre entiérement transposé. Cette figure
parlementaire s’ inscrit dans un systéme plus complexe de triangle institution-
nel qui i’ obéit pas aux régles classiques de la séparation des pouvoirs et qui §’
accompagne d’ une séparation verticale entre les institutions de I Union et les
autorités nationales."!

II. La fonction représentative du Parlement européen
concurrencée par d'autres formes d’ expression démocratiques

Si le Parlement européen s’ inscrit dans la logique de la démocratie représen-
tative en lui empruntant de nombreux traits sans cependant la pousser a son
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terme, il ne s’ agit que de I’ une des formes de la démocratie telle que reconnue
par le droit communautaire.

En effet, alors méme que la formule i’ est pas exactement reprise dans le Trai-
té de Lisbonne, comme le précisait le projet de Traité constitutionnel, le fonc-
tionnement de I Union s’ appuie sur deux formes de démocratie, la démocratie
représentative et la démocratie participative.

La notion de démocratie participative s’ écarte sensiblement de la notion tra-
ditionnelle de la démocratie, a tel point que I on peut s’ interroger sur le point
de savoir s il ne s’ agit pas d’ une légitimité nouvelle qui se substituerait a celle
de la démocratie représentative.

Cette démocratie participative renvoie en fait a la question de la participation
des destinataires de la norme a son élaboration.

Elle traduit le passage d’ une conception universaliste de la norme légitimée a
la fois par le fait qu’ elle estI' émanation de la majorité et qu’ elle tend a la réalisa-
tion de !’ intérét général, a une conception plus catégorielle qui prend en compte
la diversité des destinataires de la norme, leurs attentes, leur réceptivité.

Elle suppose I acceptation de la norme, accorde une importance centrale a sa
procédure d’ élaboration et met en valeur le consensus, plus que la formation
d’ une majorité.

Il est a la fois paradoxal et logique que I Union européenne dont les décisions
souffrent a la fois d’ un déficit important de légitimité et d’ une faible accep-
tation, qu’ explique partiellement le caractére peu accessible tant de la norme
que de son processus d’ élaboration, souhaite, en contre feu, développer la mise
en ceuvre de principes et de procédures qui peuvent étre rattachés a I’ idée de
démocratie participative.

L élaboration de la Charte des droits fondamentaux et du projet de Consti-
tution européenne par une Convention associant la «société civile» et les re-
présentants des groupes d’ intérét, répond a cette logique. L on a d’ ailleurs
pu observer que I identité entre cette “oligarchie” et le Peuple réel n’ était pas
manifeste.

Un certain nombre de principes qui renvoient en fait a des procédures d’ éla-
boration des décisions, répondent a cette conception. Il en est ainsi du principe
de transparence, qui peut jouer le rdle d” un «substitut fonctionnel de la respon-
sabilité politique classique que la fragmentation du pouvoir rend en pratique
impossible».'? L idée selon laquelle les citoyens et les associations représenta-
tives ont la faculté de se faire entendre dans le processus décisionnel renvoie a
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cette fragmentation del’ intérét général et au souci de rapprocher la décision de
ses destinataires. Il n’ en reste pas moins que si cette forme de «démocratie» pré-
sente bien des vertus, notamment en donnant plus de transparence a |’ exercice
du pouvoir de décision, elle présente aussi bien des défauts.

D’ abord la démocratie de I’ internet, n’ est pas celle du Peuple réel, elle le sera
peut étre un jour tel n’ est pas le cas aujourd’ hui. Par ailleurs cette procedurali-
sation qui vise a la transparence peut conduire paradoxalement a bien des ma-
nipulations. Qui est qui? qui représente quoi? telles sont les questions, souvent
sans réponses, que pose la démarche participative qui n’ est pas exclusive de
pratiques sophistiquées de manipulation de I’ opinion."

Dans ce nouveau systéme la tentation est de considérer que la légitimité n’ est
plus celle tirée de I expression majoritaire du Peuple, ¢’ est celle de I impartia-
lité, de la réflexivité, de la proximité,'* de I’ expertise, de I efficacité...

Ces deux formes de démocratie ne sont pas exclusives, la démocratie parti-
cipative ne peut constituer une légitimité de substitution, mais elle peut rendre
I exercice du pouvoir politique plus transparent, pour reprendre cette expres-
sion commode. Il s’ agit d’ une légitimité d’ accompagnement. Aujourd” hui il
est incontestable qu’ une décision est per¢ue comme légitime lorsqu’ elle a été
discutée et élaborée conformément a ces procédures que I on rattache a la dé-
mocratie participative."”

En ce sens le Parlement joue un réle ambigu, mais central dans la sphére de la
démocratie européenne. Organe d’ un ordre juridique qui n’ est pas réellement
fondé sur le principe démocratique, il incarne au sein de cet ordre I’ expression
de la forme représentative de la démocratie. Mais cette expression démocrati-
que est concurrencée par d’ autres formes d’ expressions considérées comme
également démocratiques et dans lesquelles le Parlement ne joue qu’ un role
marginal.

Alors que le rdle et le travail parlementaire au sein de I’ Union européenne
sont trés largement soustraits au regard des citoyens, il convient de se demander
sile Parlement ne gagnerait pas a appuyer la légitimité démocratique représen-
tative dont il est porteur par d’ autres caractéristiques légitimantes, par exemple,
la proximité, la transparence et |’ intelligibilité.
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EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND NATIONAL PARLIAMENTS:
ARETHEY COMPARABLE?

1. Historical Questions

Are European Parliament and national parliaments comparable? One will un-
derstand that this is a far too complicated question to be sufficiently answered
in one short article. One will also realise that, to be complete, I should compare
the European Parliament with 27 parliaments among the Union member states.
I simply don’t know all of them, even in terms of their main characteristics.
I’'m only more or less familiar with a few parliaments within the Union, most
of them lying in the North-West of it. So I have to simplify the question, by
comparing the European Parliament with a few national parliaments I know
a little bit about. I can only try to give you some picture of what seems to be of
essential importance.!

But before I come to that comparison, I first will have to find an answer to two
preliminary questions, which are of a historic character, but at the same time of
methodological importance.

The first question would be: what kind of organisation is the European Union
and has it been always the same set of institutions, at least as far as its essential
characteristics are concerned? What was and what is, in the European Union,
the significance of preserving democracy among its members?

The second question is: provided that the European Union is a union of demo-
cratic states, is the Union itself organised in a democratic way? Have there al-
ways been genuine democratic institutions or not, and where do we find the
guarantors of democracy, in the European Communities and, later on, in the
Union? What development do we observe through these fifty years in terms of
European parliamentary representation?
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As I said, for an answer to these questions we shall have to look into the his-
tory of European integration and to democratic evolution in Europe, not only
in the original member states but in Europe as a whole, from the end of the
Second World War onwards.

2. A Small and Functional Community (1951-1975)

Amidst the ruins of two World Wars in Europe, the economy, and society in a
broader sense, had to be restored. In many European countries democracy had
to be reinstalled alongside, and besides, it had to be defended against world
communism. A young generation cherished the aspiration to bring all Europe-
an nations together, preferably in United States of Europe, which would render
war and political violence obsolete. This ideal, formulated during the Congress
of The Hague in 1948, proved to be too ambitious, as was demonstrated in
Prague and Berlin in that same year and, with another outcome, in Greece.
‘High politics, by which I mean the process of influencing the main power rela-
tions in the world, if needed with the use of effective violence, proved too heavy
for a destroyed Europe that came to be divided in two spheres of power. Those
European states, which were not occupied or dominated by the Soviet Union,
needed the military and economic support of the USA to stay themselves free
from communist hegemony and to be able to restore and develop their econo-
mies. Not the European Council would be the most important organisation of
political cooperation, but two organisations, in which the US were leader and
partner at the same time, NATO and the OEEC (now OECD).

Europe had to look for more modest instruments of independent integration.
Under the leadership of France and West-Germany, and inspired by Jean Mon-
net, the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was founded in 1951.
Production and distribution of the essential materials of industrial production
of that time were consciously withdrawn from national authority and trans-
ferred to a ‘High Authority, independent from the participating states, France,
West-Germany, Italy and the Benelux. The United Kingdom preferred not to
take part.?

What happened was, that the founders of European integration did not
choose for a comprehensive method of integration but for a limited purpose,
a limited membership, and a functional approach, for an incremental route to
a far away ideal which was nevertheless maintained: a federal Europe. Organi-
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sing peace in Europe started with the choice for ‘Low Politics, the day to day
work on building prosperity and social security, in only one primary sector of
the economy.

The next project of functional integration, now tried out in the field of ‘High
Politics, the integration of the military — with the defence of West-Germany
and France as its nucleus — was doomed to fail, because of the refusal of the
French parliament to accept the European Defence Community, in 1954. ‘High
Politics; with the inclusion of German rearmament, was to be left for an in-
determinate amount of time to more globally organised cooperation such as
NATO. European integration had not only to follow a functional path but also
to limit itself to ‘Low Politics.

Limited and functional integration can do without intensive parliamentary
control. It is sufficient to have a consultative assembly to involve parliamenta-
rians in the member states, like has been the case in the Council of Europe and
in NATO. The main common decisions were to be made in a depoliticised insti-
tution like the ‘High Authority’ in the Coal and Steel Community and an even
more modest institution, called European Commission, within the European
Economic Community, that started in 1958. EEC and Euratom were new steps
on this incremental and functional road, staying within the limits of ‘Low Poli-
tics, but never did the founders forget what it was all about: not only to create a
common market but also to build eventually a federation.

In this process a parliament was not installed to be a critical and controlling
institution in the first place, but as a centre of support and idealistic action. Par-
liamentarians came together in Strasbourg, but they were at the same time the
main supporters of European integration in their own respective parliaments.
That may not precisely be what parliaments are for, but in those early years the
indirectly elected European Parliament did what it was made for, not without
success.’

3. Sceptical New Members and a Directly Elected Parliament (1975-1985)

The old ambition, at least of the Benelux, to see Britain join the Community
succeeded, after many difficulties, in 1974. That was maybe a blessing for the
development of a common market, but it went to the detriment of old ideals
about a European federation. The United Kingdom but also the other two new
members, Ireland and Denmark, were less inclined to supranational coopera-
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tion than the six founders of the Community. (The three new members of the
eighties, Greece, Spain and Portugal would be more constructive.) The net effect
of the enlargement, together with a long period of economic stagnation in the
seventies, was stagnation of the European integration process. The same stagna-
tion could be seen in the European institutions. Only the Court in Luxembourg
continued to do its job, with important effects on the economic integration.*

Most members succeeded to convince the British leaders that it was about
time to give effect to art. 138 of the EEC-Treaty and to organise direct elections
for the European Parliament. The first election took place in 1979 in the nine
member states. This election didn’t mean an immediate reinforcement of Euro-
pean ideals in political integration. Parliament had to limit its influence within
procedures of ‘consultation’ and ‘cooperation’ without real parliamentary pow-
er. But it proved inventive enough to make use of the instruments, which in
‘real parliaments’ are the prerogative of the opposition: time and argument.’

Gradually the new Parliament would increase its influence and would force
the other institutions, the European Council in particular, to extend its pow-
ers. A second reason for extending the power of the European Parliament was
the gradual broadening of policy areas the Commission had proceeded upon.
In spite of opposition from some member states a dynamic of harmonisation
and integration was getting its own speed and was reinforcing itself, so that
the Commission grew in power and in reach. It is, what Moravcsik eventually
would conclude in 1995: “(I)ntergovernmental demand for policy ideas, not the
supranational supply of these ideas, is the fundamental exogenous factor driv-
ing integration. To a very large extent, the demand for co-operative policies
creates its own supply”.® That may explain, why British and Danes did no less
than other members to deepen the integration process.

The European Parliament, now an institution in its own right and with only
a few dual mandates, could further develop into a watchdog of integration-
ist policies and a symbol of the old federalist ideal. It strengthened the idea
of a multilevel government system in Europe, each with its own, independent
authority. But, this way it organised its own isolation from the national parlia-
ments in the Community, and in some countries it even got isolated more and
more from its constituencies. A parliament can, at least temporarily, behave like
an action group, but in the long run it has to show real political majorities and
political antagonism; it must be able to call the executive effectively to account;
it has to have a decisive influence on legislation.
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Those were my questions at the time the European Parliament was directly
elected for the first time.” What I didn’t realise in 1979, was that the European
Parliament might be relatively weak in these traditional areas of parliamentary
activity, but that it proved to be strong in its critical look towards democratic
development in the member states or, at a later stage, accession-states. Parlia-
ment developed into a real political force in that area, even without any formal
power.

It is my conviction that the accession of Greece in 1981 has been a major turn-
ing point. From 1974 onwards Greece, which itself had restored parliamentary
democracy after seven years of military dictatorship, asked for membership of
the EEC. The Commission refused to accept and to start negotiations. The Euro-
pean Parliament, joined by most of the member states, forced the Commission
to start the accession procedure, although the Greek economy probably wasn't
strong enough at that time to join the Community. Greek membership would
support Greek politicians and the population on their way to democracy.®

The Greek accession showed that the European Communities were more than
an institution to further a common market and economic growth. Europeans
realised that the Greek accession was “a moral duty™ and that Europe is a com-
munity of values. Gradually the Community got less interested in what it would
be in the end and united on what it already was: a set of regulations and institu-
tions with the task to protect democracy, the rule of law and economic freedom
within its territory. The accession of Greece made room, maybe unconsciously,
for a way of thinking about the European Community, which made it fit for the
enlargement, first with Spain and Portugal (1985) and more recently with the
eight (and by now ten) countries of Central and Eastern Europe, after the fall of
the Berlin Wall. Their membership could be seen, not without good reasons, as
a major economic risk, but what counted primarily was the question of ‘moral
duty’ The persistence of Greece’s demand for membership has been, in hind-
sight, of major importance.

4. European Revival and the Question of Institutional Democracy (1985-2005)

The second half of the eighties showed a revival of the integration process
and especially of further steps toward a common market, among other things
thanks to the leadership of the Commission, under the presidency of the
Frenchman, Jacques Delors. It led not only to the Single European Act (SEA)
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(1985) but it also paved the way for the single currency and the Treaty of Maas-
tricht (1992).1°

What is seldom mentioned in reference to the Single European Act, the Maas-
tricht Treaty and also the Treaty of Amsterdam (1996) is, that in these treaties
major steps have been set to democratise the institutions of the European Un-
ion, as it is called now. The European Council was indeed written into the EU
Treaty, but at the same time the position of the Commission and, more impor-
tantly, the authority of the Parliament was reinforced. Its position as legislator
was approved by substituting cooperation procedures by ‘codecision’ and an
effective veto. Also its influence on appointment and composition of the Com-
mission got stronger, although the Parliament reinforced its position itself by
taking advantage of the weak operating of Delors’ successor, Jacques Santer and
his Commission."

Another area of activity in which the European Parliament took its role was
the accession of the Central and Eastern European states. (By the way: the Eu-
ropean Parliament played a major role also in the preparation of Turkey’s fu-
ture accession.) It did so in forcing the Commission and the accession-states
themselves to take much more care about implementing the so called ‘Copen-
hagen criteria, which were originally brought in by the French Prime Minister,
Edouard Balladur, during the European Council meeting in Copenhagen, in
1994. Parliament proved to be an effective watchdog, and a better one than
the Commission, of democratic criteria for accession, but now doing its job
differently than when the accession of Greece was on the agenda. Now acces-
sion-states were pushed back into the waiting room, like Slovakia first and Ro-
mania later, because of their lacking to maintain the rule of law, fighting against
corruption and stimulating democracy.'> More than the acquis communautaire
and the economic performance, European Parliament found the development
of integrity, democracy and the rule of law in the Union of prime importance.

The European Union began to develop two faces. The most well known face
is that of the primarily technocratic, functional organisation of the early years,
concentrating on the economy, but gradually expanding its work towards other
political areas. In as far as it had a real political face, it was more and more a
neo-liberal face, where competitiveness and open market were at the forefront.
In organisational terms the most successful formula was to make new impor-
tant institutions as depoliticised as possible, as was originally done in founding
the High Authority of the Coal and Steel Community and the European Com-
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mission itself. It now was continued with the establishment of ‘non-political’
European Agencies and, last but not least, the independent European Central
Bank in Frankfurt."

The second face was established by the European Parliament: the face of ‘Low
Politics, making for a union of well-rooted democracies in the whole of Europe,
especially after the meltdown of communism, and giving an excellent example
of a new organisation of peace, not enforced by military arms or military threat,
but by stimulating and supporting the growth of democracy and the rule of law
alongside economic freedom and a perspective of growing prosperity.

This new role is quite another one than that of an institution striving for a fede-
ralist state, although several politicians in the European Parliament and in the
member states have persisted in their federal aspirations. Real federalists can-
not sleep well at night, without Europe taking part in ‘High Politics. They can-
not accept staying passive, if problems of war and violence are to be met. One
can understand that, in particular when such problems manifest themselves
within European territory, like in former Yugoslavia during the nineties: indeed
a tragic European failure. The question at stake is if and how the European Un-
ion will be able, without developing into a federation, to participate effectively
in the world’s ‘High Politics’ and be taken seriously. But that is not a question for
the European Parliament in the first place. This question has to be dealt with in
the only institution that is able to render an answer: the European Council."*

The problem of this second face of Europe, as a successful organisation of
peace through ‘Low Politics, is that it isn’t very spectacular, not very ‘sexy’. In-
stead of weapons it has to make use of political intelligence, the capacity to ne-
gotiate and patience. Mass media are not very interested in this face of Europe,
which is primarily the face of the European Parliament. What is the visible part
of Europe, is the so-called ‘Brussels bureaucracy’ on the one hand, as if this
bureaucracy were invented by the European institutions and not, as Moravcsik
has pointed out, by the member states themselves. On the other hand there is
the face of impotence of the European Union in the sphere of ‘High Politics.

5. Comparing Parliaments: Complementary Tasks

I will not dwell upon the theoretical question, formulated by political scientists
and lawyers, whether the European Union is in fact already a state-like ‘politi-
cal system’ or polity, or whether it has fundamentally remained an intergov-
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ernmental organisation.”” I agree with the German legal theoretician, Ingolf
Pernice, and my compatriot, Leonard Besselink,'® that the European consti-
tutional system is not a ‘multilevel system), in which the European institutions
are of a higher level, with their autonomous capacities to make rules. We have
to do with, what both call, a ‘composite constitution, in which national insti-
tutions, parliaments in particular, are part and parcel of European decision-
making processes, no more or less than the European institutions themselves.
This means, that national parliaments have a role to play in formulating their
judgement, vis a vis their own governments, on legislative concepts of the Eu-
ropean Commission, before their ministers go to Brussels. This is already done
by several national parliaments in the Union, including the ones of the United
Kingdom and Denmark. National parliaments cannot be forced to limit them-
selves to questions of subsidiarity alone, as is suggested by the Constitutional
Treaty and the Treaty of Lisbon.

If those are the facts, comparing national parliaments and the European Par-
liament gets the more relevant for our analysis. To that end, I will make use of
my own small theory about the character of democratic parliaments. Every
parliament is, according to that theory (which owes much to the work of the
British political scientist Anthony King'”) three social institutions in one: itis a
political arena, it is an independent institute and it is a marketplace where social
interests are dealt with.

Most national parliaments are dominated, at least until now, by the charac-
teristics of the arena, where party conflicts play the key role and were members
are divided between government supporters, mostly building a majority, and
members belonging to the opposition. At the same time it is their stronghold.
Effective policy making is only possible, if the government can be sure of a par-
liamentary majority, at least when important questions are concerned. National
parliaments in Europe look with bad conscience to questions of pure interest
representation, but in most cases they are effective marketplaces for all sorts
of lobbies. The American Congress is the best example of a parliament with
relatively weak party-loyalty, but high sensitivity for lobby-influence. National
parliaments in Europe are relatively weak in representing the authority and
influence of the parliamentary institute as such; loyalty to government or op-
position is mostly too strong.

The European Parliament is no longer the integrationist action-group of the
beginning, during the fifties. It has, as I have tried to explain, developed into a
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real parliamentary institute, in the sense that it is successfully participating in
legislation, in investigating problems in Europe, and in trying to get hold of the
Commission’s activities. More problematic and part of the famous ‘democratic
deficit, are the opportunities to control the implementation and maintaining
of European laws and policies. Those are mostly activities, decentralised to the
member states.'®

The main advantage of the European Parliament is its independence from the
executive and co-legislator, much more than in national parliaments, but apart
from a motion of no-confidence against the Commission and the power to veto
part of the legislation, it has no real ‘threat potential’ The European Parliament
is more of a busy marketplace, which is of real significance for its being well
informed and its influence too. As a market-institution the European Parlia-
ment is growing into a real competitor of national parliaments in the member
states.

Its main weakness is the near absence of a real political arena, although there
are several political groups in the European Parliament. There is no majority
for or against a government; besides, political groups are internally divided. For
viewers from outside it is hard to understand what a debate is about and what
really is at stake. That is, apart from the language problems which make lively
debate not very easy.

Given these differences in character, there are repeatedly complaints about
the democratic deficit in the European Union. Furthermore, politicians who
really like their job, prefer national parliament to the European Parliament:
more seems at stake; there is more threat potential to be played with; there is
more drama. All qualities, bound to the political arena, which fail in Brussels
and Strasbourg. Often the conclusion is, that the European Parliament is not
only depoliticised and dull, but also less politically important. This is, in my
opinion, a misunderstanding.

If one is prepared to think in terms of the European Union as an composite
constitution and not a multilevel one, national parliaments and the European
Parliament not only have their own task in the European scene. There is reason
to believe that both are able to be each others complement. The division of tasks
between both kinds of parliaments is not a zero sum-game, but a question of
each making its choices on an equal level and busy with the same main ques-
tions of European policy-making. Both kinds of parliament have to use their
strengths to compensate for the weaknesses of the other. National parliaments
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are better arenas and are also more experienced and more equipped control-
lers. The European Parliament has shown outspoken quality in legislation. Both
should further develop their investigative qualities.

The European Parliament’s almost exclusive stronghold is its capacity, and
its opportunity at the same time, to investigate, analyse and judge the state of
democracy in the 27 member states.” That is, and will be for many years to
come, an activity of prime importance in the European Union. No national
parliament can take this responsibility over from the European Parliament. In
the recent past the European Parliament has proven to be highly influential
- even with a certain ‘threat potential’ towards member states - in this area of
democratic action. I can only hope that it will preserve its growing strength and
turn it into a real power.
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FROM TALKING SHOP TO WORKING PARLIAMENT:

THE CHANGE OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT FUNCTIONS
AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR PARLIAMENT’S PROFILE

1. The European Parliament and Institutional Reform

One of the key features of the European Union’s constitutionalisation process
has been the incremental parliamentarisation - i.e. the increased delegation of
supervisory, budgetary and legislative powers to the European Parliament — of
more and more policy fields since the Single European Act (SEA) in 1987. In four
Intergovernmental Conferences (IGC’s) — 1985/1987, 1991/1993, 1996/1999,
and 2000 - the European Parliament has seen its own position strengthened.'
To date, there have only been few attempts to understand this process of par-
liamentarisation.”

Proponents of intergovernmentalism argue that the European Union’s consti-
tutional order “has developed through a series of celebrated intergovernmental
bargains” and that “[t]he most fundamental task facing a theoretical account
of European Integration is to explain these bargains”’ Viewed in this way, the
strengthening of the European Parliament depends solely on member states
interests, which are negotiated at IGCs. However, both the underlying rationale
and the theoretical preponderance of IGCs for the constitutional development
have increasingly come under attack. On the one hand, it has been stressed
that on the basis of a rationalist logic of action it is impossible to explain the at
least partial parliamentarisation of the European Union. Indeed, why should go-
vernments, which want to maximise their national interests, agree to create and
empower a supranational parliament, whose powers could conflict with their
own? On the other hand, it has been argued that IGCs do not act on a “tabula
rasa’. Instead, existing institutional arrangements and practices of co-opera-
tion predetermine the outcomes of the negotiation process. Consequently, the
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European Union’s institutional development should not simply be seen as iso-
lated, free-standing interstate bargains but rather as continuous process of in-
formal and formal Treaty revision, with IGCs often merely formalising existing
practices.* Looked at this way, the process of parliamentarisation takes place
through developments which take place between IGCs. But how exactly does
parliamentarisation between IGCs occur?

I tackle the puzzle of parliamentarisation by focusing on the role of Interin-
stitutional Agreements (I1As) within the context of IGCs. The number of 11As
concluded between the European Parliament, the Commission and the Council
has sharply risen since the Maastricht Treaty.” IIAs are designed to facilitate
interinstitutional co-operation and prevent conflicts between the institutions.
However, ITAs are more than just pragmatic answers to interinstitutional co-
operation problems since they tend to strengthen the European Parliament’s
position in the European Union’s constitutional set-up by expanding the Euro-
pean Parliament’s control, information and legislative competencies, and plac-
ing it on equal footing with the Council.

Arguing about the European Parliament and its potential to provide the Eu-
ropean citizens a collective voice in the Union’s policy cycles does not mean that
parliamentarism and the parliamentarisation of the European Union’s system
(Fischer 2000; Napolitano 2002) is the only way for bridging the gap between
the citizens and the Union. One can easily assume that even with the entry into
force of the Lisbon Treaty, many scholars and practitioners of European inte-
gration will continue to argue that focusing on the parliamentary input struc-
tures of the Union is only one of several ways in which governance “beyond
the state” (Jachtenfuchs/Kohler-Koch 1996) might gain legitimacy. I therefore
conceive the European Parliament and the cascade-like parliamentarisation of
the Union’s decision making system (Maurer/Wessels 2001; Maurer 2002) as
one but an essential tool for building a legitimate European order.

The European Parliament constitutes one of the four core institutions of the
European Union. It is the only directly legitimated component of the European
Union’s institutional set-up. The last five treaty reforms caused major implica-
tions for the European Parliament and its position vis a vis the other institu-
tions, specifically the Council and the Commission. The Lisbon Treaty con-
firms Helen Wallace’s analysis that the European Parliament was and still is “the
largest net beneficiary of the institutional changes” (Wallace 1996: 63).

This paper first tries to assess the dynamics of the European Parliament in op-
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erating according to a set of parliamentary functions. The overall question is, how
the European Parliament performs in adopting European legislation and in con-
trolling the Union’s quasi-executive branches. Do the rules provided by treaties,
inter-institutional agreements and similar bases matter for the European Parlia-
ment as a “multifunctional organization” (Judge/Earnshaw 2003: 24) and how
do they matter for the repartition of workload within the European Parliament?

In analysing the European Parliament’s practice during the past 1994-1999
and 1999-2004 legislatures, I propose to investigate the parliamentary imple-
mentation of the treaties and treaty amendments. In other terms, we will ex-
plore the “real use” of the different “constitutional offers” at hand.

2. Legal Offers and Exploitation. Methodological Clarification

I define constitutional offers as the European Union’s treaty provisions, a dy-
namic and evolving set of opportunity structures that provide parliamentar-
ians with potential power to participate in the European Union’s policy making
process. I thus conceive the European Union’s primary law - the treaties and
similar constitutional acts like inter-institutional agreements — as subsequent
propositions to the European Union institutions and the member states for joint
decision making and for delegating powers from one level to another. Evidently,
the Union’s constitutional bases do not “dictate” a clear nomenclature of proce-
dures, actors to be involved and policy fields to be applied (Hofmann 2003). In-
stead, the institutions have to choose - by application of one or more legal bases
— whether an envisaged piece of legislation is subject to parliamentary scrutiny
through consultation, for European Parliament initiative reports or urgency
resolutions, or has to be decided by qualified majority or unanimity, whether
the legislation should be adopted in the format of a regulation, a directive or
another type, and whether referral should be made to the consultation, the co-
operation, the assent, or the co-decision procedure or without any participation
of the European Parliament. In other words, different constitutionalised proce-
dural blueprints and inter-institutional rules “compete” for application.

To understand the European Parliament’s development from a merely con-
sultative assembly into a more “powerful” legislative chamber, I look at the real-
ization of European Union treaty based provisions with regard to the day to day
utilisation of different legislative procedures involving the European Parliament
as an at least consultative body, the exploitation of different policy areas and re-
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spective legal bases which the treaties provide for adopting binding legislation,
the workload of Committees in the European Parliament, and the implications
of procedures and institutional rules for Parliament’s management. Several
other developments illustrate the European Parliament’s performance in the
implementation of its scrutiny powers, inter alia its original scrutiny powers,
the appointment and investiture of the European Commission and its role with
regard to the nomination of the European Central Bank and other institutions,
the possibilities to hold the European Union’s non-parliamentary institutions
to account, and the proceedings and findings of the European Parliament’s tem-
porary Committees of Inquiry.

To capture the constitutionally based roles of the European Parliament, I dis-
tinguish and trace its different functions. Drawing on earlier works by Bour-
guignon-Wittke et al. (1985), Grabitz et al. (1988), Steppat (1988), Schmuck/
Wessels (1989) and subsequent studies on the specific role of the European
Parliament in a dynamic and evolving structure (Maurer 1996; Wessels 1996)
I define these functions as policy-making, controlling, elective and system-de-
veloping (Maurer 2002: 86-88).
= Policy-making is defined as the participation of the European Parliament in

the EC/EU policy cycle in relation to the Council and the Commission. The

function derives from parliament’s rights and obligations to (co-)negotiate
and decide on European politics. The policy-making function thus reflects

Parliament’s capacity to participate in and to influence the preparation, adop-

tion, implementation and control of binding legislative acts.
= The control function is defined through Parliament’s rights and obligations

to call other institutions of the Union to account. In addition to its traditonal
role in granting the budgetary discharge to the European Commission, the

Parliament is involved in other, less spectacular, scrutiny activities. It may put

oral and written questions to the Commission and the Council, hear Com-

mission officials and national ministers in parliamentary committees, hold
public hearings, set up temporary committees of inquiry and discuss the Eu-
ropean Union’s performance with the Council’s Presidency.

= The elective function covers Parliament’s right to participate in the nomina-

tion and investiture of other EU institutions (the Commission, to appoint a

European Ombudsman or Mediator). Thus, as studies previously carried out

on the European Parliament considered the elective function only to a limited

extent, this function has since been significantly developed.
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= Finally, the system-development function refers to the participation of the
European Parliament in the development of the European Union’s constitu-
tional system (such as institutional reforms and the division of competen-
ctes). Making full use of this function also relies on instruments such as the
use of internally binding law such as the Rules of Procedure. Thus, the sys-
tem-development function refers to Parliament’s ability to present, promote
and defend proposals for institutional reform.

Time is a scarce ressource. Different issues, agendas, parliamentary functions
and roles compete for attention and define the relative, daily importance of Eu-
ropean Parliament functions and Members of the European Parliament (MEP’)
profiles. Given the limits on time and ressources of parliamentarians, the defi-
nition of certain priorities necessarily leads to other points on the agenda being
treated as secondary. Hence, the European Parliament, its Committees and its
individual MEP’s have to manage the allocation of their ressources in order to
tulfil the treaty-based duties according to a rather rigid time-schedule. Each
new EU treaty does not only bring new powers to the European Parliament, but
induces a revision of parliamentary tasks and functions in the light of time as a
fixed constraint. To put it bluntly: During the 1970’, the European Parliament
could easily allow each individual member to act as freely as possible, because
the European Union’s constitutional framework did not force the European
Parliament to deliver legislative amendments within a given time-period. The
introduction of the cooperation, the assent, and later on the codecision proce-
dure thus terminated the European Parliament’s relative independence from
the Commission’s and the Council’s work programme. The substance of the
policy-making function altered considerably and forced the European Parlia-
ment to reallocate the time-schedule of its plenary and committee sessions in
order to digest incoming - legislative — workload. Parliamentary efficiency be-
came one of the favourite jingles of the European Parliament. Kreppel’s analysis
on the evolution of the European Parliament’s rules of procedure underlines
rightly that the “most frequently cited reason for a adopting a change, and often
controversial changes were proposed in the name of greater efficiency” (Krep-
pel 2002, 104). Consequently, giving priority to a set of duties and resulting
functions defines the set of duties to be treated as secondary issues and moves
other parliamentary functions on the political backburner.
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3.The Evolution of the European Parliament’s Roles

As the Luxembourg, Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice versions of the EU trea-
ties, the DCT/RT considerably alter the institutional balance between the Un-
ion’s main actors (Huber 2003: 574-599; Jacobs 2003; Nickel 2003: 501-509;
Scelo 2002: 578-582; Schoo 2004: 63-74). The Treaty will have a major impact
on the European Parliament by increasing its formal powers in different ways.
The extension of the areas where the co-decision and the assent procedure ap-
ply, the simplification of the co-decision procedure, the full recognition of Par-
liament within the field of home and judicial affairs, and the changes made to
the procedure for the nomination of the President of the Commission and the
other Commissioners.

The DCT/RT’s reforms are constitutional follow-ups and adjustments to the
Maastricht Treaty, and not a totally new conceptualisation of the Union’s para-
constitutional basis. Therefore, and in order to accelerate ideas about how the
Parliament may develop in the next years, we should go one step below primary
law and look into the exploitation of what has already been achieved. The DCT/
RT reveals a tendency towards a polyarchic, multi-level polity where competen-
cies are not only shared between the members of the Council but also between
the Council and the European Parliament. In a retrospective view, Parliament’s
access to the decision-making system of the EC is the result of a slow but unre-
lenting process of Treaty reforms. Hence, the relative proportion of Parliament’s
exclusion from the European policy-making process has diminished consider-
ably. However, if we focus on the absolute rates of the treaty-based decision-
making procedures, we have to recognise that the growth in consultation, co-
operation and co-decision procedures has been offset by an incessant increase
in Parliament’s ‘non-participation’

The Treaty reforms introduced and subsequently widened the scope of ap-
plication of the co-decision procedure both with respect to those policy areas
which it had just introduced into the EC sphere and with respect to policy areas
already covered by the co-operation procedure. The assent procedure was ex-
tended to new TEU provisions such as sanctions in the event of a serious and
persistent breach of fundamental rights by a member state. The IGC’s from Lu-
xembourg (1986) to Nice (2000) also confirmed a constant extension of consul-
tation procedures for new policy areas such as in the field of home and judicial
affairs, social and employment policy. The Convention, and the introduction of
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Graph 1: Decision-Making powers of the EP and the Council (absolute numbers)
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Graph 2: Decision-Making powers of the EP and the Council (relative, in per cent)
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a hierarchy of norms and procedures (Articles I-32 to I-36 DCT) then resulted
in a reduction of consultation and a switch from consultation to codecision. As
aresult of the last IGC processes, many core issues of European integration had
been added to decision-making procedures providing the European Parliament
with considerable powers vis a vis the Council of Ministers and the European
Commission. However, the European Parliament continues to be excluded
from dynamic and “costly” policy areas such tax harmonization.

Apart form the extension of co-decision, the Amsterdam Treaty simplified
the procedure itself considerably in four ways: It provides for the adoption of a
legislative text at first reading phase if the European Parliament does not pro-
pose any amendment at first reading or if the Council agrees with all of the Eu-
ropean Parliament’s first reading amendments. Second, the phase whereby the
European Parliament could vote on its intention to reject the Council’s com-
mon position was dropped —mainly on the basis of the European Parliament’s
own attempts during the IGC. Consequently, the European Parliament can go
straight to a vote of rejection and the draft proposal will fail. Third, the so-called
third reading whereby the Council could seek to impose the common position
after a breakdown of conciliation, unless the European Parliament could over-
rule it by an absolute majority of its members, was dropped, too. The elimina-
tion of the third reading was the most controversial question. In the end, France
accepted the new procedure for two reasons: First, Paris’ proposals for strength-
ening the role of national parliaments in the Union were successful in that Am-
sterdam provided for a new, legal-binding protocol on the powers offered to
these actors (Maurer 2001). Secondly, unlike its then Gaullist predecessor, not
only the French Socialist Party as such, but also the Red-Green coalition lead
by Lionel Jospin had a more positive attitude towards the European Parliament.
Fourth, as one of the most important achievements of Amsterdam, the proce-
dure provided for the proposal to have failed in the absence of agreement in
conciliation. This deletion of the third-reading phase finally put Parliament on
an equal footing with the Council in every stage of the procedure. Under the
original co-decision procedure, the Council could obstruct Parliament with a
“take-it-or-leave-it” offer after unsuccessful conciliation (Tsebilis 1994; Gar-
rett 1995; Tsebelis/Garrett 1997). The “equalisation” of both legislative branches
thus induced a more balanced set of veto powers. In more concrete terms, Co-
decision II (post-Amsterdam) had important eftects for how the Parliament is
perceived by the outside world: Under the Maastricht rules, the Council could
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easily make the Parliament pay for the failure of a draft legislative act. Since
the entry into force of Amsterdam, both Council and Parliament share the re-
sponsibility for the adoption as well as the failure of a proposed legislative act.
Both institutions anticipated this reform in March 1998, when no agreement on
the Comitology issue could be found within the conciliation committee on the
draft directives 93/6/EEC and 93/22/EEC. Instead of revising the draft according
to the Maastricht Treaty provisions, the two institutions declared the failure of
the procedure after conciliation.

4. Exploitation | - Parliamentary Co-Governance in Practice

Both the co-operation and the co-decision procedure had a considerable im-
pact on the European Parliament’s involvement in the production of binding
EC legislation (Crombez 1997; Crombez 2000). Until July 2004 a total of 759
legislative proposals had been transmitted to the European Parliament pursu-
ant to the co-decision procedure, of which 630 had been concluded. In 559
cases the Commission’s initiatives resulted in binding legislation decided jointly
by the European Parliament and the Council. 71 legislative proposals of the
Commission failed. In 63 of these, the procedure lapsed because the Council
was unable to adopt a common position and the Commission decided to with-
draw its original proposal. Only eight cases failed due to unsuccessful concilia-
tion (four times) or after the European Parliament voted against the agreement
reached in the conciliation committee (four times). Apart from these failures,
the co-decision procedure has led to satisfactory outcomes.®

Since 1996 nearly one quarter of EC legislation considered by the European
Parliament was adopted under the co-decision procedure. The last three ver-
sions of the EU Treaties strengthened the position and legislative role of Parlia-
ment regarding the internal market, including the areas of environment, con-
sumer protection, transport, research and education policy. Moreover, taking
into account the total of legislation passed since 1986/87 by adding together the
percentages of both co-operation and co-decision, their scope of application
within Parliament had been significantly extended. However, if we take into
account the overall output of binding legislation adopted either by the Council
of Ministers or by the European Parliament jointly with the Council, we should
qualify this assessment: Hence, legislative acts concluded in 2003 pursuant to
both the co-operation and co-decision procedure represented only 39,3% of the
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total of legislation adopted by the Council. But before jumping on conclusions
highlighting the relative failure of Parliament as a ‘truely’ legislative chamber,
we should take a closer look into the proportion between the Council’s legisla-
tion and Parliament’s involvement therein:

The overall EU legislative output is mainly due to three policy fields: Agri-
culture and Fisheries, Trade policy and Customs policy. Note also the high
percentage of Commission legislation — authorised either by the Treaty itself
or the Council pursuant to its right to delegate executive competencies to the
Commission - in agriculture policy. In turn, the policy fields dealing with So-
cio-Economics represent only 15 to 25% of the EC’s production in binding law.
If we concentrate on these fields which comprise the internal market, industry,
economic policy, environment and consumer protection, telecommunication
and transport policy, the European Parliament’s legislative role becomes much
more significant: Since most of the legislation in these fields required either
for co-operation or co-decision, the participation of Parliament tends towards
75%. Hence a high proportion of the Council’s output concerns non-legislative
acts, i.e. executive or administrative acts, especially in the fields of agriculture,
competition, trade and customs policy. Neither the European Parliament as
such nor any of its component political groups asked to participate in consul-
tation or any other procedural rule when the Council deals as a price-fixing
agency or when it confirms member state nominations for one of its standing
committees. If one concentrates exclusively on the Council’s output in the fields
of environment or consumer protection policy, the European Parliament’s par-
ticipation through co-operation and co-decision is much more significant (in
2003 around 82%).

45,69% of the codecision procedures concluded up to the end of July 1999
were based on Article 95 (harmonisation measures concerning the internal
market). For the 1999-2004 legislature, the exploitation of Article 95 demi-
nished towards 26%, while the use of the legal bases for environment, health,
social and transport policy augmented considerably, thus mirroring both the
European Parliament’s new legislative powers and the increased importance
attached to these policy fields.

If we take a closer look at the “internal market” measures passed under co-de-
cision, we identify nearly 80% of acts which were related to environmental and
consumer protection policy. Being of a regulatory nature (definition of norms,
restrictions, limits etc.), the European Union institutions based legislation on
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the general harmonisation clause Article 95 provides for. During the 1999-2004
legislature, 51% of the co-decision procedures were based on ‘new’ policy com-
petencies incorporated into the Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties together
with the co-decision procedure (Education and Youth, Culture, Health, Con-
sumer Protection, Trans European Networks, Data protection). On the other
hand, the exploitation of legal bases dealing with Title III ECT on the free move-
ment of persons, services and capital was less significant: 7,8% of all co-decision
procedures were based on one of these articles.

Graph 3: Eploitation of Legal Bases in Codecision 1994-2006
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The increased referall to the co-decision procedure has extensive effects on the
functioning and the internal management of the European Union (Shackleton
2000; Maurer 2002). Given the time-constraints imposed on the Parliament by
the procedure and the concentration of its scope of application, Parliament had
to adapt itself in several ways.

Similarly to what we can observe with regard to the scope of the procedure,
co-decision is leading to a structural concentration of workload in three per-
manent committees. Hence, the bulk of procedures during the 1994-1999
period touched the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Con-
sumer Protection, the Committee on Economics and the Committee on Legal
Affairs. During the 1999-2004 period, the Committee on Regional Policy and
Transport and the Committee on Trade, Industry, Energy and Research Poli-
cy entered into the Club of the busiest legislative Committees. The procedure
proved to be very time-consuming for MEP’s in those committees with a heavy
co-decision burden. The five committees concerned shared nearly 80,1% of all
procedures concluded until July 2004.

The Committees on Agriculture, on Fisheries and on Civil Liberties were ac-
tivitated by a relatively high amount of legislative consultation procedures. The
Committee on Foreign Affairs digested the highest amount of Assent proce-
dures, and the two budgetary committees focused on both consultation and
budgetary procedures. Only the Committees on Employment and Social Af-
fairs, on Constitutional Affairs, and on Women’s Rights and Equal Opportuni-
ties dealt merely with EU legislation.

Table 1: Overall Eploitation of Codecision, Consultation and Assent procedures
within the EP Committees 1994-2004

AGRI | LIBE | CULT | ECON | EMPL | ITRE | ENVI | JURI | AFET | RETT | FEMM | DEVE | BUDG | AFCO
PECH CONT

()] 15 10 33 n 20 50 175 73 2 78 5 12 12 2

N | 571 145 39 14 9 231 96 69 26 23 5 22 13 3

Assent | 2 0 0 0 0 34 0 4 4 3 0 4 1 2

Sum | 588 155 72 185 116 315 27 146 75 104 10 38 126 7

Author’s own calculation on the basis of the Legislative Observatory
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Graph 4: Exploitation of EP Committees in Codecision 1994-2006
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Author’s own calculation on the basis of the Legislative Observatory; Legend for Committees:
BUDG - on Budgets, CONT - on Budgetary Control, LIBE - on Citizens’s Freedoms and Rights,
Justice and Home Affairs, ECON - on Economic and Monetary Affairs, JURI - on Legal Affairs
and the Internal Market, EMPL — on Employment and Social Affairs, ITRE - on Industry, Ex-
ternal Trade, RTD and Energy, ENVI - on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Pol-
icy, AGRI - on Agriculture and Rural Development, PECH - on Fisheriers, RETT - on Regional
Policy, Transport and Tourism, CULT - on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport,
AFCO - on Constitutional Affairs, FEMM - on Women’s Rights and Equal Opportunities, AFET
- on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, CFSP, DEVE - on Development and Cooperation

Obviously, the extension of co-decision confirms the ongoing dynamics of or-
ganisational concentration and functional differentiation-specialisation within
the European Parliament (Bowler/Farrell 1995; Farrell/Héritier 2003). The re-
arrangement of Parliament’s Committee structure of April 1999 boosted these
features to some extent. Both the new Committee on Legal affairs and the In-
ternal Market (JURI) and the Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research
and Energy (ITRE) took over the tasks related to co-decision of the former
three Committees: Economic and Monetary Affairs and Industrial Policy;
Research, Technological Development and Energy; Legal Affairs and Citizen
Rights. Therefore, concentration remained within the family of former ‘legisla-
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tive’ Committees. More challenging the new Committee on Regional Policy,
Transport and Tourism (RETT) fused two Committee structures, which hereto-
fore fulfilled fairly different tasks: Whereas the bygone Committee on Regional
policy concentrated on a consultative role in distributive policy making, the
former Transport and Tourism Committee acted under consultation, co-op-
eration and co-decision and was involved in both the generation of some kind
of ‘European public goods’ (Trans-European Networks) and regulatory policy
making. Therefore, the fused Committee on Regional Policy, Transport and
Tourism developed a structure providing rather new cross-sectional views of
Parliament. Since the Council retained its sectional structure for regional and
structural policy on the one hand and transport policy on the other until 1999,
the Members of the Parliament’s cross-cutting Committee provided a more
comprehensive perspective into the fragmented “policies-actors” structure of
the Council, COREPER and the related working group network.

5. Does Parliament Matter?

Through the introduction and subsequent reform of the co-decision procedure,
the European Parliament gained more control in the legislative process - it can
prevent the adoption of legislation — and acquired more means of input into
binding EC legislation - the final legislative act requires Parliament’s explicit ap-
proval. Co-decision had a considerable impact on the “functional professionali-
sation” and policy field linked “specialisation” of MEP’s. Hence, the nature of EU
legislation under codecision condemns members to become experts in highly
technical and complex issues. Expertise is not a new feature for MEP, and it is
not exclusively relevant to the existence of the co-decision procedure. However,
unlike other procedures, co-decision provides much more room for manoeu-
vre, where Parliament and Council are obliged to settle technical issues of an
immediate relevance for the EU’s citizenry, face to face, and on an equal footing.
If Parliament amends the Council’s common position and the latter is not will-
ing to accept the amended version, Parliament has the power to bargain with
the Council on a joint compromise text. However, procedures and inter-institu-
tional rules are not what the electorate is primarily interested in. Citizens do not
vote on the ground of highly aggregated institutional settings, nor do they vote
for an institution as a unitary body among other at the disposal. Instead elect-
ing the European Parliament means selecting those which reflect the citizenry
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wishes, interests, worries and concerns. Elections are about people, parties and
cleavages (Hix 2001). Neither are the media interested in providing an account
of how substance is being achieved. Public(hed) Opinion too is oriented to daily
or weekly news on who has ruled out whom, who is paying for what, who has
achieved substance. In this context, MEP’s are in an uncomfortable situation.
The bulk of achievements is reached with overwhelming majorities, leaving
apart the fact that Parliament is composed by political groups. Thus, the usual
confrontation between ‘left’ and ‘right’ does not appear in the public realm. The
net which frames deliberation and decision-making processes in the Union is
highly complex. Since the lines of confrontation are inter-institutional instead
of partisanship, they tend to de-politicise conflicts and substance.

Given that the expansion in formal powers implies MEP’s with a heavier bur-
den of responsibility, they have to ensure that the culminated interests of the
EU’s citizenry are taken seriously. One possibility to ‘measure’ the influence of
Parliament is to analyse the track of parliamentary amendments and to com-
pare the success-rates of co-decision with those of co-operation or consulta-
tion. The empirical evidence about the European Parliament’s relative success at
different stages and readings of the procedures (Maurer 1998: 42, partly repro-
duced in Hix 1999: 97) does not confirm the prediction by Tsebelis and Garrett
(Tsebelis/Garrett 1997: 74-92) who argued that the introduction of codecision
reduced the power of the European Parliament (on the criticism against Tsebe-
lis/Garrett see: Moser 1996: 56-62; Scully 1997: 233-252; Scully 1997a: 58-73;
Scully 1997b: 93-103). Of the 86 joint texts agreed in conciliation during the
1999-2004 period, 17% corresponded to the Council's Common position, 23%
were closer to the European Parliament’s amendments adopted at its second
reading, and 60% were genuine joint texts with European Parliament amend-
ments partly integrated into the final text (European Parliament 2004: 14).

The European Parliament does not simply propose amendments, but it ap-
proves the draft legislative texts at every stage of the procedure “with Parlia-
ments amendments”. Consequently, Parliament acts as a joint author alongside
the Council or - with regard to the first reading stage - the Commission during
all phases of codecision. Thus, a second way of measuring the degree of influ-
ence which Parliament exerts on the substance of a legislative act dealt with
under the co-decision procedure is to compare the final texts with the different
drafts prepared by the Council and/or the European Parliament. One can dis-
tinguish between four cases:
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= a final act corresponding to the Parliaments first reading which is defined
as an act where the Council approves the European Parliaments first read-
ing draft without amending it;
= a final act corresponding to the Parliament’s second reading which is de-
fined as an act where the Council approves the EP’s second reading draft
without amending it;
= a final act corresponding to the Council’s common position which is de-
fined as an act where the European Parliament, in its second reading ap-
proves the Council’s common position without amending it;
= a final act corresponding to the conciliation committee’s joint compromise
text which is defined as an act where the Council was not able to take over
all parliamentary second reading amendments. In this case, conciliation
becomes necessary and both the Parliament and Council produce a joint
text subject to a third reading in both institutions.
During the 1994-1999 legislature, 73 successful pieces of legislation corre-
sponded to the Council’s common position, while only 31 were based on the
European Parliament’s second reading and 63 cases on the joint compromise
text agreed between Parliament and Council at third reading stage. During the
1999-2004 legislature, 118 legal acts were adopted on the basis of the Euro-
pean Parliament’s first reading, while 91 grounded on the Council’s common
position, 93 on Parliament’s second reading and 86 on the joint compromise
between the two institutions.
However, we should not jump to conclusions in interpreting these figures as
a failure of the European Parliament’s influence. Firstly, even a legislative act
which corresponds to the Council’s common position is an act concluded with
Parliament’s agreement. Secondly, a legislative act corresponding to the com-
mon position of the Council does not automatically represent a legislative act
where Parliament had any influence. Hence, the Council in its common posi-
tion incorporates parliamentary first reading amendments and consequently,
the Parliament does not propose new amendments in the second reading stage
(Hubschmid/Moser 1997).

6. Exploitation Il - More Legislation Does not Increase Parliamentary Scrutiny

Does the increase of Parliament’s workload with regard to its policy-making
function induces a change in attention of its control function? Accountability
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is a key concept of western democracies. It “can be seen as a precondition for
other components of democratic rule: it is political responsibility that ensures
that the terms on which political power is authorised are duly observed; and
it is the need for power-holders to compete for re-election that gives them
an incentive to be responsive to the public” (Lord 1998: 80). The European
Parliament’s traditional instruments for holding other institutions to account
— parliamentary questions — are oriented towards the single MEP and political
groups. Questions are one of the “freest procedures in modern legislatures”
They “give the individual MEP an excellent chance of promoting and defend-
ing those issues which he or she regards important” (Raunio 1996: 357). In
other terms, questions also serve MEP’s to present or to defend their perceived
constituency’s interest. Given the observed characteristics of a legislative and
specialist parliament with regard to its policy-making function, questions can
be regarded as a compensatory element for the individual and, with regard to
the profile of MEP’s, for the backbencher.

Due to the anticipated position and workload in EC legislation and thus to the
expected restrictions on available plenary time, Parliament changed its internal
rules already in 1993 to re-organise its working mechanisms for executing its
control function. Since then three kinds of questions are allowed: Written ques-
tions tabled by any MEP are the most popular of the procedures, since there are
no procedural constraints and members are free to decide when to submit a
written question. Questions for oral answer (with debate) can only be tabled by
a committee, a political group or 32 MEP’s. These questions are filtered by the
Conference of Presidents which decide on their admissibility and order. The
reply to these questions may be followed by the adoption of a resolution. Again,
only a Committee, a political group or 32 MEP’s may table such a resolution.
Finally, questions in question-time can be tabled by any MEP but the President
decides on their admissibility and on the order.

The oscillation of all three types of questions during a parliamentary term
does not follow a clear pattern except that of direct elections. MEP’s increase the
frequency with which they table questions prior to direct elections. However,
since the entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty, the two types of oral question
have remained at a level of around 1000 and 250 respectively per year. Moreo-
ver, questions for oral answer are at a very low level and - given the increase
in number of MEP’s since 1995 (626 in relation to 518 since 1986) — clearly in
decline. In contrast, it seems that written questions enjoy a growing interest
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Graph 5: EP Questions 1979-2006
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among MEP’s. As regards the destination of questions since November 1993, we
observe a slight but constant growth in questions to the Council of Ministers.
This interest in the Council started to increase in the early 90’, and remain
stable since the coming into force of the Maastricht Treaty. Consequently, the
newly introduced types of question with regard to the second and third pillars
have not had a significant impact on the operation of Parliament’s questions.
Overall, the most original instrument of the European Parliament’s control vis
a vis the Commission and the Council has lost its attractiveness.

Another possibility for scrutiny exists in article 193 ECT providing for the
European Parliament to set up temporary Committees of Inquiry in order to
investigate “alleged contraventions or maladministration in the implementa-
tion of Community law”. Parliament started its first inquiry at the beginning
of 1996 with an examination of the EC’s transit system.” In July 1996, the Euro-
pean Parliament decided then to set up a second Committee on the BSE crisis
which met 31 times during 6 months and presented its report in February 1997
(Shackleton 1997). The two committees of inquiry were successful in various
ways. In spite of the lack of a judicial sanction mechanism in order to oblige
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witnesses to tell the truth, the two committees recorded the evidence and made
it available to the general public. In doing so, the European Parliament ensured
that witnesses would be held to account by a wide audience outside the Parlia-
ment. Especially the BSE committee encouraged and enjoyed a significant press
and media coverage (Shackleton 1997: 11).

Due to a conditional threat of a possible motion of censure (Lord 1998), there
was a direct and visible impact of the committees’ work on the investigated in-
stitutions, namely the European Commission. In its resolution of 19 February
1997, Parliament warned the Commission, that if the recommendations of the
BSE committee were not carried out within a reasonable deadline and in any
event by November 1997, a motion of censure would be tabled. The threat of
voting a motion of censure was a novelty for the European Union. It showed
how the right of inquiry can be combined with other powers at Parliament’s
disposal. And Parliaments work mattered: Within the European Commission,
the responsibilities of the Directorate General responsible for Consumer Affairs
were widely expanded. In turn, the prestigious, but highly criticised Directorate
General for Agriculture was obliged to hand over seven scientific, veterinary
and food committees as well as a special unit which evaluates public health
risks. Most important perhaps, the BSE inquiry also had a considerable impact
on the outcome of the 1996/1997 IGC. It led to a fundamental change of the
legal basis for EC legislation in the field of veterinary medicine. Article 152.4b
ECT as amended by the Amsterdam Treaty held that “by way of derogation
from Article 37, measures in the veterinary and phytosanitary fields which
have as their direct objective the protection of public health”, are to be decided
pursuant to the co-decision procedure! The two committees of inquiry proved
to be an effective additional means for the European Parliament’s supervisory
powers. The European Parliament demonstrated “its traditional pugnacious as-
sertiveness of its rights and its ingenuity in exploiting constitutional grey areas”
(Westlake 1997: 23). Article 6 of the Interinstitutional agreement holds that
the rules “may be revised as from the end of the current term of the European
Parliament in the light of experience”. Given the two “test-cases” of the BSE-
and the Transit-Committee, future negotiations between the institutions may
focus on a sanction mechanism for Member States that refuse to co-operate in
an inquiry. However, given the Council’s - i.e. the member states’ - reluctance
during the original negotiations on the agreement, the Parliament is not likely
to gain additional powers.
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7. Exploitation Il - More Legislation Equals Less Individualised MEP Work

Own initiative and urgency resolutions are an indicator for measuring the in-
terest of MEP’s in using different non-legislative scrutiny instruments offered to
the European Parliament. Initiative reports and resolutions reflect awareness
and interest of individual MEP’s in making an issue public to the outside world
- towards the Union’s citizenry but also towards the Council and the Commis-
sion. Given the historical lacks of parliamentary powers in relation to participa-
tion in binding EC legislation, MEP’s and political groups referred to the oppor-
tunity of own initiatives or urgency resolutions to give evidence of their general
interests, their attention paid to a given issue or of their willingness to shape
the policy agenda. For political groups, initiative resolutions are one of the core
instruments which allow them to present their original point of view on a given
issue. Even if own initiatives do not result in the adoption of new regulatory
or distributive legislation, they allow MEP’s and political groups to make prove
of their collective — denationalised - interest in EU politics. Hence, in contrast
to co-decision, where action against the Council (amendments to or rejection
of its common position) requires the approval of an absolute majority (dur-
ing the 1999-2004 legislature at least 314 votes), own initiative resolutions pass
with the simple majority of votes cast. Accordingly, whereas co-decision con-
demns the two major political groups - the Party of European Socialists and the
European Peoples Party - to reach agreement on parliamentary amendments
which in consequence move the left-right cleavage apart from the agenda, own
initiatives and similar resolutions provide each political group the opportunity
to present their original socio-economic argument before the public. A major
consequence of the shift towards European Parliament legislative power and its
effective execution is a strong decrease in the number of non-legislative resolu-
tions, own initiative reports (inviting the Commission to forward legislative
initiatives) and resolutions after statements or urgencies. The number of these
activities fell sharply from 2,41 per MEP in 1979 to 0,15 per MEP in 2003! On
the other hand, the longer trend of this parliamentary function reflects the im-
pact of the 2004 enlargement. Hence, the ratio of initiative reports per MEP is
increasing since that date, thus reflecting the concentration of new MEP from
the CEEC towards this kind of policy control.

Graph 6 shows the evolution of parliamentary initiative and urgency resolu-
tions between 1979 and 2006. What becomes observable is that the evolution
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Graph 6: Initiative Reports and Urgency Resolutions 1979-2006
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of the total number of initiatives and urgencies correlate with the constitutional
setting and development of the Community/Union over time. In this regard,
the growth from 1984 to 1986 reflects Parliament’s activity in relation to Euro-
pean Political Co-operation and — more important - to its attempts for mov-
ing the then EEC into a European Union. The introduction of the co-operation
and the assent procedure (Single European Act) then resulted in a continuous
decrease of own initiatives. Only the debates on the Maastricht Treaty reversed
this trend. However, since the entry into force of Maastricht, the usage of initia-
tives is falling again continuously and dramatically. Moreover, if we take into
account the growth of Parliament due to the enlargement of the Union towards
Spain, Portugal in 1985 and Finland, Sweden and Austria in 1995, we observe a
significant decrease in resolutions per MEP from 1984 to 1985 and from 1994 to
1995 respectively. In other terms: The growth in number of MEP’s did not result
in an increase of non-legislative activity of Parliament.
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8.The European Parliament’s Communication Deficit

Since 1993/1994 the codecision procedure has been implemented extensively.
Clear focuses are observable in the areas of the internal market policy, environ-
mental policy and parts of the European Union’s socio-economic agenda. The
empirical analysis point to a specific process of EU-parliamentarisation in these
policy areas. On the other hand, the exploitation of the European Parliament’s
policy-making function induced a specialisation of MEP’s and a segmentation
of the European Parliament into legislative and non-legislative Committees.
MEP’s active in policy-making become expert specialists in complicated matters.
They present expertise and counterexpert’s assessments to the Council’s and the
Commission’s actors and argue about their political relevance and penetration
into binding legislation. Indeed this potential is also given by the consultation
procedure. However, providing and battling for expertise and counterexpert’s
assessments was barely used due to the ineffectiveness of parliamentary amend-
ments in this procedure.

Overall, the institutional ‘infinalité’ of the EU treaties helped the European
Parliament to strengthen its potential of influence because it did not have to
integrate itself into the stiff corset of a representative’s chamber whose majority
is obliged to the loyalty to the Commission or the Council. Differently: Just the
absence of an institutional hierarchy otherwise usual in the European Union
member states between government and parliament permitted the European
Parliament to adapt its potential as a co-legislating and power-limiting institu-
tion. The inclusion of the European Parliament into the European Union’s legis-
lative procedures had no negative effects on the efficiency of the whole decision
making system. On the contrary: The power extensions of the European Parlia-
ment in its policy-making function led all together to more efficient decision-
making sequences, although the potential for interinstitutional conflict has in-
creased between Council and European Parliament (Maurer 2003: 239-241).

The increase of formal legislative powers of the European Parliament induced
a considerable shift of emphasis from the control function to the policy-making
function, because policy-making claims more and more time and personnel
resources. Under this point of view the investigation could prove that the par-
liamentary calender downgrades the more original functions of the European
Parliament in the area of its control-function through questions, own initiative
and urgency resolutions. Consequently, the possibilities of MEP’s for mediating
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citizens’ or constituency concerns are significantly reduced. This development
should be considered as but one important reason for the low attraction of the
European Parliament with the European Unionss citizens. The policy-making
function is not evolving as an incentive for the European Union citizens to vote
for the European Parliament, because the possibility of party political aggrega-
tion of voter’s interests within the European Parliament remains complicated
just in those phases of the European Union’s decision-making processes in
which the European Parliament can exercise its power vis a vis the Council.

The biggest mediation problem of the European Parliament exists in a de-
cisive rule of the EU treaties. The European Parliament needs more than 50%
of the votes for adopting amendments in the legislative area. None of both big
political groups manages this majority. Also in the sixth legislative period, the
two groups are dependant on at least three further groups if they do not want
to decide as a grand coalition. The treaty-based threshold constraints let the
European Parliament appear as a closed actor who is not able to transcend com-
peting voter’s interests into the day to day work. Both the Treaty constraints and
the European Parliament’s practice thus provoke a structural competition and
communication deficit.

One of the essential challenges for the European Parliament future develop-
ment follows from this mixed balance of the European Parliament’s functions:
The search for mobilizing patterns to link the European Parliament with those
it claims to represent directly. Another increase in legislative power will not
help to legitimize the increase of the European Parliament’s importance if the
processes of interest articulation, interest mediation and interest penetration
still run exclusively between institutions that can only be perceived as single
actors in the abstract. An essential step to reinforcing linkage between the Eu-
ropean Parliament and the citizens could be made through a more open and
self-confident use of the available conflicts of interests within Parliament as well
as within the European political parties and other transnational aggregates of
the civil society. The European Parliament should start to use its potential as an
arena and public space in order to assist the construction of transnational com-
munication structures.

9. Explaining the European Parliament’s Growth

The European Parliament’s agenda in the system-development of the European
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Union has been institutionally expansive - it has sought to maximise its role in
future day to day decision-making configurations. The European Parliament’s
own preferences about system-development should not, however, be consi-
dered in isolation from other actors’ priorities. From an intergovernmentalist
perspective the democratisation of the European Union will occur where pos-
sible through processes which do not promote the supranationalisation of the
European Union. Yet if the intergovernmentalist perspective questions whether
the European Parliament is capable to pursuit its own institutional expansion,
whilst maintaining that member state governments promote supranationalisa-
tion only reluctantly, it struggles to explain the current form of “parliamentary
democratisation” at the European level. This suggests either that Parliament’s
preferences for system-development do significantly overlap with those of the
other actors involved in treaty change, or that the European Parliament is ca-
pable of exhibiting a greater degree of leadership than it is given credit for by
intergovernmentalists, or indeed both together.

From an intergovernmentalist point of view, the evolution of the EU sys-
tem takes place through the short phases of IGCs as “big bargain decisions”
(Moravcsik 1993, 473-524; Hurrell/Menon 1996, 386-402; Moravcsik/Nico-
laidis 1999, 59-85). From this perspective, the member states’ governments are
the dominant actors at the EU level - in daily politics as well as in treaty reform.
At IGCs they make all the decisions on the reform of the institutional system on
the basis of their fixed national interests. Supranational institutions have only
been established and endowed with powers in order to help maximise the go-
vernments’ national advantages, e.g. to resolve collective action problems and
reduce transaction costs. However, the institutions remain at all times under
the control of the member states. They implement the member states’ decisions
without having an autonomous reform agenda.

According to this analysis, the European Parliament’s material resources and
the institutional set-up of ‘grand bargain-making’ are non-conducive to its
playing a strong leadership role, let alone its mobilising coalitions around its
own, autonomous preferences. The European Parliament would be identified
as an actor able to steer political debates, to create tension in some parts of the
agenda, to make issues public, but it is not a decision maker. According to this
point of view the influence of the European Parliament is limited, and thus it
cannot explain the increase in power of the European Parliament.

Yet system and institutional change in the Union do not exclusively take place

>72<



ANDREAS MAURER

at IGCs. Relations between Treaty reform and Treaty implementation are not
one-directional, but characterized by “mutual interdependencies between and
within the many levels of governance within the European Union” (Sverdrup
2000, 249). Both the European Parliament’s leadership resources and the ne-
gotiation context must therefore be understood within a broader focus. Neo-
institutionalists and structurationists argue that IGCs are just one step in the
constitutional dynamic. In their broader vision of the institutional set-up of
constitutional negotiations, the European Parliament enjoys an autonomous
and formative influence upon the agenda of IGCs that is overlooked by inter-
governmentalists.

Neo-institutionalist explanations of institutional change of the European Un-
ion systems challenge the view that member states’ governments are the key
actors that determine the constitutional development of the European Union.
Neo-institutionalists assert that a plurality of actors participate in the decision-
making process. They acknowledge the role of autonomously acting suprana-
tional institutions that pursue their own reform agendas, as well as a dense clus-
ter of governmental and non-governmental actors at all levels of the European
Union. At the core of their arguments is the claim that the scope for action of
all these actors is defined by the institutions (informal and formal rules, pro-
cedures, or norms) in which the policy-making process is embedded (Pierson,
1998). Moreover, they view institutional change as a process unfolding over
time. Restricting the analysis of institutional change of the European Union to
IGCs will only yield a snapshot of constitutional development.

Their model of the ‘path-dependency’ of policy preferences, institutions
and procedures, policy-outcomes and policy-instruments (Pierson 1998) sug-
gests that, in such an institutionalised arrangement like the EC/EU, “past lines
of policy [will] condition subsequent policy by encouraging societal forces to
organise along some lines rather than others, to adapt particular identities or
to develop interests in policies that are costly to shift” (Hall/Taylor 1996: 941).
Hence, every introduction of new rules constrains the decision-making op-
tions for all actors and the institutional change will incrementally develop along
certain paths.

Importantly, therefore, this approach allows us to see the European Parliament
as an autonomous supranational actor with an independent reform agenda.
Since its creation, the European Parliament has been able to use the constraints
and opportunities arising from the mass of decision-making procedures and
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the multitude of actors in the EU’s policy making process to subject more and
more policy fields to parliamentary control and legislation. This vision of the
institutional set-up of constitutional dynamics indicates that the European Par-
liament has been able to exploit the need for leadership in complex bargaining
situations in order to pursue its own preferences (Maurer/Kietz/Volkel 2005).

Structurationist approaches to the evolution of the EU system (Christiansen/
Jorgensen 1999; Christiansen 1998) come to similar conclusions. Like histori-
cal institutionalists they view the European Union’s constitutional development
since the very inception of the EC as an unceasing process of incremental change
with a yet open end. They claim that instead of the member states’ interests, the
process of treaty reform during which these are constructed must be analysed.
Following the notion of path dependency, the reform process is structured by
pre-defined demands on the IGC, the convergence of beliefs about the outcome
and the constraints and opportunities established by past choices.

Treaty reforms do not come out of the blue as a ‘deus ex machina’ from some
distant masters, but are reactions to prior trends. They “ratify” or “rubberstamp”
institutional evolutions which have taken place within or outside the existing
treaty provisions. They try to address institutional and procedural weaknesses
identified during the implementation of previous provisions or aim at adapt-
ing the Union to new - external and/or internal — contexts (Christiansen/Jor-
gensen 1999).

System-development takes place through incrementalism in a ‘valley’ of day-
to-day politics. The resulting, incremental change suggests that treaty reform is
subject to a wide range of actors (not only states) and to an unceasing process
of discovering political preferences and “problem solving” in an unstable set-
ting (Risse-Kappen 1996, 53-80). Member states identify their preferences not
simply as a fixed set of demands, but also during the process of Treaty imple-
mentation and Treaty reform. The European Parliament can then be located as
an important actor able to influence the rolling agenda of the very process of
system-development.

I1As are instrumental in gradually strengthening the European Parliament.
IIAs do not simply implement Treaty provisions or lay down practical rules of
cooperation. They provide the European Parliament with powers not foreseen
in the EU Treaties. And in some cases they provide the basis for future Treaty
reform.

The analysis of the evolution of the European Parliament’s rights in comitol-
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ogy, legislative planning and in holding the Commission to account (Kietz/
Maurer 2007) provides strong evidence. First, there is clear evidence that the
European Parliament uses its formal bargaining powers (stemming from the
possibility to delay and reject legislation, appoint and censure the Commission
and its budgetary rights) to wrest concessions from the other two main players
in decision-making. In line with previous research® we find that the common
perception of interinstitutional conflict is the precondition for the conclusion
of ITAs which provide the European Parliament with additional powers not fore-
seen in the Treaties. In the case of comitology this was the result of situations of
legislative gridlock under co-decision and was often reinforced by the freezing
of comitology funds, for example in the case of Modus Vivendi or the most re-
cent agreement on comitology. The slow but gradual increase in the European
Parliament’s influence in comitology is a clear function of its increased power
in decision-making. For the other two areas - legislative planning and I1As gov-
erning the relationships between Commission and European Parliament - the
reason for conflict stemmed from the European Parliament’s increased power
to hold the Commission accountable. In all three case studies the reason for the
Council and the Commission to enter I1As with the European Parliament was
the necessity to end or at least ease the situation of interinstitutional conflict.
In general terms, the period between the first rejection of a legislative proposal
under the co-decision procedure in 1994 and the demission of the Santer Com-
mission in 1999 proved crucial in the strengthening of the European Parlia-
ment’s bargaining power. In the negotiations of the framework agreement in
2000 and 2005 or when the European Parliament pressed for amendments to
the Comitology Decision, the European Parliament was in a completely diffe-
rent negotiation position than at the end of the 1980s - its bargaining potential
had largely increased.

There is also evidence for our second argument: In line with historical insti-
tutionalist explanations of constitutional change in the European Union, I1As
can be instrumental in Treaty reform. There is strong evidence for path de-
pendency in I1As, for example, all four consecutive IIAs governing the Com-
mission - European Parliament relations build up on each other and each takes
the EP’s competencies a step further. The case is even stronger for comitology,
where IIAs and the reform of secondary law, i.e. of the Comitology Decisions,
are strongly linked.

However, although we can show evidence for informal and incremental in-
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stitutional ‘development” or ‘sub-constitutional change, assumptions on the
gradual formalisation of informal practises laid down in IIAs, i.e. their codifica-
tion in secondary and primary law, only hold for the case of comitology. Only
in comitology were the powers handed over to the European Parliament in the
informal arena through IIAs also codified in secondary law (and will lead to
Treaty amendments if the DCT/RT is adopted). One explanation is that comito-
logy is arguably the most crucial area for the European Parliament’s agenda in
legislative politics. It is the only area where the Treaties advantaged the Council
over the European Parliament by codifying the right to delegate and scrutinise
the implementation of legislation which severely interfered with the European
Parliament’s power to co-legislate. Thus, the European Parliament pursued a
very consistent long term strategy of being placed on equal footing with the
Council in the delegation and scrutiny of the implementation of legislation.

System-development appears to be the most laborious function of the Eu-
ropean Parliament, considering that the Parliament has to improve both its
situation within the institutional framework and advance the community’s
policies. System-development proves to function a longue durée. The European
Parliament still has to make use of its strategy of small steps and compromises
with powerful partners. These compromises are, however, based on thin ice. A
position of the European Parliament, which is too inflexible and rigid, could
obstruct further improvements. An attitude too weak, however, could prevent
far-reaching solutions. To date, the European Parliament has not, used this pos-
sibility against major reforms or constitutional decisions, but rather showed a
constructive attitude (Wessels 1996, 893).

The Parliament is capable of displaying a greater degree of leadership than
it is given credit for by intergovernmentalists. Although the European Parlia-
ment remains formally marginalised in the actual IGC processes, the process
of constitutional reform must be viewed through a broader lens that takes into
account both the ‘summits’ and ‘valleys” of European integration. Exploiting
its growing powers in day-to-day policy-making, the Parliament has employed
system-developing strategies in order to improve resources it enjoys in nego-
tiations, as well as to render the context of constitutional negotiations more
favourable from its point of view.

Given the dynamic nature of the European Union’s institutional structure it
is unsurprising that the European Parliament’s system-development strategy
has developed over time. The mutually beneficial relationship between the Par-
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liament’s resources in daily policy-making and those it enjoys in constitutional
negotiations has permitted the European Parliament to play a greater role in
those negotiations. This has allowed it to turn its previously rather passive idea-
tional role in constitutional negotiations into an active one. Similarly, its grow-
ing capacity to sanction and reward member states through its behaviour out-
side constitutional negotiations has allowed it to play a more active structural
leadership role.

Conversely, the growth in its material resources and its capacity to play a
decisive role in system-development appear in some respects to have actually
reduced the Parliament’s scope to pursue its own, traditional preferences. In
the public perception, MEPs are no longer democratic opponents of “EU bu-
reaucracy” but a part of the European political “establishment”. Has this gradual
strategy of participation through gaining power turned the European Parlia-
ment from a potential troublemaker into a tame partner? One thing is clear:
Without personalising itself or defining its profile vis a vis the national actors
— without establishing itself as an independent, political and politisized actor
— it is hard to make the European Parliament’s role clear to citizens. By fol-
lowing a strategy of “containment” towards the Commission and Council, the
European Parliament’s capacity to act increasingly resembles that of national
parliamentary majorities, which have lost their profile vis a vis the governments
which they have elected, except in crisis situations.

Nevertheless — and although the extension of the European Parliament’s pow-
ers through the DCT/RT was not one of the prime points of controversy dur-
ing the ratification process — the more general question arises of whether the
growth of the EP in the elaboration of the DCT/RT contributed to the subse-
quent ratification crisis. The Parliament arguably exaggerated its material re-
sources (legitimising function) in pushing for the Convention and slackened
the principal-agent relationship with its electorate in the negotiations them-
selves. Whether the Parliament will turn out to have been a victim of its own
success in mobilising coalitions around its own preferences in this round of
constitutional negotiations, remains to be seen.
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Kwvotavtivog A. Ztegavov
Kabnyntic AieBvav xar Evpwniaikawv Opyaviopwy, Edpa Jean Monnet, I1&vteio Ilavemothpio

H OMOZMNMONAIAKH APXH THZ AITTHZ NOMIMONOIHXZHX
KAIH ©EXZH TOY EYPQIAIKOY KOINOBOYAIOY
TO OEXZMIKO ZYZTHMA THX EYPQMAIKHZ ENQIHZ

Hvoplponoir]crr] TwV oVVOETWV TOATELAKDV HOPPWHATWY, OTIWG OL OLO-
omovdieg, ot ovvopoomovdieg kat ot Siebveig opyaviopol, anaocxoAei Tnv
noAtikn Bewpia amod ta TéAn Tov 190v awwva. Eva onpavtikd pépog tng mpod-
ogatng épevvag emkevipwvetat oty Evpwmnaikn Evwon kat otovg Tpdmovg
ekdnpokpatiopol TG evpwnaikng StaxvPépvnong. To {Tnua avtod tpoékuye
o€ ouvéyela TG Stevpuvong Tov mediov TNG OAOKANPWONG, ATO TNV KOLVT| ayo-
pd oe TOALTIKA gvaioBnteg Oepatikég meploxég. Xapaktnplotikod mapddetypa
amoTelei | HETAVAOTEVTIKY TTOALTIKT, 1] ool akohovBel pia opeia “kotvo-
Tikomoinong” 1 “opoomovdiwong’, Vo TNV £vvola TNG LITAYWYNRG THG oTNnV
KowvoTikn péBodo Ayng anmo@doewy kat TNV opoomovdiakr Beouikr Aoyikn
nov Stao@ahifovv avtiototya ovolwdn podo otnv Emtpornn kat to Evpwmnaikd
KowoPoO\o. Idwaitepn onpacia ot cu{itnon ya Tov ekONUOKPATIONO TNG
‘Evwong éxovv ot Bewpnrikég mapadoxE.

1. OewpPnTIKEG TapadoxEG

Optopévol mpooeyyiovv v Evwon wg éva puBuotikd kpdtog (regulatory
state), éva popewpa mov puOpifet ayopés, ahld dev mapéxel dnuoota ayada
OMWG T KPATN-€0Vvn), pe amoTéAeopa va un XpetdleTat 1 eUTAOKY Twv Aawv
otn Stapdpewon NG moAttikng Tng Evwong. Apkein avabeon puBuiotikwv ap-
podiotitwy ot @opeig pe evdidkpirn Beouikn yvaon (distinctive institutional
competence), ot onoiot dev eivat Suvatd va Aoyodotolv oe Beopois Omwg To
Evpwnaikd KowvoBovAto, oto Babuo mov dev vpiotatat evpwmnaikog dnpog.!
AX\ot éht tpooeyyifovv v Evwon wg éva Stebvég kabeotwg (international
regime) oTa mAaiola Tov omoiov, Tapd Tig peTafiBacels appodotiTwy, Ta Oe-
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opkd opyava T Evwong evepyodv wg evtododoxol (agents) Twv Snpokpatikd
eKAEYUEVWV KUBEPVIOEWV TWV KPATWV-HEAWY, e amoTéAeopa va unv Tifetat
{NTnHa SNUOKPATIKOD EANEILUATOG OTNV TIPOKELHEVT TIEPITTWOT.2

H npitn anod 116 mapandavw npooeyyioelg mpoo@épet wa eEfynon ya v
avaBeon puOOTIKOV applodOTATWY 0 aveEapTnTEG ApXES, 1 oTola LoXeL
OHWG KAl 0TO E0CWTEPLKO TWV KPATWV-HEAWYV. ZTNV TIPAYHATIKOTNTA, 1) avabeon
OTIG EVPWTIAiKEG apyég dev cuvdéeTal e TV amovaia evpwmaikov dnpov. Ka-
TOTIV AVTOV TIAPAHEVOLY TIPOG OV TNOT TA EPWTHHATA AV VYITTATAL TTAPOOL-
06 OMHOG KA, YEVIKOTEPQ, AV GUVTPEXEL AVAYKN EVOLVAUWOTG TWV TTOATWV TNG
‘Evwong. Anto v mhevpd g, ) devtepn mpoaoéyyton, i omoia vroPabpifet tnv
‘Evwon oe 81eBvég kabeotwg, dev a&loloyel owotd Tig Oeopukég petappubuioeig
TIoL eLofyayav Ty kotvoTikr pébodo kat trv opoomovdiakr Beopikn Aoykr oe
ToATIKA evaioBnTeg Oepatikég meploxéc.

O tpoomafeteg ekdnuokpatiopov g Evwong faciotnkav oe Sidpopeg ma-
PadOXEG AVAQOPIKA e TT) GO TOL SnpokpaTikov eAAeippatos. Mia and avtég
eivatn memoifnon 611 n'Evwon amotelel éva peta-e0viko moAitelako popewpa
(post-national political entity) mov Oepehiwvetal o° éva sui generis 8o, £va
dnpo mov Saépel amod Tovg VPLoTAUEVOLG eBViKoVG dripovg. O evpwmaikdg
dnpog Baoiletar ot BovAnon TwV TOATWV VA AVIIKOVY OTO EVPWTATKO TTOAL-
Telako popewpa. Eivat and tn ¢von tov moAitikog (civic), faciopévog otny
anodoxn kovwv aflwv and Tovg TOAITEG, Tapd 0pYAVIKOG PACIOUEVOG O€ KOV
yAwooa kat moAttiopd.? Ta ovvaer mapadeiypata g EAPetiag kat Twv HITA
deiyxvovuv OTL ) TOAITIKI KOLATOVpA UTOpEL VoL XpTOLHEDOEL WG KOLVOG TTapavo-
HAOTHAG 0TO AEYOUEVO “OLVTAYHATIKO TATPLWTIONO ! O ekdnpHOKPATIONOG TNG
Evwong Ba mpénet ouvenwg va cuoXeTIOTEL e TNV avddvoT Tov eVpwTAiKoD
drjpov. Aedopévwy woTd0O0 TWV SUOKOALWY UE TNV £VVoLa TOV EVpwTAikov Or)-
Hov, 1 Tpéxovoa tdon oTn Bewpia eivar  amocvvdeon Twv dvo BepdTwy Kat N
vioBétnomn TG etheAevBepng/dLadikacTIKAG AOYIKNG, 1| OTIOIL TTAPAKAUTITEL TO
{NTnpa TG ovolaoTiknG vopupomnoinong s Evwong kat Baciletat oty na-
padoxn mwg 6mov LTdpXet TOALTIKT e§ovoia amartovvtat Beopka exEyyva kat
avtifapa.

O exdnuoxpatiopdg g Evwong dev ovuvendyetat T geTaypagn evog kpa-
TIKOD HOVTEAOV, KOtvoPovAevTikob 1 aAhov. Baoiletat pdAlov oty 1déa tng
“Onuoxpatikng avtiotdduiong’, dnhadn g avaykng enavopbwong tng amo-
Yilwong twv eBvikwv kowvoPfoviny eautiag Tng Stapkovg eMEKTAONG TWV KOL-
voTikwv appodiotitwy.’ H dnuokpatikn avtiotddon eoTidotnke Kupiwg oe
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HETPA EVIOXVOTG TNG VOULHOTIOINOTG Kat TwVv e§ovatwv tov Evpwnaikod Kot-
voPovAiov. Ot petappubiocelg avtég odfynoav otny dueon ekhoyn tov idlov
Ao TOVG TOAITEG KAl GTNV OVOLACTIKY £VOUVAUWOT TG VOHoOEeTIKNG Kat On-
poaotovoptkrg tov efovoiag. Ouwg, o KowvoPfovio otepeitat axoun to Sikai-
wpa vopoBeTikng mpwtoPovliag, KaBws Kat AmOTEAECUATIKWY HECWY ATKNONG
KotvoPovlevtikov eréyyov. To ZvupovAio kat ) Emrpon extifevral oe ymio
(soft) kotvoPovAeVTIKO ENeYXO, UE TN LOPPT EPWTHOEWY KAL EMEPWTHTEWY, KA~
Bwg kat culnTioewy emi TNG akoAovBoVHEVNG TOATIKNG. ZNHEWWTEOV OTL, TTAPA
T0 yeyovog 0Tt ot Oeopukég SievBetroeig emtpémovy Ty mavon g Emtponig,
HOVO pia pOopd, TO 1997, 1| TPOOTITIKN AVTH 081yNoE OTNV TTAPAITNOT TNG Te-
Aevtaiag. To éENAelppa Aoyodoaiag emtteivetal and 1o yeyovog 0Tt oL vitovpyoi
uéAn tov ZvpBovAiov Stagevyovy oe peyalo Babuo tov éleyxo Twv eBvikwv
KotvoBovAiwv. Onwg mpoouwg eAéxOn and tn Bapwvn Williams mptv and dbo
dexaetieg, pia amo 11§ anpoPAenteg ovvéneteg Tng Kowvotntag, mépa and
petaPifaon kvplapxiag oe CVYKEKPLUEVOVG TOHELG, eivat 1 amoduvapwon Twv
e0vikwv kotvoPovlinv amévavtt oTig SikéG Tovg KuPepvrioets.®

To oxet{opevo pe ™ ovppetoxn otnv Evwon éAletupa Aoyodooiag pmo-
pel ev8exopévwg va eEnynoet yloti, tapd v ovowwdn evioxvon twv e§ovotwy
tov Evpwnaikov Kowvopovliov, n kowvwvikr arodoxr kat otrpién ¢ Evwong
akolovOnoav @Bivovoa mopeia. To nwg Ba cvvdebei o molitng pe Tnv Evwon
amotelel Tr peyalbtepn TPOKANOT] TNG EVPWTIATKNG 0IKOOOUNONG, LOiWG HeTA
™V andppyn TG Zuvtaypatikng Xvvonkng. H ovvdeon twv moMtav pe tnv
‘Evwon 1ooduvayel, katd pia dmoyn, pe To va KataoTtobV Ta dpyavd Tng meplo-
00TepO VIOAOYA 0TOVG AaoDG, HECW TNG TTEPALTEPW EVIOXVONG TNG AVTITPO-
OWTEVTIKAG Snpokpatiag, eva dAlot Ba emépevay oTny avaykn evioxvong tng
Stadikaotikng/ovppetoxikng Snpokpartiag. H XuvOnxn g AtcaBovag evioyvet
Kat TIg V0 AVTEG EKPAVOELG TNG SNUOKPATIKNG VOULHOTIOINONG, E TNV TTOALTIKN
vnootaoctomoinon Twv moArtwv s Evwong, ot omoiot Ba amoteAovv totovto-
TpOTIWG dpeon mnyn molitikng e§ovoiag (political authority), dimAa ota kpatn-
péAn. Evdoya pmopei va vmootnpiytel Tt oL petappubpioeig avtég vhomotovy
TNV OHooToVSLaKT apxn TNG SITTAG VopLomoinong ato eninedo g Evpwmnai-
kNS Evwong.
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2. H avadeién twv moMitwv wg mnyn¢ vopiponoinong tng Evwong

Avapeoa ota opoomovlakd xapaktnplotikd mov amodidovtat otnv Evpw-
naikn Evwon, daitepn 0éon katéxet n apxn tne dirtg voupomoinong (dual
legitimacy) 1) St exmpoownnong (dual representation). H apxr avtr vAomotel
TN YEVIKOTEPT apXT} TNG AVTITPOOWTEVTIKNG SNUOKPATIAG 0T OHOGTTOVSIAKOD
TUTIOV HLOPPDHATA. XE OPLOUEVA OLOOTIOVOLAKA KPATT CUVETIAYETAL TNV €YKPLOT
TWV CLVTAYUATIKOV avabewproewv pe T Sttt MAeloyn@ia Twv TOAMTOV Kat
TWV OLOTATIKOV pep@v (component entities). Ilepattépw, n apxn avtr kabopiet
T Sopn NG vopoBetikng e§ovoiag. Zvuvendayetal Tnv vrapén dvo vopobetikwy
OPYAV@Y —EVOG OPYAVOL EKTIPOCWTINOTG TWV TOALTWYV KAl EVOG OPYEVOL EKTIPO-
OWTNONG TWV CLOTATIKWY HEPWY TOL OpooTovdlakol popewuatos. H apyr
avtr} Sev emtdooet TV woTiia (parity) Twv §00 VopoOeTikwY COHATWY.

H >vv0nxn g Atocapovag, akohovBwvtag ev mpoketpévw to dpOpo I-46 Tng
Yvvtaypatikng Zvvonkng, neptélaBe oto dpbpo 8 A map. 1 (avaptBp. &pBpo 9
map. 1) TG Zuvonkng ya v Evpwnaikn Evwon tnv apxn g avtimpocwnev-
TIKAG Snpokpatiag. Mmopei Aotmov va agatpéniav oL avagopég oTa evpw-
Taika oVpBoAa and Tnv Tehikn ovvOnkn, AAAA N AVAPOPA TNV AVTITPOOW-
TEVTIKN Onpokpatia anmotelel IoXVPd GVUPOALTUO TOV TTOALTELAKOD XAPAKTHpA
™ Evowong. Tavtoxpova Stevkpiviletat kat r Hop@r) TNG avIIIPOCWTTEVTIKNG
dnuokpatiac. YioOeteital n opoomovdiaxn apyr Tng SITTAG VOUILOTOINONG,
Aol CVHPVA e THV TTap. 2 TOV Tapamdvw dpBpov «Ot moiteg ekmpoownov-
vtat dpeoa oto eninedo g Evwong oto Evpwmnaiko Kowvopovlio. Ta kpatn
péAn exmpoowmovvTtal 610 Evpwmnaikd ZvpBovAlo and tov apxnyo kpatoug i
KUPBEpYNONG Kat 610 ZupBolAlo and Ti§ KLPepVoELS TOVG, ot oToiot givat On-
Hokpatikd vtevBuvol, eite Evavtt Twv eBvikwY Tovg KotvoPovAiwy, eite EvavTt
TV TIOAITWV TOVG».

Ot moAXamhég avagopég atovg moAiteg TnG Evwong mov mepiéxovtat oe di-
agopa onpeia tng XvvOnkng g Atoapovag kat tpootifevrat oTIG VPLOTAE-
veg Statddelg mept 1Bayévelag —ot omoieg apopoy Tovg SLaKIVOUEVOVG TIOAI-
TeG Kal amoTteAodV eQapuroyég TnG apxng tne eBvikng petayeiplong (national
treatment)’— evioxOovv onpavtika tn Béon Tovg. Iapd TG Suokolieg avadv-
ong evodg evpwmaikod moAttikov dnpov (European political demos), n avade-
wpnuévn otn Awoafova ZvvOnkn ya tnv Evpwmnaikr Evwon anodidet otov
noAitn amevOeiag moAtTika Sikalwpata kat TapdAAnAa avayet To 6OVOAO TV
noArtwv g Evwong oe evpwmnaiko vopukd dnpo (European legal demos). Etot,
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ovppwva pe To apBpo 9 A map. 2 Zov. EE (avapBp. apBpo 14 map. 2) «to Ev-
pwTaikd KowvoPovAto amaptifetat and avtimpoownovg twv moArtwv tng Evo-
ong», evw n mponyovpevn Stataln avépepe o6tL «To Evpwmnaikd Kowvopoviio
ATOTEAEITAL ATIO AVTITPOCOTOVS TWV AAWV TWV KPATWYV OV €X0LV oLVeVWOel
otnv Kowortnra...». Eivat mpo@aveég 0Tt n avayvapion voptkov 8fpov o evpw-
naiko eninedo Ba evoyAnoet 60ovg moTeLOLV OTL N Adikr KLpLapXia pumopei va
aokeital povo oe e6viko eminedo. Avtibeta Oa xapomooet 660vg TPOTdoKkoHY
v euPabuvon TG TOALTIKNAG EVOToINonG HEow TNG 0TAdLAKNG avadvong ev-
PWTIATKOD TTOALTIKOV STILOV, O 0TI0I0G, KATA YEVIKT| OpoAoYia, PpioKkeTal akon
ota ondpyava. Bépata, meplocdtepo and Tig avapopég ot ouvOnKeg, N evpw-
TIAKT) TTOALTIKT) TAVTOTNTA TTPOooAapuPdveTal KaAVTepa amd Tovg TOAITEG OTAV
ex@paletat pe pa wvr oto medio Twv efwtepikdv oxéoewv. H Evwon kepdidet
oe voptponoinon otav mpoPaiAet Siebvwg to dukd Tng mpdTLTO dnpokpartiog
Kat avBpwmivwv Sikatwpdtwy —mov anotehel AAAwoTe kevtpikr emdiwEn g
eEWTEPIKNG TNG TTOALTIKNG, OOHPWVA TIG YeVikEG Slatdéelg TG ZuvOrKkng ya tnv
Evpwmnaikn Evwon yia tnv e€wtepikr dpaon ¢ Evwong.

H epmAokn twv moAt@wv 010 evpwnaikd yiyveoOat dtevkoAbvetal pe Tig véeg
pubuioeig yia TG Stafovievoeig kat T Stapdveta. Av kat eykataleipOnke n
avagopd tov apBpov I-46 tng Zvuvtaypatikng ZvvOnkng otn cvupetoxtkr 6n-
pokparia, ot Statdéelg petagépbnkav aképateg oto avabewpnuévo dpbpo 8 B
>uv0. EE (avapOu. apBpo 11), mepthapPfavopévou kat Tov Sikalwpatog vouo-
Betikng TpwToPovAiag evog ekatoppvpiov toArtwyv. H mpoodog, eEaAlov, oo
nedio tng Stagpavetag amotvnwbnke otn Stdtagn Tov apbpov 9 I map. 8 Zvve.
EE (avapiOp. apBpo 16 map. 8) mov mpoPAémnel 6Tt «To ZupPovAio cvvépxeTaL
Snuooiwg, dtav cvokéntetal kat Yneilet eni oxediov vopoBetikng mpakngey.

Kpiowng onpaciag yta Ty otkodopunon tov evpwnaikod Snpociov xwpov
eivat n epumhoxn Twv eBvikwv kovoBovliwv. H Siebpuvon twv appodiotritwy
TOVG OVHPWVA e Ta opLlopeva oto apBpo 8 T Zuvh. EE (avapiBu. apBpo 12) kot
diwg n mapoyr SuvatdTNTAG AOKNONG TPOANTITIKOV EAEYXOV AVAPOPLKA HE TV
THPNON TNG APXNS TNG EMKOVPIKOTNTAG, ] CUUUETOXT) TOVG OV a&loAdynon
TwV SpaoTnpOTATWY 0T TAAiTLA TOL XWPOV, eEAevBepiag ao@dhetag kat dukat-
000VNG, N ovpmpadn Tovg otov Eeyxo TG EvpwmoA kat ) cuppetoxn Tovg o
Sadikaoio avabewpnong Twv ovVONKWV HECW TWV EKTPOCWTIWY OTNV OLKeia
ZVVENELOT], CLVIOTODV ATTOPACLOTIKA HETPA VLA TV TOVWOT| TNG ONUootag ov-
{NTNONG AVaPOpPLKA LE TNV EVPWTIAIKT EVOTIOINOT), §ed0pUEVOL OTL TO KPATOG-
Héog apapével o Bacikodg xwpog Ste§aywyng moAttikov Stakoyov.
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3. H avapfaduion tov Evpwmadikov Koivofouliou

H véa ZovOrkn evioxvet 1o vopoBeTikd podo tov Evpwnaikov Kowvopoviov
pe Ty eméktaon tov mediov epappoyng Tng Stadikaciag TG cvvaTOPACTG IOV
xapaktnpiletat mAéov «ouviOng vopoBetikr Stadikacio» kat Ba epappoletat
0€ 90 TIEPITIOV TIEPIMTWOELG, TEpAapPavopévay Kat TTuxwv Tov Xwpov EXev-
Oepiag, AopdAeiag kat Atkaloohvng TOV ATTOVTAL TOV GKANPOL TTupHva TN
Kpatikng kvptapxiag. Emiong, to Evpwmnaiko Kowvopovio Ba ovvanogacilet
pe To ZopPodAlo ya 0heg TIG Samdveg TOL KOLVOTIKOV TTPOUTOAOYLOUOD, HeTA
TNV KATAPYNon TNG SIAKPLONG AVAUETA 0TI VTTOXPEWTIKEG KAL TIG [} VTTIOX PEW-
TIKEC SaTrdvec.

Amd v aAn mhevpd, n ZovOnkn ovveyiCet va mapéxet oto Evpwmnaikd Kot-
voPoviio ta Sikatwpata €ykpiong kat mavong tng Emrponng. Emmpoobeta
OHWG LIOOETEL TNV KavoTop i TNG ZVVTAYHATIKAG ZUVONKNG AvVAPOpPIKA LE TOV
TpoTo avadelEng tov mpoédpov g Emtpomrc. Ewdwkdtepa to dpbpo 9 A map.
7 Zovb. EE (avaplBp. 4pbpo 17 map. 7) opilet 6TL «Aappavovtag voyn Tig
ekhoy£g yla To Evpwmaikd KotvoPovlio kat agov mpofei oTig katdAAnheg dt-
apovlevoetg, To Evpwnaikd Zvppodio, anogacitovtag pe etdikr| mAeoynoeia,
npoteivet 0to Evpwmaiké KotvoBovAto évav voymneio ya to agiwpa tov mpo-
¢dpov ¢ Emtpomg. O vmoyn@log avtdg ekhéyetat and to Evpwmnaiko Kot-
voPovAio e tnv mAeloyn@ia Twv pedwv ov to anaptifovv. Eav o vtoynelog
dev ovykevipwoet v mAeloyn@ia, To Evpwnaikd ZvppovAio, anogacifovrtag
pe eS| mAetoyn@ia, TPoTeivel eVTOG HNVOG VEOV LTIOYNPLO O OTI0I0G eKAEYe-
Tat and 1o Evpwnaiké KotvoPovhio, pe tnv idta dtadikacior. Emonuaivetat
TAVTWG OTL CVHPwWVA e T AfAwon aptd. 11 Tov Tpooaptdtat ot ZvvOnKn
™6 AtoaPovag «ot dtaPfovlevoelg Oa éxovv wg avTikeinevo Ta TPOoOHVTA TV
vroyn@inv ya to agivpa tov mpoédpov ¢ Emtponic, Aapfavovtag voyn
TG ekhoyEg yia 1o Evpwmaikd KotvoPovhior». Eivat mpogavég 0t n Anlwon
avtn arodvvapwvel Tn d€oevon oL anoppéet anod tn ZuvOrk.

H o0v8eon tng ekhoyng Tov mpoédpov Tng Emitpomnr| pe Tig ekhoyég yia tnv
avadeEn twv pehwv tov Evpwnaikod KowvoBovliov éywve pe mpogavr 6toxo
TN HeyaAbTepn EUMTAOKT TWV TTOATWYV OTIG EVPWEKAOYEG KAt TNV TIEPLOTOAT TOV
eMeippartog vopupomoinong 1 mohttikov eAAeipparog g Evwong. Yrootnpi-
Cetau MavTwg OTL To TOATIKO ENAetppa TG Evwong dev Ba ovppikvwdei 6co
Katpo 1 kvPépvnon g Evwong, n Evpwmnaikn Emtpon, dev oxnuartifetat pe
Bdon Tovg ovoxeTiopos Suvapewv oto Evpwmaikd KotvoBovAto kat dev amo-
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TUTIWVEL «[LLa OXEOT) TTAELOYNPiag - petoyneiog n omoia Oa 0dnyei tnv Evpamnn
TPOG T APLOTEPA 1) TTPOG Tt Se&Ld».®

H napanavw 0é¢on emdéxetat coPapo avtiloyo. Kat’ apydg, timote dev emt-
BAANEL TNV GKPLTN HETAPOPE KPATIKWV LTTOJELYUATWYV YLt TNV VAOT0INoN TNG
Snuoxpatikng apxns otnv Evpwmnaikn Evwon. Tifetar eEdAAov to epwtnua
Katd mooov eivat Paotun n avtiAnyn mepi vITEPOXNG TWV KOLVOBOVAEVTIKWY
OLOTNUATWV TWV KPATWV-UEA®V EvavTt Tov Beopikov ocvotripatog g Evo-
ong. Koo xapaktnplotikd twv neploodtepwv e0vikdv kolvoBovAevTikdy
OVOTNHATWYV gival 1 KaTd To LAAAOV 1] HTTOV LTTOTAYT TNG VOHOOETIKAG Aet-
Tovpyiag oty ekteeaTtikr. Ot Adyol avtrg TG oTpéPAwong Kat 1 avévon
TOVG EKPEVYOVV ATIO TO TAAUCLO AVTHG TNG ELOT|YNONG. Ze kdbe mepintwon to
Evpwnaikd KowvoBodho Ppioketar oe kakvtepn 0éon and ta meplocdtepa
KovoPovALa TwV kKpatwV-peAwy, 0To Pabud mov ot moAtikég avtimapabéoelg
petagpdalovrat ToAv ouxvoTepa oe GUUPLBATTIKEG TPOTIOTIO|OELG TWV VOOoDE-
TIKWV TIPOTACEWY 1) TWV TIPOTELVOUEVWY TIUOTWOEWV 0TA TTAaioLa Tov oxediov
npobmoAoylopov. Xe kdbe mepinTwon Oev TEKUNPLOVETAL VTTOTAYT| TNG VOLLO-
Betikng e§ovaiag otny ekteleotikr) emmAéov de n) Enctpomni) vpiotatat okAnpo
TIOALTIKO €AEYXO ATO ONEG TIG TTOAITIKEG TIAPATALELG.

A6 TNV dAAN TAevpd, eivat alnBeta Ot N avadeldn amnd Tig evpweKAOYEG pag
KUPePVWOaG TAELOYNPIAG 1), AKON, EVOG AUETA EKAEYHEVOV ATIO TOVG TIOAITEG
npoédpov G Evpwnaikng Emtponing, anavtdetl 0to aitnua yia meplocotepn
moALTikr StamdAn og evpwmnaikd eminedo, aAla Sev eivat kaBoAov BéPato ot Ba
odnynoet oe peyalvtepn anodoxn 1 oTAPLEN TOV EVOTIOTIKOV EYXELPTUATOG.
H tadTion tov moAitn mpog 1o kpdTog-£0vog eival capwg LoXvpOTEPT ATO TNV
TAUTLOT| TOV TIPOG TO EVPWTIATKO TOAITELAKO HOPPWHA Kat —OLVAKOAOLOa- 1)
Xwpig OpLa epappoyn TAeLOYNPIKWV Aoykwv pnopei va Statapddet tn vopupo-
noinon ¢ Evwong kat va mpokaéoet akdun Kat amooyLoTIKEG TAOEIG O AVTH
TN QAT TNG EVPWTIATKNG OAOKATPWOTG. ZNUEWTEOV WG YU AVTOVG aKpLBWG
TOVG AOYOUG, av Kat 1 Ay TAeloyn@Ikwv ano@doewv Ba eivatl 0 kavovag 6To
ZopPovlio petd tnv évapln woxvog e ZuvOnkng g Atoapovag, ot onpavTL-
KOTEPEG amo@doels Oa ovvexicovv va AappdavovTal e opo@wvia, VW oe opL-
opéva ToALTika evaioOnta media ot MAetoyn@ikég amopaoelg dev Oa deopevovy
TIG XWpeg mov Ba kdvovv xprion avtoefaipeong.

KataAnktikd 6a neka va toviow Toug kivdhvoug amd Tny akpLTn HETAPopa
TOV KPATIKOV KOLVOPOVAEVLTIKOD OVTEAOV O0TO evpwmaikd eminedo. H apyr| Tov
ogfacpov Twv eBvikwv TavtoTHTwY emPdAAet Wdlaitepn TPoooXT OTOV TPOTO
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eQAPHOYNG TNG SNUOKPATIKNG APXTIG, TTPOKELHEVOD VAL ATTOPEVYETAL T AEYOUEVT
“Tupavvia g mAeloyneiag™
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Avva Mnevakn-Yapovda
Téws IIpoedpos t¢ Bovlig Twv EAAGvwy

NAPEMBAZXH

Eival OTNUAVTIKO OTL TO XVVESPLO AVTO, e TOVG EKAEKTOVG ETOTHHOVEG KAl
v e€edikevpévn Bepatodoyia, Oa pag fondnoet va eumlovticovpe kat va
TAKTOTIOOOVE TIG YVWOELG HaG YVpw amd Tig ToAvTAoKeG Stadikaoieg Tov Ev-
pwmaikod Kowvopovliov, Oa pag fondnoet va Tig viaydyovpe o€ €va cOOTHHA
—av BéPata avto eivat Suvato. Oa pag Bondnoet TEAOG Kat va KATAVOT|OOVE TO
polo tov Evpwmaikov Kowvopovliov —yia to omoio Ha kAnBobdue ovvtopa va
emAEEOVIE TOVG AVTIIPOOWTIOVG pHag— péoa 0To otkodounua g Evpwnaikrg
‘Evwong, 600 kat tov mbavo avtiktund tov ot {wi Lag.

H Stapopewon evog ovotripatog Aettovpyiag Tov Evpwmnaikov Kotvopov-
Aiov yivetal, 600 Tepvdel o kalpog, OAo kat o avaykaia yiati to Evpwmnai-
k6 KowvoPovlio Sev Eexivnoe pe amokpvotallwpévn mpoPAeyn TG Loper|S
Tov, aAld StapopewOnke oTadiakd kat eumelpikd avaoya e TNy mopeia Tng
Evpwmnaiknig Evwong. H Siotaktikr mpocdoon oto Evpwmnaiké Kowvopovito
Kdmowwv appodotitwy v pEe cuvdptnomn g Stebpuvong Twv appodSloTHTWY
¢ Evpwmnaikng Evwong kat diwg tng pabuiaiag Steiodvong g Evwong otig
eBvikég evvopeg TageLs.

210 oVVESPLO AVTO, SLAPOPETIKA AT’ O,TL OL ETUOTIHIOVEG, Ol TOALTIKOL TIpETTeL
va WARGOLVV atd TN OKOTILA TOVG, e AQETNPLa TNV TTOALTIKT EUTELPia TOVG, APn-
VOVTAG 0TOVG eMOTHHOVEG TNV euPdOvvon kat tr Bewpnrtikr avédvon. It avtd
Ba pAnow wg amAog moitng kat wg eBvikdg BovAevTig, OV 0TA TOAAA XPOVIA
™G PovAevTikng pov Onreiog ka ot Onteia pov wg IIpoédpov tng BovAng eixa
evepyo avapelEn ota evpwmAikd TPdypaTa.

Apxilw and tnv molvov{nrovpevn Snpokpatikn vopupomoinon tg Evpwmai-
ks Evwong, oto enikevtpo tng omoiag eivat To Evpwmnaikd KotvoBovAto. Agr-
Vo Kot apXag Katd pépog To £va okélog Tng dnpokpartiag, mov eivar n Stdkpion
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Twv eovolwv —av kat Toon tétota Stdkplon vdpyet otnv Evpwmnaikr Evwon
eivat éva peyado {nrodpevo—, kat evtomilw to evilagépov pov on dnpokpartia
w¢ Sadkaoia mpaypdtwong Tng Aaikng kuptapyiag. Anpokpatio viapxeL 6Tav
oL ToAiTeG evepyomolohV Tr fOVANOT} TOVG HECW TWV EKAOYWYV KAl 0TI OLVEXELL
kaBe otrypn ) petagépovv oto KotvoPovlio kat tnv Kvpépvnon péow twv
AVTITPOCOTIWY TOVG KAl TWV TOATIKWV KOUUATWV. Anpokpatio vtdpyeL, oTav
OL TIOA(TEG UIopOovV KABE OTypn, e Ta péoa EkPpaong ov StabéTovy, va emn-
pedlovv Tig molitikég e§ehifels. Me dAAa Aoyt i) Snpokpartia Aettovpyel dtav
péoa and tig Stadikaoieg Tng kat 1diwg TIg kKotvoBovAevTikeG yivetat Biwpa Twv
moArt@wv. Me 1o mvevpa avtd dtepwtwpeba Aowmdv: Aettovpyei dpaye To oxfipa
TIOL OIS TiepLypdyapte kat o€ axéon pe To Evpwmnaikd KotvoBovAio;

H npwtn amopia mov dnpovpyeital givat yio motovg moAiteg pudpe; Ilpo
o@Oalpv éxovpe Tovg TOAiTEG TNG KADE XWpag-péLovg, TOVG omoiovg ovoud-
Covpe “evpwmaiovg” MOAiTeG, Xwpig va yvwpilovpe av kat 1600 ot idtot Bew-
POVV TOVG EAVTOVG TOVG EVPWTIALOVG TIOAITEG, pe Eugaoct) oTo “ToAiteg”. Ta pia
auToTelr| evpwTAikiy oLVEIdnon Tov cuvumap)et pe TNV e0vikn, dev umopovpe
akoun va pkape, kabwg eAheinel éva Paotkd otolyeio SlapndpPwong Tng, Tov
elvaw n aioBnon g SuvatdtnTag ennpeacpod Twv evpwnAikwY egeAifewy.

210 €0viko emtinedo o moitng Stabétel péoa ennpeacpov Twv TOMTIKWY e&e-
Aifewv péow twv Povievtwy 1} ué€ow AWV oVANOYIKWV ekSNAWOEWV (KIVHOELS
TOAITWY, 0pyavwoels, MME, anepyieg, Stapaptupieg) kat £ToL atocBavetat 0Tt
KAT& KATToLov TpOTo ek@palet Tn Adikr| kvplapxia, 0Tt 1 fovAnon tov eOdvet
oto KowopovAto, ave§dptnta and to av empPaiietat ) oxt. Evavtt tov Evpw-
naikov KotvoPovliov avtr tn Suvatdtnta dev tn PAémel, ovTe Kal TNV €XeL,
KAL 1] ETAQT TOV [e TOVG EVPWPOVAEVTEG €ival TEXVIKA KAl OVOLAOTIKA TTEPLO-
pLopéVT. Malikég SLacuvoplakés avTiOpAceLg KATNYOPLDV TOATWV EVAVTIOV
EVPWTIATKWV TIOAITIKWYV eival TEPLOPLOHEVEG Kal € TTOANEG TIEPIMTTWOELG, OTIWG
KL 0T XWPa LaG OTPEPOVTAL IEPLOGOTEPO evavTiov TG KuPépvnong mapda tng
Evpwmaikng Evwong.

‘Etot n povn oofapr evacydAnon tov molitn pe to Evpwmaikd KotvopovAio
eivat ot ekAoyég yia Ty EvpwPouAn kabe mévte xpdvia. AANG kot kel g -
@iCet 0 MOAiTNG AvauioBrTnta yneiet pe kabapd eBvikd kKoppatkd kpLtipLa
TouG VITOYTPLovg Tov emélee To kABe eBviKO KOppa —émetta amd Sadikaoieg
TOKIAAOVOAG ECWKOHUATIKNG ONUOKPATIKOTNTAG— Kat 0 ToAitng didet étot
HEOW TV evpwekAoyDV S1€E000 e TOMTIKEG TOV AVIOVXIEG KAl TIPOTLUNOELG
7oL OVVSEOVTAL pe TNV OVIKT TPAYHATIKOTNTA
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Ot evpwmaikég TOMTIKEG ival TPOTTOV TIVA TTapakolovOnpa TNG TOALTIKAG
Tov kaBe eBvikov KOUHATOG.

Av péhiota ovpfel ot eVpweKAOYEG Vo CLUTIEGOVY Kal va cuvdvacBovv Te-
XViKd pe eBvikég exkAoyég —18éa mov mAavatar oty EAA&Sa yia To mpooexég
uéAAov—, toTe N vIOBeon TG Evpwmng kat taitepa Tov Evpwnaikov Kowvo-
BovAiov ot povo dev mpowdeital, aAld kat Sev avadetkvieTal n emlnTovpevn
evpwTaiKy ovveidnon, n onoia e§agavifetat péoa otn divn TWV E0WTEPIKWDVY
OVYKPOUOEWY.

AMwoTe TOOOL YNPOPOPOL YVWPilovv OTL LTIAPXOVV KOUUATIKOL OXNUATL-
opoi oto Evpwnaikd KotvoPovAio, n Shvaun twv omoiwv e§aptdtat kat and
NV YOO TOVG, KAt OTL T CLPPEPOVTA TOVG Voo Tnpilovtat and tovg Evpw-
PovAevTég OxL pepovwpEVA, AAAG WG [HEPT EVOG YEVIKOTEPOL GLVOAOV OHOIWY
OVUPEPOVTWY, TIOV VTIAKOVOLY O KOLVEG apX£G Staxeiptong kat StekdikovvTal
OVANOYIKG;

Ot mapatnproelg avTég He 0dnyovv 0To cuumépacpa 0Tt ot kdbe eidovg ov-
VTOVIOUEVEG Kal EMITUYELG TPooTdOeLeg yia Sta@dvela kat eyyvTnTa TWV EVPW-
TaikOV Stadikaclwy Tpog Tov oAt Kat 18iwg yla TNV EVIUEPWOT) TOV O)E-
Tikd pe TIg OpaotnplotnTeg Tov Evpwnaikod KotvoBovAiov, eivat avaykaieg
Kat tpémet va evtabovv. Eivat mapriyopo, GAAwOTE, OTL TOVAAXLOTOV OL TUXOV
evavtwoelg Tov Evpwmnaikod Kotvopoviiov otig mpotdoeig tng Emtponng kat
Tov ZvpPovliov, gite YVwHOSOTIKEG, €iTe 0TO TAQIOLO TG OLVATTOPACTG YL
BépaTa KOVWVIKOOIKOVOULKE, deV TIEPVOUV TAEOV AAPATTPTTEG.

Avtd 1o TehevTaio evioyvel petafd AAAwV TNV dmoyn OTL 1 eVELVANWOT| TOV
Evpwnaikov Kowvopovliov mpokepévou va Stadpapatifel ano@aototikdTe-
PO POAO 0TN AP TWV TEAKDV ATOPACEWY, TIEPAV EKELVOV TTOL OTAdLOKA Kat
HE TIOAD KOTIO amMEKTNOoE HEow TV ZuvOnkwy, eival laitepa anmotedeopatiko
uéoo mpog TN SlapdpPwaon TG avaykaiag evpwmnaikng ovveidnong. Pvoikd to
vavayto g 2vvonkng g Atoapovag nrav éva coPapd MARypa Tpog TNy Ka-
TevBuvon auTr, OTWG HTav TARYHA Kat Yia To GANO ONpavTiko Ke@ahalo Tng
ovppeTOXNG TwV eBViKwV KotvoPovAiwy oTiG evpwmaikég Stadikaoieg, mov Ba
pe amaoyoAnoel 8t oAiyov evbvg apéows.

[paypatt moTedw OTL OVTWE EYOVIWY TWV TPAYUATWY; O LOVOG EVATIOHEVWY
A0PAANG Kal OXETIKA AMOTEAETUATIKOG KAl TILO YPpriyopog SpOpog yia Tnv ov-
OlAOTIKT GUUHETOXT) TWV TOATWYV 0TA EVPWTIAiKA dpwueva Kal T Helwon Tov
Snpokpatikov eAAeipatog umopei va mepva péoa anod ta edvikd kotvoPoiAia,
1 SNUOKPATIKY VOHIHOTIOINoT TV omoiwv eivat | povn dedopévn. Otav dnha-
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81 oTi§ anogacelg mov Aappdavovtal otig BpuEéAleg éxouv cuppeToxr Kat ot
eBvikoi fovlevTég pe TpOTOVG, TOL Aiyo TTOAD €Xovv oXedtaobel kat Tpémel va
npowOndovv.

H epnetpia pov and tn ocvppetoxn otn Zuvélevon yia tn ovvtagn tov Xdptn
OepeAwddv AlkalwpdTwV Kat N Tapakolovdnon Twv epyactwy TG ZuVTaKTL-
KNG Zuvélevong yla Tn ZvvTtaypatikn ZvvOnkn pe meibet, 6Tt Ta pUKTA cwpA-
Ta anod e0vikovg PovAevTéG Kal VPWPOVAEVTEG HETAPEPOVV TILO EVTOVA OTNV
‘Evwon tov maApd Twv moAtadv kat avtioTpo@a petadidovv otovg mohiteg Tnv
aioBnon g ovppETOXNG OTIG EVpWTAiKES eEeNIEeLG.

Av pnopovoav oto mhaioto Tov Evpwnaikov Kotvopoviiov va mpoPAepbovv
TEPLOOOTEPA TETOLA OPYAVAL, OXL PLOLKA TOGO TOAVTANOT, AANA TEVTWG PIKTA
(amd eBvikodg PovAevTEG Kat EVPWPOVAEVTEG) Kat eEEISIKEVHEVA KATA AVTIKEL-
HEVO, €V EldEL EMTPOTIWY, [E VTTOXPEWTIKY TNV £KPPACT] YVOUNG YLa TIG TIPO-
tdoelg g Emtpomnig kat tig anogdoetg tov ZvpPovliov, kat agonoinon tng
ano6 to Evpwnaikd KotvoPovlio, Bewpd PéBato ot Ba divdtav meplocotepn
Snuokpatiki mvon oTig epyaocieg tng Evwong kat mévtwg n Evpwmnaikn Evwon
Ba epxoTav Mo KOVTA 0TOVG TTOAITESG.

Eva mapamnoto poro SwadpapatiCovv BéPaia ot Emrponég Evpwmnaikdv
YnoBéoewv Twv eBvikwv KotvoBovAiwy, N Aoy TWV OTOIWY CLOTHHATOTOLEI-
Tau péow NG Zuvélevong twv [poédpwv Twv Emtponwy, TG yvwotng COSAC.
H e&étaon pahota and tig Emrponég Evpwnaikwy YnoBéoewv £0tw kat xwpig
10 Sikaiwpa TNG Eykalpng mpoetdomoinong Twv VOHoBeTIKWY TPoTdoewy TG
Emtponng and tnv anoyn Tng EMKOVPIKOTATAG KAl TNG avaloytkoTnTag Sivel
TNV evKalpia (oG OTEVOTEPNG EVATXOANONG (e TIG TIPOETOLHALOUEVEG ATTOPA-
oe1g Tov ZupPoviiov. Ooo KaL av 1 épevva TNG CVUHOPPWOTG TTPOG TNV ApXN
TNG EMKOVPIKOTNTAG ELVAL KATA KATIOLOV TPOTIO TEXVOKPATIKT, TimoTe Sev eumo-
SiCet Toug PovAevTé va vteloEpyovTal Kat o€ B¢pata ovoiag kat va ekppalovv
anoyelg ouupwva e ta edvika dedopéva

AX\G mowa eivat n) tepartépw TOXN TV SlaPOVAEDOEWY AVTWY, APOD 1) TTPO-
BAemdpevn otn ZuvOnkn g AtcaBovag ovvéxeta dev oxvel; Yobétw 6TL Ba
oVAAEyovTal Ta Katd kavova NAI 1) Ta omavia OXI and Tn ypagelokpatia Twv
BpuEelwv pe dyvwotn Ty mepattépw aftomoinon, &yvwoTn TOVAAXIOTOV GTO
eBviko eminedo.

Avtifeta, edv BeopomomnBei kamotog TpdTOG oVUTPAENG TwV EBVIKWY KOLVO-
Bovhiwv péoa oto mAaioto Aettovpyiag Tov Evpwmaikov KotvoPovliov, £tot
WoTe oL ouunmpatTovTeg Bvikol PovdevTég oe ovvepyacsia pe Tovg evpwPov-
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ANNA MNDENAKH-YAPOYAA

AeLTEG va AetTOVpYODV WG PEAT KAl TWV AVTIOTOLXWY EVPWTIATKWY KOUUATWY,
TOTE Ol oM G PVOEWS amoPaoels Tov Evpwmaikod KotvoBovAiov Ba éxovv
AVTIKPLOUA OTO ECWTEPIKO TWV KPATWV-UEAWV. Oa vTTdpxeL o€ TEAKT avalvon
o EKQPaoT TNG Kuplapxiag, av Ot evog EVPWTAKOD AoV TTOL apyel AKON
va TpoKvYeL, aAAd TavTwg Twv Aawv TG Evpanng otovg koAmovg Tov mio
AVTITPOOWTEVTIKOV 0pYdvov mov ivat To Evpwnaikd KotvoBolAlo, kat kupiwg
avtr Oa eivat atoOntr and tov moAit.

ITponyeitau PéPata piag Tétolag okéyng n avadopydvwon Twv Emtponav
Evpwnaikdv Ymoféoewv twv kotvofovliov Kat TPooeKTIKN HeAETn Twv Sia-
dwaotwv.

Ye 0,TL agopd to eAAnvikd KowvoPovlio €xet onpeiwbdei onpavtikn mpoodog
Katd to okéhog NG evnpépwong tng Emrponrg Evpwnaikwv Ynobéoewv kat
NG AoKNONG and avtry eAéyyov Tng KuBépvnong mpiv kat petd ta Zvpfoviia.
Eniong o dokipaotikdg EAeyX0g TNG EMKOVPIKOTNTAG CUVTEAEITAL CLOTNUATL-
Kd. Opwg vrapxet avaykn texvokpatikov eEomhtopot g Emtponng. Kat d-
VTWG ekeivo TTov vopilw otL mpémel va peketnOei kat va ToxeL enefepyaoiag and
10 Evpwmnaiké KowvoPovAio eivat to mwg Oa ovoxetiobei to épyo avto e To
Evpwmnaiko Kowvopovlio, wote va anotedéoetl oupPoAn} 0TOV ekdNUOKPATIONO
™6 Evpwmnaikng Evwong. Ta eBvika kowvoPfovlia ekppalovv Ty kuprapyia Twv
AV OV EKTPOOWTIOVY Kal Uopovv péow Tov Evpwmnaikov KowvoBovAiov va
Bondnoovy, wote to Evpwmnaiko KowvoPfovAio, mapdAAnAa pe dANeg petappub-
pioelg, Onwg T.X. | aAAayn Tov TPOTOL EKAOYNG TWV EVPWROVAEVTWY, VA ava-
detxOel oe muprva Tov ekdnpokpatiopod g Evpwnaikng Evwong.
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Ilewpylog Ilamaotdpkog
EvpwPovlevtric 16 Opddas Tov Evpwnaikot Aaikod Képpatog

ka1 Twv Evpwnaiov Anuokpatov

NAPEMBAZH

Hevr']vra XPOVIa eVPWTAIKOV KOtvoPovAevTikov Biov kat 27 Xpdvia eAAn-
VIKNG €VPpW-KOLVOBOVAEVTIKNG OVAAeLTOVPYiaG eival emapkng Oeouikog
Kat TOAMTIKOG XpOVOG Yl TV AmOTOTIWOT TWV EUTELPLDV Kol TN Slaypa@r Twv
TPOOTITIKWY.

MIA@VTaG yla TOV EVPWTAKO KOVOPOVAEVTIONO, TOCO OTNV TOALTIKT} pNTO-
PLKN 000 Kat aTny akadnuaikr ov{tnon, onpavtkn 0éon Siekdiknoe kat Stex-
Sikel To oVTWG Aeyopevo “Snuokpatikd EAAetupa’”. AANOEG, katd T yvapn pov,
elvat 0TL ot TpWTAYWVIOTEG TNG Stadikaciag TG vomoinong Kat tng pnete§EAENg
NG €ivat, Katd TpOTo AUeTo 1] EUHETO, YOPEIG VoIpoTopéVNG e§ovaiag. ZTig
OTIOLEG, IAVTWG, EVOTAOELG Tiepl eEAAelppaTik®V Snpokpatikwy Bepediwy TG gv-
pwTaikng evomotnTiknig Stadkaciag, avtimapatifetal n mpwtotuvmia, TG0 TOV
KOLVOTIKOU, 000 Kl TOV EVWOLAKOD (PALVOLEVOU.

Ta AOyovg okovopiag TG cu{iTnong, ekkivw amod tny mapadoxn OTL o Ka-
te€ox1v SNUOKPATIKA VOUIHOTIO(EVOG EVPWTIAiKOG BETPOG, 0 0TTOI0G GVUTTL-
KVWVELKATA TPOTO avBevTiKd TOATIKOTOUEVO TNV EVWTIKT EUTELpia eival TO
Evpwmnaiko KowvopovAio. Eivan mpdypatt n otadiakr evioxvon tov podlov, Twv
egovotwv kat Twv Aettovpytwv Tov Evpwnaikod KowoPoviov, ata 50 xpdvia
EVOTIOUNTIKIG EUTIELPLAG, 1] OTIOIAL CUVIOTA ACPANWDG TNV ATAVTHOT 0TO TPOPAN-
pa TG SNUOKPATIKNG VOUILOTIOINONG KAl TOV EAEYXOV TWV QOPEWYV TNG EVPW-
TaiknG “extedeoTikn e§ovoiag”.

TiBeta, Opwg, To epwtnua: amotelei 1o Evpwnaikd KowvoPovio mpovoytt-
aKo Xwpo SNUIOVPYIKAG CLVAVTNONG piag evpwmaikng Aaikng kuplapyiag H
amdvtnon eivar oxt! Oy, yati dev éxet avaderxBel akoun pia “evpwmnaikn On-
poota yvoun” H amodoxn 1 un Tov eVOTOTIKOD EYXELPTHATOG HETPATAL ATIO
™ Snpoota yvoun kabe kpdtovs-pédovg xwpLoTd, n omoia Ppioketal o€ oxéon
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50 XPONIA EYPQMNATKO KOINOBOYAIO. EMNEIPIA KAI NTPOONTIKEX

eVB£wG avaloyn pe TIG TTOMTIKEG, KOVwVIKEG kat e§wTeptkég e&eli&elg. Ot gv-
pwTaikég ovvOeTikég Siepyacieg eAdytota cuuPaAAovy otn ovvBeon piag ev-
pwmaikng dnuootag ogaipag. To ENAetupa TnG evpwnaiknig dnuoctag opaipag
oxetiletal acpalwg kat pe Tov eAeimovta eEevpwnaiopd g 1déag g avTt-
TPOOWTELTIKOTNTAG. MeTa&d A wv, StagopoTotoelg wg TPog TIG EKAOYIKEG
TIEPLPEPELEG, TOV TPOTIO EKAOYNG Kat Tat EKAOYLKA CLOTHRATA VTTOSNAWVOLY TNV
EVPWTIATKT) EKAOYIKT) TOALpOPPiat.

H dnpdoia yvopn oto mAovpatoTikod TpOTUTO 0pydvwong Twv dnuokpa-
Tiwv ™G Evpanng Bpiokel Ty ék@paot) TnG pé€oa and Tny opydvworn Twv mo-
ATIKWV KOPHATWV o€ evpwmaikd eminedo. Ta moAtikd kOppata «amoteAovv
OTNUAVTIKO TTapdyovTa yia TNy oAokAfpwon ota mAaiota TG Evwong». Emiong,
«oVUPaAAovy oTn Snovpyia eVPWTAIKAG CLVEISNONG KAl 0TV EKPPAOT) TNG
noATkrG BovAnong Twv moAtwv g Evwong» (apBpo 191 ZEK).

Ot ovowwdetg Aettovpyieg Tov Evpwmaikod KotvoPovliov, dnhadn n ouv-vo-
poBetikn, n yvwpodotikn, ) dnpovpykn (in puncto éykpion g Emtponng),
1 EMKVPWTIKT ETIL VEWV TIPOOXWPTOEWY, 1| EAEYKTIKT €vVavTL TOL ZupfovAiov
kat TG Emtpomng, kat n appodiotnra eni tov mpovmoloyiopov, oxetifovral pe
T0 ep@TNpa TNG SlapdpPwong TG KotvoPovAevTikng fovAnong kat “ekpong”
(output) moAtikng. [Tepartépw, oxetiCovTal fe TO PO TNHA TNG AVTITPOCWTED-
TIKNG Aettovpyiag Twv eBVIKWY KOVOPOVAELTIKWV opadwV Kat TwV Kat tdiav
EVPWPROVAEVTWV WG IHAVTWV HETAPOPAS EOVIKWV TTPOTEPALOTHTWY KAl EMLAO-
YOV TNG Kotvwviag Twv MotV kat évtagiig Tovg, ev ouvexeia, ota media Aet-
TovpYyiag Kat appodOTNTAG TWV EVPWTATKWY KOIVOBOVAEVTIKWY OPASWY, TV
kat’ 8iav Emrponwy, kat eviélet Tng ev ouvolw eykpttikng dtadikaociag tng
OMopéletag.

H dnuoota yvwun tavtonoteitat kot mpoPfdAletat pe dpovg arAnlovyiag
HETAED TTOATIKWV TIPOTIUNOEWY KAl TPOOSOKLWV AQEVOG, KAl EKPONG TIOALTL-
KNG a@eTépov. Me 0povg MOMTOAOYIKOVG, Ol EVPWTATKEG TTOALTIKEG OUADEG EV-
OWUATWVOLV 1] AVTIHAXOVTAL —OVHUETEXOVTAG OHWG— OAN TNV gvpw-Bewpnon
WG CLUTTUKVWLA TNG TIEVTNKOVTAETOVG eumetpiag. ApBpwvovy, emAéyovv kat
Ta&vopovv emloyég mottikng katevBuvong, Stafovievovtal kat SievBetovy,
OLVAVOVTAG 1) SLAPWVDVTAG, TA TTOAVTIOIKIAG CUHPEPOVTA TTOV HETAPEPOVTAL
arno 1o eBviko 0To evpwAiKo emtinedo.

[Tépav TovTOV, eival ot moAiteg TG Evpwnng avtol mov kakovvtat va ouv-
OPYAVWOOUV Kal Vo GUV-OLAUOPPWOOVV HECW KOVWVIKAG SIKTVWONG TNV LTIO
Slapopewon evpwmaikn TOAITIKT TALTOTNTA.
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FTEQPI1I0OX NANAXTAMKOZXZ

Iwg mpokdmTeL TO EVPWTATKO CLUPEPOV; To EVPWTATKO CUUPEPOV TIPOKVTITEL
G TPOIOV oVUPIPACHOD HeETAED AAANAOXPEWY AOYAPLACHMV Hiag KOVOTIKNG/
EVWTIKNG 0pyavwong pe Suvatdtnteg evdlapéowyv otabuioewv. Ilicw amnod vme-
pebvikovg poAovg kat Stadikacieg, Tiow amo OeolkéG eyypapEg Kat Kabiepw-
0€1G TOMTIKWYV Kot §pAoewy, eyKpOTTETAL 1] EVAyWVLa TPOBOAN ViKWY TPOTO-
TIWV KAl GTEPEOTVTIWY OTO LTIEPEOVIKO eTimedo. e avTO TO eMinmeSo AVAPOPAS,
0 poLog Twv eBvikwv KotvoPovAevtikwy opddwv 0to Evpwnaikd Kotvopfovito
Kat 0 poAog Twv Kat diav peAwv TOLG CLVIOTATAL 0TV ATTOTEAECUATIKT EVTA-
&N eBvikwv moATIKWV poTEPALOTHTWY 0T oVVBEDT TNG EVPW-KOLVOBOVAEL-
Tikng Stadikaoiag. Ev mpokelpévw 1 texvoyvwaoia, n TOATIKT gumelpio Kat n)
LKAVOTNTA AOKNONG TLTIKNAG 1] dtumng StmAwpatiag Staokéyewv SiekSikovv
ONUAVTIKO pOAo.

H eAAnvikr epmneipia deixvet 0TL ) xwpa pag vinp&e avékabev vmép g evi-
OXLOTG TOV EVPWTIATKOV KOLVOBOVAEVTIOHOV Kol TwV Snpokpatikwy Oepeliov
™G Evwong. Aeixvel, emiong, 0Tl o0& KOpLQAIES TPOTEPAOTNTEG EWTEPIKNG
TOMTIKNG V@ioTatal d1abeon ovvevvONONG Kat CLVTOVIOUOD TWV EAANVIKWV
KOUHATIKO-TIOMTIKWV Suvdpewy tov ekmpoownovvtat 6To Evpwmaiko Kowvo-
BovAio.

2TIG TIEPIMTWOELG TETOLWV VTIAPKTWY TIPOTEPALOTITWV CUVAVTOVLE OE EMAPKT)
Badpo, uéxpt Twpa, TV EUNPAKTN EKPpacn TOALTIKNG aAAnAeyydng oto Evpw-
naiko KotvoPovlio. Xe apkeTég HAAOTA TIEPITTWOELG 1) 0TAOT €DVIKWYV KOLVO-
PovAevTikwv opddwv oto Evpwnaikd Kowvofovlio, 6wg anotunwvetat oTn
dadikaoia TnG Yyn@oopiag, kaumtel TV apxn TG evbvypapung tpoéktaong
™G 0€0MG TNG UNTPIKNG KOPUATIKNG 0pYAVWOTNG THG XWPAG TIPOENEVOTG.

Koatd tn yvaun pov, ekei 0ov 1o KovoTiko olkodopnpa eivat TARpeg Kat ot
Sadkaoieg Ayng anogdoewv otnpilovtal ot cageic Oeopkég-texvikég Pa-
O¢LG, oL OpotL Tov Ttayvidiov dev apgiopnrovvrat IleplBwpia avrimapabeong
VPIOTAVTAL EKEL OTIOV OL TIEPLOXEG TNG EVOTIOINONG elval aTehe(C.

H diahekTikn TG evpwmaikng evomoinong pag Siddoket OTL 1) EVOTONTIKNA
TIANPOTITA OPLOPEVWY TOUEWY QAiVETAL VA EQEAKVEL GLYYEVEIG TOWELS, Oeout-
K& AONAOVG 1] KIVOLUEVOVG TiEPL TNV KOLVOTIKT TIEPIUETPO, TTPOOSISOVTAG TOVG
EVOTIOUTIKT] LTTOOTAOT). ZUVETWG, AVTO TO 0Toio orjuepa afloloyeitat wg mpo-
Oeopkr| Stepyacia, otnv mpa&n, ovviota evdlapeco oxrua egotkeiwong Kat
doxipng, To omoio, Votepa and TNV MAPodo evAoyov TOALTIKOV Kat Beopicov
Xpovov, Oa emavéNBel 0Ty evpwmaikn avT(évta wg TLTIKY KavovioTikn Stadt-
Kaoia. QG ek TOUTOV, AVTEG Ol TTOALTIKA ALydTEPO 0patég Slepyaaies, oL omoieg

>097 <



50 XPONIA EYPQMNATKO KOINOBOYAIO. EMNEIPIA KAI NTPOONTIKEX

KATAAyouy va popgomolodvtat wg mpdéelg soft law xprilovv mpoooxrng kat
EYPNYOPONS.

H Evpwnaikr Evwon Biwoe Tny mpoo@atn cuvTaypatikn Kat TOATIKS Kpion.
Avapével tn Quyn pog ta eunpdg, Ty onoia onpatodotel  ZuvOnkn g At-
oapovag. Me avtiv avaabpiletar ovotwdwg n dnpokpatikr apyr. Iepattépw,
gvioxvetal o vopobetikdg porog tov Evpwmaikod KotvoBovAiov, emépyetat Aet-
Tovpykn oOUTAEEN TV eBVIKWY KovoPoVAiWY Kat TwV eVpwWTAiKWY BeokwV
opyavwy, kablepwvetat n apxn Tng SNUOKPATIKAG LOOTNTAG KAl THG AVTITPOoW-
TEVTIKNG KAt CUUHETOXIKNG Snpokpatiog. Akopn, Sievpuvetal Kat VTeiveTal N
OVHUETOXT TG KOVWVIAG TWV TOAITWYV KAl TWV AVTITPOCWTEVTIKOV EVWOEWY
ot SLaHOPPWOT TNG EVPWTIATKNG TOALTIKNSG.

H ZvvOnkn g Aoapovag emkvpwvel kaw whel To evpwAiko Qavopevo
gvomoinong péoa and pia dtadikacia avtoyvwoiag kat pabnong. Opoiwg, emi-
BeBatwvel kat TNV avddet§n Tov PavoUEVOL aVTOD WG TOTIOL TTAVEVPWTIATKNG
oAoKANpwoNG, 18eatod povo katd to mapeABov. Ilevivta xpovia evpwmaikov
KOLVOBOVAEVTIONOV —amo TN ZuVéAevon €wg To dpeoa ekAeypévo Evpwmaiko
KowvopovAio— eivat ouvugaopéva pe ta 50 XpOvia EVPOTAIKHG OAOKAN pwOTG.
OMokAnpwon, 1 onoia dvte€e 0T0 XpOVO, EMeKTAONKE OTO XWPO KAl EUTAOVTI-
o0nke wg mpog TNV VAN
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Ztavpog Aapmptvidng
EvpwPovlevtis ¢ Zooiahiotikiis Ouddag oto Evpwrnaixo Kowofovlio

NAPEMBAZXH

ZTa 10 Aemtd ov éxw ot didbeor| pov, Ba Nbeka va eotidow oe TéooEpIg
Heydheg Stapopég mov vrapxovv petald eBvikwv kotvoBoviiny kat Evpw-
KOLvoBovAiov, Kat eMOUEVWG KAl O€ TEGOEPLG SLAPOPES GTOV TPOTIO e TOV OTIOLO
oL eVpwWPOVLAEVTEG KaAoVVTAL VA ETUTEAEGOVV TO £pYO TOVG. TN OVLVEXEL, Oa
napovotdow dvo poo@ata mapadeiypata, Ta onoia viroypaypifovy tov 1ot
aitepo TPOTo doVAELAG TWV EVPWBOVAEVTWY, GTO TAQICLO KATTOLWY TTOATIKWVY
paxwv mov d6Onkav oto EvpwiowvoPoiito. Kat Tédog Ba kAeiow e €va oxoAto
yta ™ 20vOnkn g AtcaBovag.

H npwtn peydn dtagopd petald eBvikwv kotvoPovliwv kat Evpwkotvopov-
Aiov —kat emopévwg evpwPovAevTwy kat eBvikwv PovlevTwv- gival 6TL oTNV
Evpwnn Sev vrdpyet “KuBépvnon” Evvow 611, ota ebvikd kowvofovAia tng
Evpwnng, évag ovhevtng yvwpilet, wg enti to mheiotov, Tt Ba yneioet oe éva
TPOTELVOUEVO VOUODETIKO Keipevo —av eival kKuPepvnTikOG PovAevTr|g, Kakeital
va yn@ioet vép, av eivat avTITOMTEVOHEVOS POVAEVTHG, KaAeiTal va Yn@ioet
Katd- w¢ enti To MAeioTov, avatovilw, vrtapyovv mavta e§aipéoelc. Avto oxvel
o€ O\eg TIG evpwmaikég xwpes. Eivau pia yigog, oty ovoia, vép 1 katd g
KLBEPVNTIKNG TTPOTAOTG.

2tnv Evpwnn opwc, n Evpwnaikr) Enitpomnt), mov eknovel Tig meplocdtepeg
vopoOetikég mpotaoelg dev eivat “KuvPépvnon” Qg amotéheopa avtig g Ot-
agopag, oto EvpwkotvoPodlio Sev pmopeic avtopdtwg va EEpeLg 1) va €XeLg
pia mugida ya to av Ba yneioelg vIEP 1) KATA €VOG VOHOBETIKOV KELEVOL
nov apovotalet n Evpwmnaikn Emtporn). [lpénet mpta va 10 avalboeig oTig
dexadeg Tov Aemtopépetes. Aot kau 1) Evpwmnaikn Emitpon, wg éva odpa mov
anaptiletar and Emtponovg mov Sopilet i kdbe kuBépvnon, katalnyet oe
Kelpeva, Ta omoia oLVRBwWG TepLEXOLY Kat BeTikd KatL apvnTika oTOLKElDL, ATIO
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50 XPONIA EYPQMNATKO KOINOBOYAIO. EMNEIPIA KAI NTPOONTIKEX

Vv 8eoloyikn ywvia ov to PAémnel o kabévag. Eioat vtoxpewpévog va “Ee-
Yepilelg” kabe vopkd keipevo yla va Ppiokelg mowa atoiyeia Tov BéNelg va
Tapapeivouv Kat yla mota pémel va Swoelg naxn, wote va aAkdgovv 1 va
Staypagovv mAnpwe.

H Sebtepn peyaAn Stagopd €xel va KAvel He Ta EVPWTIATKE KOUHATA, TTOV
ava@épOnkav kat ard aAAovg opANTEG, kat Tr Stapdppwon NG Aeyouevng
“KOHUATIKAG YPAHUNGS . Av eival SDOKOAO, Katd ¢opd, yia kOppata ota edvika
KotvoPovAla va kaBopiocovv TNV ypapur Tovg mavw o pia vopodetikn mpdta-
on, UMopeite va pavtaoteite 1000 ToANamAaotaotikd o dUokoAo eivat avtd
va yivel oto eminedo tov Evpwnaikov KotvoPfovAiov, 6mov n ZootahoTikn
Opada, yra mapadetypa, amaptietat ano koppata ano 25 xwpes g Evpamnng,
eV OAEG OL TOMTIKEG OHASEG EXOVV OLYVA OTOVG KOATIOVG TOVG aKOa Kat §V0
KOppaTa ano Ty idta xwpa, Ta omoia givat Sla@opeTikd Kat avTimaAevovTal
petafd Tovg o Xwpa Tovg, alAd oto mhaioto Tov Evpwmnaikod KowvoPoviiov
oteydfovtar v v i opada.

Emopévwg, to g Ba Stapopewbei n “koppatikn ypapur” o€ KATOLO eMiptaxo
vopoBétnua 1 yrelopa o evpwnaiko eninedo, eival TOAD onuavtikn kat §v-
okoln Stadikaoia. Kat ekel ev vmdpxovv aLTOHATIOHOL TIPETEL, TTPWTa ATl OAQ,
va meioelg Tovg Stkovg gov cuvadéAovg, Wiaitepa yia Bépata mov eivat “kav-
TA” yla oéva aAld Ot avTOVONTA Yla TOLG VTTOAOITOVG CLVAdEAPOVG TOV.

Tpitn peydhn Stagpopd: ag vtobécovpe 0Tt éxelg enefepyaotei mANpws OAa
Ta Kelpeva Ta omoia épxovTal Kt ag vobécovyte, emiong, 0Tt €xelg katopOwaoet
va SLapopQwaoelg pia emBvUNTH Koppatikn ypapur. Zto EvpwkotvoBovAio, oe
avtifeon pe Ta meplocotepa eBvikd kovoBovAta, dev pmopeis “e To £ToL BEAW”
va v emParieis. Na yati: ota éBvikd kotvopoviia to kuPepvawv kOppa gi-
vat mAeoyneukd. Otav vapyxovy KuBepvnTIkéG GUUHAXIEG, 1) CLUHaXia eival
nmAeoyn@kr). Avtifeta, oto Evpwnaiko KowvoPfovAlo, To peyaldtepo kdppa
onpepa, To «Aaikd Koppar, ot Zuvtnpntikol, éxovv 280 evpwPovAevTég 0TOVG
780. Ot 20010\ 0TEG, TO SeVTEPO peyalhTepo kOUpa, Exovpe 220 6TOVG 780. Kau
akolovBovv dAla koppaTa.

Tt Oa et avtod oty padn; Oa met Tt kapia oAtk opdda dev umopel va
eATtiCet 6Tt Ba mepdoet TN ypapur e, av Sev KTioel TpdTa TG KATAAANAEG OUL-
poyieg pe aAAeg TTOALTIKEG OHASEG.

To ktiowo ovppaywy, emopévwg, eival Bepediddng avaykn oto Evpwmnaiko
Kowopovhio. ITpémet va pmopéoeig va Ppelg, idtartépwg ya ta Oépata mov oe
Kaive, aAAa KOPpata -1}, GLXVE, AANOVG peHOVWIEVOLG EVpwPOLAEVTEG, Sia-
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STAYPOXZ ANAMIMPINIAHZ

OTIOVTAG £TOL TA KOHUATE TOVG KAl Tr) SIKT) TOUG KOUHATIKE VPO~ TTOV val o€
otnpifovv.

Yno avtég TG oLVONKeG “avaykaoTikng” SlampaypdTeLonG, OTIAVL TO TEAIKO
Keipevo eivat akptpawg avto mov Ba embupovoeg. O aywvag kdbe popa divetat
Yl Vo KTIOELG TIG GUHaieg Tov Xpetdleoal, wote va katopOwaoelg 0to Télog
va epdoelg meploooTepeg SikéG 0ov 1OEONOYIKEG 1) AANEG “KOKKLVEG YpapES”
amno 0,TL ot avTinahoi gov. )G ek TOVTOV, KAHLA QOPA PWTAEL KATIOLOG: [t KAAG,
yneicate padi pe tov Hanaotdpko; H padi pe tov Mamadnpovin; Nat. Yrdp-
XOUV TIEPITTWOELG TIOV TIPETIEL VA KTIOELG AVTOV TOV €ld0VG TIG GUHaYiEG, TTpO-
Kelpévou Telkd va viofetnOei £va keipevo mov va mpowbei Tovg 0TOXOVG ToL.
[TavTote dpwG €XOVTAG OTO HVAAO TOV TIOLOG ELVAL O KEVTPLIKOG 0OV 0TOXOG, 1)
Sikn oov 1deoroykn u&ida. H dukry oov, SnAadn, 660 1o Suvatov peyakvtepn
ETKPATN O OTO TEALKO Keipevo.

Tétapto onpeio, ov oxetiletal pe Ta Tpia TaApATAvVW, eival OTL O pOAOG EVOG
eMTUXNUEVOL eVpwWPOVAELTH amattel og peyaAo Pabpod “GovAeld pupunykiov’,
HAKPLA a0 Tt QUOTA TNG SNUOCLOTTAG. ZTNV P&, avTo Ba TteL 611, eKTOG Ao
NV evOeAeyr| avdyvwon Kat Katavonon OAwV TV KEPEVWY, YL Va UTTOPECELG
va KTioelg TIg ouppayieg mov xpetdleoat, Ba Tpémel TPWTA VA ATOKTNOELS “KV-
poG” To omoio va vitepPaivel Katd TOAD TO “aplOunTIKd gov Umor”.

Ot evpwPovievtég Tov ITAZOK eipaote 8 oTovg 220 ZootahtoTéG. Ot Neo-
dnpoxpateg eivat 11 6tovg 280 Adikovs. O Anuntpng [IHamadnpoving] eival
évag otnv GUE, ekmpoownwvTag To Koppa Tov. Tia va prmopéoelg va meioelg
TOvG vrroloinovg oe Bépata mov oE Kaive —KATAPXAG TO KOUA OOV KAl KATA
devtepov va kTioelg ovppaxieg pe aAa koppata otnv OAopéAela— pémel va
UTTOPECELG VAL ATIOKTNOELG OTA HATIA TwV EEVY ouvadéd@wy cov éva “eldiko
TOMTIKO Bapog” ov va vriepPaivet Katd oA Tov aptOuod 8 111 1.

Avtd T0 KUPOG GUXVA KTileTal [e TPOTOVG TIOL eival TPAYHATL, OTIWG CWOTA
einate, kvpia [Ipoedpe, mOAD dOokolo va emkotvwvnBovv atny eBvikn kotvn
yvwun tov kabevog evpwPovievth. Tia va propéow va metdxw kdtt otnv Ev-
pwPOoLAN OXeTIKA He KaTolo Bépa oL ivatl TOAD ONUAVTIKO Yia TO KO OV
1 T Xwpa pov, Ba mpémnel oe avOTONTO XPOVO Vo 6LVAVTHOW 10 POPEG pe Evay
[ToptoydAo evpwPovlevTn 0 omoiog Ba pov pAnoet ya Ta Yapia Tov Atha-
VTIKOD, IOV Kaiel auTdV, v epéva umopei va pe agrvet adtdpopo. Mmopd kat
va pnv Tov fAnow. Mmopw Kat va ayvorow ta Yapla Tov ATAavtikov. AAA
otav Ba €pBet to Sikd pov to peyalo Bépa, oty efwtepikn TOALTIKN 1) OTNV
KOLVWVIKT| TOALTIKI] TG XWPag Lo, Kat OEAw va €xw avTtov Tov evpwPovlevtn
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va pe otnpiget, eav dev éxw ov{ntnoet padi Tov, TOTE Sev éxw ATOKTHOEL TNV
TIPOOWTILKT) OXE0T) KAt TO KUPOG yla va Tov Teiow. Avte Twpa va Pydlelg SeAtio
TUTIOV OTL «onpepa ovvavthOnka e Tov Tade evpwPoVAeVLTN yla va WAROW
yta ta yapla Tov Athavtikovr. [Ipogavwg, ovdeig eviiapépetal. Edw Sev ev-
Stapépovtat TOANEG PopEG yLa TOAD peyakbTepa {ntrpata mov StakvPfedovtat
oto EvpwikotvoPovAiio. AN 010 epwTnua ov akobw ovxvd, «Ma Tt kdveTe
eoeiq exel mavw, yati dev oag PA€movpe mo oA £dw;», N amdvTnon eivat ot
KAVOULE, OUXVE, TN “SOVAELd pVPUNYKLIOL” TTOL amartteitat yio va eAmti{ovpe 6T
pmopei apyodtepa va kepdioovpe Ta HeYAAQ CTOLHATA IOV ATTAGXOAOVV TN
Xwpa pag.

Ooov agopa Twpa TN dnpootdtnTa mov Taipvel 1} dev aipvel To €pyo pag,
VTIAPYOLY TTAVTA Kat EVPpwPOoLAeVTEG “eBViKNG KOG, IOV apkoLVTAL OTO Va
Bydafovv deltia TOMOL Kat va Aéve: «KEdwoa pdyes, éxaca, aAlla Sev €xet on-
paoia, To moAéunoa, adéAgia povt». Xwpig va kavovv tn dovield ovaoiag mov
amauteitat yia va kepdiovv. Ilpoowmikd, Sev £xw Kavéva TETOLO evOLapEPOV
Kat vopilw mwe oL TEPLOGOTEPOL TIOV EiplacTe EMAVW, ToLAaxlotov ot EAAnveg,
dev éxovpe TETOL0 EVOLAPEPOV. Aev e evOLaQépeL va TTaploTavw OTL Sivw pdyeg
Kat va Ti§ xdvw. To peydAo otoixnua eivat va Sivelg Haxes, £€0Tw KL av avTo
npémeL ovXVva va yivetat aBopuPa, va meibelg kat va tig kepdilelg.

Epyopat twpa o d0o mpoogata mapadeiypata poxwv mov §60nkav oto Ev-
pwKoLvoBovALo, oV Katadelkvoovv oty Tpa&n Tig Tpoimoféoelg al\d kat Ta
Opla emITVXNHEV@Y T} Un Stampaypatedoewy.

Aev kataAnyeig mdvtote oe ouuPipacpovs. Kapd gopd pumopei va o metd-
XeLG, AAAEG Qopég ol 18eohoyikég Slagopég eival T600 évtoveg ov dev oov
emTp€movy 1o ovpPiPacud —yati, oag Pefaiw, ot tdeoAoyLkég Slapdxes, Tapd
v omota avaykn ovpPipacpwv otnv Evpwnn, eivat evtovotateg petadd twv
TOATIKWV OUAS®V KAl TWV KOHUATWY, OXedOV 000 £VTOVEG eivatl kat 0Ta e0vikd
KotvoPovhia.

‘Eva mapdderypa 6mov Sev metvxape ovpfipacpd, oe éva peydho {nTnpa g
nepaopévng Olopéretag tov Evpwmnaikod KotvoBovAiov, nrav to Whglopa yua
v Kowvwvikr Evpwnn -to Yieiopa tov EvpwiotvoPovliov mévw 0to makéto
pETpwv mov apovoiace n Evpwmnaikr Enttponr| yia Ta emépeva xpovia yia va
npowOnoel Ty kowwvikr Evpdmnn. Ot 2oolaloTég O TEVOVY TOCO EVTOVA OTL
auTo To TaKETO eival EAATEOTATO, EVw ot Tov Adikod Koppatog atoBdvovtat
1000 €vTova OTL gival emapkés, waote dev vIrpye TOavOTTA va Kataln§ovpe
o€ Koo Keipevo —kat Tehkd dev v pEe koo Yrigiopa tov Kowvopovliov.
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e éva dANo mapaderypa, Opws, Wiaitepa onpavtiko yio tny EAAGSa, Oa dei-
Te TWG TO KUPOG TTOL KTioape —TeAkd avTn 1 “SovAetd pupunyklov”- épepe
ONUAVTIKO AmOTENEOHA Ylat TN XWPa Hag aAld Kat yia T oTtabepotnta oTny
Evpwmmn. Kat €xet va kavet pe tnv tehevtaia ékBeomn, Tov 2008, mov cuvtdyTn-
ke 670 EvpwkotvoPfovlio yia tnv mopeia évta&ng tng mpwnv fiovykoolaPikrg
Anpoxpatiag tng Makedoviag otnv Evpwnaikn Evwon.

Exel, evw to apyiko keipevo mov Byrke and v Emrpon E§wtepikawv Yro-
Béoewv fTav éva keipevo oto omoio PpéBnkav amopovwuévol dAot ot EXAnveg
evpwPovlevtés, katopOwoape otn Sdpketa VO HOALG VOGS va peTameioon-
e Oheg Ti§ ToALTIkEG opadeg Tov EvpwikotvoPoviiov, mAny twv Ipacivwy, pe
OVYKEKPLHUEVEG TPOTIOAOYiEG pag, woTe TeAKA va vioBetrioovy otnv OhouéAeta
éva Kelpevo eviehwg SlagopeTikd amd avto mov eixe Yyn@lotei otnv Emtpomnn
E€wtepicav YnoBéoewv. Eva keipevo to onoio kabiotovoe cagég, oe avtiBeon
LLE TO TIPWTO, OTL T SLevBETNon Tov {NTHRATOG TOV OVOHATOG KAl TWV KAAWY YeL-
TOVIKWV oxéoewv eival amapaitntn npoimobeon, doTe va umopEéceL ) YELTOVIKY
HaG XWPa Va TPOOSEVOEL OTNV EVPWTATKT TNG TTPOOTITIK).

IMwg to metvxape; Aflomolwvtag OAeG TIG TOAITIKES EMAPES HAG KaL, KVPIWG,
{e emtxetprjpata mov Sev frav aptys “evikd’, alAd mov gotialay 610 “cvpw-
Taiko ovpépov”. Eav mag otnv Evpwmnn amAwg pe tnv eAAnvikr onpaia ovd
Xelpag —1) TNV pAAVIKN 1) TNV LOTAVIKT, KATA TEPIMTWON- Kat AéyovTag: oTn-
pi&te pe yloti ey §€pw OTL Exw Sikto, ylati ey EEpw kakd 0Tt oL Tade 1§ ot Seiva
eivat “kaxoi” Evpwnaiot yeitoveg, ot mBavoTtnTég 0oL Vo TETVYELG HELWVOVTAL
Katakopva. ITpémet va eioat ETOLHOG Vo EVUEPWOELG KAl Va TEIoELG AAAOVG
akopa kat yta Oépata mov pmopel yla oéva va givat avtovonta, aAlda mov dev
eivat, SuoTLXWG, Yla AVTOVG.

[Tpoooxn: dev Ba meTOXELG TAVTA. YTIAPXOLV TIEPITTWOELG OTIOV 1| APVNTIKNA
S1edvnig ovykvpia, og cuVOVACHO e TNV ENAEYT EVPVTEPNG KAL EYKALPTG EVT)-
HEPWONG amd TNV KVPEPYNOT OOV, Yl TTAPASELY LA, OTIG EVPWTIATKESG TIPWTEVOV-
ogg yla ta eBvikd Bépata, Oev oov eMITPEMOVY Va TeioEL§ TOVG EVPWBOVAEVTEG,
otomoiot AAAwoTe ovyva emnpedlovTat amd Ta Sikd TOVG KOPpATa Kat TiG Stkég
TOVG KOLVEG YVWUEG. AAA av Sev mpoomadnoelg, katahnyelg evpwPovAevTrg
“eBvikng koG, XwpIG KVPOG Kat Xwpi emppor.

T avTo, petadd aAwv —yla tnv avdykn, dnAadn, va vdpxet alAnogvn-
HEPWOT KAl KTIOLHO EMAPWY KAl CUHUAXLDOV—, CUHPOVD ATOADTWG UE TNV K-
pia IIpoedpo yra tnv e€apetir| onpacia mov €xet ) cuvebpeon ViKWY KoL
vopovhiwv kat Evpwmnaikod Kowvopovhiov oe taktd Staotipata. Ko mpémnet
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va yvwpilete, kupia I[Tpodedpe, 6Tt TovAdytotov ot Emtpomnég tov Evpwnaikon
KowoPovAiov ovyva ovykaholv kotvég ouvedplaoels pe edvikovs Povlevtég
yta ta peyala gTrpata, To EMSIWKOVLE.

Avtd akplpwg aMwote emdiwkel va Beopobetroet éwg éva Babpod kat n
ZovOnkn g Atoapovag. H dtadikaoia tng Stafovievong mov emPaiAet pe ta
e0vikd kotvoPovlia emi eVpWTATKWY VOHWY, TIpLY avtol kataAn§ovv oto Zup-
BoVAl0 TV YTOVPYWV KAl ATTOPACLOTOVY, €ival éva ONUAVTIKO Prpa yia 0
SNUOKPATIKY VOLULOTIOMOT TOV EVpwTAikov eyxelpripatog. Olot padi mpémet
va ktiCovpe v Evpwnn, Xt HOVOL TOVG KATOLOL LTTIOVPYOL KAl YPAPELOKPATEG,
KEKAELOPEVWY TV BupwV.

Ayamnroi @ihot, Sev vrdpyet “kaln” 1 “kaxn” Evpamnn. Yndpxovv opwg ka-
AéG 1} kakég eBvikég kuPepviioelg ov v amaptiCovy, kahoi 1} kakoi vtovpyoi
kat tpwBumovpyoi mov anaptifovy To Evpwmnaiko ZvupfovAio, ot omoiot eivat
amokAeloTIKA LTELOVVOL YLa TOANOVG AT TOVG KAAODG 1) KAKOUG EVPWTIATKOVG
vOpoug Tov emnpealovy T (wn pHag, kat tov dev toug emBarlet kapia “Evpw-
. Yrédpyet kaAn 1 kakr Evpwnaikn Entpon, mov tnv anaptitovv Enitponot
nov Stopiovtat amo Tig eBvikég kvPepvioels. Kaw vapyet kat to Evpwkotvo-
BovAio, To povo dnpokpatikd ekheypévo opyavo g Evpwnaikng Evwong, to
oT0{0 OpWG eKAEYETAL KAt TTAAL Avd KPATOG-UENOG, SEV VTIAPXOVV EVPWTIATKES
eVPWEKAOYEG.

Av, emopévwg, éxovpe poPAnua pe Ty Evpamn, mpémet va Eépovpe mov va
oTpagovpe ya va Ty aAAd§ovpe. Oxt evavtiov TG “Eupwnng” yevikwg kat
aopioTws. AANG evavtiov dowv vovpywy, Tpwlvmovpywv kat eBvikd dtopt-
{OpeEVWYV ETUTPOTIWV KATAAIYOLY VAL LAG TTAPOVOLALOVV VpwTAikd vopoBeTikd
Keipeva mov 8ev CUUTALOVY e TIG avaykeg pag wg moAiteg Tng EAAadag kat tng
Evpwnng. Kat pe tnv ida avotnpotnta va kpivoupie Kot Toug evpwPovlevtég
pag. Kat katomy va maipvouvpe TG ano@doelg Hag, pe tr dvvapn mov pog divet
1 Y1QOG HaG, TPOKELHEVOD Va pmopéoovpe va alla&ovpe tnv katebBuvon g
Evpwmng.
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lewpylog Tovooag
EvpwPovevtis TnG Zvvopoomoviiaxrs Ouadas tn¢ Evpwnaikhs EvwTixis Apiotepds /

Apiotepa Twv Ipaoivwy Twv Bépeiwv Xwpwv

NAPEMBAZH

Hanoripr]cm NG LoToptkng Stadpopung Tov Evpwnaikov KotvoPovAiov kat
NG MEANOVTIKNG TIPOOTITIKNG TOV gival adlaomaota Sepévn e To xapa-
KTNPa, TNV Topeia, Tn Aettovpyia kat Ta Tagkd CLHPEPOVTA TTOV VTINPETEL 1)
Evpwmnaikn Evwon. IV avto emttpéyte pov va Eekivijow amod Ty ¢vomn kat Tov
xapaxtnpa avtng s Evwong.

And v idpvon g akoun wg Evpwnaikn Kowvdtnta AvBpaka kat XaAvpa,
v pete&éMén g oe Evpwnaikr Owovopikr Kowvotnta (EOK) kat onpepa oe
Evpwmnaikn Evwon anotéAece and tnv apxn mpowbnuévn popen cvppaxiog
KATUTAALOTIKOV KPATWY, IUTEPLAALOTIK SLAKPATIKE VWO TOv Kepalaiov.

Enuavtikotepol pExpt Twpa otadpoi oe avtr v mopeia vip&av n Eviaia
Evpwnaikn IIpa&n tov 1986 mov Beopobétnoe Tnv eviaia 0wTEPIKT KATITAAL-
OTIKN ayopd kat 1 ZvvOnkn Tov MAaoTpixT, Tov 1992, oL idpvoe Tnv Evpw-
naikn Evwon, n onoia Oepehiwvetat 0T yvwotég téooepig ehevbepieg (kivong
KEPAAAIWY, EUTOPEVUATWY, LTINPETLWV Kat epyalopévwv). Brjpata napanépa
npowlnong Twv kamraloTikdv avadiapOpdoewv Eytvav pe Tig ZuvOnkeg Tov
Apotepvtap kat g Nikatag. Kodwkomnoinon kat epfabuvon ddwv tov péxpt
Twpa avtidpaotikwv ovvOnkwv g Evpwnaikng Evwong ocvviotodv n Aeyo-
pevn ZuvTayuatikn ZuvOnkn kat n petovopacpévn ekdoxr tne, n Zvvonkn g
Awoafovag.

H Evpwmnaikr Evwor, emopévwg, dev amotelel fia yeVIKT Kal a@npnpévn
HOP@T) EVPWTIAIKNG EVOTOINONG, AANA Hict TOAD CUYKEKPLHEVT HOPPT) KATIL-
TAALOTIKNG EVOTIOINONG. ZVVENWE, To {ftnua dev eivar av tomobeteital kaveig
VTIEP TNG EVPWTIAIKNG EVOTIOINONG YEVIKA, AAAd av eivatl VTTEP TNG HOVNG LTTApP-
KTNG OTHePa EVOTIOINOTG TIOL €ivat | KATAALOTIKT evomoinon tng Evpwmaikrg
‘Evwong. Emopévwg, n otdon kabe mohttikng Svvaung anévavti otnyv Evpwmnai-
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kn 'Evwon €xet kaBoptoTikd XxapakTripa yia TNV TOALTIKT TNG GUVOALKA Kat yia
TOL CLPPEPOVTA TTOV VTN PETEL.

Axp1pwg yU avtd, To KKE avtitdyOnke obevapd otnv €vtadn g xwpag pag
otnv EOK Kal 0T OLVEXEL € OTPATNYIKNG ONHACIAG avTIOPACTIKEG EMAOYEG.
To KKE fjTav T0 pOvVo KO IOV eVUEPWOE TAATIA TO Aad Yia TO TTpaypa-
TIKO XapakTipa Kat To meplexopevo tng Zvvnkng tov MaaoTpiyt, To povo
nov amnaitnoe ) Stefaywyn Snuoyneiopatog, kalwvtag To Aad pag va tnv
anoppiyet. Tote, OAa ta dAAa moAitikd koppata (NA, ITATOK, ZYN) TdooovTay
ava@avdov vTEp Tov MAaoTPIYT, AMEPPLYAY KATNYOPNHATIKA TO aiTnpa TOV
KKE yta 0 Ste€aywyn Snuoyneiopatog kat Ty viepynetoay otn Bovlr, nicw
aTto TIG TAATEC TOV Ao,

O avTikopovviopds, n amoowwnnon kat 1 StaotpéPlwon twv Béoewv Tov
KKE, 011 610V 1 moAttikn pag mpotaot Oev eivat peaktoTikn kat odnyel oTov
“e0viKO amopOVWTIOHS” KATL, TTApOTL TAPVOUV YEVIKEVHEVO XAPAKTHPO OTO
EvpwikotvoBovAto kat Ta kpatikd kat idiwtiké MME, 8ev @épvouv Ta amotelé-
opata ov emdIKOLY ot unvevaTég Tovg. Ot efelielg Sikatwvouv AN pwG TIg
Béoe1g Tov KKE. Ot gpyalopevol yvwpilouv 0Tt i avTIKOLOVVIOTIKT| EKOTPATEIR
amoTeAel TOV TTPOTOUTO €VTAONG TNG AVTIAAIKNG TOATIKNG TNG Evpwmaikrg
Evwong, xtomnua twv Bepeliwdwv Sikawpdtwv tov epyaiopévwy, ya t St-
ao@daAion kat ad&non twv kepdwv Tov kegalaiov. Ot ekTiunoeLg pag Bpiokovy
onpepa oAoéva kat mhatdtepn amnixnon, Stkatwvovtat and to Stapkws avéa-
VOHEVO peva apPLoBrTNoNG TOL 810V TOV EVPWEVWOLAKOD OIKOJOUNHATOG,
onwg anédeav kat ta dSnpoyneiopata twv Aawv tng faAiag kat tng OAav-
diag, mov anéppryav 1o Aeyopevo “cvpwovvtayua’, kabwg kat To TpdTPATO
nxnPo OXI tov ipAavdikov Aaov ot ZvvOrkn ¢ AtcaBovag.

Xapaktnptotikn enPefaiwon Twv ekTIpRoEwV avTdVy anotelei n eEeAooo-
HEVN OLKOVOLKT Kpion Kkat 1 avTigetwmnion g and v Evpwnaikn Evwon.
[Mapd 11§ aywviwdelg mpoomadeleg va CLOKOTIOTEL TO YEYOVOG OTLKAL 1] TApOL-
oa Kpiom, OTWG KAl Ot TPONYOVUEVEG, ATTOTEAOVY QALVOUEVO CUUPVTO HE TOV
KAmTaAoTIKO Tpomo mapaywyne. Ilapd tnv mpoomdabeta mov yivetat anod Tig
Suvdpelg Tov “evpwoVASPOpOL” VA THY TAPOVGLACOVY 0AV ATOTVXiA £VOG OV-
YKeKPLHEVOL “veoPthedevBepov” TpOTOL Slayeiplong TNG KATITAAOTIKIG OLKO-
voiag, afwvovtag £tot To i81o To KamtaAoTiko cvotnpa. Iapapével yeyo-
VOG avappLoPriTnTo 0Tt OAa Ta HETPA TTOL TtaipvovTal o€ eninedo Evpwmaikng
Evwong kat kuPepvioewv kevTpode&Lwv Kal KEVIPOAPLOTEPWDV TWV KPATWV-Le-
v éxovv Babua ta&ikod xapaktrpa pe povadiko otdxo va Stacpalicovv tnv
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KamraAloTikn kepdogopia. Na ovykevipwoovv akdun peyaldrepo mhovTo
OTa XEPLAL TWV HOVOTIWALAKWY OA®Y, OPTWVOVTAG Ta Bapn TNG Kpiong oTnv
gpyatikn Tagn kot ta Adikd otpwpata. Ot puOpioels KpATIKOHOVOTIWALAKOD Xat-
paktipa ov epappolovy Evpwmnaikn Evwon kat kuPepvioelg Kovwvikomol-
oVV Ta XpEN TWV ETUXELPT|TEWY, TTOL Ba kKANBoLV va TAnpwaoovy ot epyalopevol,
L€ AKON UEYOAVTEPT) TEPLKOTIT KOLVWVIKWDVY Samavwy, EKTOEeVOon TG avepyiag,
akopn peyalvtepn anodidpOpwon Twv epyactakdy oxéoewy, katedaglon Twv
OVLOTNUATWYV KOLVWVIKAG TIPOVOLAG Kat ao@dhelag, apaotaytovg dpovg Savel-
ooV, Spapatiki Heiwon Tov elcodNHuatog kat Twv 0pwv StaPiwong Tng Aaikng
OLKOY£VELAG.

H mopeia tov Evpwnaikov KotvoPovliov frav kat ivat apprnkta Sepévn pe
10 Yapaktipa TG EOK/EE w¢ IUMEPLANIOTIKNG SLAKPATIKNG €VWONG TOV KEPA-
Aaiov. Ztnv mevinkovtaetr Stadpour tov, fefaiwg, o porog Tov Tpocapuolo-
Tav pe Ao Tig avaykeg Tov KepaAaiov og KAOe LOTOPIKN QAOT), AAAA Kal TNV
avantuln Tov EPYATIKOV, YEVIKOTEPA TOV AAIKOV, KIVIUATOG Kat TNV VIapén
TwV 000LaMOTIKOV XwpwV. Kuplapxo oTolxeio, TAVTOTE, TNG AMOGTOANG, TOV
pOAoL kat TNG AetTtovpyiag Tov fTav va mpoadidet pia avimapktn “Onpokparti-
KN “Aaikn” vopupomnoinon otig avtidpaotikég moArtikég TG Evpwmnaikng Evw-
ong. Na avtimapatifetal 010 epyatiko Kat Aaiko Kivinua, va armoppo@d Tovg
Kpadaopovg Kat TIG avTdpAoelg TNG AdiKNG ayavakTnong, akoun Kat va evow-
patwvel pwvEG Kat Suvapelg mov otov éva 1 Tov dANo Babud kpatovv KpLTIkh
otaon anévavti otny EOK/EE.

To Evpwmnaiko KotvoPovlio anotelei “kapikatovpa’, akopn Kat e Ta KPLTH-
plaL TOV AOTIKOU KOLVOBOVAEVLTIONOD. AKOUN KAl OTOVG TOHELG TTOV €XEL VOULO-
Oetikn appodiotnta, dev éxel Sikaiwpa vopobeTikng mpwtoBovAiag (to omoio
avrket anmokAetotika otnv Evpwnaikr Emtpon)), anogacilel mdvtote ndvw oe
npotdoelg mov vroPdalet  Emitponr) kat amokAeloTikd kat Hovo og cuppwvia
e 1o XZvpPpovAio, pe To omoio eivat cuv-vopoBeTng. Ilpaktikd dnhadn n dnoa
appodLOTNTA Tov TeAel VIO TNV aipeon TG TPwTOPovAiag Kat TG CLHPWVING
Emtponng kau ZvpBovliov. H ovvBeon tov, pe fdon ta mAnbuopiakd kprripia
kaBe kpdtovg-pédovg g Evpwmnaikng Evwong, meplopilel tnv ekmpoownnon
TWV (UKPOTEPWY XWPWV Kat pL{ooTacTIKWY SUVAEWY Kat TOATIKOV Suvapewy
nov apopntovv v Evpwnaikn Evwon. Tov idto 0tdx0o ekmAnpwvel kat o
Kavoviouog Aettovpyiog tov EvpwkotvoPovliov, andlvta avtidnuokpartt-
KOG, IOV Tteplopilel To Sikaiwpa ekppaong téTowv Suvapewv. H avtotéleia
Kat ot uvatdtnTeg Spdong Twv eBVIKWV TOMTIKWV KOHUATWV givat avimap-
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KTEG, agov eivat vroxpewpéva and tov Kavoviopd, va dpovv pdvo péoa ota
mAaiota evpOTEPWV TOMTIKWY OUadwV. MAAIOTA, pe TPOTPATH TPOTOTIOINON
Tov Kavoviopot tov mov mpotdBnke amod 1o ovvaomoud Aaikov Koppatog
Kal ZoOLaASHOKPATDV Kol VTIEPYNPICTNKE KAl ATO TIG VTTONOLTEG TTOALTIKEG
opadeg -ITpaotvol, Evwon ya tnv Evpwnn twv EOvav k.d.— éytvav akoun dv-
OKOAOTEPEG OL TPOUTOOETELG OVYKPOTNONG TTOAITIKNG Opddag oTa TAaioLa TOV
gvpwkotvoPovliov, wote va mapeunodiletal n ékppaon kabe avtiBetng ewvng
KAl 0pYAvVWHEVNG ApLoBrTnon.

O moAtTik6G ovoxeTIopog Tov Evpwmaikod KotvoPovliov eivat katabAimti-
KOG, eite TNV MAeloyn@ia £xovv ot Suvdpelg TG kevipodeIdg eite TnG kevtpoa-
ptotepds. Exet Stapopewei o peydhog ouvaomopos kevtpodefiwy kat kevtpo-
aplotepwv duvapewy, n “lepr ovppaxia” tov Aaikod Koppartog, twv Zootahdn-
pokpatwv kat Twv GihekevBépwy, oTIg omoieg katda mepinTwon mpootifevral
Kal ot LKpOTEPEG TOALTIKEG opadeg Twv TIpasivwy, Twv eBvikiotwy TG Evwong
ya v Evpdnn twv EBvav 1 twv Ave§dptntov Anpokpatdv. 10 GUVACTILOUO
AUTO PETEXOLY EVEPYA Ta KOUHATA TOOO TNG NA 600 Kat Tov ITAZOK, ot evpw-
BovAevTég TwWV OMOlWY AVIKOVY OTIG AVTIoTOLKEG OHASEG, EVW dev Umopel va
unv onpuewwdei n “yonteia” mov aokei kat oTig AANEG TOAITIKEG SUVAELS TOV
“evpwpovodpopov” LYN/ZYPIZA kat AAOE, IOV OeV AVTEXOVV TO HOVOYIKO
dpopo oto... dpapa g Evpwmnaikng Evwong. Xe onoladnmote Stagpopetikn
QWVN 0 GLVVAOTILOUOG TG emPaAAeL “otyny vekpotageiov”. O “cuupipaocuog”
eivat n Aé&n-kAedi oto Evpwmnaikd Kotvofovlio. Kapia oxedov andgaon dev
Taipvetal xwpic T ovpewvia Twv dVo peydAwv opddwy —ZvvTnpnTIKOV Kot
2001aASNUOKPATWV—, AKOUTN KAl OTAV O CVCXETIOHOG TOVG ETUTPETEL VAL £XOVV
TNV TAELOYNPia e KATToLa tkpOTEPT TTOALTIKT Opdda.

H i8ta ) von, 0 xapaxtipag, n anootolr kat n Aettovpyia tov Evpwmnaikov
Kotvopovhiov, wg opydvov voppgonoinong tng avtidaikng moAitikng g Ev-
pwnaikng Evwong mpodiaypd@ouv kat Tig HeAAOVTIKEG TTPOOTITIKEG TOV.

Ta emyeppata Twv evpw-amoloyntwy Ot n avnomn Tov polov kat Twv
appodiotrtwv tov Evpwnaikod KotvoPoviiov (tnv omoia... emayyéAhetat n)
ZvvOnkn g Atoapovag) Ba dwaoet TePLOTOTEPO “KOLVWVIKO XapakThpa” Kot
“Snuoxpatikotnta” otnv Evpwnaikn Evwon, eivar mapamhavntkd. O avdn-
Hévog porog tov EvpwkotvoBovAiov, ovvendyetat tny anoduvapwon twv
e0VIKOV KOVOPBOVAIWY Kal TNV eKXWPNOT Kuplapxtkav dikatwpdtwy otny Ev-
pwnaikr Evwon. Ano tnv dAAn, o Evpwnaiko KotvoBovAio anotelei dpyavo
npowdnong tng avtihaikng moAttikng g Evpwmnaikng Evwong. AmooTtoAn Tov
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EvpwikotvoBoviiov dev eivar BéBata n) vepdomion Twv AdiK®OV OVUPEPOVTWY,
A& avTiBeTa n vopomoinon OAwV TwV avTdpacTIKWV Kat avTIAAIKWV amo-
eaocewv NG Evwong, yeyovog mov amodetkvietat kabnuepva and tn dpdon
KAt TIG ano@doelg Tov. Yrepyneilet kae avtilaikr vopoBeaia kat xetpokpoTei
k&Oe ipmepraliotikn emépBaon g Evpwnaikng Evwong. Tia va peivovpe povo
otnv televtaia tetpaetia (2004-2008) Bupifovpe Ot viepynPLoe TNy OON-
yia MnoAkeotaiv, Tig odnyieg Kal TOVG KAvoVIoHOUG yia TNV anelevBépwon
TWV TAXLIPOHIKWYV VTINPECLDY, TWV G181 POSPOIKWY, agpoToptkwy Bakdootwv
Kat 08IKWV PETAPOPWY, XelpokpoTtnoe To Ilpdotvo BifAio tng Kopoov ya v
avTidpaoTikr HETApPVOULOT TOV gpyaTikoD SIKAIOV KAl TN YEVIKELUEVT eQap-
HOYN TWV EAACTIKWYV OXEOEWY EPYAOIAG KAl TNV KATAPYNOT TwV ZVANOYIKWV
ZvpPacewv Epyaociag (EXE), péoa amo Tig «KOVEG apxég ylo TV veEAQANELa.
Etopdletal va dwoet o mpdotvo gwg otnv Odnyia yia tn Beopikr| katoxd-
pwWOT TWV SOVAEUTIOPIKWY Ypageiwv evotkiaong epyalopévay kat tnv Odnyia
yla THV 0pyavwor Tov xpovov gpyaaciog mov Staxwpilel To xpdvo epyaciag oe
«EVEPYO» KAl AMANPWTO «AVEVEPYO» Kat KaBlepwvel nueprnota LEXPL 13 WPEG
Kat efdopadiaio amaoyoAnon péxpL kat 65 akdun Kat 78 wpeg, Xwpic TAnpwun
vnepwplav. Me tnyv viepyn@lon tov «EAéyxov Yyeiag» tng KAII viofetei
véa avaBewpnon tng Kowvrg Aypotiknig TIoAttikrg (KAII) mov emtaxbvel To
EekArpLopa TNG HIKPOUEDALAG AYPOTLAG TTOV EXEL ATIOEIVEL KAL TI CUYKEVTPWOT)
NG YNG KAl TNG TMAPAYWYNGS 0TA XEPLA TWV KATITAAGTWOV HEYAAOTIAPAYWYWV.
Me npdoxnpa o xTOmnpa g “tpopokpatiog” vepyneloe kabe avtidnuokpa-
TIKO KAl avTISpaoTIKO PETPO TTOV Teplopilel Spaotikd Ta dnuokpatikd Stkalw-
pata kat Tig Aaikég ehevBepieg. [TapdAinAa, To EvpwkotvoPovAio pe Brounya-
via yneopdtwy nraet v enépPaon g Evpwnaikng Evwong oe kabe ywvia
TOv TAaVATN. ATtO TV anmooToAr| oTpatevpdtwy oto Toavt, oto Ntapgovp
kat 010 Kovykd, ota katadikaotikd yneiopata oe fapog g Agvkopwaoiag,
™G Bevelovéhag, tng KovPag, tng BoAPiag kat kabe xwpag mov avritdooe-
Tt oTnV pneplatotikr moAttikn tng Evpwmnaikng Evwong, Twv HITA kat Tov
NATO. IIpwTooTaTEL OTNY AVTIKOUOVVIOTIKI EKOTPATEIR, TNV Tapaxapagn kat
To Eavaypayipo g totopiag, mov kabodnyei n Evpwmnaikn Evwon, 0nwg ékave
UE Ta Yn@ilopata yla Ta 60 XpOvia amo TNV aAVILPACLOTIKY ViKn Kal TV eMETELO
G avTenavaotaong Tov 1958 oty Ovyyapia. Emdiwket Ty e&iowon tov va-
{Llopov Ue TOV KOLOLVIONO, [e SAWOT) TTOV LTTIOYPAPNKE Artd TNV TAELOYNPia
TwV eVpWPoVAEVTWV Kat {NTdeL TNV KaBIEPWOT «KOLVIG NUEPAG LVIUNG YLt Ta
Bupata Tov vallopov Kat Tov GTAANVIGHOV».
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Agiypa Tov fabid avTidpacTikod xapakTipa Tov anoTeAel TO yeyovog OTL OxL
anm\d apviBnke pe ouvtpurtikn mAeoyneia t Sieaywyn Snuoyneopdtwy
yla TNV €yKpLon TG vpwaouvinkng, aAld eamolvet pHdpovg evavTia GTOV
tpAavdiko Aad yia To malikapiolo OXI Tov otn ZvvOnkn tng AtocaBovag, mept-
@povavTag pavavoa tn BodAnor tov.

O avtdpaotikdg avtog porog Tov Evpwmnaikod KowvoPovAiov yivetat avti-
ANTog amd oloéva mAathTepeg epyatikés Kat Aaikeég pades. H Babid avumo-
Anvia Tov avapesa 6Tovg Aaovg EKQPAETAL XAPAKTNPLOTIKA ATIO TO YEYOVOG
OTL OTIG TIPONYOVEVEG EVPWEKAOYEG Yl TV avddeln Tov dev katagepe va
OVYKLVIOEL TIAVW Ao To 30% Twv Yneogopwv G Evpwnaikng Evwong, evad
Kat 0TIG véeg xwpes-peAn (BovAyapia kat Povpavia) mov die€nxdnoav népuat,
TA TOCOOTA CLUUETOXNG KupavOnKav oAy katw Tov 30%.

AmévavTt Toug ot Aaoi éxovv Tnv Evpwnaikr Evwon, oAdkAnpo 1o Beopuxo
otkodounud kat ta opyava tov. To Evpwnaiko KowvoBovAio, onwg 1 idta n
Evpwmnaikn Evwon, dev ahlalet, Sev pmopel va yivet «Evpwmaiko KowvopovAo
TV Aawv», ylati givat anod T OO Tov TAYHEVO VA VTN PETEL T CVHPEPOVTA
nov vrnpetei 1 idia ) Evpwmnaikr Evwon, Towv evpwnaik®v emXelpnuatik@y
OMIAWYV, TNG EVPWEVWOLAKTG TTAOVTOKPATIAG.

Baoikn mpovndBeon yia alhayr| Tov cLoXeTIopoL SHvaung kat p{ikég mo-
Aticég aAlayég amotelel i KALaKwoT) TG MAAnG twv epyalopévoy oe kdbe
KpaToG-uérog g Evpwnaikng Evwong.

H evioxvon Tov avTupmeptalloTIKOV-avTIHLOVOTIWALAKOD XAPAKTHpa TNG TTA-
Ang twv Aawv, pr&ng Kat avatpomng TG TOATIKAG, kabw¢ kat NG idtag Tng
Evpwmnaikng Evwong pmopovv va avoifovv to Spopo yia pa Stagopetikr Ev-
paTn, TNV Evpwnn Twv Aawv, Tng elprvng, Tng Adikng gunpepiog Kat Tov co-
OlaALOpOD.
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Anuntprog IamadnuovAng
EvpwPovevtis TnG Zvvopoomoviiaxrs Ouadas tn¢ Evpwnaikhs EvwTixis Apiotepds /
Apiotepa Twv Ipaoivwy Twv Bépeiwv Xwpwv

NAPEMBAZH

anbela kat’ apxdg va ovuyxapw TovG opyavwTEG YU auTh TNV TpwTofov-

Aia. Xe 8 prjveg éxovpe eVPWEKAOYEG Kal —glelG TOVAAXIOTOV— TIPETEL VL
KAvOLpE OTL UTOpovpE —eVVow Katl To EAAnvikd kat To Evpomnaiko KotvoBov-
Alo- £tot wote va Pondnoovpe va evinuepwbovv ot moliteg yia ta Oépata mov
KpivovTal 0TIG EVPWEKAOYEG.

Yrapyet éva EXAetppa TAnpo@opnong. It avtd to éXkeppa evBovovrat kat
ot ToAttikoi Beopoi kat Ta SeAtia Twv 8 TOL Aéve OTL Ta evpwmaikd Bépata
“Oev movAave” kat yU avtd dev aoxolovvTatl pe avtd 1 6Tt eBvika Bépata eival
HOVO Ta EAANVOTOVPKIKE, TO pakedoviko, To KuTplako. EOviko Béua eivat kat
N Tpaypatikn oOykAton tov Protikod emmédov twv EANvwv oto mhaicto tng
Evpwmnaikng Evwong kat 1o va pnv xdvovpe KotvoTikd kovODAL Kal Vo emnpe-
afovpe TNV TApAywyrn TNG EVPWTAIKNG VopoBeoiag, £ToL WOTE Vo cupTEPAaL-
BavovTat kat Ta KaAwg evvoolpeva eBvika pag ouppépovta. Na emnpedlovpe
™V vo SlapdpPwon evpwaikr vopobeoia kat va gpovtitovpe otnv EANada
va epapuolovpe Tig kalég evpwmaikég o0nyieg —yla TNV TPOOTAGIA TOL TEpL-
BdAXovTog, yla mapddetypa, 1} ylo TV KATAPYNOT TWV TOUPAVOUWY XWHATE-
POV— KAl VA NV ELOTIPATTOVHE KATASIKEG 1) KAl TPOOTIHaA amd To AKaoThplo
twv Evpwnaikwv Kowvotntwy, yati pia vopoBeoia mov v yneioav EXAnveg
edw Kkat xpovia, dev tnv epappolet To EAANVIKO KpATOG.

2e 0,1t agpopd 1o Evpwmnaiko Kowvopovlio, n B¢on tng moAitiknig pov opédag
elvat ot xpetaletat akoun peyavtepeg appodiotnreg. Eivat alnBeta 61t to Ev-
pwTaiko KotvoBoOAto €xet kdvel peydala fripata amod tdte mov dnpovpyndnke.
Ztnv apyn rav éva kabapd ovpBovievtiko opyavo. Twpa eivat éva dpyavo To
OTI0{0 O€ ONUAVTIKOVG TOHELS Exel SuVATOTNTA CLUVATIOPAOTG. AV eV TeL «val»
kat To Evpwmnaikd KowvoPolAio dev mapdyetal evpwnaikn vopobeoia. Eival
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Opwg aArBeta OTL ONUAVTIKOL TOELS TG TTAPAYWYT|G EVPWTIATKNG TTOALTIKNG eV
gumintovv oTi§ appodiotnTeg ovvanogaong tov Evpwmnaikod Kowvopovhiov.
O¢lovpe va StevpuvBei n SuvatotnTa cvvanodPacng Kal va anoktrioet To Ev-
pwTaiké KowvoPoviio Suvatotnta vopoBetikng mpwtoBovAiag. Ilap’ dAa avta,
10 Evpwmnaikd KowvoPfovlio, av kat eivat atedég 600V agopd oTi§ approdiotnTég
TOV, GUYKPLVOUEVO [Le TO EANANVIKO givarl o pmpootd. Oa nbeka va avagepOw
O€ PEPLKA aTTO AVTA Yl va SOUpE Tt LTOPOVE VA PEATIOTOVE.

Avta mov kdvovpe 0to Evpwmaikd KotvoBovAto pag evdiagépouy dueoa kot
ag NV TO KATAvooLV Ot TPWTOHAoTOpeS TwV SeATiwv Twv 8 Kat ag unv moAv-
aooAovvTal e avTd oL TOALTIKOL apXN Yol TWV KOPUATWY 0TI EKAOYLKEG TOVG
Kapmavie. Tati; Ynapxet pa pedétn mov Aéet 6TL Tdvw amod 1o 60% TnG mapa-
yopevng vopoBeoiag otnv EANada amotelei ovolaoTikA TIPOGAPHOYT TOV €A-
Anvikov dikaiov oto gvpwmnaikd. H vopobeoia otnv EANada wg yvwotov mpo-
KUTITEL € VOHOVG, e TTpoedpIka SIATAYHATA, LE VTTOVPYIKEG AMTOPACELG —aAAL
Sev mavel va eivau tpooappoyn. To epdtnua eivat 1600 VolalopaoTE, TOLOVG
enMeVEVOLLE, WG ATXOAOVUAOTE WG EAANVIKO KPATOG £TOL DOTE VA EXOVUE TO
BéATIOTO amoTéNeopa Yl Ta KAAWG EVVOOVEVA eOVIKE CUHPEPOVTA OTNV Tt
paywyn avtrg TG vopobeasiag. Aev evvow povo Tovg evpwBoulevtés. Evvow
N HOVIUN €OVIKN avTImpoowTEia, OV gival 1) pikpoypagia TnG EAANVIKNAG KL-
Bepvnong otig BpuEéAeg, evvow Tn oTedéxwon Tov ekAoToTe Koplodptov. Exel
gxovpe ENetppa. Oxt povo EAerppa dnpokpartiog kat TANPoQopnons, aAld
Kat EAelppa alokpartiag 0Tt 0TEAEXWOT), TO OTI0LO TO TTANPWVOLE O€ “CKANPO
ovvaAhaypa”. Evvow 6Tt pia pop@n tov eAkeippatog dnpokpatiag mov mapdyet
avaglokpartia eival OTL 0Ta 27 XPOVLA TNG EKTIPOCWTINONG TNG EAANVIKNG TIOAL-
teiag 010 Evpwmnaikd KotvoBovAio 1o 80% Twv evpwPovievtwy frav emAoyn
dVo mpoownwv: Tov ekAoToTE apxnyolL TG NA kat Tov ITAXOK. H oefaotr
ITIpoedpog g BovArg xpnotomoinoe évav e£dxwg gvyevikod opo. Eime: «mot-
kiAovoa dnpokpatikotnTa 0Tn Afyn Twv anogacewv». Oxt! Eivat tpitoko-
OHIKOG TPOTIOG ETMAOYNG TWV EKTPOCWTWY TwV EAAAVWV TOAT@V Tov ovviotd
vroPdaduion tng motdtnTag TG dnpokpartiag. Oco mapapével 1o CLOTNUA TNG
AioTag oTIg evpwekAOYEG —eyw TpoowTikd Ba fuovv vrép NG SvvatdTnTag
TWV TOATWV va EMAEYOVV TOVG EKTIPOCWDTIOVG TOVG—, TOLAAXIOTOV Ba émpeme
va TECOVE va givat Snpokpatikég ot Stadikaoieg pe Tig omoieg anogacifovy ta
Koppata. Ag ebhoyrow Aiyo kat Ta yévia mov dev £xw. X0 S1k6 pov To KOUHA,
oto Kataotatikd pag, ya va pnv pmopei va to alalet onotoadrmote apxnyos
1 TAetoyn@ia, Aéet 0Tt Ta péAN Tov KOPHATOG pe kKaBoAkn yneogopia katap-
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Tiouv tepapyikd T AioTa TwV evpwekAoywy. Av yvotav avtd, Ba enevddape
KATA TEKUNPLO o€ KaAVTepoLG kat Oa eixape kakvTepo amotédeopa. Oa otélva-
UE pe a§LOKPATIKA KPLTHPLa TOVG EKTIPOCMTIOVG TOV EANVIKOU KPATOUG EKEL.
>10 EvpwrotvoPolAio yivetat cvotnpatikotepn SOvAeld 0TI EMTPOTIEG O€
oxéon pe to eAAnviko KotvoBovAto.
XOULV OLVEJPLATELG TOV TUTIOV «YEKAOTE, YNPIOTE, TEAELWOATEY, WOTE VO TTEPVA-
eLéva VOooyESLo HEoa ot pia [Epa, emteldr) £ToL eUTNPETEL TN OKOTIUOTNTA TOV
€KAOTOTE KUPEPVOVTOG KOUHATOG. YTTAPXEL piat £YKALPT) TIPOETOLHATIA GTNV Op-

’: IC » I A I
BeyayviCovpe” ta mpdypata. Aev vmdp-

yavwon twv ov{ntioewv otnv Olopédeta. Eépovpie Tnv nuepriota Sidtaln and
Kapod Kat gipaote mpogtolpacpévol. H opyavwon twv ovl{ntrioewv eivat ToAd
o mapaywytkr). Ot moAttikoi apxnyoi pAdve To TOAD 5 AemTd, oL evpwPovAev-
T€G 1-2 hemtd. Eiplaote 1o ovowdeLs, o mpoeToacpévol, o GUYKEKPLUEVOL.
‘Exovpe tn duvatdtnta va TpOTOTOLOVHE TOV KOWVOTIKO TTpodmoloytopo. Tov
omoio Oewpovpe avemapkr], ylati eivat Atydtepo amod 10 1% TOL EVPWTATKOD
AEIL Mnopovpe va moOpe va petwBei To kovOOAL 0g auTh TN YpapLr —mov eivat
e§wtepikég Spaoeic— kat va avfndeil to kov8VOAL mov agopd Ty exmaidevon,
NV Kawvotoia, To mpoypapupa Erasmus, TG kotvwvikég TOATIKEG, T oTrpLén
AYPOTIKWYV 1} VIOLWTIKWYV Tteptoxwv. Xtnv EAAASa, otnv omoia mawvevdpaote
OTLNHaoTE 1 YevéTelpa NG SnpHoKpaTiag, akoun Kat av ot 300 POVAeVTEG amo-
@aoioovy va al\d&et kATt 6TOV TIPOVTTONOYLOUO, SEV UTTOPODV VA TO KAVOLV.
Agv pmopovv va movv: «va pewwbel katd 5 8ig evpw 1 mpounBeta e§omAiopwv
Kkat va avgnBovv ta kovovhia yia Ty ekmaidevon, Tnv kawvotopia, TV Snuocta
vyeiar. AkOun, epeig TPy dwoovpe YHPo eumoToovvng otnv Kopiotov, 6mov
épxetat o IIpoedpog e Ta mpoTelvopeva XApTOPUALKLA, TTEPVALLE ATIO AKPOAOT)
TOVG VITOYNPiovg emitponovg. Tovg e€etalovpe, Oxt povo oe ypantd Oépata
ota omoia TMOavoV va givat TPOETOHATUEVOL, AANA KAl [LE TTPOPOPLKEG EPWTT)-
O£LG yta OAO TO PAkeNO TNG appodoTNTAg Tovs. Metd yneilovpe. Zkepteite
va ggappolotav avto otnv EAGda mptv amd yrieo eumotoovvng oTig KuPep-
vnoels. Na mepvayave and To TeoT TV SLapKOV EMTPOTWYV OL VTTOVPYOL KAl OL
vpuToLpYOI TNG ekaoToTe KuPépvnong. Avtd Oa nrav moAd kalo.

Mmnopolpe peptkd mpaypata va ta BeAtiwoovpe kat 0T SovAetd Tov edvikov
Kowopovhiov. To xpwoTdape avto kat o€ auTtd mov €pxovTat. Avtd Tov épyetal
elvat pa poBeon peyalvtepng eumAokng Twv eBvikwv kotvoPovAiwy oty ma-
paywyn Tng evpwmnaikng vopobeoiag. Tia va petdoyxovy oe avtn t Stadikacio
Ta eBvikd kovoPovhia Ba mpémel va dovAéyovy evtedwg StagopeTika. Méxpt
onpepa avtod dev ovpPaivet. Exet ovykpotnOei pua emtpon evpwnaik@y vro-
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O¢éoewv, n omoia eival To dANoOL Oa émpeme OAn n BovAn va aoyoleital pe
™ Slapdpewon TG evpwnaikng vopoBeoiag Kal OXt amAWG va EVIUEPDVEL O
vrovpyog pe kabBvotépnon efdopddwy i gine oto ZvpPovAto ov cuvlrTnoEe
kamoto Bépa pe Tovg dAAAovg ovvapprodiovg vToVpyols. Méxpt Twpa To eAAN-
vikd KowvoPovlio eivat ovpaydg otny vmo Stapopewon evpwmaikr vopobeaia.
Agv VTTAPXEL VTIOX PEWTIKOTNTA, VTIAPXEL OHWG Uit oVoTAoT €dw Kat xpovia. Ta
evikd kovoBovlia va peletobv Tig MpoTaoelg Tng Koptotov. IToAAég gopég
n Kopuowov {nrdet tn yvapn twv eBvikv kowvofovliwy. Méxpt twpa €xet {n-
Thoet T yvopn tov edMnvikov Kowvopovliov yla 150 mpotdoelg tne. Méxpt
Twpa, yla Kapia mpotaon dev eixe oteilet yvaopn to eAAnvikd Kowvopovlio. Agv
edwoa 1o B¢pa otn dnuoototnta, aporo mov Ba ékave aioBnon. Eotetha pia
emoToAr) otov [Tpdedpo tng BovArg kat emimAéov Tov evipépwoa TPOPOPIKA.
Tov eima «mapTe LIOYLY KoL AVTA T oTOLXEQL, ylati Tp€met va ahdd&el o TpoOTOG
(e Tov omoio dovhevet To Evpwmaikd KowvoPovlio, av BéNovpe va ennpealovpie
ToL TTPAyHATOY.

Exovpe evpwekhoyég otig 7 Iovviov 2009. Eivar pia gvkatpio —av kot Oa
KUPLAPXTOOLY Kal TIAAL Ta E0WTEPLKA KPLTHPLa— vV GL{NTHOOVE IOV TIAEL 1)
Evpwnn, mov Béhovpe va méet n EAA&Sa péoa otnv Evpwnn. Tati, eipaote
ovpayoi oTa Kakd: KOVwVIKO Kpdtog, Seiktng aviootntwy, dnuoota moudeia
Kat vyeia, tpootacia Tov mepPariovtog, PloTiko eminedo, EAAelupa, xpéog.
Ye autd eipaote otov mato. Eipaocte otny kopuer ota Bépata mov agopovv
otnv éMewyn dagpavelag, tn ypagetokpartia, T StapBopd, Tnv anwAela kot-
VOTIKWV TOpwV. MIopolpie va avTioTpéyoupe avt Tn oxéon; To Oéua eivar va
aAla&ovv ta kprrrpta. Na kavovpe avth T ou{itnon. And avth Tn okomid,
Ba 0eha va w 6Tt eipat eopYLOHEVOG Kat LOVO IOV AKOVW OTL KATIOLOL OTa
vndyela tov Madipov okéntovtal va yivouvy ot evpwekhoyég otnv EAAdda to
Mduo, emetdr) €Tt BoAevel KATOLOVG EKAOYOUAYELPOVG TIOV HETPAVE OTIG ONHO-
OKOTI0ELG, Kat va avoifovv padi pe ta vdolowma anoteréopata otig 7 lovviov.
Avtd Ba frav B&vatog oe omoladnimote anomepa va cu{ntroovpe padi e Tovg
aAovg gvpwmaiovg yia to ov Bélovpe va mdet np Evpamnmn. Na ) Bpdow 1
ov{tnon ya ™ AoaPova, av givat va kavovpe tétola ekhoyopayetpeia. To
ot Sev Sayeddetat kat To Tt dev LITAPXOLY StapAPTLPIEG YU AVTO ATIO TOVG
—KaTd Ta AAAA- TILO EVPWTIAIOTEG ATtO epéVa, To Bewpw TPOPANUATIKO. AVKW
o€ évav TOATIKO Xwpo Tov oTa VoKOAA Xpovia Tng dekaetiag Tov 1980 eime
«n EANada mpémet va eivar péoa tnv Evpwnaikn Evwony. Tati pa EAAGSa €€w
and v Evpwnaikn Evwon 8a fitav wa EAGSa o @twyr, mo egaptnuévn
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anod TOVG APEPIKAVOUG Kal pe peyalhTepeg aviodTnTeg. AAAG To “péoa’” dev
ONUAIVEL «TPLTIWOAYE, TPWULE [ XPLO& KOLTAALa, Aboape Ta tpoPAnpatar. Ei-
vat otifog okAnpng Stampaypdtevong. To anotéheopa mov éxovpe £wg TwpQ,
pag adikel wg xwpa, wg £0vog, ylati eival Katwtepo Twv SLVATOTATWY TOL AaoY
pag. Eivat 0pwg avtiototyo kat Babuoloyei Tny mototnTa, TNV ANOTEAECUATL-
KOTNTA, TNV 0pYAVWOT], TOVG TPOCAVATOALGHOVG TOV TOALTIKOV CLUOTHUATOG.
Avto npémet va alldéel, av Béhovpe va alla&et ) B¢on g EANASag uéoa o
i Evpamn mov yivetat mo okAnpr, o avTaywvIoTIK, TLO EVPWTOLYKOVVIKT).
AvT0 @aiveTtal Kot 0TIG TOAITIKEG TNG KAt OTOV TIPOVTOAOYIOHO TNG.

‘Eva dANo Bépa eivar n ZvvOnkn g AloaPovag. Ag eipaote pealiotég. Omov
OTHAVETAL KAATIN YU QUTH Tr 6LVONKN, IOV £Xel Kat KaAd Kol KAKd —1 amoyn
TNG TOALTIKIG HOV OpASAg Kat TOV KOUHATOG o givat Tt To toolbylo apvn-
TKO- Pyaivet OXI. Oéhete emeldn) @raiet n XvvOnkn; O¢lete emeldn @raive ot
TIOALTIKEG TTOL VAOTIOLOVVTAL OTO OVOUa TNG ZuvOnkng Oa To ayvonoove To
Bépa kat O movpe aTovg IpAavdovg «Ba To dte To Béna, OéAeTe dev OENeTe;».
O pealiopog emPardel va avayvwpicovpe Tnyv mpaypatikotnta. H ZuvOrkn
avtn éxet 1ebei oto epBwpto. TIpémet va Ppovye pa Snpokpatikn Sté€odo oto
Bépa. Anpokpatikn 81é§080g, Katd TN yvwun Hov, eivat To véo evpwaiko Kot-
voPovAto ov Ba Pyel, va anotedéoet To ouvTakTKO owpa ov Ba ovvtdget
véa eVPWTAIKI] CLVTAYUATIKT CLVONKT, alomolwvTag 6ToLo BeTIkO VITApPXEL
EVOWUATDOVOVTOG TNV KPLTIKT TWV TOMTWOV Kal KatabéTovTag éva Keipevo mpog
Kpion Twv KuPepviioewv. Aot Ta Bépa mov Tpokaleoav TG peydheg avtidpa-
oelg —1o kepdhato I'" Tng mdhaw moté EvpwovvOrkng- mpootébnkav otn Zbvo-
8o Kopuer|g tng @eooalovikng and tig kuBepvnoets. Hrav é&w and to corpus
TV apxtkwv mpotdoewyv TngG emtponng Nt Eotév. ITiotedw ot 010 Oeopiko
Tpiywvo tng Evpwmnaikng Evwong, mov eivat to ZvpPodAio, n Kopuotdv kat 1o
EvpwkotvoBovlio, to KovoBolAio eivat “o kahdg” Tng totopiag 1} o Atydtepo
“kaxdg” [a évav kKupiwg Adyo: ekAeyopaoTe and Tovg TONITEG Kal iplaoTe LTTO-
XPEWHEVOL VO GTIVOVE TILO TTOAD ALTE OTIG ATTAUTHOELG KAl TIG AYWVieG TOVG Kot
va Aertovpyolpe He peyahvTepeg analtioelg dnpokpartiag kat dtagdvetag. Ot
TAVTEG umopovv va pdBovv Tt kavovpe 6to EvpwkotvoBoiAto. Zto Xvpfovito
noté 8ev pabaivovpe, ovte kav Tt Aéve ot ipwhumovpyoi. Kapud gopd yaxvov-
pe oo Stefviy Thmo va pabovpe Tt Aéve ot ipwBumovpyoi kat eldikd yia To Stkd
pag tpwbumovpyo dev pmopovpe va StaPdoovpe ovte pa AéEn. Ilpwv and §vo
eBdopadeg palevtnkay otnv G4 va ovl{ntioovy Tt Oa yivel pe TI§ eVpwMAiKég
owkovopies. H dhavdia Twv 5 ek. katoikwv StapaptupnOnke. H eAAnvixn ko-
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Bepvnon Sev ékave “kiy” Avtd mpémnet va aAld&ovv. Iepiocdtepn Snpokpartia
Kat Sta@dveta atov Tpdmo mov SovAevet To KotvoPoivAio. [Tepioadteprn evnpé-
PWOT TWV TOAMTAOV yLa TO Tt KAVOLV Ol EKTTPOCWTOL TOVG 0TNV EAANVIKT Bov-
Ar. Meyahvtepn epmhokr| Tov eAAnvikod KowvoPovliov pe pilikr) adlayn tng
TPOTIOL AELTOVPYIOG TOV OCOV APOPE TNV TTAPAYWYT EVPWTAIKNG VOpOBETiag.
[TepioodTepn dnpokpatia kat Kovwvikr evatoOnoia. Oewpw TPOKANTIKO TNV
WP IOV EPXETAL [t VPEOT) Kot KAATIACEL pia kpion —Oxt HOVO 0TO XPNUATIOTIKO
Topéa AAAA KAt 0TV TIPAYUATIKE OLKOVOpa— va pnv popei va eAéyget kat va
(ntnoet Aoyaplaopo yia to Tt kavet o Tpiog ko  Evpwmnaikn Kevtpwkn Tpa-
nela, o0Te To Evpwnaikd KowoPovito, ovte n Kopuotov, ovte o Zvppovhio.
Av avto dev allddel, 60eg popég kat va oTiveTat KAATN yia T AtoaBova kat
000 Kal OVOEPNG Va givan 1) TpoTtayavda viép NG ZvvOnkng, kat mait OXI
Oa Byaive
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NikoAaog Zxavdaung

KaOntnyns Evpwnaikov Aikaiov, Ilavemothuio ABnvay

AHMOKPATIKEX NTYXEZ THZ EYPQIMAIKHX AIAKYBEPNHZHX
KAITO EYPQIAIKO KOINOBOYAIO

KevTpikn 0¢on avtrg TG opthiag cvpumukvwvetat otn damiotwon OTL N

Evpwmaikn Atakvépvnon mepiéxel ovolaoTikd otolxeia dnpokpartiag,
nov Oev SlabéTel, oe OAeg TIG TEPIMTWOELG Kal oTNV Sl ékTaom, To KpPATOG-
uélog g Evpwnaikng Evwong. Apvntikd Statvmovpevn, n 0€on avtn odnyel
oto ovunépacpa 0Tt To Evpwmnaiké KowvoPfovAio dev eival To povo atoxeio
Snuoxpatiag. EEioov onpavtukn eivan ) dnpoxpatikr ven s Evpwmnaikng At-
akvPepvnong.

1. Eloaywyn: To {ntnpa tng dnpokpatiag otnv Evpwmaikn Evwon

L. H ZvvOnxn ya mv Evpwnaixkn Evwon avagépetal ota dpbpa 9-12 og 0povg
evBéwg dSnAwTtikolg pag dnpokpatiag: tnv idta t Aé€n dnpokparia, Tig Snuo-
KPATIKEG apXEG, To Snpokpatikd Pio, TNV avTimpoownevTikn Snpokpartia, Oxt
OUwG TAEOV Kal T CLUUETOXIKT SnpoKpaTia wg Opo TOL TepLeiye TO EyKaATA-
AewpBév Zovtaypa yo v Evpamm.

Edwotepa, Evwon kat kpdtn-péAn, ouykpoTnuéves wG oVOTNHA, AELTOVp-
youv ev dnpokpatio vid Ty évvota mov mpoodidet To dpBpo 10 EE: n) Aettovp-
yia g Evwong Bepehiwvetal 6Tnv avTimpoowmevTikn dnpokpartia, ot ToAiteg
™G avtimpoowmnevovtal 6To eninedo TG Evwong oto Evpwmaiko KowvoPoiAro,
EVW TA KPATN-UEAT EKTIPOOWTOVVTAL ATt SUOKPATIKA VTIEVOVVEG KLPEPVIOELS
ota kowa dpyava (Evpwnaiko ZvpBovito kat ZvpBovAto Yrovpywv).

E&aANov, n idta cuvOrkn oto mpwto NG dpOpo (map. 2) opilet, VIO T LopPPN
€VOG CUVTAYHATIKOD YVWHOVA, 0TL oL anopaoelg otnv Evwon Aappdvovtat 6co
70 SuvaTtdV Mo AVOIKTA Kat 660 To SuVATOV eYYUTEPA TIPOG TOV TOAITN, KAT
ETUTAYT] HLAG ApXNG KADETNG EMKOVPIKOTNTOAG.
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II. 210 ovotnpa mov ewodyet 1 'Evwon 1o Bepédio dnpokpartiag tomobeteitat
OTO KPATOG-UENOG, [UE TNV EVVOLA OTL AVTO, £V €idel BAoewg, oPeilel va TapaLe-
vet oty Evwon e Oha ta xapaktnploTikd Tov SnpokpaTtikov KpATovg Kat el
nowvr| amoPoAng. To {rtnua e Snpokpatiog tibetat cuvenwg katapyniy oty
‘Evwon wg mpoPAnpa Staovvoprakrc Snuokpatios kot wg TETOLO amokAnOnke
amo&LlwTIKA «SNUOKPATIKO EANELLp».

'Hén n dnpoxpartia mov Beomnifovv ta ovyxpova eBvika kpdtn-péin e Evo-
oG, EMOWPELEL ENAEIPHATA O OXEOT] e TO LOEATO TPOTLTIO TIOL TIPOPAAAEL,
ONEG TIG LOTOPLKEG HETABATELG TNG, ATIO TNV TTOAN-KPATOG KAL TT) pWATKT) TTOAL-
Tela éwg To ovyxpovo eBvikd kpatog. H ibtautepdtnta g Evpwnaikng Atakxv-
Bépvnong mnyadet anod o yeyovog Ott To 1oToptko TpdPAnpa g Snpokpatiag
TiBetat og éva mepPdAAov ov xapaxtnpifet n moAamAoTNTA ALV, KpATWY
Kat Kovwviwv (rolvaflakdtnta, TOAVKPATIKOTNTA, TOAVSNUOTIKOTNTA).

2. H dnpokpartia 0to cUyXpovo KpAaTtoG-HéNOG

L. ITapadootaxd n avtimpoowevtikr dnpokpatia eoTdeL, anod oAokAnpo 1o
@aopa Tov TOALTIKoL Piov, oTn vopobetikn Aettovpyia. AkpiBwg de katd tTnv
KOpLa aUTH €KQavor NG emAnyn 1 dnpokpartio ano éva Gatvopevo mpoiov-
0ag KPepVNTIKOTOINOTG TOV KPATOVG TTOV TIPONYAYaV Ol ayopaies KOVwWVieg
otabepd amd Tov 190 awwva. Ta KOpLa XAPAKTNPLOTIKAE TOV QALVOUEVOL AVTOD
ovvoyilovtat: 0ToV TEXVIKO XapakThpa Twv mpog pubpon Bepdtwy, mov ta ka-
Blotd avoikela 0To KotvoPovALO TNV avaykn va meploplodei, Aoyw dykov, To
KovoPBovlevTiko €pyo ota peifova Bépatar To xpovoPopo TG vopomapaywyt-
KNG Stadikaoiag: kal To eneiyov Twv Oepdtwv mov cuvdéovTal e TNV OLkovo-
HLKT) CUYKVPIQL, [E CUVETTELA TV AVAYKT) TTPOoPLYNG 0To Beopd TnG eEovotodo-
TNong mpog TN Aloiknon, kvupiwg oTo xwpo TG otkovopiag. H yvwon cvuvenwg
ToL amatteital ylo va enixetpnei n dnuoota emAoyn ypryopa kat opd, mept-
TAEKEL TN OTAOLON TWV CUUPEPOVTWY TIOL CLVETAYETAL ULaG SIHLOKPATIKAG
anoéQaong.

II. Eva e€ioov kevTpikd yvwplopa tng ayopaiag Kovwviag anoppéet and 1o
Xapaktipa tng wg @uledevBepng: pe dAAa AdyLa, To i810 TO YEYOVOG OTL fuia Té-
Tola Kovwvia apdyet kat avalwvel ehevbepieg 6To TPOCWTO TWV TOAMTDV, TIG
omnoieg n KvBépvnomn oproBetei péow mepropiopwv. Omwg XapakTnpLloTIKA eTL-
onpave o ovyxpovog [dAlog pthdcopog Michel Foucault, ot gpiAehevBepeg ayo-
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paieg otkovopieg dopovvtal TAEoV wg dypuokpaties cvupepoviwy (République
des intéréts) pe Tnv €vvola 0TL N doknon Twv eAevBepuwv emPadAet pia Kpiotun
0tdfon Twv aldv Tov eykAeiel TO CLYKEKPLUEVO CLUPEPOV 1] TA CLYKPOVO-
peva petafd Tovg cuppépovta, oTa omoia kate§oxnv Oa mpémet va cupmeptAn-
@Oei T0 dyudaio cvuPépov, | AAAWG VTG POVG ayopds, | Snudoia apéuPaot.

I11. o mAaiolo {iag TETolag SNUOKPATIAE CUUPEPOVTIWY, 1] OPYAVWHEVT TTPOA-
YWYT] TWV CUUPEPOVTWY, L8IWG LTIO KABEOTWE EYYVUNUEVNG LOOTNTAG, aAvadelkvy-
el pa petaPaon, oo kat o atoOntr ofpepa, and pa kvPepvauevy Snuokpatio
(governed democracy) mpog pua kvBepvawoa Snuoxpatio (governing democracy).
Ta Sikauwpata StekdikobvTtal Evrova and Tovg TOAITeG Kat 1) 0TAOuLoT Tovg
vnokertal o Kavoveg Stagavetlag. Yo tnv mieon avtn, n KvBépvnon petal-
Aaooetat og Aiakvfépvnon, ) lepapyia Tng emtayng pe Tov kabeto yapaktnpa
™G Teivel Tpog v optlovtia Sidta&n pag Stadikaoiag, 6mov KvplapxodV N
Sampaypdtevon Twv Avoewy, n ovvaiveon, n cOUPacn, N HEKTOTNTA ToL On-
HOGLOV Kat TOV LSLWTIKOD GTOLELOL.

IV. H petdBeon tng mpoPAnuatikng avtrg oe Stacvvoptakd eminedo Oétel éva
dewvo emotnpoloytko (tnua. To mpdPAnpa tiBetart pe évvoteg Tov eBvikov Ot-
Kaiov kat vd To Papog Tng eBvikng mpaypatikotnTag. EmmAéov dpwg o idlog o
0pog NG dnpokpartiag Papdvetal amo éva evvololoykd TANBwPLONO TTov emL-
BdAAet avadpopry oty ovaoia Tng évvolag, piav ovotaotiky Snuokpatia (core
democracy). Yno 11G ouvOnkeg avTég, 1) évotaon ya EAAetppa Snpokpatiog amo-
Telei éva evkolo Sdveto kat emParAet, yia Ty emPePaiwor| tov, Ty afohoyn-
OT] CUYKEKPIHEVWY XAPAKTNPLOTIKOV Kat ouvOnkav evtdg tng Evpwmnaikng Awa-
KLBEpvnong, OTWG, emi mapadeiypatt, n Stapdveta, n 1l0OTNTA, 1 €YYOTNTA K.&.

3. H oucia tng Snupokpartiag

L. Mia amAn} aAAd Kat OUCLACTIKT TTPOCEYYLOT) TOV AVTIKELHEVOL TN Onpokpa-
TlaG AMOTLTIWVETAL OTI GUVOTITIKI P1joT Tov ToALTeloAdYov Georges Burdeau:
ot dnuokpartia mpokertal yla «tn Staxeipton evog elevBepov xwpouvr. Xty
otk avtn Tibetat evBEwg o Aettovpytkog oKoTOG TNG dnpokpaTtiag, n Stakv-
BepvnopotnTa evog mAnBLOHOY, eite TPOKELTAL YLt TO KPATOG TTOALS, TO €0VOG-
KpATog 1 TiG Staovvoplakég evwoelg Tumov Kowvotntag.

To mpdPANpa TG StakvPepvnoOTNTAG EYKELTAL OTNV AVAYKN TIpoadiopt-
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OHOV €VOG k010U oVUPEPovTos. O TPOodloplopdg avTdg emiyetpeital v pia
SuAn Topn: kat apyds petadd enwpelods kat emPlafoic: aAlld o cuykekpl-
HEVA KAl VIO TNV APLOTOTENELR OTITIKT, HETAED TOV CUUPEPOVTOG TWV EVTTOPWY
Kat Twv arndpwy, Snhadr petald twv odiywy kat Twv moAA@y.

To téxvaopa oto Bepéhio TG KAaokng dnpokpatiag, n mavovpyia TG, ava-
yeTaL o€ pia Tpitn Toun mov dtavoiyet kat TN ADOT: 0TV KATavoun Tov képdovg
KAl TV TIHOY, TOV VAKWOY CUUPEPOVTWY KAL TWV PAVTXOIAKWY ETEVEVOEWY.
Avto Tov TtpoéxeL 0TV TPOGPacn avTh Kat Tapovotdlet onpepa evOLapEPOV
elvaw  avaliytnon evog moliTikov KEVIpov Kal EVOS KOIvwvikoy pécov Tov va
OVUTIMTOVY OUWVVHIKA KAl LOOLOP@PLKA SULOVPYWVTAG £V 400, TO XWPO TNG
ToArtelag.

H péBodog tov eyyelpripatog eotialet 0Tn SlaoTOopd TWV GUHPEPOVTWY, TN
Snpovpyia evog kevod ywpov Tov SLEMETAL ATIO TNV KATATUNOT TWV OCVUPEPO-
VIWV O L amelpia onpeiwy, (o CUUUETOXT) O€ TTPOCAPUOTUEVA OPENT TTOV
EVWVOLV TO 18IWTIKG KAl TO 810010 CLUPEPOV.

I1. To amoTéAeopa VOGS TETOLOV TOAVUEPLOHOD TWV GUHPEPOVTWY 0dnyel o€ pia
ONUOKPATIKY TIPAOTHTA KAl EVTENEL ONUOKPATIKY] OVOETEPOTHTA, OTOLXEIA TIOV
anodidovv ta fmia 116n g Snuokpatiag. H dnuokpatia eivat €tot Suvath povo
Xdpn o€ €va XWPOo KOLVHG vonuatoddtnong, tov omoio kablotd mpaktikd dv-
vatd to Aikato p€ow TNG KOLVAG avayvwong. Akopa opws Pabutepa, To Xwpo
avto kabiotd Suvatod évag Adyos mpiy amd To Adyo: i idta n SuvatdtnTa Tov
optAeiv kat Tov akoveoBai, ) B¢on TV (NTHATEY Kat ) onyopia, 6w KAa-
owd apiotatal 6To Adyo 1ov ekpwvnoe o Menenius Agripa mpog tov e&eyep-
Hévoug mAnPeiovg 6To Ad@o Tov ABevTivov KaTd TN HapTupia TOV LOTOPLKOV
Titov Aifrov.

4. Evpwmaikni AlakuBépvnon

L. Xe éva eminedo avahoyng ovvBeong, n Evpwnaikr Evwon Swayepiletat ovp-
@épovTa ov vrepPaivovy ToV KpaTikd Xwpo, ovykekppéva oTo medio Tng oi-
kovopiag kat TG aopdAeias. To podo avtod emitelel, wg TOATELAKS, HEOW LAG
StakvBépynong peta-eBvikng pe xapaktripa opllovTio, a-kupiapxo, StakvPép-
VNONG TAVTWG EEVNG TIPOG €VaL LTIEP-KPATOG, £0TW KAl OOCTIOVSLAKO.

O poxAdg mov Kkivel pa tétota peta-edvikn dtakvPépvnon eivat Stttoc: n xoi-
votikh ué0odog, apevag, yia 6oa {NTrHpata avdyovtal 6TV KOWVOTIKY appodio-
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NTA, TPWTIOTWG 1 0tkovouia, 1) Siapkrs cuvepyaTia: APeTEPOL, yia Ta {nTnpa-
TOL IOV TTAPaApEVOLV 0TV €0VIKT apodLoTNTa, TPWTIoTWG 1 LTIO evpeia Evvola
ac@dhela. Tnv kowvotikn puéBodo, mov eykeiet mpdypatt To véo Kat kpiolpo
TOV EVPWTIATKOD EYXELPNHATOG, SlaypaPel £va 0&VHWPO TTOL SLATVTIWCAY, e
TIG TTPOYPAUUATIKEG PHOELG TOVG, Ol eUnvevoTéG TG Evpwnaikng Owkovopikng
Kowotnrtag: o Jean Monet tnv mpoodiopiloe wg pa amolvta véa pebodo mov
Oev ovvenayetau kevipiky kvPépvnon, evw o Robert Schuman vroypappioe o6t
n vrepeBvikdTnTa Oa oikodopnOei oe eBvikd Oepédia, pe dAAa AdyLa 6TL TO KL-
plapxo kpatog Ba StatnpnOei.

IL. O Aettovpyikdg Xwpog mov ovviotd 1 Evpomaikr AtakvBépvnon eivar fabid
dnpokpatikd Sounpévog, av avayvwobei e Baon 1o TAEOV 0VOLAOTIKO KPLTT-
plo tn¢ dnpokpartiag, 6TMwWG To Statvmwvel o TdANog peTamolepkog Stavontnig
Tov ohokAnpwtiopov Claude Lefort: évag kevog ywpog Tov omoio dev katadoy-
Baver kavéva moMtiko owpa. ITpdypatt, 0 TOAVHEPIOUOG TWV CVUPEPOVTWY TIOV
em@épet 1 Kowvotikn pébodog, ouvBétovtdag ta o€ €va kevo mov Sev eAéyyel
Kaveig, o0nyei otV moATikr ano@option mov emduwket n Snuokpatia. To én-
HOKPATIKO auTO anoTéAeopa ohokAnpwvel ) Oeopukr onyopia petald peydwy
KAl (UKPWOV KPATOV-UEADY, TTPOPUALTTEL OE TIEPAUTEPW T) VOLKA EYYEYPOUILE-
V| Katavopr} appodlottwy, mov, oe cuvduacpd pe v apxn g (optllovTiag)
ETKOVPLIKOTNTAG, OLYKPATEL TIG VOLKEG SuvaToTNTEG pUBUIONG 0TO TEdio NG
eBvikng StakvPépvnong povo de epooov amodetxBei viepaia oTn cuykeKkpLLE-
v mepintwon, petayet oo nedio Tng Evpwmaikng Atakvpépvnong.

IIL. X1tn Snuokpatia Twv oLPPePOVTWY ToL Beamilel n evpwmnaikr StakvPép-
vnon, to Awaotrpio Twv Evpwnaikwv Kowvottwyv kat To Evpwmnaiko Kotvo-
BovAto emiteAovV TO poLo Tov “kabapol maiktn” (clean player). O moAitng dev
elvat otkelog pe TNV TeXVIKOTNTA TV TIPOPANHATWY oL TiBevTat oe vepedviko
eminedo. Mmopel Opwg Kat KIvnTomoLel To AKAO TN aKON Kat EVavTl Kpatv
TIOV TTAPAVOUOVV (VTTEPOXT| KAl AUETOTNTA TOV KOLVOTIKOV Kavova). Atabétel
OHWG 0 AIKAOTHG ATTOTEAECUATIKA KPLTHPLAL VLA VAL APEL TIG OVYKPOVOELG CUUPE-
POVTWYV TTOL Kakeital va emADoEL, 0Tav o 810G 0 kwdikag Tov PLhelevBepiopov,
Tapayovtag agvawg elevBepieg, dev mepiéxel yevikd kpttnpla otddpuong, Oew-
pOVTAG KaTapyxnv 0Aeg Tig eAevbepieg wg LodKVpeG; ¢ kKVpLo puéoo otabuiong,
aAld TOGO TEVIXPO KAl TUTIKO TIPO TNG £YYEVODG AOPLOTIAG TOV ATPOCWTIOL
Kavova Stkaiov, amopévet yla To SIKao T N apyh THG avadoyikoTHTAG, IOV Kol
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auTh Opwg tpovmoBétet tepdpxnon Twv a&lwv kat Sev unopel va tpogodoteitat
TIAVTA A0 TOV KOLVO VOU.

5.To Eupwnaiké KotvoBoUAlo

L. O aMog “kaBapog maiktng’, 1o Evpwmnaiko KotvopovAio, kaleital va otad-
pioetl pe Ta kpirrpla pog “adéopevtng” 0TAONG AMEVAVTL OTNV TEXVIKT YVWOT).
Méoa ano pia pakpda Stadpopry 6tov koo Beopd, To Evpwmnaikd KotvoBovAto
emtelel onpepa Stagopomonpuévoug poOAoLG oV avdyovTtatl katd Paon ot éva
aitnua Sta@dvelag Tov oToxeveL 0T SlacdPnon TwV SLaKLBEVUATWY pE a@e-
pia Tov modity péoa oTNY KATAOTATH TOV.

ZuvonTtikd avagépovtat i) ovppetoxn tov Kowvopovliov otn vopoBetikn dt-
adwaoio NG ovvATOPAOTG, EVTOG TNG OTOIAG OPWS TO pOAo Tov NopobBéTn,
EMPUAAOOEL 0€ AVTO KAT AMOKAELOTIKOTNTA TO ZUHBOVALO" [E TOV KAVOVIOUO
AetTtovpyiag Tov, 0 EAeyX0g TG katavoung Twv Wiwv ndpwv g Evwong péow
NG Stadikaciag Tov TPOVTOAOYLOUOD: 0 EAEYXOG TWV KOLVOTIKWY a§LwIaTon-
Xwv kat Tng dpdong Tovg: n ouvepyaoia pe Ta e6vika kotvoPodAia, diwg oTny
EQPAPHOYT| TNG APXNG TNG EMKOVPLIKOTNTAG.

II. Ztn Oeopukn Aoyikn TnG evpwmaikng StakvBEpvnong, OTwG avTH oKlaypa-
¢nOnke mo mavw, aivetat pdAlov advvato va Stadpapatioet To Evpwmnaiko
KowoPoOAto og 0An tov T Stdotaon éva poro otn vopobetikn Aettovpyia
avaAoyo pe avtov mov Stadpapatifel evTog Tov KpATOVG-uéNovg To eBVIKO KoL-
vopovhto. ITpdypartt, o porog Tov KotvoPovliov tonoBeteitan otov Tedevtaio
Kpiko TnG kowvoTikng peBodov, oxL wg ovv-vopoléTn aAl\d wg apvroikvpoVVTOG
vouoBétn (veto).

H ovolaotikd opwg dnpokpatikn Aettovpyia Tov KotvoPoviov tomoBeteita
o€ pa votatn TAA aon aAla vTo StagopeTikd podo: ot pia peilova kovwvia
KvUVwY, OTWG 1) €vwor PheevBépwy Kpatv oe Eva xwpo eAevBépwv powv,
T0 KOLVO ouu@épov poParAetal TAéov wg Stacvvoptakol xapaktnpa. To Ev-
pwnaiko KotvoPolOAlo amotehel anévavTt o€ mepLopLoUoLS IOV avdyovTal o€
€Va amOpaKpo SLaoVVOPLAKO CUUPEPOV, TOV TEAELTALO TIPOHAXWVA TWV EAEV-
Beplwv Tov molitn g Evpwmnaikng Evwong.

>124 <



Joachim Wintzer
Commission for the History of Parliamentarism and Political Parties (Germany)

THE WAY TOWARDS DIRECT ELECTIONS
OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT IN 1979

he first direct elections to the European Parliament on the 7th and 10th of
June 1979 certainly constitute a major political event, the opening night of
a new play on world history: the first multinational popular elections.!

The idea to elect a European Parliament by direct vote is not an invention of
the ’60s or "70s of the last century. Already the pan-European movement in the
inter-war period called for a European People’s Assembly. The European fede-
ralists propagated the idea at the Congress in The Hague in 1948. The concept,
however, proved too optimistic for implementation in the political reality at
this time. West Germany’s neighbours were interested in integrating the defeat-
ed enemy into the framework of international organisations. But the bitterness
and hatred caused by the German occupation didn’t allow such drastic steps as
the creation of a “European people”?

In the beginning of the 1950’ the European Community for Coal and Steel
became at least a new model of transnational parliamentary representation.
The ECSC Treaty envisioned in its Article 21 an assembly, whose representatives
were either chosen by the national parliaments or elected by the people.

Although initially no member state preferred the second option, the first
seeds for the delicate plant of direct elections were sowed. The Parliamentary
Assembly met for the first time from 10th to 13th September 1952. The 78 mem-
bers were also members of their national parliaments. The competences of the
Assembly were limited - they were largely advisory with one exception: The
Assembly had the right to force the resignation of the High Authority of the
ECSC with a vote of no-confidence.?

Following the opening of negotiations on establishing the ECSC, a further in-
tegration plan took shape in the highly sensitive area of defence - the European
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Defence Community - at the same time. The Treaty signed in Paris on 27 May
1952 by the member states of the ECSC - France, Germany, Italy, the Nether-
lands, Belgium and Luxembourg - provided for a European army of 40 divi-
sions and an executive in the form of a nine-member commissariat modelled
on the ECSC’s High Authority. This blueprint for close political cooperation was
met by strong opposition from the Assemblée Nationale. The French parlia-
ment rejected ratification on 30 August 1954. Other ways to push European
forward integration had to be found.*

It’s possible to distinguish between three schools of European integration.
Each had a different understanding about the aim of European integration and
the role of a European parliament.

For the proponents of a European federal state — the federalists - it was clear
that the role, status and decision-making powers of the European Parliaments
should be similar to those of the national parliaments. The European Parlia-
ment would prepare the budget and appoint the executive branch.

Just like the national parliaments in the member states the European Parlia-
ment should represent the — European - population.

A democratic control of the European communities was opposed as inappro-
priate by another school of thought - the functionalists. The functionalists want-
ed to solve only practical, limited and accurately defined problems on the Euro-
pean level because the nation states were not able to cope with them properly.

For them, European integration was little more than a continuation of na-
tional politics through specially designated institutions. The question of direct
elections should be decided from a pragmatic point of view.

For the intelgouvernementalists finally European integration was little more
than the multilateral intergovernmental cooperation in a number of well de-
fined areas — particularly the coordination of a European economic policy.
The European Parliament was only to be given limited powers. The Parliament
should advise and not decide.

The framers of the European treaties had fundamental concerns to grant the
parliament the most important right of a parliament - the right to decide about
the budget, not to mention other legislative powers. It was therefore logical that
in the treaties of Rome there was no date mentioned at what time direct elec-
tions had to be established. The treaties were also silent about the modalities of
those elections.

According to one of the German negotiators — Hans von der Groeben - there
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had been too much resistance to substantive treaty provisions in some coun-
tries — he no doubt had primarily France in mind - against the common mar-
ket, against the unimpeded and undistorted competition and against a liberal
trade policy so that a substantial transfer of responsibilities to the European
Parliament might have endangered the ratification process.

The national governments were not yet ready to accept democratic control
by a European parliament. There were also serious concerns if it would be pos-
sible to transfer the national understanding of democracy and legitimation to
the European level.

It was not clear in which direction European integration would develop and
what shape the economic or even political union might have. Just only a small
minority of the actors had the idea that with the European Economic Commu-
nity, the European Coal and Steel Community and the European Atomic Com-
munity the seeds for a European federal state had been laid. A development in
this direction was not explicitly excluded, the treaties allowed for a dynamic
development and were basically created open-ended, but the partners could
only agree about the goal of a common single market at this time.

A European parliament with strong competences didn’t seem mandatory for
another reason. The national parliaments would legitimise the treaties by their
ratification. Moreover the European Court was given extensive control rights.
The European civil servants and experts viewed themselves as the engine of
European integration.” A strong European parliament might have delayed or
even blocked the necessary steps.

To sum up: All these arguments, the assessments of the role of the parliament,
its status and its competences were closely connected with divergent different
ideas about the meaning and the purpose of European integration.

Finally there emerged a consensus about the European Assembly in the Trea-
ties of Rome. In accordance with Article 138° of the EEC treaty the national
parliaments should appoint the members of the — not yet called so - European
Parliament.

The Assembly was expected to elaborate a draft for general direct elections
with a common elections procedure in all member States. The Assembly, as a
joint body of the three communities ECSC, EEC and EURATOM, held its inau-
gural meeting on 19 March 1958.

The European Parliament immediately began to work on the draft for direct
elections. One of the first acts of the appointed members was to establish a
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working group chaired by the Belgian Ferdinand Dehousse to make a proposal
for the establishment of direct elections. After the governments of the member
states had been consulted, Dehousse’s working group produced a report that
was adopted by the Political Affairs Committee in the form of a draft conven-
tion in 1960.

Already on 17 May 1960 the Assembly decided - after a heated debate — on
a draft on direct elections. It was a very moderate approach: one third of the
Members of the Parliament should be elected in a transitional period according
to a national procedure and therefore not by universal standards.

A decision about the issue of simultaneous membership in the European Par-
liament and in a national parliament - in other words, the problem of the dou-
ble mandate - should only be made at the end of the transitional period. On the
one hand the dual mandate established a close bond with the legislative bodies
of the member states. On the other hand it questioned the European legitimacy
of the members of the European Parliament. Not to be forgotten should be the
practical problem of travelling thousand of kilometres every year.

Regarding the sensitive issue of national quotas the draft suggested a simple
tripling of the fixed figure in the treaties of Rome: An increase of 142 to 426
seats for the six member states of the European Communities. Despite this
modest proposal of the European Parliament there was hardly progress in the
coming years. The main reason for this delay is undoubtedly to be found in the
attitude of the French president Charles de Gaulle. He was averse to suprana-
tional integration and envisioned a Europe of fatherlands instead. It was easy to
block all initiatives because in the Council unanimity was required.

The governments of the other member states were also sceptical about the
loss of sovereignty even if they didn’t tell so in public. German Chancellor Ade-
nauer warned at a meeting of the CDU/CSU party group on 21 January 1964:
“Direct elections to the European Parliament are out of question. Neither the
German nor the French people is ripe to accept this. We already have so many
elections. There is no necessity to have another one. It’s not so important to
have direct elections. We should try to increase the competences of the parlia-
ment instead””’

His foreign minister Schroeder added: “The full weight of the German voice
should remain safely in the Council of Ministers before it can be dissolved in
the European Parliament”?

At least the European Parliament had an important ally: the European Com-
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mission under the German President Walter Hallstein. Commission and Par-
liament saw themselves as partners in their desire to improve their standing in
the institutional structure - at the cost of the member states.’

Thus in 1962 the Commission accepted the proposed to annually submit to
the Parliament an action program and enable the Parliament to have some ru-
dimentary means of control.

The Parliament itself assured to support the Commission in the affairs of the
community, for example in the accession negotiations with Great Britain.

In 1965 the Commission published a proposal for financing the common ag-
ricultural policy. This proposal included a concrete reinforcement of the budget
law of the European Parliament. The argument was compelling. As the national
parliaments could not control the revenues and expenditures of the community
this was the duty of the European Parliament. The European Parliament wel-
comed this proposal and especially Hallstein’s justification “No taxation with-
out representation” as did the member states except France.

De Gaulle was not amused. The French government decided to boycott the
community institutions. In the struggle which was later named the “crisis of the
empty chair” the French prevailed. The Luxembourg compromise of 1966 saw
Parliament and Commission as the big losers.

In this situation supporters of European integration looked for other strate-
gies. In several member states there were discussions if direct elections should
begin in just one country. In Germany for example the opposition - one time
the Social democrats, one time the Christian Democrats - suggested to pass
such a law - both times in vain.'” Such unilateral action appeared politically
and legally questionable to the majority, so that these proposals were unsuc-
cessful in all member states.

The European Parliament considered in 1969 to sue the Council of Min-
isters because of its inaction under Article 175 of the Treaty. As success was
not certain the Parliament decided to wait for better times. Negotiations ap-
peared more opportune than resorting to legal remedies. At least this (in)action
prompted the member states to react. During the subsequent three years rep-
resentatives of the Parliament and Council held a series of meetings that at-
tempted to come to some accommodation.

The integration process in the seventies was influenced by changes and de-
velopments in the international system. The détente between the superpowers
USA and USSR which culminated in the signing of the Final Declaration of the
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CSCE in Helsinki, as well as the turbulences in the international monetary sys-
tem and the end of the Bretton Woods system played an important role."

A particular aspect of the discussion about direct elections was the chicken-
egg problem. Is it possible to vote for a parliament by direct elections if it has
less competences than parliaments in a constitutional monarchy? On the other
hand: Could it be responsible to grant an only vaguely legitimated body like the
European Parliament more competences?

The European Parliament had to cope with one major handicap. The com-
position and method of election gave only a much distorted reflection of the
political forces in the member countries. In the perception of Italian govern-
ments this handicap however was a great advantage because it was possible to
exclude the Communists.'

The resignation of French President de Gaulle, the “béte noire” of the Euro-
pean integration process, marked a turning point in France and in Europe. The
majority of the European Parliament welcomed the announcement of the new
French President Georges Pompidou for a conference of the Heads of State and
Governments of the member states of the European Communities.

But first Pompidou launched a new initiative to achieve a permanent finan-
cial settlement for the Common Agricultural Policy. The Commission reacted
with a new proposal - submitted on 16 July 1969 - to replace member states’
national contributions with a system of own resources.

At their meeting in The Hague on 1/2 December 1969, the six member states
agreed on a reform agenda. This agenda was based on the French suggestion:

= achévement of the Common Market by instituting a common financing

scheme;

= approfondissement of Community relations by considering political coop-

eration in foreign policy matters, furthering economic and monetary inte-
gration; and

= élargissement by new members.

The strengthening of the budgetary powers of the European Parliament was
one of the results of the Hague summit conference of December 1969. This
was the condition of the other member states to approve the French scheme of
financing the common agricultural policy through its own resources.

The European deputies expected that the activities of the community would
be revived particularly with regard to strengthening the role of the Parliament
and the general election of its members. The German idea to gradually strength-
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en the competences of the Parliament corresponded to those of Italy and the
Benelux countries. Especially in Germany and the Netherlands the political
parties shared a view about the desirability and possibility to “democratize” the
Community system of governance. As they believed that the source of demo-
cratically legitimate governance was not vested exclusively in each individual
domestic polity they could accept the loss of sovereignty easier than a country
with a different understanding of sovereignty like France."

The negotiations about the accession of Britain, Ireland, Norway and Den-
mark forced the European Community to come to an agreement about the new
structure and about the balance of the institutions.

On 19 and 20 October 1972 a European Summit Conference was held in Par-
is on the initiative of Pompidou. The purpose of this Summit meeting between
the member states and the states seeking admission was to lay down jointly a
programme to mark the progress of the Community in the years ahead and to
fix a timetable for future decisions.

The Heads of State and Governments asked the Community institutions be-
fore the end of the first stage of the Economic and Monetary Union to submit
proposals for the strengthening of the powers of control of the European Par-
liamentary Assembly.

The delicate question of how many seats each member state should get was
one of the many obstacles which prevented a fast agreement. The Parliamentar-
ian State Minister in the foreign office, Hans Wischnewski, explained the prob-
lem in a meeting of the foreign affairs Committee of the German Bundestag
on 9 October 1974: “I believe the prospects for direct elections have improved.
But there are a few hooks, at any rate one, about which I would like to talk. [...]
Now, if the interest from a certain side in direct elections has increased, then of
course some people think that the number of the MEPs for each country has to
be changed. I'm warning to change it. If, for example, Luxembourg should note
that the European Parliament has a bit more influence and is elected directly
but at the same time the influence of Luxembourg would decrease: Then the
whole story will come to an end. I know exactly how the smaller countries think
regarding this issue. It is possible to change the election procedure a little, but if
you want to change the power balance, that would be the end of the story”.*

Pompidou’s successor in office as French President, Valery Giscard D’Estaing,
was looking for a kind of middle ground between the Gaullist conception of a
Europe of states and a supranational Europe. Given the deep economic crisis
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and the petrification of the unification process — what was later called Euro-
sclerosis — Giscard D’Estaing began his tenure with an initiative to move the
integration process forward. At the level of governments a new institution was
created. The European Council, as it was soon called, did not affect the exist-
ing Community structures but allowed the member states to coordinate their
policies in an informal way. The prevailing influence of the national states was
confirmed

Before December 1974 the Heads of State and Government of the European
Community had met from time to time. France suggested formalising the sum-
mits into regular thrice-yearly meetings. France and the other sceptics of a de-
mocratisation of the European Union like Great Britain and Denmark could use
this forum to promote European Political Cooperation without strengthening
the supranational institutions. Although the regularisation of the summit meet-
ings was proposed by France other member states welcomed this suggestion.'

German chancellor Helmut Schmidt shared Giscard’s attitude. In previous
times German governments had insisted on progressing toward a political Eu-
rope. The “tandem” Giscard-Schmidt saw a change of attitudes. Giscard was em-
bracing the traditional federal project dear to Germans and Schmidt was pre-
pared to make good use of the institutions of an intergovernmental Europe.'®

The Paris summit under the leadership of Giscard D’Estaing finally brought
the breakthrough: The Heads of State and Government declared that they
would accept a procedure for general and direct elections. The European Par-
liament was expected to make a suggestion until 1976; the elections should
take place in 1978. Two of the three new members, Britain and Denmark, took
over — albeit in a less doctrinaire form - the role France had played in the years
before and expressed their scepticism.

After this principled decision of the Heads of States and Governments the
“infinite” history of direct elections had not yet come to an end. The Parliament
was not responsible for the delay, because it already adopted on 14 January
1975 the requested draft. The priority of this draft was clear: To make direct
elections possible and to remove all possible stumbling stones.

The European elections should be held according to national elections laws
and systems. A gradual unification of the systems should be pursued only later.
The report of the Dutch politician Patijn was based on the above-mentioned
proposal from Dehousse of the year 1960. In contrast to this older proposal
the new draft introduced a comprehensive introduction of direct elections. The
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directly elected members of Parliament could but need not be members of their
national parliaments.

The Council of Ministers discussed the draft controversially for one and a half
year. The member states negotiated tough about the number of elected MPs
and the shares of the member states of the total. German chancellor Schmidt
analysed the bargain process in a meeting of the German Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee on 3 December 1975: “Some say that in our country perhaps only 40
or 30% are going to vote. In other countries the number of anti-European MPs
could be greater than the number of pro-European MPs"’ there is also a fear that
the nation states will become a millstone between regionalism on the one side
- i.e. in the Bretagne, Corsica or Scotland or Wales — and Brussels on the other
side. The people who are responsible for national policies are beginning to feel
the strain from two directions”."®

It was also possible to welcome this development: For states like Ireland the
establishment of regional constituencies for direct elections could promote po-
litical development at the regional level."”

The Council decided in its act “concerning the election of Members of the
Assembly” from 20 September 1976 to follow the recommendations of the Par-
liament to a large extent.”” But the Council opted for less proportional repre-
sentation.

The Federal Republic of Germany didn’t have problems with regionalism
but with incorporation of West Berlin. According to the three Western Powers
USA, Great Britain and France, West Berlin was not a constituent part of West
Germany. The deputies for the Bundestag were not elected by the inhabitants
of West Berlin but by the house of deputies. A solution had to be found which
had to take into account the rights and responsibilities of the Three Powers. As
West Berlin was a part of the European Community Soviet protests against the
inclusion of West Berlin were in vain.* In the end the same election procedure
as for the Bundestag was used.

A compromise between the member states became possible that each of
the four major member countries got the same number of seats (i.e. 81). The
member states had to ratify the outcome and also pass election laws. In some
member states significant resistance and controversy over details of legislation
delayed the implementation.*

Finally from 7th to 10th June 1979 the first direct elections were held. It was
telling that the states couldn’t find a common date. The European elections laws
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in most countries mirrored the national election systems. Only France varied
from the majority principle to the representation principle. It was voting “a la
carte”.

Nevertheless there was at least a trend toward greater convergence compared
with the electoral process for the national Parliaments: The smaller countries
had to modify their elections system because of the limited number of awarded
mandates.”

The outcome of the first European elections was strongly influenced by the
national context. For all those who had hoped that the elections would lead to
some sort of a European mobilization the result was a disappointment.*

Transnational party alliances did not matter. A European public was not cre-
ated - the citizens viewed the elections to a large extent as national test elections.
The elections for the European Parliament were characterised as “elections of the
members of a subordinate institution within a subordinate political system”*

Looking back the importance of direct elections lay not simply in their im-
plications for institutional reform in the European Community. It was rather
the new role of the European citizens in the decision-making and integration
processes of the Community which changed the legitimacy of the institutions.?
The creation of this new source of legitimacy changed the perception of the
citizens of centralised states like France and Great Britain. The European states
became more similar.
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LE PARLEMENT EUROPEEN ET LA PROMOTION ET PROTECTION
DES DROITS DE 'HOMME. ESQUISSE D’'UNE ACTION PLURIELLE

1. Remarques liminaires

I. Dans une Europe en mutation depuis les années 1950, ot les droits de I' hom-
me — avec la démocratie et I’ état de droit — s’ affirment comme fondement et
dessinent une certaine architecture des valeurs et des principes et/ou les ins-
titutions de coopération et d’ intégration — [(surtout le Conseil de I' Europe
et l]a Communauté/Union européenne (CE/UE)] développent un grand projet
pour les citoyens et les peoples européens, se distingue le Parlement européen.
Expression démocratique dans un systeme institutionnel contrdlé par les Etats
engagés dans le processus d’ intégration européenne et délimitée par la CE/UE
le Parlement européen s’ affirme déterminé, depuis sa création, véhicule et ex-
prime la volonté d’ une action juridico-politique afin d’ assurer, notamment
les années 1960, 1970, 1980 un role central dans I’ avancée de la construction
européenne, notamment en matiere des droits de I’ homme.!

II. I évaluation critique d’ un long itinéraire (50 ans) d’ action plurielle pour
les droits de I’ homme du Parlement européen, elle est I’ institution marquée,
dans le cadre de la construction européenne, pour son engagement en faveur
de la promotion et de la protection des droits de I’ homme, n’ est pas un exercice
simple. D’ autant plus, qu’ on est obligés d’ avancer sur un terrain d’ évolution
continue a la fois institutionnelle, fonctionnelle, internationale etc. L Assem-
blée des représentants des peuples européennes, le Parlement européen, en dé-
pit de ses compétences formelles en vertu des traités — évoluant dans le temps,
au fur et a mesure de la volonté des gouvernements des Etats-membres — assure
et assume des activités pluridimensionnelles dans le domaine du respect des
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droits de ' homme, de I’ état de droit et de la démocratie, tripartite délimitant I
espace et ]’ ordre public européens. Souvent sous une critique sévere: politiques
avec incohérence, plus du “verbalisme” que d’ efficacité, action menée/malme-
née par des considérations politiques, action limitée car contestée notamment
par les Etats-tiers concernés, activisme politicojuridique, “utilisation” des droits
de I’ homme pour élargir ses compétences.

De! autre co6té ] organe parlementaire de la CE/UE fut congu par les citoyens
européens comme le rempart — face a I autorité des Etats — démocratique, le
gérant politique des droits individuels et des minorités, de la 1égalité, de la dé-
mocratie. C’ est] approche, d’ ailleurs, congue, également par les citoyens/peu-
ples des pays tiers en quéte d’ un régime démocratique, du respect des droits
de I’ homme etc.

III. En plus, pour évaluer le role et I action du Parlement européen dans I' Eu-
rope des droits de I homme, il faut prendre en considération, dans ce contexte,
encore, deux éléments. En premier lieu, partant des instruments et moyens
de base juridiques différents (régles d’” application, méthodes et procédures de
controle, capacité d’ ingérence etc.) I’ architecture européenne en matiére des
droits de I' homme [Conseil de I Europe y compris le systeme juridictionnel
de la Convention Européenne des droits de ' homme (CEDH); Communauté/
Union Européenne y compris la Cour de Justice; OSCE)] évolue considérable-
ment, tout avec ce qui implique pour la délimitation de I action de chaque com-
posante. Ceci étant, en deuxiéme lieu, I évolution des procédures d’ intégration
européenne et de I acquis juridicopolitique de la CE/UE en matiere des droits
de I homme, influence sensiblement le statut du Parlement européen et son
role a cet égard. Du “déficit” des traités fondateurs a la Convention d’ Amster-
dam (1997) - étape intérimaire — au Traité de Lisbonne (2007); des “principes
généraux” de la CJCE et de son “inspiration” par les traites droits de I’ homme
a la jurisprudence Kadi (2008); de I action sporadique ou de la politique sans
continuité, faute de fondement juridique, a I action de la PESC, I’ imposition
des sanctions a I’ égard des personnes ou des états responsables pour violation
des droits de I homme etc.

IV. Voici, ci-apres, I” esquisse sommaire de | action du Parlement européen et de
sa contribution a la promotion et la protection des droits de I’ homme.
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2. Itinéraire historique et étapes de |I’action du Parlement européen

L. L itinéraire historique de I" action du Parlement européen en matiere des
droits de I’ homme se développe et évolue en trois étapes, pratiquement suivant
le développement du processus de la construction européenne.

II. La premiere période correspond a celle passant de " adoption du Traité CEE
au Traité de Maastricht, en passant par I" Acte Unique Européen - qui dans son
préambule mentionne — pour la premiére fois dans un texte communautaire
— les droits de I' homme. C’ est le temps des “vides’, des “déficits” et de I ab-
sence d’ un intérét réel des Etats-membres d’ amorcer une politique droits de I’
homme au sein de la CE; de la position hésitante voir défensive de la CJCE, a la
“solitude” du Parlement européen.

En effet, en dépit d’ un environnement institutionnel restreint et des compé-
tences législatives limitées, le Parlement européen dégage une volonté politique
d’ engager une politique de promotion d’ une protection communautaire des
droits de ' homme a I’ échelle interne (communautaire) et externe relative aux
relations avec les pays tiers.

III. Apres I adoption de la Déclaration commune sur les droits de ' homme
(1977), les premiéres initiatives du Parlement européen se manifestent (rap-
ports Deringer, Joseau-Marigué) vers trois directions. Proposition d’ octroyer
au sein de la CE des droits spéciaux aux citoyens européens (rapport Scelba,
1979) et adoption d’ une résolution sur les droits des citoyens. En deuxieme
lieu, suite a la proposition de la Commission concernant I adhésion éventuelle
a la Convention européenne des droits de I’ homme (CEDH) - expression de I
ordre public européen en matiere des droits de ' homme - le Parlement euro-
péen s’ engage fermement sur cette voie (rapport Scelba 1979), rapport Grenelle
sur le mémorandum de la Commission. A un troisieme niveau d’ approche, le
Parlement européen se tourne vers des questions importantes pour la vie quo-
tidienne des citoyens (p.e. objecteurs de conscience-rapport Macchioci (1983),
enseignement des droits de I’ homme (rapport Israél, 1982) ou institutionnelles
(Projet de Traité sur I' UE, rapport Spinelli, 1984). Cette derniére initiative, il-
lustre la qualité du débat sur I’ avancée du projet européen et les possibilités du
Parlement européen a cet égard.
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IV. En 1989, le Parlement européen procede a I élaboration et I adoption d’
une Déclaration des droits de I homme et des libertés (voir aussi le rapport De
Gucht), instrument politique et déclaratoire d’ une importance significative
pour le momentum de I" adoption (avénement d’ une nouvelle ére en Europe,
apres la chute des régimes autoritaires de I’ Est-européen). La Déclaration ¢ est
un texte complet quant alI’ énumération des droits et libertés individuelles et re-
flete la détermination de I’ organe parlementaire communautaire d” influencer
considérablement le débat interne pour I élaboration par le CE d’ une politique
droits de ' homme.

V. Quant a I action du Parlement européen concernant le volet des relations
extérieures de la Communauté européene, ¢’ est |’ affaire “grecque” (1967-1974)
qui marque le point de départ d” une politique qui s” avérait — au fil du temps
- dynamique, pour la plupart efficace. Effectivement, le Parlement européen
adopte, sans tarder, une position ferme a1’ égard du régime dictatorial en Grece,
en demandant le “gel” politique de I’ accord d’ association CEE-Greéce et I iso-
lation politique de la “junea des colonels” [résolution de 10 mai 1967; rapport
Scarascia-Magnozza (1969)]; question de Vals, Fellermaier etc.].

Cette attitude du Parlement européen, pratiquement amena I’ ensemble des
organes de la CEE a I’ adoption d’ un comportement révélateur de la possibilité
et des moyens de la communauté internationale face a des situations des viola-
tions massives des droits de ' homme.

V1. La position du Parlement européen de s’ opposer a des régimes antidémo-
cratiques, de dénoncer les violations des droits de I’ homme, d’ imposer des
sanctions fut poursuivi dans le cas de I’ affaire de la dictature turque (1980). Le
Parlement européen a méme “gel¢” I adoption du 4¢me Protocole financier CEE
- Turquie, pour plusieures années.

VIL En outre, d’ une maniere générale, le Parlement européen porte son atten-
tion sur la question des droits de ' homme - y compris le droit au développe-
ment — dans le cadre des relations CEE - ACP, ou avec les Etats latinoaméricains
et au-dela. Il est significatif qu’ entre 1979-1983, 70 résolutions ont été adoptées
et 70 cas ont été examinés.

VIIL Un tournant de cette période d’ action constitue, certes, en 1983 I introdu-
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ction des rapports annuels sur les droits de ' homme dans le monde (voir rap-
port Israél). Désormais, le Parlement européen proposa une politique, systéma-
tiquement formée, par I ensemble des activités a I’ intérieur et en dehors de la
CE et de la coopération politique des Etats-membres. L institution des rapports
annuels d’ évaluation de la situation des droits de I homme a travers le monde
est ainsi lancée, étant un moyen de controle international en matiere des droits
del’ homme.

IX. La deuxiéme période de I’ action du Parlement européen coincide avec des
développements intéressants dans I appareil institutionnel de la CE et I acquis
communautaire. Elle débute avec I avénement de I’ Union européene avec le
Traité de Maastricht couvrant la période jusqu’ a I’ adoption et la mise en vi-
gueur du Traité d’ Amsterdam (1999).

Au cours de cette période, le Parlement européen continue et méme accentue
son action, notamment conforté par la référence du Traité de Maastricht au
respect — par ' Union européene - des droits fondamentaux, tels que garantis
par la CEDH et dérivés des traditions constitutionnelles communes des Etats-
membres comme principes généraux de droit communautaire (art. 6 §2).

Dans les rapports annuels sur les droits de I homme les positions du Parle-
ment européen deviennent caractéristiques (voir p.e. rapport De Gucht etc.)
incluant, aussi des questions relevant des Etats-membres, avec références criti-
ques positives ou, surtout, négatives. En outre, dans ses rapports, le Parlement
européen aborde plusieurs aspects de la protection des droits de ' homme en
Union européene.

X. La 3éme étape que le Parlement européen traverse jusqu’ aujourd” hui (avant
la mise en vigueur du Traité de Lisbonne) commence avec I adoption de la
Charte des droits fondamentaux a Nice, en 2000. Plusieures questions relatives
ala Charte sont incluses dans les priorités du Parlement européen, tandis que I’
institution parlementaire de I’ Union européene assure un rdle constructif dans
I’ élaboration de la regrettée Constitution Européenne et aussi d’ impulsion
pour sa promotion.

A signaler, également, la pertinence des questions examinées par le Parlement
européen dont I intérét dépasse les limites de la construction européenne, sans
sous-estimer I’ examen d’ autres questions délicates pour les sociétés européen-
nes et I’ Union européene. Cette catégorie comporte, entre autres, résolutions
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sur I' Union européene dans le cadre de ses actions et politiques en matiére
des droits de I’ homme p.e. sur I’ évaluation des sanctions (rapport H. Flautre,
15.7.2008); résolution sur le développement du Conseil Droits de ' Homme
de I’ ONU, y compris le role du Parlement européen (rapport L.L. Andrikiene,
10.12.2008). Mais aussi des résolutions/rapports/questions/débats sur la Russie
(18.12.2008), la Turquie, la Chine (26.11.2007); la politique de I’ Union euro-
péene envers les Roma (12.11.2008); les meurtres des femmes au Mexique et
I" Amérique Centrale et le rdle de I’ Union européene dans la répression de cet
phénomene (20.9.2007); sur une visite d’ enquéte a Chypre (25-28.11.2007).

3. Eléments de la contribution du Parlement européen
pour les droits de I'homme

L. La contribution du Parlement européen, au sein de I Union européene, pour
la promotion et la protection des droits de]’ homme s’ articule autour des points
suivants:
= activités multilatérales pour !’ élaboration, I’ affirmation et la mise en ceuvre
d’ une politique droits de I’ homme de la CE/UE;
= controle des autres institutions de I’ Union européene et de ses Etats-mem-
bres avec méme des mesures de contrainte — surtout politiques. Ce controle
implique également une appréciation juridique des faits ou des situations
dans les Etats-membres. Quant au contrdle a1’ égard des autres organes de
I" Union européene, la capacité d’ agir devant la CJCE constitue un moyen
efficace (voir p.e. le recours pour I accord Union européene - Etats Unis);

suivant la logique d’ un catalogue droits de I’ homme (voir aussi la Déclara-
tion des droits de I’ homme et libertés fondamentales de 1989), sa participa-
tion a I’ élaboration et la promotion de la Charte des droits fondamentaux;
élaboration et mise en ceuvre des standards internationaux des droits de I’

homme;

mise en ceuvre d’ une politique des pressions politiques et des sanctions al’
égard des pays tiers qui violent leurs obligations internationales en matiere
des droits de I' homme, ou dérivant d’ un régime démocratique. Etablisse-
ment des listes “noires” étatiques et dénonciation des gouvernements n’ est
pas un comportement trés courant dans les relations internationales, méme
pour les instances droits de I’ homme;

= propositions intégrées et globales concernant le fonctionnement et I’ action
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des acteurs droits de I homme au niveau universel ou régional (p.e. relati-
ves au Conseil Droits de ' Homme, nouveau organe de I’ ONU);

= approches juridiques fondées et intéressantes sur certains aspects de la pro-
tection internationale des droits de ' homme;

= information de I’ opinion publique, ONG, acteurs nationaux et internatio-
naux pour des questions droits de I homme dans I' Union européene et a
travers le monde;

= approches d’ interprétation juridique en matiére des violations des droits
des personnes appartenant a certaines catégories des victimes de violations
(détenus, journalistes, défenseurs des droits de I homme etc.);

= approches juridiques quant a I’ interprétation et I" application du droit in-
ternational (voir p.e. les théses concernant Guantanamo et le statut des dé-
tenus, sur le Statut de la Cour Pénale Internationale).

4. L intervention du Parlement européen en faveur
des droits de I'homme: modes et techniques

L. L intervention du Parlement européen dans les affaires droits de ' homme de
I’ Union européene et partant ses relations extérieures est délimitée par le cadre
institutionnel/juridique des Traités (compétences) et la volonté politique de ses
membres, évoluant chaque quinquennal. Pratiquement, le Parlement européen
ne dispose que deux moyens: 1) I’ adoption de mesures juridiquement contrai-
gnantes (questions “budget’, avis conformes sur les accords internationaux (art.
300 TCE), inclusion d’ une clause droits de I’ homme aux accords de coopé-
ration du développement (art. 177 TCE), imposition de sanctions en cas de
violations graves des droits de ' homme dans un Etat-membre (art. 7 TUE) ou
suspension des droits de vote (art. 309 TUE), 2) I’ adoption de mesures politi-
ques a valeur morale/politique, a savoir rapports, résolutions, débats publiques,
institution du prix Zacharov.

II. La décomposition de cette situation, s’ analyse au tableau thématique suivant
de !’ action plurielle du Parlement européen:
= adoption des instruments juridiques d’ ordre constitutionnel pour L' UE [(p.e.
résolutions sur les droits des citoyens et rapport Herman; rapport D. Tsat-
sou-De Vigo sur la reforme des Traités CE/UE par le Traité d’ Amsterdam
(1997)];
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= adoption des rapports annuels “droits de I’ homme” et autres.

Depuis longtemps les rapporteurs de cet exercice “‘complexe” avec I attention
méritée par la gravité de chaque situation, entreprennent la présentation d’ un
éventail extraordinaire relatif a tous les aspects de la problématique des droits
de I’ homme [de la PESC aux minorités, des détenus aux refugies et les enfants
(voir p.e. le rapport relatif aux droits fondamentaux a I’ Union européenne
2004-2008, 5.12.2008)].

A titre d” exemple, le rapport pour I' année 2007 sur les droits de I’ homme
dans le monde et la politique de I' Union européene a cet égard comporte des
références suivantes: absence d’ un systéme cohérent de I' Union européene;
PESC et droits de I’ homme (art. 11 TUE); violations des droits de I’ homme
dans des pays tiers et réaction de I' Union européene a cet égard; principes
généraux, droits de ' homme, démocratie, paix. Mais, aussi, des références sur
les relations Union européene, Conseil de I Europe, le Haut Commissaire pour
les droits de I’ homme des Nations Unies, les cluster bombs, la Cour Pénale In-
ternationale, la justice pénale internationale, les enfants-soldats, les défendeurs
des droits de ' homme, la peine de mort, les Roma, la Déclaration onusienne
sur les droits des autochtones etc.

I11. Dans la catégorie des “autres” rapports droits de I’ homme, d’ ordre géné-
ral ou spécifique, il faut classer les rapports se référant p.e. a la promotion du
controle des droits de I’ homme et des principes démocratiques [rapport Imbeni
(1995) ou le rapport Wiebenga (1995) sur I asile et ' immigration]:
= adoption des résolutions, ad hoc pour les droits de I’ homme. Les résolutions
adoptées concernent toute sorte de questions d’ ordre général ou spécifique
(p.e. CEDH, Charte des droits fondamentaux, PESC, minorités, migrants, ra-
cisme, détenus et traitement inhumain, les Nations Unies, la Turquie etc.);
= questions (écrites/orales/avec débat) relatives aux droits de I’ homme;

= qutres activités.

I s’ agit de I" action des différentes Commissions du Parlement européen:
mixtes, spéciales, interparlementaires (avec des pays tiers) dans le cadre d’ une
diplomatie parlementaire. En outre, d’ autres Commissions ou Délégations par-
ticipant a la promotion des droits de I’ homme et de bonne gouvernance dans
les pays en voie de développement et le monitoring des procédures électorales
a travers le monde. Il faut mentionner, également, I’ action de la Sous-Com-
mission des droits de I’ homme avec le mandat de promouvoir les droits de I
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homme et des minorités, ainsi que la promotion des principes démocratiques
dans les pays tiers.

En outre, il faut mentionner le Médiateur du Parlement européen pour I en-
levement international des enfants, sans oublier la Commission des pétitions
soumises par les personnes physiques ou morales et relevant des compétences
dela CE/UE.

Parmi les innombrables publiques “hearings’, il faut signaler certains concer-
nant I’ impunité des responsables des violations des droits de ' homme/droit
humanitaire, la liberté d’ expression et les Medias, I’ Etat de droit, le Tibet, la
guerre du Liban (2006) etc.:

= Dans le domaine des relations extérieures de I’ UE, le Parlement européen

manifeste une action importante a plusieurs égards: aide humanitaire, aide
au développement, coopération avec des pays tiers (Meda, Loué/Cotonu
etc.), sans oublier les Délégations parlementaires agissant en son compte;

= Pouvoirs budgétaires et droits de I’ homme (p.e. attitude a I égard de la Tur-

quie).

5. Les conceptions sur les droits de I’homme du Parlement européen

L. Les idées développées par le Parlement européen autour des droits de I’ hom-
me et de leur protection tout au longue de 50 ans d” activité, présentent, certes,
un intérét particulier. Car il s’ agit de la construction, par étape, d’ une certaine
conception globale pour un systeme droits de I’ homme de la CE/UE. La valeur
ajoutée de cette articulation juridicopolitique dépasse les limites de I’ Union
européene et se place au niveau de I’ architecture générale en Europe en matiere
de promotion et de protection des droits de ' homme et, méme, au-dela au ni-
veau de la protection internationale a dimension universelle. Certains aspects
de ces conceptions présentent un intérét particulier méme pour la théorie et la
pratique internationale des droits de ' homme.

II. Voici quelques considérations sur les droits de I' homme applicables a I
Union européene et dans le monde.

III. Une premiére série des remarques concerne les droits de I’ homme sous

I angle de leur définition, teneur, portée etc. Ainsi, ' approche du Parlement
4 . > . /4 1

européen est que les droits de ' homme sont congues comme inhérentes a la
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personne, universels, interdépendants, indissociables, sans distinction (se-
lon leur appartenance aux droits civils/politiques ou sociaux-économiques et
culturelles). A ce caractere universel on peut déroger sous prétextes des parti-
cularités nationales, religieuses ou culturelles. Sont liés avec la démocratie et I
état de droit. En plus, sont liés avec le développement, les principes démocrati-
ques et bonne gouvernance dans les cas des pays tiers.

IV. Dans la mise en ceuvre des droits de I homme et le respect des obligations
internationales que les Etats assument a cet égard, le Parlement européen recon-
nait et demande un role particulier pour la CE/UE. Pour celal’ Union européene
a besoin d’ une politique droits de I’ homme cohérente et efficace a travers des
diverses activités. A cet égard, I’ adhésion de la CE/UE a la CEDH constitue une
nécessité. De I autre cote le Parlement européen réclame une politique externe
axée sur les droits de ' homme.

V. Afin de réaliser son projet, le Parlement européen a su intervenir par étapes
dans le systeme institutionnel de I’ Union européene. L équilibre institutionnel
fut modifié et le Parlement européen gagne avec le Traite d Amsterdam des
pouvoirs supplémentaires, qui favorisent sa volonté d’ influencer les politiques
“droits de ' homme” de I’ Union européene. Le paysage juridicopolitique de I
Union européene, notamment dans le domaine de I’ Espace liberté, sécurité et
justice, de la PESC/PDSE et des relations extérieures, modifié, a offert au Parle-
ment européen des possibilités d’ une intervention dynamique sous I’ angle des
droits de I’ homme [p.e. questions d’ élargissement, mécanisme des sanctions
(clause bulgare), développement, contrdle aux frontiéres, protection des don-
nées personnelles].

V1. D’ ailleurs, le role renforcé du Parlement européen au sein du systéme ins-
titutionnel de I’ Union européene lui a permis de revendiquer, aussi, un role
de garant de la légalité et du respect des droits de ' homme. Cette situation
est illustrée par les récents recours du Parlement européen devant la Cour de
Luxembourg afin d’ annuler la conclusion de I’ accord Union européene - Etats
Unis pour le transfert des données personnelles et I adoption de la directive
du Conseil sur les standards minimum pour les refugiés (205/85/CE). La Cour,
dans les deux affaires, annula I’ adoption des actes incriminés.
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6. En guise de conclusion

Depuis sa création le Parlement européen a démontré qu’ au sein de la CE/UE,
il est I institution politique, par excellence, protagoniste pour la promotion
et la protection des droits de ' homme. Fort d’ une action multilatérale a tous
azimuts, le Parlement européen affirme avec sa contribution législative et son
controle politique une détermination pour continuer a ceuvrer dans le méme
sens, face aux défis qui menacent les droits des citoyens européens, les droits
de I’ homme, notamment sous I’ impulsion de la politique de sécurité. La résis-
tance du Parlement européen jusqu’ a présent ¢’ est un bon signe.

Le combat pour les droits de I’ homme, la démocratie, I état de droit dans I
Europe et le monde du 21eme siécle, reste toujours une priorité pour I' Union
européene. Et un défi. Le Parlement européen devrait (continuer a) assurer son
role promoteur a cet égard.
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PARLEMENT EUROPEEN ET PARLEMENTS NATIONAUX:
CONCURRENCE LEGISLATIVE ET CONFLIT DE SOUVERAINETE

ermettez moi tout d’ abord de remercier vivement Monsieur Sioufas, prési-
dent du Parlement grec, ainsi que les professeurs Chrysos et Mavrias pour
leur accueil si chaleureux et généreux.

La premiére difficulté que nous rencontrons pour parler du Parlement euro-
péen aujourd’ hui est due a I’ incertitude dans laquelle nous nous trouvons
concernant I’ avenir du traité de Lisbonne puisque, selon qu’ il sera ou non
adopté, la composition et les pouvoirs dudit parlement ne seront pas les mémes.
Il nous faut donc parler a la fois de I existant et de I hypothétique, dans une
hésitation permanente un peu délicate.

La seconde difficulté, s’ agissant de la question des rapports ou de la comparai-
son du Parlement européen et des parlements nationaux, tient au fait qu’ ils ne se
situent pas du tout sur le méme plan ni du point de vue de leur représentativité,
ni du point de vue de leurs compétences, ni méme tout simplement de leur statut.
Dans un Etat national traditionnel la loi est adoptée exclusivement par le Parle-
ment qu’ il soit monocaméral ou bicaméral. Ce 1’ est pas le cas au niveau européen
ou le parlement ne monopolise pas du tout le pouvoir législatif mais le partage
avec le conseil en cas de co-décision ou ne joue méme qu’ un rdle consultatif dans
d’ autres cas. Alors que le parlement national se confond avec le législateur de I
Etat, le Parlement européen, lui, n’ est qu’ une partie du pouvoir législatif euro-
péen, ce qui géne évidemment I" appréhension commune de ces institutions.

Quoiqu’ il en soit je vais articuler mon exposé en deux points successifs por-
tant d’ abord sur la dépossession des compétences des parlements nationaux et
ensuite sur les quelques garanties instituées au profit de la représentation natio-
nale. Je m?’ interrogerai en conclusion sur le conflit de souveraineté qui oppose
les parlements nationaux et le Parlement européen.
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1. La dépossession des compétences des parlements nationaux

Dans les Etats-membres de ' Union le pouvoir législatif appartient a un parle-
ment monocaméral ou bicaméral qui monopolise la décision proprement dite
mais partage I initiative des lois avec le gouvernement dans le cadre de la sépa-
ration souple des pouvoirs qu’ implique le régime parlementaire.

Au niveau européen il n’ en va pas ainsi. L initiative des lois est monopolisée
par la commission composée de personnes dont le traité insiste sur la nécessaire
indépendance par rapport aux gouvernements nationaux qui sont eux-mémes
responsables devant des assemblées représentant le peuple de chaque Etat.
C’ est dire que I’ initiative des lois appartient a un organe coupé de tout lien
avec les peuples d’ Europe dont le président puis les membres sont proposés
par le conseil et soumis a I" approbation du Parlement européen. Le pouvoir
de délibération et de décision n’ appartient pas non plus au seul parlement qui,
soit le partage avec le conseil dans la procédure de co-décision que le traité de
Lisbonne veut généraliser, soit formule un simple avis. Contrairement donc aux
parlementaires nationaux les eurodéputés n’ ont pas I’ initiative des lois et n’ ont
pas non plus le monopole de leur adoption.

Cette précision étant effectuée, il faut bien admettre que chaque nouveau trai-
té aboutit a dessaisir davantage les parlements nationaux de leurs compétences
législatives de telle sorte qu” en France, par exemple, les dispositions constitu-
tionnelles relatives a I’ exercice du pouvoir législatif et au domaine de la loi sont
devenues assez largement artificielles.

I. Du point de vue général, que I’ Union intervienne directement par voie de re-
glement ou qu’ elle édicte des directives, la compétence du législateur national
se trouve évidemment amputée. Les réglements se substituent d” office aux lois
des Etats et les directives lient les Etats quant aux résultats a atteindre en leur
laissant en principe le choix des moyens. La compétence du législateur national
est donc soit supprimée soit ligotée. En réalité chacun sait que beaucoup de di-
rectives ne se bornent pas a définir des finalités mais dictent completement aux
Etats les dispositions qu’ ils devront prendre. La Cour de justice de Luxembourg
a d’ ailleurs donné sa bénédiction a cette violation des traités en admettant le
caractere self executing des directives claires et inconditionnelles.'

Récemment encore, s’ agissant de la transposition en droit francais de di-
rectives sur les discriminations, le rapporteur au Sénat a fait remarquer que la
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rédaction de la directive était d” inspiration communautariste anglo-saxonne et
contrariait donc la tradition juridique latine et les principes républicains fran-
cais. La commission des lois avait donc proposé des amendements tendant a
rendre la loi de transposition plus conforme a notre tradition philosophique et
juridique, a notre “identité nationale”, pour reprendre les termes du traité, ou
encore a notre “identité constitutionnelle”, pour parler comme notre Conseil
constitutionnel. Le secrétaire d’ Etat s’ est opposé a ces amendements, qui n’ ont
finalement pas été adoptés, au motif que la France allait prendre la présidence
de I’ Union et ne pouvait donc pas risquer une procédure en manquement. Il a
ajouté que “dans 95% des cas” la Cour suivait la position de la Commission et
qu’ il fallait donc reprendre le contenu de la directive “mot & mot™ C’ est dire
ce qu’ il reste de compétence au parlement national puisqu’ il est condamné a
recopier servilement les directives européennes.

Effectivement on a aussi vu récemment la Cour valider de facon tout a fait abu-
sive le recours a une directive en matiere pénale, sur demande de la Commission
soutenue par le Parlement européen, alors que le Conseil défendait a juste titre la
compétence intergouvernementale exercée par voie de décision-cadre.? L' avocat
général §’ est quand méme inquiété du risque d’ atteinte au “droit des citoyens a
ce que les incriminations pénales soient déterminées par des représentants dé-
mocratiquement élus’, mais il s’ est dit rassuré par le fait que la transposition de
la directive reléverait en aval des parlements nationaux. Mais comme les direc-
tives deviennent justement a ce point précises qu’ elles ne laissent plus de marge
d’ appréciation nationale, la démocratie est bel et bien compromise. Le projet de
décision-cadre d’ avril 2007 sur la lutte contre le racisme et la xénophobie dicte
ainsi littéralement aux Etats, non seulement le détail des incriminations et la
nature des peines a prévoir, mais méme la durée minimale d’ emprisonnement.

On voit donc a quel point le systeme est verrouillé par les interprétations de la
commission et de la cour de telle sorte que les précautions introduites dans les
traités, et notamment dans le traité de Lisbonne, suite aux référendums francais
et néerlandais, pour rassurer les citoyens des Etats sur la garantie des compéten-
ces nationales, paraissent assez vaines.

II. Pour ce qui est de la répartition des compétences, je me reporterai aux dis-
positions du traité de Lisbonne dont on peut considérer, méme si elles ne sont
pas en vigueur et ne le seront peut-étre jamais, qu’ elles constituent la “doctrine
dominante” des promoteurs de I Union.
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Les dispositions relatives a la répartition des compétences entre I Union et les
Etats sont disséminées entre les deux traités (TUE et TFUE) et les déclarations
et protocoles annexes. Cet éparpillement favorise, peut-étre délibérément, les
confusions et contradictions.

Le traité sur I’ Union s’ ouvre par la formule selon laquelle les hautes parties
contractantes instituent entre elles une Union européenne “a laquelle les Etats-
membres attribuent des compétences pour atteindre leurs objectifs communs”
(article 1%). L article 3, qui énumeére les objectifs de I’ Union, réaffirme dans son
sixieme et dernier alinéa que “L’ Union poursuit ses objectifs par des moyens
appropriés, en fonction des compétences qui lui sont attribuées dans les traités”
L article 4 alinéa 1 énonce ensuite, a la facon du dixiéme amendement améri-
cain, que “toute compétence non attribuée a1’ Union dans les traités appartient
aux Etats-membres”. Suivent cependant quelques phrases de recommandations
de coopération loyale selon lesquelles les Etats prennent toute mesure pour
assurer I’ exécution des obligations issues de traités ou du droit dérivé et s’
abstiennent de toute mesure susceptible de mettre en péril la réalisation des
objectifs de I’ Union”. La référence aux “objectifs” doit toujours inquiéter en droit
européen car ¢ est a partir d’ une interprétation téléologique fondée sur les
objectifs que la Commission et la Cour s’ unissent généralement pour aspirer
abusivement les compétences des Etats.

Ensuite, les choses se compliquent et I' on s” éloigne considérablement de la
simplicité américaine pour se rapprocher de la complexité allemande. L article
5 explique que la délimitation des compétences est régie par le principe d’ attri-
bution tandis que I" exercice des compétences est régi par les principes de pro-
portionnalité et de subsidiarité. Cette distinction entre délimitation et exercice
n’ est pas trés convaincante et la suite confirme cette impression de confusion.

On indique d” abord qu’ en vertu du principe d’ attribution I' Union “n’ agit
que dans les limites des compétences que les Etats-membres lui ont attribuées
dans les traités pour atteindre les objectifs que ces traités établissent”. On voit
donc que les objectifs, absents de " article 4 alinéa 1, réapparaissent dans I’ arti-
cle 5 qui réaffirme cependant encore, comme sil’ on n’ avait pas su lire I’ article
4, que “toute compétence non attribuée a I’ Union dans les traités appartient aux
Etats-membres”. On reléve beaucoup de répétitions dans ces traités lourdement
rédigés.

Puis on explique qu’ en vertu du principe de subsidiarité, dans les domaines
qui ne relévent pas de la compétence exclusive de I’ Union (¢’ est-a-dire ceux qui
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relevent des compétences partagées), celle-ci “intervient seulement si, et dans
la mesure o, les objectifs de I action envisagée ne peuvent pas étre atteints de
maniére suffisante par les Etats-membres, tant au niveau central qu’ au niveau
régional et local, mais peuvent I' étre mieux, en raison des dimensions ou des
effets de " action envisagée, au niveau de I’ Union”.

Enfin, il est indiqué que, selon le principe de proportionnalité, le contenu et la
forme de I action de I’ Union “n’ excedent pas ce qui est nécessaire pour attein-
dre les objectifs des traités”

On voit donc qu’ au lieu de se borner a énumérer simplement de fagon stati-
que les compétences exclusives, partagées et d’ appui, le traité fabrique des prin-
cipes dynamiques permettant de rattacher systématiquement les compétences
aux objectifs poursuivis. Le tout repose sur des termes vagues et subjectifs tels
que “de maniere suffisante’, “mieux” ou “nécessaire pour atteindre” qui laissent
évidemment aux initiateurs des décisions européennes un pouvoir d” apprécia-
tion discrétionnaire.

Mais ce n’ est pas tout cependant puisque " on lit plus loin, dans le second
traité (article 2 TFUE), que dans les domaines de compétence partagée, soumis
donc au principe de subsidiarité, les Etats “exercent leur compétence dans la
mesure ou I’ Union 1’ a pas exercé la sienne”. En résumé I’ Union décide seule si
les objectifs des traités peuvent étre mieux atteints par son intervention, laquelle
prive immédiatement les Etats du droit d’ agir concurremment, ¢’ est-a-dire que
ce n’ est nullement une compétence partagée mais en réalité une compétence
exclusive potentielle, soumise en permanence au pouvoir d’ évocation discré-
tionnaire de la commission.

Le protocole sur " exercice des compétences partagées se veut rassurant en in-
diquant: “lorsque I’ Union mene une action dans un certain domaine, le champ
d’ application de cet exercice de compétence ne couvre que les éléments régis
par I acte de I’ Union en question et ne couvre donc pas tout le domaine” Le
moins que I’ on puisse dire est que la rédaction défectueuse de cette clause ne
permet pas d’ y comprendre grand-chose si ce n’ est toujours que les Etats ne
conservent que la compétence résiduelle que I’ Union veut bien leur laisser.

Mais, en tout état de cause, les domaines dans lesquels s’ exercent les compé-
tences dites partagées et qui sont énumérés a I article 4 du TFUE, son rédigés
en des termes si flous et vastes que I’ on peut presque tout y mettre: marché in-
térieur, politique sociale, cohésion économique, sociale et territoriale, environ-
nement, énergie, transports, agriculture, péche, espace de liberté, de sécurité et
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de justice etc. On imagine bien qu’ un tel systeme est de nature a permettre une
centralisation infinie du pouvoir normatif.

ITI. Aces clauses générales de compétences extrémement floues il convient en-
core d’ ajouter la fameuse clause de flexibilité et la procédure de révision sim-
plifiée.

L article 352 du TFUE indique, en effet, que si un acte de I’ Union parait né-
cessaire, dans le cadre des politiques définies par les traités, pour atteindre I
un des objectifs visés par ceux-ci, sans qu’ ils aient prévu les pouvoirs d’ action
requis a cet effet, le Conseil, statuant a I’ unanimité sur proposition de la Com-
mission et apres approbation du parlement européen, “adopte les dispositions
appropriées”. Cette clause ne peut jouer pour les objectifs de politique étrangere
et de sécurité commune.

Les déclarations n°® 41 et 42 concernant cet article précisent toutefois qu’ il
est exclu qu’ une telle action soit seulement fondée sur les objectifs énoncés
au premier alinéa de I’ article 3, ¢’ est-a-dire la paix, les valeurs de I Union et
le bien-étre de ses peuples. C’ est en effet un peu vague pour justifier une ex-
tension hors-traité des compétences de I Union, mais cette exclusion n’ est pas
écrite dans le traité lui-méme et une simple déclaration de la conférence inter-
gouvernementale vaut ce qu’ elle vaut. En tout été de cause I” expression “parait
nécessaire pour atteindre un objectif” est encore extrémement floue et permet
les interprétations les plus favorables a la centralisation européenne.

En second lieu I article 48 alinéa 7 du TUE permet aussi au Conseil européen,
statuant a I’ unanimité et apres approbation du Parlement européen a la majo-
rité de ses membres, de décider dans un domaine le passage de I’ unanimité a la
majorité qualifiée ou celui d’ une procédure législative spéciale a la procédure
législative ordinaire.

On voit donc ainsi que le systéme de répartition de compétences est volontai-
rement lache d’ autant que la terminologie utilisée est souvent confuse et mé-
lange des notions telles que “pouvoirs d’ action’, “décision’, “procédure législa-
tive” ou “actes législatifs” dont les distinctions et définitions ne sont pas claires.

Des garanties contre des empiétements arbitraires de I Union sur les compé-
tences des Etats ont été ajoutées par le traité de Lisbonne mais elles paraissent
insuffisantes et vaines.

>156 <



ANNE-MARIE LE POURHIET

2. La garantie de sauvegarde des competénces législatives nationales

Sans doute des garanties ont-elles été imaginées pour permettre de dénoncer
les excés de pouvoirs européens et certaines sont renforcées par le traité de
Lisbonne suite a la méfiance voire aI’ exaspération exprimée par certains Etats.
On se fondera encore ici sur ces dispositions méme si la ratification du traité de
Lisbonne est menacée.

I. L article 12 du TUE, entiérement consacré aux parlements nationaux, est inat-
tendu dans un texte intitulé “traité” et trahit la poursuite de la conception consti-
tutionnelle et fédérale de I’ Union. Cet article prescrit aux parlements nationaux
de contribuer activement au bon fonctionnement de I' Union en étant d” abord
informés par les institutions de I’ Union, en recevant notification des projets
d’ actes législatifs européens et en étant aussi informés des demandes d’ adhé-
sion a1 Union (ce qui reléve d’ un role plus passif qu’ actif), en veillant ensuite
au principe de subsidiarité, en participant aux mécanismes d’ évaluation dans
I espace de liberté, de sécurité et de justice, en prenant part aux procédures de
révision des traités, et en participant a la coopération interparlementaire entre
parlements nationaux et Parlement européen. Cet article est complété par un
protocole sur les parlements nationaux dans I’ Union européenne qui se borne
areprendre ces dispositions mais qui précise, chose importante, que la commis-
sion transmet directement aux parlements nationaux le programme législatif
annuel et tout autre instrument de programmation législative ou de stratégie
politique. Ceci devrait permettre aux parlementaires nationaux d’ anticiper leur
action de controle.

L article 5 du TUE indique que les institutions de I' Union appliquent les prin-
cipes de subsidiarité et de proportionnalité conformément au protocole sur
I application de ces principes. Il ajoute que les parlements nationaux veillent au
respect du principe de subsidiarité conformément a la procédure prévue dans
le protocole.

Celui-ci charge chaque institution de veiller de maniére continue au respect
des deux principes. En particulier, la Commission doit procéder, avant de pro-
poser un acte législatif, et sauf urgence, a de larges consultations tenant éven-
tuellement compte de la dimension régionale et locale des actions envisagées.

Les projets d’ actes législatifs doivent étre transmis aux parlements nationaux
en méme temps qu’ au parlement et au conseil et il en va de méme, dés leur
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adoption, des résolutions législatives du parlement européen. Ces projets doi-
vent étre motivés au regard des principes de subsidiarité et de proportionnalité
et devraient comporter une fiche contenant les éléments circonstanciés per-
mettant d’ apprécier leur respect. Les raisons invoquées pour justifier qu’ un
objectif peut étre mieux atteint au niveau européen doivent s’ appuyer sur des
indicateurs qualitatifs et, si possible, quantitatifs.

Tout parlement national ou I’ une de ses chambres peut, dans le délai de nuit
semaines de cette transmission adresser aux institutions concernées (commis-
sion, parlement, conseil...) un avis motivé dénongant une violation du principe
de subsidiarité. Il est simplement indiqué que les institutions «tiennent compte»
de ces avis. Mais chaque parlement national se voit attribuer deux voix, et si les
avis motivés représentent le tiers des voix (ou le quart s’ il s’ agit de I’ espace de
liberté, de sécurité et de justice) le projet doit étre réexaminé et peut alors étre
modifié ou retiré.

Dans le cadre de la procédure législative ordinaire, si les avis motivés consti-
tuent la majorité des voix, la proposition doit donc étre réexaminée et sila com-
mission décide son maintien elle doit fournir un avis motivé qui sera transmis
au conseil et au parlement avec ceux des parlements nationaux. La compati-
bilité avec le principe de subsidiarité doit alors étre examinée avant la fin de
la premiere lecture. Si une majorité de 55% des membres du conseil ou des
suffrages exprimés au parlement conclut a I incompatibilité, la proposition est
abandonnée. On voit donc que les parlements nationaux sont loin d” avoir un
véritable veto comme le souhaitaient les Pays-Bas. IIs peuvent déclencher un
contréle mais ne maitrisent pas la suite.

La Cour est enfin compétente pour examiner les recours fondés sur la viola-
tion du principe de subsidiarité formés par un Etat-membre ou transmis par ce-
lui-ci au nom de son parlement national. Le comité des régions peut également
introduire un tel recours dans les cas ou sa consultation est requise.

Chaque année la commission présente au Conseil européen, au Parlement, au
conseil et aux parlements nationaux un rapport sur I application de I’ article 5
du protocole concernant la motivation des projets d” actes législatifs au regard
des principes de subsidiarité et proportionnalité.

L article 352 alinéa 2 du TFUE prévoit aussi que la commission, dans le cadre
de la procédure de controdle du principe de subsidiarité “attire I’ attention des
parlements nationaux sur les propositions fondées” sur la clause de flexibilité.

Enfin I’ article 48 alinéa 7 du TUE relatif aux révisions simplifiées permet aux
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parlements nationaux de s’ opposer au passage a la majorité qualifiée ou a une
procédure législative ordinaire envisagés par le Conseil européen. L opposition
d’ un seul parlement national notifiée dans un délai de six mois empéche I
adoption de la décision. Il s” agit donc, cette fois, d’ un véritable droit de veto
national sur I’ application des clauses passerelles.

II. En France, la révision constitutionnelle du 4 février 2008 préalable a la rati-
fication du traité de Lisbonne, prévoit des dispositions spéciales applicables a
compter de |’ entrée en vigueur du traité. Un article 88-6 confirme la possibilité
pour I Assemblée nationale et le Sénat d” émettre un avis motivé sur la confor-
mité d’ un projet d’ acte législatif européen au principe de subsidiarité. Le pré-
sident de I’ assemblée concernée transmet directement cet avis aux institutions
européennes et en informe le gouvernement frangais.

De méme les recours contre un acte législatif européen pour violation dudit
principe peuvent étre formés par chaque assemblée mais doivent étre ensuite
transmis a la Cour par le gouvernement francais. A cette fin, des résolutions
peuvent étre adoptées, le cas échéant en dehors des sessions, selon les modalités
prévues par le reglement des assemblées. L article 88-6 ajoute qu’ a la demande
de 60 députés ou 60 sénateurs, le recours est de droit.

L article 88-7 de la Constitution francaise, révisée en prévision de la ratifica-
tion du traité de Lisbonne, prévoit que le veto du parlement a I application d’
une clause passerelle se manifeste par le vote d’ une motion adoptée en termes
identiques par I’ Assemblée nationale et le Sénat.

Enfin, la révision constitutionnelle du 23 juillet 2008 sur la modernisation des
institutions de la Ve République prévoit la création, au sein de chaque assem-
blée, d’ une commission chargée des affaires européennes dont on peut penser
qu’ elle améliorera sensiblement la disponibilité de nos chambres pour I” exer-
cice de ce controle.

Toutefois, le comportement passé des parlementaires frangais, qui ne mani-
festent qu’ un intérét limité pour les affaires européennes, comme les tendances
lourdes des pratiques de la commission de Bruxelles et de la jurisprudence de la
Cour ne permettent pas d’ espérer un progres véritable dans la garantie des com-
pétences législatives nationales. Si les institutions de I' Union ont en effet jugé,
dans un domaine quelconque, que les objectifs de I Union seraient “mieux” at-
teints par une intervention de celle-ci et que des parlements nationaux estiment
le contraire, ils vont demander a la Cour de trancher cette question d’ opportu-
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nité ¢’ est-a-dire qu’ ils vont faire encore appel a I' appréciation discrétionnaire
de juges dont on sait bien qu’ ils défendent toujours la compétence fédérale.
L on n’ aura guere avancé et, en guise de progres démocratique, on aura surtout
gagné, au bout du compte, un “gouvernement des juges” supplémentaire.

On peut aussi s’ interroger sur le point de savoir pourquoi le principe de pro-
portionnalité ne fait pas ' objet de la méme protection que le principe de sub-
sidiarité.

Bien entendu, ces compétences législatives se trouvent confisquées aux par-
lements nationaux par le législateur européen qui ne résume pas au parlement
mais se compose aussi du conseil. Il n’ en demeure pas moins que I" idée que
I’ intervention généralisée du Parlement européen dans le processus de décision
accroitrait la 1égitimité démocratique des actes législatifs est discutable car le
probleme de souveraineté reste intact.

3. Conclusion: Le conflit de souveraineté

La Constitution francaise affirme que le principe de toute souveraineté réside
dans la Nation (article 3 de la Déclaration des droits de ' homme et du citoyen,
intégrée au préambule) et que la souveraineté nationale appartient au peuple
qui I’ exerce par ses représentants et par la voie du référendum (article 3 de la
Constitution).

L article 24 de la Constitution affirme que le parlement vote la loi et I’ article
34 énumere les matieres dans lesquelles la loi fixe les regles ou détermine les
principes fondamentaux.

Chaque fois que le Conseil constitutionnel a examiné un projet de traité euro-
péen il a di constater que celui-ci était contraire a la Constitution francaise en
ce qu’ il porte atteinte aux conditions essentielles d’ exercice de la souveraineté
nationale. En particulier, il a jugé, dans ses décisions de 2004 puis de 2007 rela-
tives au traité constitutionnel puis a son jumeau de Lisbonne, qu’ est contraire
a la Constitution toute disposition d” un traité qui, dans une matiére inhérente
al exercice de la souveraineté nationale mais relevant déja des compétences de
I’ Union, modifie les régles de décision applicables “en conférant une fonction
décisionnelle au Parlement européen, lequel n’ est pas I’ émanation de la souve-
raineté nationale”. Les révisions constitutionnelles francaises successives intro-
duisent donc une contradiction fondamentale dans la Constitution en ce sens qu’
elle continue d” affirmer la souveraineté nationale dans ses premiers articles tout
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en comportant dans les derniers des dispositions qui consacrent son abdication.

Le traité de Lisbonne entend remplacer I article 189 alinéa 1 du traité précé-
dent, affirmant que le Parlement européen est composé des représentants des
peuples des Etats, par un article 10 TUE selon lequel “les citoyens sont directe-
ment représentés, au niveau de I’ Union, au Parlement européen”, doublé d’ un
article 14 affirmant encore que “le Parlement européen est composé de repré-
sentants des citoyens de I’ Union” Ce changement terminologique n’ emporte
cependant pas la conviction sur le caractére réellement démocratique du pro-
cessus dans la mesure ou le seul demos véritable, le seul corps politique capable
d’ exprimer une volonté collective demeure dans les Etats-nations et ne peut se
situer ailleurs. La démocratie ne se résume pas a des procédures électives, elle
implique, en effet, qu’ il y ait un substrat humain identifiable, un corps politique
spécifique a représenter et dont on puisse dégager une volonté qui fasse sens.

Il serait sans doute souhaitable, dans ces conditions et comme I" ont souhaité
certains Etats, d’ envisager une restitution aux Etats-membres d’ une bonne
partie de leurs compétences abusivement déléguées dans les traités antérieurs
ou confisquées par les interprétations de la Cour. L article 48 du traité de Lis-
bonne, confirmé par la déclaration no 18, prévoit expressément la possibilité de
réviser les traités pour réduire les compétences attribuées a I’ Union tandis que
le Conseil, sur I’ initiative de certains Etats-membres, peut toujours proposer a
la Commission I’ abrogation d’ un acte législatif. Il faudra désormais songer a se
servir de ces dispositions, que le traité de Lisbonne soit ratifié ou non.

Mais il conviendrait sans doute d’ aller plus loin encore, et de répondre au
signal envoyé par les peuples consultés par référendum, en revoyant complete-
ment la répartition des compétences européennes pour la rapprocher du sys-
téme américain. Ce dernier est beaucoup plus favorable a I’ autonomie des Etats
que le systeme allemand trop centralisateur et une clarification des termes de
la répartition devrait aussi empécher la Cour de se livrer a des interprétations
toujours plus uniformisatrices et confiscatoires.

NOTES

1. Société Sace, 17 décembre 1970, 33/70.
2. Commission des Communautés européennes contre Conseil de I’ Union européenne - 13 sep-
tembre 2005 - Grande chambre, C-176/03, note Anne-Marie Le Pourhiet, “Supranationalité contre

1

souveraineté’, Revue géopolitique 91 (2005), 121.
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THE ROLE AND POWER OF EUROPEAN AND NATIONAL
PARLIAMENTS IN THE DYNAMICS OF INTEGRATION

he European integration process has certainly enhanced the role of na-
tional governments more than that of national parliaments.

The pre-eminent legislative role of the Council of Ministers has been promo-
ting almost exclusively the role of national Ministers at European Union level.
Only since 1979 has the European Parliament been elective, and only since the
enforcement of the Maastricht Treaty has it been played the role of co-legislator
in some matters.

On the other side, the enhancement of the role of the European Parliament,
as well as a greater involvement of national parliaments, are generally seen as
significant ways of decreasing the deficit of democracy within the Union. In-
deed, the closer citizens are to their national parliaments, the more they will
participate in the European integration process. The declaration on the future
of the Union, annexed to the Treaty of Nice, stressed the need to examine their
role in the context of European integration. In 2001, the Council of Laeken'
declared that the Union needed to become more democratic, more transparent
and more efficient, and national parliaments could contribute towards the le-
gitimacy of the European project.

In this context, it is first of all worth comparing the roleplayed by national
parliaments in the overall European constitutional system with that played by
the European Parliament.?

We may easily point out that there is no symmetry between national parlia-
ments and the European Parliament. Therefore, we must set up our comparison
by considering that the EU system is not actually based on bicameralism, at
least not the same kind of bicameralism characterizing the classic parliamen-
tary system in effect in several member states.
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The European Parliament cannot be thought of as one of the Houses of a hy-
pothetical bicameral system at EU “constitutional” level, since the Council itself
is neither a “second” Chamber, nor a “high” Chamber, although the revisions of
the Treaties have increased the power of the European Parliament in relation to
that of other European Institutions (the Council, in particular).

Today, the European Parliament plays a firmly established role as co-legisla-
tor, with regard to most of the areas under the cognizance of the Union. It has
budgetary powers, and exercises democratic control over other European in-
stitutions. It also shares (more or less equally) the “legislative” power with the
Council of the European Union, it is empowered to adopt European laws, and
may accept, amend or reject the content of the European legislation.

The co-decision procedure (art. 251 CE) — introduced by the Maastricht Trea-
ty in 1992, and extended and made more effective by the Amsterdam Treaty
in 1999 — endows the European Parliament and the Council of the European
Union nearly with the same political and legal weight in a wide range of matters
(we can estimate that, today, two-thirds of European directives and regulations
are adopted by following this procedure). But the overall system still appears
to be persistently characterized by the Council of the European Union, which
represents national governments.

Although, as mentioned above, the European Parliament has increased its
powers, its role cannot be compared with the traditional influence exercised
by Parliaments within the several constitutional systems of the member states.
Though strengthened, the European Parliament does not possess all the at-
tributes generally associated with Parliament as a legislature. We might notice,
at this point, that the democratic deficit of the European Union is related to
“a misfit between national conceptions of democratic power and authority on
the one hand, and the new institutions and practices of transnational govern-
ance”’

The consequence of this misfit is that, on the one hand, each competency re-
assigned from the member states to the European Union is often perceived as a
compression or reduction of democratic principles. A certain matter, which, in
the past, had been debated by the two Houses at national level, is now regulated
by laws approved with the noteworthy influence of the Council, which repre-
sents only the Executive Power of the member states.

So far, in spite of increasing democracy and popular participation at Euro-
pean Union level, thanks to the stronger role played by the European Parlia-
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ment today, a sort of “democratic gap” is still being perceived. Moreover, due
to the higher concentration of competencies at EU level, national parliaments
suffer from a reduction in their “democratic influence”

The results seem to be quite paradoxical: because the EU level is not “fully”
respondent — or, at least, is perceived not to be so — to democratic principles,
while national parliaments are not directly involved in the European legislative
process, the overall democratic guarantees of the system, taken “as a whole”
under a “multilevel point-of-view”, seems to be diminishing.

In other words, the devolution of powers, functions and competencies from
the member states to the European Union may not be considered a “zero-sum”
game in terms of democratic accountability.

Thus, the Treaty of Lisbon is an attempt to tackle these problems through
norms aiming to increase the participation of national parliaments in relevant
decision-making processes.

1. The Role and Function of Multilateral Networks
or Mechanisms Involving National Parliaments at EU Level

The Treaty of Lisbon emphasizes the role of national parliaments within the
European system in many ways.

In accordance with Art. 12 of the Consolidated Treaty on the European
Union, national parliaments shall contribute “actively” to the good functioning
of the European Union.

When/if the Treaty of Lisbon will come into force, national parliaments will
be informed by EU Institutions and forwarded the drafts of European Union
legislative acts.* This will facilitate their monitoring role; yet, the way in which
this will be organized, as well as its degree of effectiveness, will depend on the
constitutional relations between Government and Parliament.

The direct transmission of projects and documents from the Commission to
national parliaments has recently become effective, but often produces a con-
trary output, since national parliaments are in no condition to process those
papers.

National parliaments will also be involved with regard to the fields of Free-
dom, Security and Justice. Indeed, according to the new provisions in the Trea-
ty of Lisbon (ex Art. 70, Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union),
national parliaments will take part in the evaluation mechanisms for the im-
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plementation of European Union policies in those areas. They will be involved
in the political monitoring of Europol and the evaluation of Eurojust activities
(Art. 88 and 85 of that Treaty).

On the other hand, the European Parliament will become a co-decision maker
for the legislation concerning Justice and Home Affairs.

National parliaments will also participate in the revision process of the Trea-
ties (Art. 48 Tr.) and be notified of European Union accession applications (Art.
49 Tr.).

2. The Role of National Parliaments
in Monitoring the Principle of Subsidiarity

According to the Protocol on the application of the principles of subsidiarity
and proportionality, national parliaments are to verify that the principle of sub-
sidiarity® will be complied with. The “early warning” system will be a significant
innovation in the normative decision-making process: each House will receive
any drafts concerning EU legislative acts and will be granted eight weeks to de-
cide whether the proposal be consistent with the principle subsidiarity. The Eu-
ropean Parliament will take into account the observations submitted by nation-
al parliaments, as “reasoned opinions” approved by following this procedure.
So, if one-third of national parliaments (one-fourth in the Freedom, Security
and Justice area) agree on amending a bill, the European Commission must re-
examine it. (Art. 7; paragraph 3 of the Protocol). If a simple majority of national
parliaments agrees on the fact that the proposal for a legislative act does not
comply with the principle of subsidiarity, the latter must be re-examined and
modified. After such revision, the Commission may decide to maintain, amend
or withdraw the proposal.

When choosing to maintain a proposal, the Commission will have to justify,
through a consistent opinion, why it considers that the proposal complies with
the principle of subsidiarity. This reasoned opinion, as well as those of National
parliaments, shall be submitted to the European Parliament and Council. These
two institutions shall consider whether the legislative proposal is consistent
with the principle of subsidiarity, paying attention to the reasons expressed and
shared by the majority of national parliaments, as well as to the reasoned opin-
ion of the Commission. If, by a majority of 55% of the Council members or a
majority of the votes cast in the European Parliament, the Council or the Parlia-
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ment states that the legislative proposal is not consistent with the principle of
subsidiarity, the proposal shall be dropped.

This kind of ex ante control will eventually create a sort of multilateral mecha-
nism, at EU level, exerted by national parliaments: the European Parliament
at this point is due to play the role of counterpart in the evaluation process of
subsidiarity.

While these procedures operate in the so-called ex ante phase of the legisla-
tive process, national parliaments will possess also a sort of ex post power, a pe-
culiar and interesting innovation in the institutional structure of the European
Union, as devised by the Treaty of Lisbon.

Indeed, according to Art. 8 of the Protocol,® after the legislative act has come
into force, the Court of Justice of the European Union shall judge actions con-
cerning its possible infringement of the principle of subsidiarity, as notified by
a member state in accordance with its constitutional and legal order, on behalf
of its national parliament or a single Chamber thereof.

All the above-mentioned efforts to increase the “democracy” of the European
Union must be considered positively, even if they betray some problematic as-
pects.

Firstly and generally, one should never forget that, whenever elements of fur-
ther complexity are added to a very complex system, the completion of pro-
cedures is bound to take much longer, and the final outcome will be acquired
with greater difficulty. Therefore, it is not surprising that, today, the legislative
process both at EU and national level is even slower, and that this slowness is
considered critic in a modern dynamic Europe which, on the contrary, needs
to be able to intervene quickly.

From a different point of view, after observing the kaleidoscopic and truly
complex framework of the new provisions concerning the role of national par-
liaments in the European Union, devised after the crisis of the European consti-
tutional process in 2006, we may highlight that, in a multilevel perspective, the
member states have the precise duty to adapt their internal procedure to the new
“face” of the European legal order (of course, when/if the Treaty of Lisbon will
come into force). Thus, national legislators in terms of their complementary role
within the European architecture must deal with several interesting problems.

This is an interesting point, as it shows quite well how, today, and both legal
systems (European and national) are closely and deeply interwoven.

There seem to be at least three different paths which a member state may
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consider in order to adapt its overall legal order to the new European Union
institutional structure: the enhancing of the National Scrutiny System, the re-
form of the Rules of Procedure of Parliament, the new discipline to appeal to
the European Court of Justice on behalf of the national parliaments.

3. The Role of National Parliaments in Scrutinizing Governements

The involvement of national parliaments in European Affairs has become in-
creasingly dependent uniquely on the effective relationship between the Na-
tional Legislative Power and the National Executive Power, according to the
national constitutional norms and praxis.” Their actual involvement in the Eu-
ropean decision-making process depends indeed on the scrutiny of their own
governments: this is important not only in the fields of Justice and Home Af-
fairs and Common Foreign and Security Policy, but also in the areas of imple-
mentation of the open method of coordination and internal decision-making
the European Union is bound to take over (Basel II, WTO), as well as all the
fields without the province of the EU Parliament.

Member states are required to regulate the internal relationship between Par-
liament and Government, according to the general perspective of the political
influence the first exercises upon the latter. The European Union could attempt
to achieve the more effective task by developing best practices exchange on
parliamentary participation to the EU integration process, but the task of pro-
moting better scrutiny of the Government, on behalf of national parliaments,
pertains to the exclusive domain of national constitutional law.

This is not a new issue. One of the major problems is that national parlia-
ments have hardly any influence on the policies discussed and approved by the
Government representatives in the Council.

When there is a strong political connection between the Parliament majority
and the Government - a thing that is deemed essential in a parliamentary form
of government - the relationship must be functionally and fully extended to the
political stance the minister takes on, when a European legislative proposal is
discussed in the Council ®

The implementation of fair cooperation between Parliament and the Execu-
tive Power in all European affairs requires a structured system, and cannot sim-
ply rely on such ordinary procedures as the audit of Government members
before the Assembly.
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In Italy, we know that — apart from “formal” instruments and procedures
— the Parliament is not “substantially” interested in what is being done in Brus-
sels or Strasbourg. The Italian official position in the European Council is often
formed within the National Council of Ministers, after internal discussion by
functionaries and legal experts. The annual Community Law, passed in 2000,
has strengthened the position of the Parliament in relation to the Government
(L. n. 422 del 2000), allowing for a flexible ex ante scrutiny of EU proposals, in
which the Parliament can present its amendments before the bill is tabled at
EU level: without it, the Government would be free to support its stance. Ac-
cording to a Law of 2005,° the Government has to send the two Houses all EU
documents (included White and Green Papers) indicating the dates appointed
for their discussion in the proper Parliamentary Committees. Furthermore, the
Government shall expose its stance in the Parliament before each European
Council, and report to the specific Parliamentary Committee before the every
Council of Ministers in Brussels.

During the thirteenth legislature 132 Parliament meetings took place, at-
tempting to influence the Italian stance in relation to legislative acts, parlia-
mentary commissions, and Ministers. Many EU proposals were scrutinized in
the fourteenth and in the fifteenth Legislatures too."

Of course, the necessity of strengthening and emphasizing the relationship
between Parliament and the Council at national level is even higher after the
new Treaty.

Indeed, as national parliaments will be more directly involved into the Eu-
ropean system, some mechanisms must be devised to avoid political conflicts
between the two branches of the state. For examples, what if a member state
Minister approved, in Council, a EU draft which ‘its’ national parliament, or at
least one of the two Houses, had found or would later find unlawful according
to the subsidiarity principle? From this point of view, it seems quite strange that
a state should not express its will, regarding EU affairs, with one voice.

4.The Reform of the Rules of Procedure

A member state has to modify the Rules of Procedure of its Parliament, in order
to accomplish the new ‘early warning’ system.

As mentioned above, the Parliament has no more than eight weeks to check
whether a EU draft be compliant with the subsidiarity principle. Although eight
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weeks might seem like a long time, with regard to the necessity of quick inter-
vention, it is not, indeed, if we consider that national parliaments are supposed
to meet “also” their ordinary day to day agenda.

The Italian Houses are structured into Assemblies and numerous Committees
(even Committees on European Affairs). Therefore one must consider the op-
tion of devolving to these Panels, instead of the Assembly, the examination and
drafting of the reasoned opinions required by the Treaty of Lisbon. In bicameral
Parliaments, procedures must be established to avoid discrepancies between
the two Houses: for example, one may think of a “Bicameral Commission for
European Affairs” composed by senators and deputies."!

Our last point deals with the procedure concerning the appeal to the Euro-
pean Court of Justice on behalf of national parliaments. In fact, it seems neces-
sary that a state should adopt new dispositions in order to regulate the Houses’
power to require the intervention of the European Court of Justice.

Beside the above-mentioned reforms, what seems to be also appropriate (per-
haps, almost necessary) is that national parliaments should become fully and
profoundly aware of their new role within the European system. It is important
that they become conscious of the fact that, in light of the new provisions, they
will be considered not only national but also “European” bodies, occupying a
position formally independent from the will of the State as expressed by the
Government.

Under a “multilevel constitutional” perspective, we may say that national par-
liaments could be nowadays “parts” of the overall European “constitutional”
structure, like the so called Independent Authorities and the national adminis-
tration, which are also “European” Administrations whenever they enforce EU
law, and like the National Judiciary, often wearing, as has been said, a “Euro-
pean Law Wig”.

Indeed, it is now up to national parliaments to bear the weight of the “exter-
nal” democratic legitimacy of the European Union. Therefore, we may say that
the European Union is now trying to achieve two sources of “democratic” legi-
timacy: an “internal” one, based on the European Parliament, and an “external”
one, based on national parliaments as “components” of the overall structure of
European political and legal integration.

But we may not be satisfied with the new “role” and “position” gained by these
“Europeanized” “National” Parliaments.

Certainly, we should also stress out that the “external” democratic path traced
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by the Treaty of Lisbon does not confer a truly “active” position to national
parliaments.

It seems to be quite paradoxical. No matter whether national parliaments
may acquire new powers, this should not reduce the “role” and “charisma” of
the European Parliament. Still, the (new) system of double democratic legiti-
macy (introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon) only partly reduces the “democratic
deficit” at EU level.

After the Lisbon Treaty, national parliaments have only the power to “stop”
or “block” the legislative process at EU level, or to defend the subsidiarity prin-
ciple under the safeguard of the competencies, prerogatives or interests of the
member states.

Their function is that of “warning” rather than of “proposing” drafts. They
may amend or correct or at least try to nullify the European Union legislation
(of course not directly, but indirectly, by exercising the power to require a judg-
ment on behalf of the Court of Justice), but cannot directly participate in the
elaboration of European directives and regulations. We may say that, rather
than the power to help to build the “engine” of European political integration,
they have the power to have it “seize up”.

One may say that, on the contrary, national parliaments have played an “ac-
tive” role right from the start, in the so-called “descending” phase of the Euro-
pean integration process, by implementing directives into the national legal
system.

However, even in that “descending” phase, national parliaments cannot be
considered the “engines” of integration. Quite often, indeed, directives are so
detailed that little room is left for the national Legislator to adapt them. Accord-
ing to national procedures, quite often (at least, in Italy) the implementation of
EU directives is delegated by Parliament, through the annual Community Law,
to the Executive Power, which allows the Council of Ministers to adopt “legisla-
tive decrees” aiming to implement directives.

One may say that, if there is already a European Parliament representing the
European people, it is not necessary to recognize the power of proposal per-
taining to national parliaments, as well. Of course, this is obviously right and
acceptable.

Yet, the new Treaty recognizes that no less than one million citizens, nationals
of a significant number of member states, have the power to take the initiative
and invite the European Commission, within the framework of its powers, to
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submit any appropriate proposal when they believe that a legal act of the Union
be required for implementing the Treaties (Art. 11, para. 4).

We should also consider that the new Treaty confirms an analogous power of
the European Parliament (strengthening it, by disposing that, should the Com-
mission not follow Parliament’s request, the Commission itself must motivate
its denial).

Therefore, why can’t we argue that the increasing involvement of national
parliaments may reinforce the democratic issue? Why can’t we say that national
parliaments may be involved also in an evaluation of the proportionality princi-
ple (not only the subsidiarity principle), on the one hand, and in a much tighter
cooperation with the European Commission, as for the elaboration of a new
EU legislation, on the other? Why can’t we say that the National Independent
Authorities and the national Administrations actually seem to be much more
“Europeanized” than national parliaments, both in theory and practice?*?

A way of increasing the involvement of national parliaments in European
policy making may be found in the provisions of Art. 9 and 10 of the Protocol of
national parliaments in the European Union, but these articles are not exactly
written in order to confer genuine power of proposal to national parliaments.

In sum, something has been done so far as to increase the overall democratic
legitimacy of the European Union, also in reply to the “mood” of European citi-
zens, who are often not exactly “euro-enthusiastic”. Further steps seem to be ne-
cessary, above all with regard to an effective interparliamentary cooperation.

If the European Union structure seems to be even more a perfectible “con-
stitutional multilevel network’, linking tightly together the various Institutions
at various levels, greater European political integration should not bypass an
effective Europeanization of national parliaments, as representatives of the “Eu-
ropean peoples” (with “final -s”), together with their European Parliament rep-
resenting the “European people” (without “final -s”), or, better to say, European
citizens.
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EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND NATIONAL PARLIAMENTS
THE GERMAN EXPERIENCE

1. Introduction

he democratic legitimation of the European Communities and later on

of the European Union, namely the democratic legitimation of decision-
making within the European Union, has long been a subject of debate. A sig-
nificant part of the discussion in politics as well as in academic literature is con-
cerned with the Community’s so called “democratic deficit” Some of the critics
do not realize that there has been a continuing process of strengthening the
power of the European Parliament. In 1970 it became the co-legislative body
with the Council regarding the budget. Since the Treaty of Maastricht of 1992,
in force since 1 November 1993, it has been also the co-legislative body with the
Council in most cases in accordance with the co-decision procedure (Art. 251
TEC). This process has been underlined by the Treaty establishing a Constitu-
tion for Europe and after its failure — notwithstanding some corrections - by
the Treaty of Lisbon, too. The European laws and the European framework laws
were deleted, so we will continue to have Regulations and Directives. But if the
Treaty of Lisbon will enter into force (which has become uncertain given the
Irish referendum) the European Parliament expressily “shall, jointly with the
Council, exercise legislative and budgetary functions” (Art. 14 para. 1 Treaty
on European Union according to the Reform Treaty of Lisbon' - TEU-Lisbon?).
But this is only new regarding the wording, not regarding the facts.

In general, it is important to understand that the phrase “democratic deficit”
has a number of different aspects which must be distinguished.’ A change in the
Parliament’s composition through European direct elections will not necessa-
rily lead to any major shift in European Union policy. Whereas in every demo-
cratic national state voters can change the government, the EC Commission
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is only to a certain degree dependent on the Parliament notwithstanding that
the reforms of Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice strengthened the position of
the Parliament also in this direction. The European Parliament is not the only
but only one part of the legislature. The other part is the Council which shall
consist of a representative of each member state at ministerial level, who may
commit the government of the member state in question and cast its vote (Art.
203 para. 1 TEC; Art. 16 para. 2 TEU-Lisbon). Critics say that this means an “exe-
cutive dominance”. But these arguments of the democracy deficit critique are
based implicitly on the assumption that the European Union must be judged
by the same normative criteria that are applied to ordinary nation states. Ac-
cording to these arguments national parliaments have certain types of power,
and the decision-making structure of the European Union is deficient in not
according the European Parliament the same degree of power. But this point of
view is not adequate as regards the European Union which is not a state but a
unique object in the development of international law with remaining interna-
tional, intergovernmental facets of government combined with supranational
elements, a union of states and citizens, who remain citizens of these states and
become citizens of the European Union mediated by their national states (cf.
Art. 17 TEC; Art. 20 Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union — TFEU-
Lisbon). So it is the adequate model of democracy for the European Union that
its democratic legitimation is based on the European Parliament as well as on
the Council, but only if the members of the Council as members of the national
governments are under genuine control of the national parliamentary bodies
regarding the decisions made in the European Union. It is common experience
that this control implicates a lot of difficulties. For the first time in the develop-
ment of the European Union, the Treaty of Lisbon expressly acknowledges the
importance of national parliaments for the “good functioning of the Union™
and names the most important aspects of this function in Article 12 TEU-Lis-
bon and two Protocols to the Treaties which shall form an integral part thereof
(Art. 51 TEU-Lisbon): The Protocol (No 1) on the role of National Parliaments
in the European Union® and the Protocol (No 2) on the Application of the Prin-
ciples of Subsidiarity and Proportionality.®

The overview on the German experience which I will give to you will start
with the German position based on the German Basic Law as it was formulated
by the Federal Constitutional Court in its Maastricht Decision of 12 October
1993. Then I will deal with the present role of the German Bundestag and the
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German Bundesrat as the chamber of the German Federal States (Lander) who
shall participate through the Bundesrat in the legislation and administration of
the Federation and in matters concerning the European Union (Art. 50 Basic
Law) and which is by this means the second legislative body in Germany re-
garding matters of the European Union. Finally I will show some of the difficul-
ties regarding an effective application of these provisions. In order to improve
the active contribution of the Bundestag to the good functioning of the Union
in Germany the Basic Law and some laws which regulate details respecting
the participation of the Bundestag and the Bundesrat in matters concerning
the European Union have been amended in connection with the act approving
the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty. However, these provisions shall enter into
force only if the Treaty of Lisbon does so. But this is uncertain after the Irish ref-
erendum because a majority of 53.4 to 46.6% said “No”. By the way, the Treaty
of Lisbon has not yet been ratified by Germany, although the ratification act has
passed the Bundestag as well as the Bundesrat with overwhelming majorities.
The German Federal President (Bundesprasident), however, initially did not
sign the Act - he did last week on 8 October 2008 - and stopped ratification
because of constitutional complaints of some Members of the Bundestag until
the Federal Constitutional Court will have decided on these complaints - this
remains to be the case. So the question arises of what will be like the future
— either within the framework of the Treaty of Lisbon or within the remaining
framework of the Treaty of Nice.

2. The Role of the European Parliament and the German Bundestag
According to the Maastricht-Decision of the German
Federal Constitutional Court of 12 October 1993

It is not for the first time that the Federal Constitutional Court had to deal with
constitutional complaints brought against a Ratification Act (i.e. Sanctioning
Act) on a Treaty amending the Treaties establishing the European Communities
or the European Union. In 1992 constitutional complaints were brought against
the Ratification Act on the Union Treaty, the Treaty of Maastricht, and against
the Law amending the Basic Law. And in 2005 constitutional complaints were
brought against the Ratification Act on the Treaty Establishing a Constitution
for Europe. In the latter case the Federal Constitutional Court adjourned its
decision because it was doubtful whether this treaty would enter into force at
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all after the negative referenda in France and the Netherlands, showing a be-
haviour which was not in accordance with the duties of the Court.” It remains
to be seen how the Federal Constitutional Court will behave in the case of the
Lisbon Treaty.

In its Maastricht-Decision® the Federal Constitutional Court held the com-
plaint to be admissible only regarding a probable infringement of the complain-
ant’s rights under Art. 38 of the Basic Law.’ The Court held that if the Bundestag
surrendered functions and powers, especially on legislation and the choice and
control of other persons exercising state authority in connection to the Euro-
pean Union, this affected matters to which the democratic content of Art. 38
Basic Law relates. It was said to be a substantive component of the inviolability
of the democratic principle of Art. 79 para. 3 of the Basic Law' that the carry-
ing-out of state functions and the exercise of public authority derived from the
people of the state and that those performing such activities are fundamentally
answerable to the people. But that necessary relationship of responsibility could
be established in various ways, not merely in one specific form. According to the
Court it is “decisive... that a sufficiently effective content of democratic legitima-
tion, that is a specific level of legitimation, should be achieved”. Therefore the
Court states: “If the Federal Republic of Germany becomes a member of a com-
munity of states that is entitled to act on its own sovereign matters and if that
community is given the right to exercise independent sovereign powers - both
are expressly allowed by the Basic Law for the achievement of a united Europe
(Art. 23 para. 1) — then democratic legitimation here cannot be produced in the
same way as it is within a national state order governed uniformly and conclu-
sively by a national constitution”"! Having in mind the given circumstances, in
a Union of the peoples of Europe, in a (how the Court named this) “Staaten-
verbund” (something between a federation and a confederation) of democratic
states, whose national identity is respected by the Union (Art. 6 para. 4 TEU; cf.
Art. 4 para. 2 TEU-Lisbon), the Court held that a certain double-track demo-
cratic legitimation is mandatory that is achieved on the one hand and “in the
first and foremost” by the nationals of the member states through their national
parliaments, on the other hand through the European Parliament which is elect-
ed by the peoples, the citizens of the member states (cf. Art. 189 para 1. TEC; cf.
the different wording — and maybe the different sense intended - in Art. 14 para.
2 TEU-Lisbon: “composed of representatives of the Unions citizens”).

The Federal Constitutional Court held the legitimation by the European
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Parliament to be an “additional factor”, a source of supplementary democratic
support for the policies of the European Union, “which could become stronger
were it to be elected by equivalent electoral rules in all member states” and if “its
influence on the policies and legislation of the European Community were to
increase”!'? On the one hand the Court underestimated the role of the European
Parliament. After the introduction of the co-decision procedure it was much
more than an “additional factor”. On the other hand the Court was in favour
of strengthening the role of the European Parliament and held this even to be
mandatory if the importance of “function and powers within the sphere of re-
sponsibility of the European confederation of allied states” were to become ex-
cessive. As long as this increase had not taken place, however, the Court states
that “functions and powers of substantial importance must remain for the Ger-
man Bundestag”. The decisive question is what shall be when on one hand the
function and powers will have been broadened and on the other hand the pow-
ers of the European Parliament simultaneously will have been strengthened
as it is provided for by the Treaty of Lisbon as regards what is now Police and
Judicial Co-operation in Criminal Matters. The Federal Constitutional Court
stated that it was decisive “that as integration proceeds a thriving democracy is
also maintained in the Member States”. This means that democracy in the Eu-
ropean Union even then needs two supporting pillars to ensure a double-track
democratic legitimation. This is also the concept of the Treaty of Lisbon which
emphasizes the importance of national Parliaments and their active contribu-
tion to the good functioning of the Union.

3.The Role of the German Bundestag and
the German Bundesrat Regarding Matters of the European Union

|. The Europeanization of German Law - Consequences
for the German Bundestag: Loss of Autonomous Legislative Function

Today, “Europeanization” of national law is commonplace. The complainants
in Maastricht cited estimates by Jacques Delors, then President of the European
Commission, given in an address to the European Parliament on 4 July 1988,"
and Martin Bangemann, then Commissioner, that at present (this was 1988)
already nearly 80% of regulations in the economic sphere and nearly 50% of all
German legislation was determined by Community law. These were estimates
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only, but it is sure that they hit the fact, at least today, after further extensions
of Community competences.'* Regulations have direct effect (Art. 249 para. 2
TEC). Approval of the national parliament is not only not necessary but even
inadmissible, if it alters, obstructs or obscures the direct effect of the regula-
tion.”” In some cases, however, additional national law may be even required,
especially if appropriate sanctions for a breach of the provisions of the regula-
tion are needed.'® But this leaves discretion to the parliaments only to a certain
extent and leads to another form of binding requirements of Community law.
Directives have to be implemented by national parliaments. According to Art.
249 para. 3 TEC the directive “shall leave to the national authorities the choice
of form and methods”. But the discretion of the national legislator should not
be overestimated. Directives can and may be very strict. In this case, for the
national parliaments is no more left than the duty to repeat the content of what
the Community legislator prescribes. If directives are not implemented, they
can have direct effect if they meet the criteria of precision, unconditionality, the
absence of discretion, and the absence of a need of implementing measures."”
Last but not least also primary EC-law can have direct effect,'® and it is binding
for the national legislator in general. So national parliaments have lost a lot of
scope of action as regards their most important power, that is legislation, to the
Community. The German Bundestag for a long time underestimated this fact
and the fact that the national contribution to Community legislation had been
shifted to the national government which is represented in the Council which
initially had been the decisive and now is the co-decisive Community legislator.
So it was not until the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992 that remarkable attempts
to gain some forms of compensation by institutional Europeanization'® were
made. The German Bundesrat, on the contrary, had done so successfully in
connection with the Ratification Act of the Single European Act in 1986.

IIl. Reactions: Institutional Europeanization

a) Ratification Act of the Rome Treaty (1957)

The Ratification Act of the Rome Treaty establishing the European Economic
Community gave the German Bundestag and Bundesrat no more than a claim
to information vis a vis the Federal Government in matters of European poli-
tics. At least information should be given prior to the Council’s (as the then sole
Community legislator) decision-making.*
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b) Ratification Act of the Single European Act (1986)

The Single European Act of 1986 made not only important institutional re-
forms, for instance the co-operation procedure which introduced the European
Parliament as a real player in the Community’s legislative process for the first
time and the broadening (as well as the use in practice) of majority voting in the
Council. It also brought important substantive changes, for instance the intro-
duction of the internal market aim and new (or expressly named) substantive
areas of Community competences, such as environmental policy. The German
Federal States (Lander) realized this loss of competences which hit themselves
to a substantive extent due to the division of competences prescribed by Art. 30,
70 Basic Law. Therefore the German Bundesrat, after the (before the clarifying
amendment of Art. 23 para. 2 Basic Law doubtful) concession that its approval
was needed for the ratification of the Treaty, gained remarkable improvements
regarding the preparation of Community decisions at the national level by the
Sanctioning Act which contained not only the Ratification Act but also provi-
sions on strengthening the position of the Bundesrat vis a vis the Federal Gov-
ernment.”' But there was no equivalent for the benefit of the Bundestag.

The so called “new Bundesrat-procedure” which had been introduced with the
Ratification Act on the Single European Act was deficient under some aspects: It
represented only the governments but not the parliaments of the Federal States
(Lander). But this inevitably follows from the construction of the Bundesrat.*
Moreover, it was only based on an Act of Parliament and not on the Consti-
tution. So the obligations of the Federal Government towards the Bundesrat
had to be construed as emanations of the Constitution, namely deriving from
internal consequences of the clause which entitled the Federation to transfer
sovereign powers to the European Community (which then was Art. 24 para. 1
Basic Law) in order to enable proceedings at the Federal Constitutional Court.
Last but not least this solution was absolutely unsatisfactory for the Bundestag.
The Maastricht-Treaty was the next opportunity to enhance its position.

¢) The Amendment of the Basic Law (Art. 23, Art. 45, Art. 52 para. 3a Basic Law)
in connection with the Ratification Act of the Maastricht Treaty (1992)

The Treaty of Maastricht which made institutional reforms (e.g. three pillar
structure, co-decision procedure) as well as substantial reforms, especially the
monetary union, was thought to establish a new qualitative step within Euro-
pean integration which needed a special legal basis. Therefore Art. 23 Basic Law
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was introduced as a substitute for the former Article that held this place and that
had been deleted after the reunification of Germany in 199o0. It is a special pro-
vision to Art. 24 Basic Law. Art. 23 para. 1 Basic Law lays down the substantial
and formal conditions for the participation of Germany in the development of
the European Union. As regards the Bundestag it is important that the Euro-
pean Union must be committed inter alia to democratic principles and that the
transfer of sovereign powers by the Federation requires a law of the Bundestag
with the consent of the Bundesrat. Art. 23 para. 2 to para. 7 confirm on a consti-
tutional basis the rights of the Bundestag and the Bundesrat against the Federal
Government in matters concerning the European Union. The Bundestag, and,
through the Bundesrat, the Lander shall participate in matters concerning the
European Union. The Federal Government shall keep the Bundestag and the
Bundesrat informed, comprehensively and at the earliest possible time (Art. 23
para. 2 Basic Law). Before participating in legislative acts of the European Un-
ion, the Federal Government shall provide the Bundestag with an opportunity
to state its position, and it shall take this position into account during the nego-
tiations (Art. 23 para. 3 Basic Law). Art. 23 para. 4 to para. 6 Basic Law lay down
the rights of the Bundesrat which shall participate in the decision-making proc-
ess insofar as it would have been competent to do so in a comparable domestic
matter (regarding legislative competences of the Federation), or insofar as the
subject falls within the competence of the Lander. It is obvious that the position
of the Bundesrat has been regulated much more detailed than the position of the
Bundestag. So in some cases the position of the Bundesrat “shall be given the
greatest possible respect in determining the Federation’s position” - it is highly
disputed if in some cases the position of the Bundesrat is even strictly binding
the Federal Government — and in some cases the exercise of the rights belonging
to the Federal Republic of Germany as a member state of the European Union
shall be delegated to a representative of the Lander designated by the Bundesrat.
Details respecting the rights of the Bundestag as well as the Bundesrat shall be
regulated by a law (Art. 23 para. 3 sentence 3, Art. 23 para. 7 Basic Law).
Dealing with European matters had been proved to be very complicated and
to consume enormous resources. Special experts were needed who can act
quickly, having in mind the time limits for Community legislation. Therefore
Art. 45 Basic Law was introduced which empowers the Bundestag to appoint
a Committee on the Affairs of the European Union. Contrary to other Com-
mittees of the Bundestag this Committee may be empowered to exercise the
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Bundestag’s rights in relation to the Federal Government in accordance with
Art. 23 Basic Law.

The Bundesrat was empowered to establish a Chamber for European Affairs
whose decisions shall be regarded as decisions of the Bundesrat. Therefore, the
provisions regarding the composition of the Bundesrat (Art. 51 Basic Law) ap-
ply mutatis mutandis (Art. 52 para. 3a Basic Law).

d) Act on Cooperation between the Federal Government and the German
Bundestag in Matters concerning the European Union (1993)

In accordance with Art. 23 para. 3 sentence 3 Basic Law the Bundestag passed
the Act on Cooperation between the Federal Government and the German
Bundestag in Matters concerning the European Union on 12 March 1993.%
Section 1 and 3 of this Act are rather vague and reiterate that the Bundestag
shall participate in matters concerning the European Union, shall be informed
by the Federal Government comprehensively and as early as possible. Accord-
ing to section 4 the information shall be parallel to the development within
the Council and has to be forwarded at any stage of this development without
delay. According to section 5 the Bundestag shall have enough time to consider
the item concerned to state its opinion. According to section 2 the Bundestag
shall appoint the Committee on the Affairs of the European Union mentioned
in Art. 45 Basic Law. The Committee was appointed. It established procedural
principles in dealing with items of business transmitted to it in accordance with
Section 93 of the German Bundestag’s Rules of Procedure which deals with EU
items and the Committee on the Affairs of the European Union.

e) Act on Cooperation between the Federation and the Federal States
(Ldnder) in Matters concerning the European Union (1993)

In accordance with to Art. 23 para. 7 Basic Law the Bundestag passed the
Act on Cooperation between the Federation and the Federal States (Lander) in
Matters concerning the European Union on 12 March 1993.** This act is more
concrete and more detailed than the act regarding the Bundestag. To implement
section 9 of the act, the Agreement between the Federal Government and the
Governments of the Lander on Cooperation in Matters relating to the European
Union was concluded on 29 October 1993. It contains rather detailed provisions,
for example regarding the participation of the Bundesrat in framework decisions
in accordance with Art. 34 para. 2 lit. b TEU (police and criminal justice).
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lll. Experience: Critique of the Functioning of the Institutional Europeanization

The actual functioning of the institutional europeanization of the Bundestag
which took place following the Maastricht-Treaty is questionable and highly
doubted. The Committee on the Affairs of the European Union usually does
not deal with the implementation of EC directives in national law because this
is considered to be the task of the technical committees. On the one hand this
makes sense because EC directives deal with different technical questions that
makes different expertise necessary. But members of the EU Committee think
that their colleagues in technical committees — except for the committees for
agriculture and for environmental policy — don’t invest enough resources in
European policies. At least coordination between the technical committees and
between them and the EU Committee was required to avoid a lack of informa-
tion and to avoid the presentation of different points of view as regards the
position of Germany at Brussels. Though it may be striking or not that the EU
Committee has only rarely used its formal rights. Besides reasons relating to
the complexity of the procedure there may be conflicts of competence between
the EU Committee and the technical committees. Other reasons are that the
majority party or parties of the Bundestag which do also form the majority
in the committees will not vote against “their” government. Due to the inher-
ent logic of parliamentary systems, the majority of members within the Com-
mittee in general are not interested in unduly restricting the government by a
formal mandate. So there are only rare cases in which opinions were expressed
against the position of the latter.” In some instances, formal resolutions were
even adopted in order to support the Government’s position.® But this is not
a special problem of europeanization but a general one according to which the
constitutional balance of power is not established between parliament and gov-
ernment but merely between the opposition in parliament and government.
This is confirmed by the trend that opposition parties are in favour of strengthe-
ning the control exercised by parliament in EU matters but they reduce their
efforts as soon as they see a chance to gain governmental power after the next
elections.”” In general, however, european politics in Germany do not follow
strongly the usual discrepancies according to party lines. European integra-
tion as such is not a controversial issue in the Bundestag, leaving aside the at-
tacks of the so called Left party and one Member of the Christian Social Party
against the Treaty of Lisbon. In times of decreasing public support for Europe,
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the Committee sees itself rather as a defender than a critic of the European Un-
ion.”® However, the Committee is only to a limited extent engaged in the field
of preparation of Treaty amendments and other major decisions, and only and
even less if at all in cases of EU legislation.?’

One of the topics which the Commission appointed by Bundestag and Bun-
desrat to reform the German federal system had to deal with was the ability of
the Basic Law to deal with European integration through a revision of repre-
sentation abroad and regulations concerning a national solidarity pact as well
as accepting responsibility for compliance with supranational law.** The Federa-
tion and the Lander agreed to share EU sanctions for national Budget deficits
and for other violations of EC law.*! Regarding the Lander participation in EU
policy-making, heavy controversies arose between the supporters of a stronger
position of the Federation and the defenders of the position of the Lander rep-
resented by the Bundesrat which is relatively strong compared with the position
of the Bundestag. According to the former, federalism would weaken Germany
in Europe because if the Lander did not concur with the Federation Germany
would eliminate itself by abstenting, the so called “German vote”. The defend-
ers of the Lander disagreed. The federal representatives and some experts in the
Federal Commission were exaggerating their concerns. Federalism was an es-
sential principle of the German Constitution, thus the role of the Lander had to
be strengthened. The result was that their role in Art. 23 para. 6 Basic Law was
clarified in a manner which somewhat reduced but also somewhat strengthe-
ned it. This paragraph now states that in areas of their exclusive legislative com-
petence concerning schools, culture, and electronic media, the Linder will be
represented in the EU Council of Ministers by someone appointed by the Bun-
desrat. In cases involving areas other than the three specified above, the Lander
can appoint a representative only in consultation with the federal government.
Due to the focus on the concrete topic “federalism” the role of the Bundestag
was only discussed marginally vic. regarding deficits concerning the informa-
tion on and the discussion of EU questions as well as the necessary control of
the government.

4.The Adaptation of German Law to the Treaty of Lisbon:
Strengthening the Role of the German Bundestag

Both the failed Constitutional Treaty and its successor, the Treaty of Lisbon,
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strengthen the role of the national parliaments. The provisions laid down in
Article 12 TEU-Lisbon, the Protocol on the role of national parliaments in the
European Union** and the Protocol on the Application of the Principles of Sub-
sidiarity and Proportionality®® as well as the provisions on simplified revision
procedures (Art. 48 paras. 6 and 7 TEU-Lisbon) require corresponding provi-
sions in the laws of the member states. These provisions in Germany can be
found in the accompanying laws to the Ratification Act of the Treaty Establish-
ing a Constitution for Europe and the Ratification Act of the Treaty of Lisbon.

. Ratification Act of the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe (2005)

The Ratification Act of the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe of 29
October 2004 was passed by the German Bundestag on 24 April 2005* and by
the Bundesrat on 23 May 2005.* However, the law has not been promulgated
because the Federal President (Bundespriasident) delayed the signing of the
act as provided for in Art. 82 Basic Law until the Federal Constitutional Court
would have decided on the constitutional claims against it. After the failure of
the Constitutional Treaty the Ratification Act became obsolete. Being connected
with the entry into force of the Constitutional Treaty the same happened to the
Act on Broadening and Strengthening the Rights of the Bundestag and the Bun-
desrat in Matters concerning the European Union* which the Bundestag passed
on 17 November 2005, except for the provision in Article 2 para. 2 No. 1 regard-
ing section 6 of the Act on Cooperation between the Federal Government and
the German Bundestag in Matters concerning the European Union (concerning
an Agreement between German Bundestag and the Federal Government).

II. Ratification Act of the Treaty of Lisbon (2008)

The Ratification Act of the Treaty of Lisbon of 13 December 2007 was passed
by the German Bundestag on 12 May 2008* and by the Bundesrat on 27 May
2008.% The Federal President signed the act on 8 October 2008* but delayed
ratification until the Federal Constitutional Court would have decided on the
constitutional complaints brought against this act. Having in mind that the
provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon which strengthen the role of national parlia-
ments require corresponding provisions in the laws of the member states the
German legislator amended the Basic Law accordingly and renewed the Act
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on Broadening and Strengthening the Rights of the Bundestag and the Bun-
desrat in Matters concerning the European Union of 17 November 2005. This
act which was originally drafted in accordance with the Constitutional Treaty
was adapted to the provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon.*

a) Amendment of the Basic Law (Art. 23 para. 1a, Art. 45)

Article 8 of the Protocol on the Application of the Principles of Subsidiarity
and Proportionality of the Treaty of Lisbon states that the European Court of
Justice shall have jurisdiction in actions on grounds of an infringement of the
principle of subsidiarity by a legislative act, brought by member states, or noti-
fied by them in accordance with their legal order on behalf of their national
Parliament or a chamber thereof. In Germany, this refers to both the Bundestag
and the Bundesrat as legislative bodies. To ensure these rights on a constitution-
al level Article 23 Basic Law was amended by introduction of paragraph 1a.*
According to this paragraph, Bundestag and Bundesrat have the right to bring
actions on grounds of infringement of the principle of subsidiarity by a legisla-
tive act of the European Union. The Bundestag is obliged to do so on request of
a quarter of its members. This right could be delegated by law to the Committee
on the Affairs of the European Union which is a chamber of the national parlia-
ment within the meaning of Article 8 of the Protocol on Subsidiarity. Therefore
Article 45 Basic Law was adapted, too. But the respective law on the Exercise of
the Rights of the Bundestag and the Bundesrat deriving from the Treaty of Lis-
bon on European Union and the Treaty Establishing the European Community
(see below) did not delegate this right as can be seen after careful examination
of the text in section 3 and the explanations to the text of section 5.

b) Act to Extend and Strengthen the Rights of the Bundestag
and the Bundesrat in Matters concerning the European Union

The Act to Extend and Strengthen the Rights of the Bundestag and the Bun-
desrat in Matters concerning the European Union of 2008* renews the provi-
sions of the Act with the same title of 2005, adapting the content to the termi-
nology and to special requirements of the Treaty of Lisbon in comparison with
the Constitutional Treaty. The core of this Act is the new Act on Executing the
Rights of the Bundestag and the Bundesrat deriving from the Treaty of Lisbon
on European Union and the Treaty Establishing the European Community.
Furthermore the Acts on Cooperation between the Federal Government and
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the German Bundestag and on Cooperation between the Federation and the
Lander of 1993 and other acts concerning European integration were amended.

aa) Act on the Exercise of the Rights of the Bundestag and the

Bundesrat deriving from the Treaty of Lisbon on European Union

and the Treaty Establishing the European Community

Section 1 of the Act on the Exercise of the Rights of the Bundestag and the
Bundesrat deriving from the Treaty of Lisbon on European Union and the Trea-
ty Establishing the European Community states that Bundestag and Bundesrat
shall regulate how to deal with the documents which have to be transmitted to
them according to the Treaty of Lisbon (cf. Art. 12 lit. a TEU-Lisbon) in their
respective Rules of Procedure. Section 2 and 3 regulate in detail how to deal
with opinions and actions according to Article 6 and Article 8 of the Protocol
on Subsidiarity. It is a consequence of the decision procedure provided for in
section 3 that this right has not been delegated to the Committee on the Affairs
of the European Union.* National parliaments play a key role in the simplified
revision procedures according to Article 48 para. 6 and 7 TEU-Lisbon. The pro-
cedure on simplified revision of the Treaty which according to Article 48 para. 6
TEU-Lisbon can be carried out by unanimous decision of the European Council
requires the approval of the national parliaments if this is the requirement of
the national constitution, as it is the case in Germany. Moreover, some of the
provisions of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union provide for
the possibility to amend them as regards a change from unanimous to major-
ity voting procedure or a change from special legislative procedure to ordinary
legislative procedure by unanimous decision of the European Council. In this
case any initiative taken by the European Council shall be notified to the na-
tional parliaments which can submit their objection within six months starting
from the date of the respective notification. In the absence of such an objection,
the European Council may adopt the decision. In Germany, “national parlia-
ment” in this sense means Bundestag and Bundesrat according to the division
of competences laid down in the Basic Law. Therefore section 4 of the act regu-
lates the cooperation between Bundestag and Bundesrat in respect of this divi-
sion of competences. Section 5 empowers the German Bundestag to delegate
its competences deriving from this act to the Committee on the Affairs of the
European Union (Art. 45 Basic Law). But the delegation is excluded regarding
actions to the European Court of Justice and objections to simplified revisions
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of the Treaty which should have been expressly stated in section 5. According
to section 6 details shall be regulated by an agreement between Bundestag and
Federal Government.

bb) Amendment of the Act on Cooperation between the Federal Government

and the German Bundestag in Matters concerning the European Union and

of the Act on Cooperation between the Federation and the Federal States

(Ldnder) in Matters concerning the European Union

The Act on Cooperation between the Federal Government and the German
Bundestag in Matters concerning the European Union and the Act on Coope-
ration between the Federation and the Federal States (Lander) in Matters con-
cerning the European Union of 1993 were amended in respect of the provisions
of the Treaty of Lisbon.

cc) Amendment of other acts concerning European integration

The Act on the Federal Constitutional Court was amended regarding the
quorum of members of the Bundestag necessary for an action brought before
the Court concerning the judicial review of statutes (“a fourth” instead of a
“third”). This is only an adaptation corresponding to the amendment of Article
93 para. 1 No. 2 Basic Law. The latter was amended in order to provide for the
same quorum as laid down in Article 23 para. 1a sentence 2 Basic Law.

More important is the amendment of the German Election of Judges Act.
According to this act a special committee is engaged in the choice of German
judges. This committee shall be involved in the choice of the Judges and Ad-
vocates-General the German Federal Government intends to propose for ap-
pointment according to Article 253 and Article 254 Treaty on the Functioning
of the European Union.

5.Summary and Conclusion

The European Union is a unique system, a union of states and a union of citi-
zens. Therefore a double-track democratic legitimation by the nationals of the
member states via national parliaments and the European Parliament which is
directly elected by the peoples, the citizens of the member states, is not a sign
of a “democratic deficit” but is rather the adequate model of democracy for the
European Union. Double-track or dual democratic legitimation requires that
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the members of the Council as members of the national governments are under
genuine control of the national parliamentary bodies regarding the decisions
made in the European Union. It is common experience that this control suffers
from alot of difficulties. The quality of this control differs from member state to
member state. The proper functioning of the institutional arrangements in the
Bundestag which were designed to respond to the developments brought about
by the Maastricht-Treaty (“Europeanization”), especially the work of the Com-
mittee on the Affairs of the European Union, is questionable and highly doubt-
ful. For the first time in the development of the European Union, the Treaty of
Lisbon expressly acknowledges the importance of national parliaments for the
“good functioning of the Union” and spells out the most important aspects of
this function. These provisions require corresponding provisions in the laws of
the member states. In Germany those can be found in the laws accompanying
the Ratification Act of the Treaty of Lisbon. Article 23 para. 1a Basic Law shall
give the right to the Bundestag and the Bundesrat to force the Federal Govern-
ment to bring an action before the European Court of Justice if an act of Com-
munity legislation is not in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity. But
the amendments concerning the cooperation between the Federal Government
and the German Bundestag in matters concerning the European Union could
be more important if they are put into practice. These amendments turn out to
have been passed by the German legislator, but they shall enter into force only if
the Treaty of Lisbon enters into force after ratification of all member states. The
German Federal President (Bundesprasident) has signed the Ratification Act
on 8 October 2008, but the actual ratification is delayed until the Federal Con-
stitutional Court will have given judgement on the constitutional complaints
brought against the Ratification Act. It is much more uncertain whether Ireland
will be able to ratify after the “No” resulting from the referendum of 12 June
2008. Even without the Treaty of Lisbon the amendments in Germany would
be a useful improvement of the position of the Bundestag (after some modifica-
tions regarding the “Treaty of Lisbon” terminology).
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Av. kaOnyntiic Evpwnaixot Aiaiov, Okovouko Iavemotiuio AByvay
AwevBuvths B' AedBuvons Emotnpovikwv Medetwv t76 Bovdss twv EAAfvwy

EYPQIMAIKO KOINOBOYAIO KAl EONIKA KOINOBOYAIA:

AMO THN ANTINAAOTHTA XTHN KOINH MAXH
FNATON EKAHMOKPATIZMO KAITH NOMIMONOIHZH
THX EYPQMNAIKHZ ENQZHZ

1. Elcaywyn

Ta eBvikd kowvoPovlia kahobvtat va taifovy évav aitepa onpavtikd polo
ot Stadikaoia evpwnaikng odokAnpwong.' O porog avtdg vTayopeveTaL ATO
T B¢0m ToL KaTéxoLV Ta KOLVOPOVALA GTA TTOALTIKA CLOTHUATA TWV KPATWDYV.
H Evpwnaixn Evwon wg évwon kpatav, Tovhdxiotov katd to Opoomovdioko
Awaotpro g Teppaviag, Baocilet T vopupomoinon g dpaong tng otn ov-
Qwvn Yvoun Tov eBvikav kotvoBoviinv. Onwe xapakTnploTikd etmwOnke anod
TO €V AOyw AIKAOTAPLO, OTNV TEPLWOVVUN ATOPACT TOV, TNG 12ns OkTtwPpiov
1993 yla Tr ZvvOrkn Tov Mdaotply, oty mapovoa ¢aomn tng dtadikaoiag ev-
PWTAIKNG OAOKAN pwONG, Ta eBViKA KotvoBovia e§akolovBovv va tapapévouvy
oL KUPLOL POPELG TNG ONUOKPATIKHG VOULIOTIONMO0TG OAWV TwV SlaoTAoEWV TOV
EVPWTIATKOD EYXELPIUATOG.> Miat TETOLA TTPOOEYYLOT) PAIVETAL OTL AVTAVAKAL
™V mapadootakn £vvola TG KpaTikng kvplapyiag.®

Qot600, N e&EMEn NG Stadikaoiag EVPWTAIKNG OAOKANPWONG ATTALTEL [t
véa Bewpnon, mpaypa mov emixeipnoe o Evpwmaiko Zovraypa. IIpdypoartt, To
TPWTO 4pOPO TOL ZVVTAYHATOG EEKIVOVTE IE TNV EKPPAOT] «AVTAVAKADVTAG TN
BovAnon Twv moATwy kat Twv kpatwv TG Evpdnmge», kabiepwvovtag étot kat
ovvTtaypatika to Simhd vopponowmtiko Oepédio Tng Evwong.*

Qotd00, oL KAaowkég apxég TnG yvrolag dnuokpatiknig dtakvBépvnong, £tol
OTWG avanTOXONKay 0T E0WTEPIKO TWV KPATWY, PaiveTal va Sikatodoyolv T
Béon tov yeppavikov Atkaotnpiov, 1diwg 6oV agopd Tovg Topeis Spdong g
Evwong, omov o pddog tov Evpwnaikod KotvoPfovAiov eival meploptopévog,
OTIWG O TOUENG ACPANELAG KA AUVVOLG.

Emopévwg, 1 SnHoKpaTIK apyr| LTTAYOPEVEL TNV ATTOVOT VOGS EVPWTIATKOD
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polov ota eBvikd kotvoPoivAta. Tnv avdykn avtn anodéxtnkayv ot apxnyoi Twv
Kpatwv Kal KuPepvrioewv oto Evpwnaikd Zvpfoviio tov Adakev, To 2001,
avayvwpilovtag ott Ta Bvikd kotvoBolAta «emiong cupPaAlovv 0T VoLo-
noinomn tov Evpwmnaikov oxediov».®

To B¢pa mov TiBetat eivat 0 pohog mov mpémet va anoveunOei ota eBvika kot-
voPovAia, 600V agopd Tig Spaoctnptotntes TG Evwong. Tnv andavtnon eaive-
TaL va €Xouv dWoeL, TOVAAXLOTOV O€ ETMESO apXWV, TPELG KATA OELpd GLVONKE,
n ZvvOnkn Tov Mdaotpiyt, n XvvOnkn Tov Apotepvrap Kat n XvvOnkn g
AwoaPovag, n omoia Statrpnoe Tig Oepediwdelg pvuioeig Tov Evpwnaikov Xv-
VTAYHATOG.

H anédvtnon avtr eivat idaitepa onpavtikn, enetdn npoadiopilel pe véo tpo-
70, TO0O0 TI§ OXE0ELS TwV eBvikwY kotvoBovAiwy pe Tig eBvikég kvPepvnoelg,
600 Kat TIg oxéoelg Twv eBvikwy kotvoBovAiwy pe To Evpwnaikd KotvoBovAo.

2. O1 ox€0E1G TWV €BVIKWV KOIvoBouliwv e TIg eOVIKEG KUPBEPVRTELG

Kat’ apxag 0a e§etdoovye Tig opyavwTikég ahlayég mov éxel empépet oTa O vi-
K& CLVTAYHATA 1) andd00T EVOG EVPWTIATIKOV pOAOL oTa B VLKA KOLVOBOVALa, £V
ovveyeia Oa avagpepBovpe ouvomtika oty eEAAnvikr BovAn.

I. O e€gupwmaAloPOC TWV €BVIKWV CUVTAYUATWY

H Siapkng petafifaon appodiotntwv otnv Evpwnaikn Evwon otepet anod ta
eBvikd kowvoPovlia peyalo pépog tng vopobetikng efovoiag. Tunua g anw-
AeoBeioag vopoBetikng efovoiag mepiépyetal 0TI eBvikEG KVPepviioetg Tov
OVUHETEXOLY pEow TOL ZupBovAiov Yovpywv 6To VopoDeTikd ovoTnUa TNG
Evwong. To armotéeopa eivat kat opatd kat anapadekto, 61o fabuod mov mAnt-
TETAL T APXT| KAL TO TIEPLEXOHEVO TNG SLakpLong Twv e§oVoLdV.®

H katdotaon dev pumopet va Bepanevtel pe TNy eVOwHdTwON TwV 00nyLwv
oTiG eBVIKEG Evvopeg TAEeLG péow vOpwY. TTpAypaTt, N YPLOT VOUWV Yo EVOW-
HATWOT) TWV KOLVOTIKWY 00NYLWV CUVIOTA HOVO KAT OVOUA ACKNOT vopoBett-
k|6 e§ovoiag. Ta eBvikd kowvoPovia dev pmopody va alka&ovv Tig puBpicelg
nov mepthapPdavovv ot 0dnyieg. To amayopevel n apyr TNG OLOLOHOPPNG EPap-
HOYNG TOV KOLVOTIKOV Stkaiov.

H vnovopevon g vopoBetikng e§ovoiag and tn CUMHETOXT] TWV KPATWV
otnv'Evwon dev pmopei va BepamevBei, mapd péow (ag ek TwV TPOTEPWY GU-
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petoxng Twv eBvikwv kotvoBovliny otig Stadikacieg mapaywyng Twv npakewy
¢ Evwong.

H emdiwén avtn anotéleoe avtikeipevo moAwv mpoonabeiwv. HOn pe tnv
v aptBpd 13 Afdwon g ZvvOnkng Tov Mdaotply, ot eBvikég KvPepvrioelg
énpene va gpovTilovv wote Ta eBvikd kotvoBovAta va Aappavouy Tig vopode-
TIkéG MpoTaoelg tng Emtponng éykatpa yia mAnpo@dpnon kat e&étaon.

H ZvvOnkn Tov ApoTepvTap CLOTHHATOTOINOE GTO £MAKPO TNV CLUUETOXN
Twv eBvikdv kowvoPovAiwy 0TI evpwaikég vopoBetikég Stadikaoies. Tlpw-
ToV, KatoxvpwOnke To ikaiwpa Twv kovoPovAiwy Tpog evpépwon. AebTepo,
OeopoBetnOnke mpobeopia €€t efSopadwy ya va pmopéoovy ta eBvikd kotvo-
BovAia va AdPovv oxetikn Béon. Katd to Stdotnpa avtd, ot evpwmaikég Stadt-
Kaoieg AYng ano@doewv avactéAAovTal.

H ZvvOnkn g Atoapovag, dtatnpwvtag Tig Oepehiwdetg puOuioeig tov Ev-
POTIATKOV ZVVTAYHATOG, KIVOnKe oTnv idla katevBvvon, kabloTwvTag TIg oXe-
TikéG Stadikaoieg mo Aettovpyikée. Etot, n mpoBeopia yivetal oktw efdopadeg
Kal Ta TPAKTIKAE TwV ovvodwy Tov XvpPovAiov dafipdlovtal amevbeiag ota
eBvikd kowvofovhia yla e&€taon.

ITpoxettat yia onpavtikég puOpioets mov Bétovv Tig Paoelg avantving pag
gviaiog CUVTAYHATIKNG AVTIANYNG TOL EVPWTATKOD pOAOL TV EBVIKWVY KOLVO-
BovAiwy, avedapTHTWG TWV OXECEWV IOV AVTA TAPASOCLAKA AVATTTOOCOLY pe
TIG AVTIOTOLXEG KVPEPVTOELG.

O €Aeyxog TNG apXng TNG EMKOVPIKOTNTAG TToV Kablepwvet 1 XvvOnkn g
AoaPovag, avaPabpilet akopn meptocdtepo To poro Twv eBvikwv kovoBovAi-
wv.” Oeopobeteital «oOoTNUA ENEYXOL» TO OTOiO deda ouvdEeTat pe TN Bepe-
AMdn apxn g Snpokpartiag, mov anattel «ot ano@doelg va Aappavovrat 6o
To Suvatdv eyydrepa 0Tovg oAiteg TG Evwoney.

Ta eBvikd kowvoPovAia avayopebovTal o€ BaoIKr CLUVIOTWOA EPAPUOYTIG TOV
ovotripatog ehéyyov. Tig Ivapeg Tovg emi Tng TPNONG TNG ApXNG TNG EMKOL-
PIKOTNTOG TI§ amooTéAlovy oto Evpwmnaikd KotvoPovAo, oto ZvppfovAio kat
otnv Emrpor). Edv Tuxov vtopAnOeica «évotaon» ovykevipwoel Tov aptbuo
TOL V4G Tpitov, 1 vopoBeTikr mpdTaon enaveEetaletat. To dplo avto kabopile-
TAL 0TO VAL TETAPTO TWV YHPWV OTAV TIPOKELTAL Yiat TIPAEN TTOL APOpPdL TOV TIPW-
nv Tpito muAava, dnladn To xwpo eAevBepiag, aocpdieiag kat Stkaloovvng.

Eidikn véa pvbuion mpootébnke oe oxéon pe To Evponaiko Zovraypa, doov
agopd tn ovvnOn vopoBetikr Stadikaoia, tnyv mpwnv dtadikacia Tng ocvva-
nogaong. Eav n ann mieloyneia twv eBvikwv kotvofovhiwv kpivet 0Tt dev

>195 <



50 XPONIA EYPQMNATKO KOINOBOYAIO. EMNEIPIA KAI NTPOONTIKEX

TNpeiTat n apxm Tne EMKOVPLIKOTNTAG, KaT apXag emParAetal otny Emtponn n
Séopevon g enavetétaone. Ze mepintwon Slathpnong Tng TpdTacn§ anod Ty
Emtponr, apkei mAetoyngia 55% twv peAwv tov ZvpPoviiov 1§ mAeloyneia
Twv yneoaviwv oto Evpwnaikd Kowvopfovlio, 1t Sev tnpeital n apxn tng
EMKOVPIKOTNTAG, YI& VA ATOQPACLOTEL ) TIEpATwWOoT TG vopobetikng Stadika-
olag. Me ala Aoyla, n yvwun tng mAeoyngiog Twv eBvikwv kotvofovAiwy
emdpa otn vopobetikn Stadikacia TG Evwong, tpononotdvtag Ta dedopéva
TIOV LOXVOLY YLa TN AYT TWV AmOQPACEWY.

Zuvolikd, pokettat yia dvo peyaleg Oeopikég kavotopies. H mpwtn ago-
pa N SuvatdTnTa TWwV efvikwy KotvoPovAiwy va arevBuvBovv dueca ota vo-
poBetikd opyava g Evwong. H devtepn kawvotopia ovviotatat otny dpeon
enidpaon mov propovv va e§aokroovy ta eBvikd kotvofovlia ot ovviOn vo-
poBetikn dadikaoio tng Evwong. BéBata, ot puBpioceig avtég dev ovvendyovrat
avtopata v avapaduion tov poAov Twv eBvikwv kotvoPpoviiwy. H avafad-
fuon avtn eivat {NTnHa eVPUTEPWV TOMTIKWY Kol LOEOAOYIKWY GUUTEPLPOPWY,
TPOTAVTWV (ITNHA TPAKTIKWV TTOV AVATTUGCOVTAL, ETKPATOVV KAl XOUPAKTH-
piovv Tov KotvoPovlevTikd TOMTIONO KABE KPATOUG-pENOVG.

2e kdOe mepinTwon, Ta véa evpwmnaikd kabnkovta Twv eBvikwv kotvoPovAiwy
Ba ta katevBV VoLV TIPOG pia SlapKT 0PYAVWTIKY Kat AetTovpYIKT avapddpuon.
H avaPadpuon avth Aettovpyel KataAvTikd ylo TNy avatponr Tng napadoota-
KNG vroPddpiong Twv eBvikwv kotvoPoviiwy amo Tig eBvikég kKuPepvnoels.

IIl. H otdon tng BouAng twv EAAAVwvY

H EXAGSa, ekdnhwvovtag To otabepd evpwmaikd Tpocavatolonod g, Tpomo-
noinoe To ZOvTaypa TPOoKeEVOL va avaPadpioel Tov evpwmaikd polo Tng
BouvArg Twv EAAfjvav.?

Me v avaBewpnon tov 2001, To ZOvtaypa mepthapfavet TAEoV fua etdIkn
kat véa Stdta&n yla tig oxéoelg g KuBépvnong kat tng BovAng. Zopewva pe to
apBpo 70.8 Tov Xvvtayparog, «o Kavoviopog tng BovAng mpoPAénet tov 1pomo
(e Tov omoio 1 BovAn evnuepwvetat and v Kvpépvnon ya ta {ntipata mov
amote oV avTiKeipevo kavovioTikng pvOong oto mhaioto tng Evpwmaikig
‘Evwong kat ov{nrei yU avtdn.

H ovvtaypatikn avtr didta&n epappoletat pe to apbpo 41B tov Kav B, o
omoiog 110n amod 1o 1996 mepleixe kavoTopes pvbpioeis. To apOpo 41B, cuvo-
TTIKA ava@epopevo, TpoBAémet T Suvatotnta TG BovArg, péow g appddiag
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1 TwV appodiwv emTponwy TG, va viobetel Ivaun yia Tig mpog ékdoomn kavo-
vioTikéG ipd&etg g Evwong, n omoia Stafifaletat otov appddio viovpyod 1
oTovg appodiovg vrovpyovs. H KvBépvnon evnuepwvet T BovAn yia tn ovvé-
xeta mov §o0nke otn Ivaun.

Tevika, n epappoyn Twv pubpicewv avtwv dnpodpynoe yovipo mpoPAnua-
TIOWO, Pe amOTEAEOHA KATA Ta TeEAevTaiot XpOvia va rapatnpeital pa Stap-
KWG Kat peyavtepn poondBeta ov{tnong, eite otnv Emtpomnr) Evpwmnaikwv
Ynobéoewy, eite oe KoLvEG ovvedpldoelg TG Emtpomnnig avtng pe Tig Stapkeig
EMTPOTIEG, O ISLAUTEPWG ONpavTika O¢pata. Oa propovoape va avagepbovye
oe ovvedpldoelg pe avtikeipevo to A’ Kowvotwko IThaioto Ztiipi€ng, tn minpn
anelevBépwon Twv vinpectwv (0dnyia MITOAKeTTALY), TIG HETAPOPES, T1| [e-
TappLOOoN TWV EKTAUSEVTIKDOY CLOTNUATWY, TO TTEPIPAAAOV K.AT.

apdAAnha, n Emtponn twv Evponaikav Yroféoewv viobétnoe moAlég
I'vwpeg 0To TAaiolo eQaproyng TNG apxng TNG EMKOVPIKOTNTAG, OTIWG yLa Tl
pAdetypa 0TOV TOHE TNG TPOHOKPATIAG, TOV EAEYXOV TWV e§WTEPIKDY OLVVO-
pwYV, TNG SLevPLYVONG TNG APXNG TNG (0MG LETAXELPLONG EKTOG TOL XWPOL EPYa-
olag, TnG eVPWTAIKNG KIVNTIKOTNTAG TWV AoOEVDV.

ITpoxettal avap@iPoda yia tny avantudn pag véag KotvoBovlevTikng mpa-
KTIKNG, 1 omoia evappovilet Tov tpodmo Aettovpyiag tng BovAng pe Tig kaAvte-
peg kotvoPovAevtikég mpaktikég TG Evpanng. H npoondbeia avtn Ba pmo-
povoe va €xel KaAUTepa amoTeAéopATA, £V oVVOdeVdTAV atd pia KabTepn
opyavwon oe eninedo eMOTNHOVIKNG OTAPLENG, Sedopévng TG vITapxovoag
TOALTIKRG POVANONG Yia evepyodTepn ouppetoxn TG Bovng twv EAMvev oTig
evpwTaikég Siepyaoies.

3. Zxéoelg pe 1o Evpwmnaiko KoivoBouAio

ExT0¢6 amno opiopéveg emonuavoelg yla tn oxéon pe 1o Evpwnaiké KotvoBov-
Ao, Ba e€etaoTei emiong o poAog Tov GLUANOYIKOV Popéa Twv eBVIKWY emiTpO-
WV EVPWTIATKWY VTTODETEWY, YYVWOTOTEPOV PE Tl APXLKA TOV, 0T YAAAIKT, 10G
COSAC.

l. O1 oxéoelg pe To Eupwmaikd KotvofBouAio gival CUPTTANPWHATIKEG

Agdopévng Tng mAovotag mpoPAnpatikng mov avantvxOnke oxeTikd pe To Oépa
avtd, Ba TEPLOPLOTODE O CLVOTITIKEG EMOTUAVOELS.’
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Oewpovpe 0TL N ouvepyaoia Tov Evpwmnaikod KowvoPoviiov pe ta eBvika
KotvoPovAa 8ev punopei e’ ovdevi va 18whel péca amd éva avtaywvioTiko mpi-
opa. O pdAog Tov Evpwmnaikov KotvoPovhiov eivatl va SLa@uldTTeL TO YeVIKO
EVPWTIATKO CLUPEPOV, TO TUHPEPOV TwV TTOALTWV NG Evwone.'” O pohog twv
eBvikwv kotvoPovhinv éykertat otn Stapora&n g vrapéng kat TG amotehe-
OHATIKNG AgtTovpyiag Tov kpatovg, dnhadn otnv mpootacia Tng edvikng Tav-
TOTNTAG, apXn Tov kablepwOnke cuvtaypatikd and to Evpwmnaiko Zovraypa,
Kat Statnprifnke and tn ZvvOnkn g Atocapovag, 1ding péow mpowdnong kot
TEEPLPPOVPTONG TTOALTIKWV TTOV EATPANILOVY TA CUUPEPOVTA TWV TTOMTWV TWV
KPATWV-UeAwv."!

Avapgifola, avtn n katavour Twv kabnkoviwy dev unopei va oteyavomotn-
Bei. Aev umopovv va amopevyBovv emkalbyelg kat Aavlaouéveg aftoloynoeg.
Ta 1o Aoyo avtd emPaletat 0Tevi ovuvepyaoia Twv Vo TLAWVWY TG EVpw-
MK G KOovoPovAevTikng dnuokpatiag.

Baotko péoo e£ao@aliong avTng TG appoVIKNG cuvepyaciag ivat 1 Stakot-
voPovAevtikn ovvepyaoia. H ZuvOrkn tng Atoapovag, oefouevn tnv avto-
vopia Tov Evpwnaikod KowvoPovAiov kat Twv eBvikwv kotvoBovAiwy, agrvet
10 O¢pa avto ot Sikr| Tovg Spdon. Xe kdbe mepinTwon, To {RTNUA PaiveTat
VL apOpd TTEPLOGOTEPO TNV ATIO KOLVOL 0pydvwon Twv eBvikwv kotvoPovAiwy,
€101 OTIWG 1) Aettovpyia TG yvwoTtiig COSAC €xet avadeigel.

Il. Mia A meploootepeg COSAC;

H avapaBpuion tov eBvikwv kowvofovhinwy og atopkn fAor, 00 IKAVOTONTIKN
Kat va givat, §ev Avvet Oha ta mpoPAnpata.'? Amatteital GLVTOVIOHOG KAt KOV
AVTIHETWTILON TWV EVPWTIATKWY SPACTNPLOTHTWY. AG UnVv §EXvape OTL yia va
vnoxpewBei ) Emtpomnr| va emave§etdoet Tig vopobeTikég TG mpoTdoels amat-
Tovvtat ot ['vapeg Tov evag Tpitov Twv eBvikwy Kotvofovhiwy.

Eivau yeyovog 61t 1600 1 ZuvOrikn tov Mdaotpiy 600 kat i ZvvOnkn tov
Apotepvrap mepthappavovy pubpicelg mov evioxvovy Ty mpoomnddeia cuAlo-
VKRG KotvoPovhevTikig §pdong.

Kat” apyag, n ZvvOnkn tov Maaotpry avagépetat otny avtalloyrn mAnpo-
Qoplwv petakl eBvikwv kotvoBovlinv kat Evpwmnaikod Kowvofovliov, kabwg
KAl O€ AVAETAED TOVG EMAPES EOW TAKTIKWY CLVAVTIOEWV.

[MapdAAnAa, n vt ap. 14 ARAwon avagépetal otn Atdokeyn twv KowvoPov-
Awv, SnAadn Twv eBvikwv kovoPovAiwv kat Tov Evpwmaikov KowvoPovhiov,
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OTav KpiveTat anapaitntn, pHe avTikeipnevo Ty e&€taon yevikwy Oepdtwy tng
‘Evwong. Qotooo, Ta mpofArjpata opydvwong eivat ToAG OTwg amokaAvye N
Aldokeyn mov ovvekAnOn to 1990. ITapdAAnAa, Ta mpoPAfpata vopkng ¢v-
ong mov Ba pmopovoe va Bécel 0TO EVPWTATKO KOLVOBOVAEVTIKO LOVTENO 1)
Beopobétnon piag tétolag Stdokeyng odrynoav otny eykatdenyn tng O€ag.

Avtifeta, n tdokeyn TWV EMTPONWV EVPWTATKWY LITOBETEWY, YVWOTOTEPN
wg COSAC, n omnoia ovveotnOn oto Ilapiot 011§ 16-17 NoepPpiov 1989, eixe
kaAvTepn TOXN. H XuvOnkn Tov Apotepvtap tn Oeopobétnoe enionpa, anove-
HOVTAG TNG TO pOAO va vTIoPaeL OLASTTTOTE ELOT|YNOT| KPIVEL OKOTIUN EVOTILOV
Twv opydvwv s Evpwmnaikng Evwong. Qotd00, pntwg TovioTnke O0TL OL €107 -
ynoeig tng COSAC «8ev deopevovv e kavéva Tpomo Ta Bvikd kotvoPovlia,
ovuTe kat tpodkdovv tn Béon Tovgy.

H Aertovpyia Tng COSAC €xet uéxpt ofjpepa avadei&et tooo ta mpoPAnpata
eykaBidpuong piag yevikng kotvofovAevtiknig BoAnong 600 Kal TG TPOOTTL-
K€G IOV éva TéTolo evdexopevo diavoiyel. Idiaitepng onpaociog eivat vto To Tpi-
opa avtd 1 vioBétnon amod Ta edvikd kotvoPovAta NG diatadng mov emTpémnel
v voBétnon elonynoewv and Ty COSAC pe e1dikr TAgtoyn@io TOLAAXIOTOV
TPLOV TETAPTWYV TWV YNPLodvTwV.

H mpoomntikr avtr| dev a@opd HoOVo TIG EMITPOTEG EVPWTATKWY LITOBETEWY,
aANd kat Tig AANeG Stapkeig emTPOTEG Kat LAANLOTA TNV KATAVOT TwV Kabnko-
vtwv petadd avtwv kat g olopéAetag. A&ilet va emonpavOei 6t n ZuvOrkn
™6 AtoaBovag agrvet To Bépa Tov TPOHTOL OPYAVWONG OTOVG dpeca evElagpe-
POUEVOUG.

Yno to mpiopa avtd, N pEXPL ofpepa Aettovpyia TG COSAC ovvIoTd éva
napadetypa.* dvowkd, n 6€on oe epappoyn g ZvvOnkng g Atcafovag a
TpoKaAEoeL VéeG avalnTnoelg kat Hop@eg kotvng dpdong. IIpokettat yio mpwto-
yvwpa Bépata opydvwong kat Aettovpyiag Twv edvikwv kotvoBovlinv. Mévo
n mpa&n Ba avadeiel TG kaAUTEPEG OpYyavWTIKEG LOP@PEG. Ze kabe mepinTwon,
Oa eloé\Bovpe o€ pia véa emoxr) KOlVOBOoVAEVTIOHOV Kat pHdALoTa VTTEPEDVIKOD

XAPAKTHpaL.

4. Juunépacua

Amo ta mpoavagepBévra mpokOTTEL pia SlapkdG Kal TEPLocOTEPO SUVANLKT
avamTuéng Tov eVPWTAIKOL POAOL TwV eBvikwV KotvoPovAiwv. Avaugifola,
elpaoTe pakpLa akoun and tny telkn popen mov Ba propovoe va AdPet i ev-
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pwTaikn dpaon twv eBvikwv kotvoPovliwv. H meplocdtepn Sovied gaivetat
va yivetal 0To e0wTeplkd kdbe kpdtovg péAovg. Qotdoo, kat 1 GupHPoin g
COSAC eivat a§igmawvn. H egappoyn g ZuvOrkng g AtcaBovag avapévetat
va emdpaoet BeTikd oty avaPdadpion Tov evpwnaikod porov Twv eBVIKwV Kot-
voPovliwv. To otoixnpa eivat peydho yia ta eBvikd kotvopodha. H pn amote-
AeopaTikn Aoknon Twv véwv kabnkovtwv tovg Oa emdetvwoet Tn Beopukr Tovg
vnoPdaduion. To xepdtepo, Ba avadei&et kotvoPovlia mToANGVY TayvtHTWV." Emtt-
BaAAetat emopévwg otevr StakotvoPovlevTiky cuvepyaaia, pe mpoedpxovoeg
115 evBvveg Tov Evpwmnaikov KowvoPovliov, étol wote va vapet ouykhion
otV katebBvvon vIBETNONG TWV KAADTEPWV KOLVOPBOVAEVTIKWYV TPAKTIKWY.
Alagopetikd, TibBevtatl og kKivduvo TO00 1 apy TNG LOOTNTAG TWV KPATOV LEADV
EVOTILOV TV XuvOnKwv, 600 Kkat 1 apxn tng e0vikng tavtotntag. Ilpomdvtwy
Opwe TibeTan og kivdvvo n vopponompuévn dpdon s Evwong oto cvvolo twv
KPATWV HeA@V.6
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FROM FEDERATION TO PARTY?
THE FORMATION OF POLITICAL PARTIES
INTHE EUROPEAN UNION

« P olitical parties at the European level are important as a factor for integra-

tion within the Union. They contribute to forming a European aware-
ness and to expressing the political will of the citizens of the Union.” The posi-
tion of political parties within the European political process was officially laid
down for the first time in the Treaty of Maastricht in 1991. Leaving the curious
normative wording of this article apart — suggesting that these European par-
ties were expected to contribute to the formation of a positive European aware-
ness only — we will focus on the other parts of the Treaty article: with “parties at
the European level” and with the second task formally assigned to them since
the Treaty of Maastricht — namely, expressing the political will of voters in the
representative democracy that the European Union seeks to be.

In this contribution two questions will be addressed. Firstly, is it possible to
speak of parties at the European level in the same way that we do of parties
within national political systems? And secondly, how have these parties inter-
preted the representative role that they are expected to perform? First I will ex-
plain what I understand by Eurofederations and their representative function.
I will then outline the organizational evolution of the federations from their
origins in the mid-1970’s up to the present day, and will show how their role
has evolved. After that I'll take stock and draw some conclusions. It will come
as no surprise that the ‘parties at the European level are sui generis parties that
differ markedly in some respects from parties at the national level. We see this
for instance in their limited capacity to carry out their representative task as it
has been formally defined. And finally, I will address the question of what we
can attribute these deficiencies to, and how improvements could be made.
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1. Eurofederations and their representative function

A Eurofederation (or Europarty) in effect brings together an ideological fami-
ly of parties at the European level. It is not a homogenous organization, but a
reticular conglomerate of three structures: national member parties, the par-
liamentary group within the European Parliament and the transnational, extra-
parliamentary party organization, or to use the terms of political scientists Katz
and Mair, the ‘party on the ground, the ‘party in public office’ and the ‘party in
central office’! The national parties are the ‘parties on the ground’ linking the
federation to society. The Eurogroup is the party ‘in public office] representing
the federation in the European Parliament. The party ‘in central office’ is the
transnational party organization, the federation, which - like the group - is pri-
marily active at the European level. The federation overarches national member
parties and the parliamentary group, and it points out the political direction
- at least in theory.

Over the years relationships between these different structures have certainly
not always been stable and harmonious, and this is not very different today.
In order to indicate the degree of integration of the different components one
could use the scale developed by the German political scientist Niedermayer.
He distinguished basically three stages. At the first stage, national parties main-
tained merely ad hoc contacts with parties in other countries. In the second
stage, the co-operative stage, the cross-national relations are embedded in a
permanent trans-national organisational structure. In the third stage, the tran-
snational organisation has evolved into a supranational organisation which re-
stricts the the autonomy of the national organisations.*

The parties on the ground, in public office and in central office each contribu-
te in their own way to the federation’s representative function. Here we will
focus on the transnational party organization. Although this has a degree of in-
dependent authority thanks to the partial transfer of sovereignty from member
parties to the transnational level, it cannot develop fully because of the lack of
co-operation from the same national parties.

There are different ways of interpreting the representative function of po-
litical parties. Some scholars confine it to the party’s programme function - in
other words, the articulation and aggregation of voter preferences. Once these
views have been selected and prioritized, the party incorporates them into its
election programme, which then serves as the basis for the line-up of the par-
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liamentary group and members of the government - if there are any. In this
way, the preferences of the voters are brought into the political decision making
process. But we can also interpret the party’s representative role more broadly
than simply structuring the substance of voter choice. It then includes activities
related to its programmatic function, such as running election campaigns and
recruiting candidates to expound or implement the party’s position. Here is
chosen for the broader interpretation, which means, in addition to channelling
and combining voter preferences, also the recruitment and selection of political
personnel, the mobilization of voters and the shaping of policy. In brief, it refers
to the linkage function of parties, as intermediaries between state and society.

I. Prelude — The Formation of Parliamentary Groups (1950’s)

Political parties largely evolve in response to changes in their institutional en-
vironment. For example, the evolution of parliaments that controlled govern-
ment brought with it the formation of groups, and extending suffrage went
hand in hand with the rise of mass parties. This somewhat simplified institu-
tional mechanism also occurred at the European level. The process of European
integration dates back to the early 1950%. In May 1950 Schuman proposed the
formation of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). The Nether-
lands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Italy, France and Germany became signatories
one year later, and in July 1952 the treaty came into effect. The ‘Common As-
sembly’ held its inaugural session in Strasbourg in September. This parliament
was charged with the political supervising of the executive body of the ECSC,
called the High Authority, and could force resignations where necessary. Al-
though the Common Assembly was composed on a national basis (the parlia-
ments of member states appointed representatives annually), ideological af-
finities proved stronger than national origins. Socialist, Christian Democrat
and liberal groups quickly formed, and were granted formal recognition in
June 1953, which entailed financial support to establish a permanent secre-
tariat, to convene meetings or to call in expert advice. They retained their legal
status and material assistance in the European Parliament, as the Common
Assembly has been called since 1958, following the Treaties of Rome in March
1957, establishing the European Economic Community (EEC) and European
Atomic Energy Community (Euratom), beside ECSC. In fact, their position was
made even stronger: “all three of them enlarged their Bureau, developed their
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administrative organisation further and intensified their political activity”?

The Socialists — one of the most internationalistic inclined of all political fami-
lies — were the first to start some kind of European transnational cooperation.
Not long after the establishment of the ECSC in 1951, the Socialist Party Federa-
tion was founded. Socialist delegates from the six ECSC countries formed the
‘Socialist Group’ within the Common Assembly, with its own coordinating bu-
reau and permanent secretariat. In the run-up to the establishment of the EEC
and Euratom, the parties decided in 1957 to set up the Liaison Bureau of the
Socialist Parties of the European Community. Each party was represented in
the Bureau, which met several times each year. One of its functions was to draw
up recommendations and to keep affiliated parties informed about its work.* It
also convened a congress every two years, attended by party representatives and
members of the Socialist Group and the liaison bureau. These regular, institu-
tionalized meetings of MPs and party representatives were intended in principle
to promote the exchange of information and to coordinate socialist policies.”
Despite an energetic start, little came of this, however. And there were no ma-
jority decisions, since national parties were unwilling to relinquish any of their
power.

IIl. The Prospect of European Elections and the Emergence
of Party Political Federations (1970’s)

Thus parliamentary groups preceded parties at European level. It was believed
that the process of party formation would not really get underway until the
European Parliament was directly elected by voters in the member states. The
ECSC treaty already opened the door for members of the Common Assem-
bly to be elected “by direct universal suffrage”. The Treaties of Rome allowed
the Parliament itself to draw up “a uniform procedure for all member states”
for direct elections, although no timetable was set for doing so. Little came of
this as a result of inactivity or direct opposition from national governments.
In the 1960%, European integration had reached an impasse, partly as a result
of French president De Gaulle’s veto of the United Kingdom’s application to
join the European communities, the extension of the powers of the European
Parliament, and the introduction of qualified majority voting (QMV) to take
decisions. All this meant that there was little incentive for national parties to
work towards closer cooperation.
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Things changed after De Gaulle’s departure in 1969. The European summit
of heads of state and government in The Hague in December of that year pro-
duced a breakthrough: they not only opened the door once more for enlarge-
ment, but also sought to increase the powers of the European Parliament and
to examine the modalities of direct European elections. In the early 1970’s, this
new impetus led to increased interest among national parties in transnational
cooperation. In December 1974 the Paris summit resolved to hold direct elec-
tions at the end of the decade, a decision that gave individual European party
associations in statu nascendi a powerful incentive to join forces more closely
— they would have to mobilize European voters and to act as a link between the
European electorate and European political institutions. Some had very high
expectations of the impact of direct European elections, like David Marquand,
a former British MP for Labour: “The Community’s chances of moving beyond
the narrow limits of the present ‘Europe des patries’ depend crucially on the
emergence of a new kind of ‘Europe des partis, in which the political forces that
matter at the national level are bound together by the need to fight for power at
the Community level. At present, such a Europe exists only in embryo, but no
one who has watched the preparations now being made for direct elections can
doubt that they will help considerably to hasten the moment of its birth”¢

SOCIALISTS

With the prospect of direct European elections, the establishment of the Con-
federation of Socialist Parties of the European Community (CSPEC) in April
1974 marked a new phase in the process of federalizing the Socialists. Although
little changed in an organizational sense, the affiliated parties lost something
of their formal autonomy in the new structure, as both the Bureau and the
Congress were now able to adopt majority decisions under certain conditions.
In practice, however, parties could choose to ‘opt out’ if they felt that their in-
terests were harmed. Hix and Lesse are of the view that the Confederation was
by no means a supranational party.” That had been made very clear in discus-
sions about the name of the organization: whereas Dutch Socialists argued for
‘federation; their British counterparts would go no further than ‘confederation’
These differences reflected the divergent positions on the question of European
integration. Such internal division also threatened to jeopardize the drafting
of a joint programme for the European elections of 1979. However, the pro-
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gramme was salvaged by party leaders at their Confederation summit held in
Brussels in June 1978. With an eye to the elections, the leaders decided on a
rather vague ‘political declaration’ and an ‘appeal to the voter, and national
parties were granted the freedom to come up with their own programmes. This
intervention was an important precedent that “began the institutionalisation of
the socialist leaders’ summits as the main decision-making body in the Con-
federation™®

The first direct European elections had exposed the failure of the Confedera-
tion: too many member parties had been engaging in national campaigns with
national themes. It also became clear that the growing independence of the So-
cialist party group in the European Parliament required counterbalancing. This
led to a small-scale reorganization. Ties with the Euro-group were strength-
ened and the annual conference of party leaders was institutionalized. Later
it was decided that it would be held twice a year, immediately preceding the
European Council for Heads of State and Government. It was also laid down
by statute that the Confederation was to coordinate the position of the national
parties, which was a minor move towards supranationalism. At the same time,
the congress confirmed that the Confederation did not intend to grow into a
‘European super-party” in which the member parties would have to surrender
part of their autonomy.

CHRISTIAN DEMOCRATS

All in all the socialists had shown themselves to be more energetic than their
liberal and Christian Democratic rivals, who had difficulties getting federa-
tion-based cooperation off the ground. In 1965, the loose alliance the Christian
Democrats had formed was transformed into the European Union of Christian
Democrats (EUCD).’ In 1970 the EUCD and the European Parliament Christian
Democratic Group moved to set up a so-called Standing Conference of the Six,
which would act as a liaison body between the chairs of the Christian Demo-
crat parties of the European Communities (EC) countries, their national par-
liamentary parties and their Members of European Parliament (MEPs). Now
federalization also started gaining momentum among Christian Democrats.
In 1972 this body became the Political Committee of the Christian Democratic
parties in the EC - the linchpin in the creation of a European party.'° Two years
later the Bureau of the EUCD began actual preparations for establishing a tran-
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snational organization. However, there were major differences of opinion about
fundamentals and the composition of the federation. With the aim of secur-
ing the key position for Christian Democrats in the European Parliament, the
German CDU and CSU wanted as broad as possible a coalition of Christian
Democrats and conservatives. Most other parties, however, wanted a purely
Christian Democratic federation - and hence the exclusion of non-Christian,
secular parties. The programmatic purists won the day, but lost the battle for
the name of the federation. Under pressure from the Germans, they opted for
the neutral label of European People’s Party (EPP), which would make a broader
composition possible in the longer term. Although the party’s subtitle — Fed-
eration of Christian Democratic Parties of the European Community — might
well have been an identity marker, it fell quickly into disuse.

The EPP was founded on 8 July 1976. The word ‘party’ showed its suprana-
tional aspirations, but according to Pridham this was initially by no means the
case.'! In its statutes the EPP affirmed a federal internal structure. Its political
bureau and biennial congress were able to take majority decisions, and election
programmes established in this way were binding on the national parties.* In
1983, after Kohl took office as German Chancellor, the EPP began convening
conferences of the leaders of the Christian Democrat party and government in
preparation for meetings of the European Council. This body gradually grew
in importance as it went along, leading — according to observers - to an “ero-
sion of the democratic decision-making process and a clouding of the political
debate by national interests”."?

Despite apparent supranational and centralist tendencies, the national parties
would have largely retained their independence as the EPP’s statutes recognized
“their identity and their freedom of action within the framework of their na-
tional responsibilities”'* According to Swedish political scientist Johansson, “it
is still national politicians and parties that have the final say on EPP programs
and positions”."” The EPP leadership took this into account by seeking consensus
wherever possible rather than by settling every issue by majority decision. For
this reason, the British political scientist Hanley saw the EPP as an organization
that brought the national parties together in a loose coalition. “Co-ordination
is a more useful concept for understanding the EPP than supra-nationalism. It
seems to us idle to refer to the EPP as a ‘superparty’ on transnational lines” '

The EPP was the underdog in the relationship with the Christian Democratic
group in the European Parliament. Firstly, it depended on them not only finan-
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cially, but also in terms of personnel. Furthermore, the Christian Democratic
MEPs were quite well represented in EPP bodies, including in its political bu-
reau.'” Moreover, because most member parties did not normally send their
key politicians as representatives to the EPP executive, they remained in the
shadow of the MEPs.

LIBERALS

In the early 1970’s, Liberal International (set up in 1947), consisting predomi-
nantly of European parties, endeavoured to promote cooperation and com-
munication between the liberal parties of the EC nations. However, the idea of
creating a permanent regional federative organization under the umbrella of
the International was soon abandoned. In 1973 liberal party leaders decided
to set up a separate European association of their parties. They played a major
role in the process of federalization, becoming - in Hrbek’s view — “the driving
force towards the establishment of a transnational party organisation™'® The
Federation of Liberal and Democratic Parties of the European Community (ab-
breviated to ELD) was launched in March 1976. The word ‘Democrats’ had been
added because not all affiliated parties wished to call themselves liberals.” In
1986, after a few parties from Mediterranean countries had joined, the ELD
changed its name to Federation of European Liberal, Democratic and Reform
Parties (ELDR). From the outset, the Federation’s internal cohesion suffered as
a result of its broad political heterogeneity, with some affiliated parties posi-
tioned in the political centre, and others further to the right — and sometimes
belonging to the same country.

The Liberal Group within the European Parliament played a fairly minor role
in establishing the ELD, partly because of its long history of internal politi-
cal diversity. In a financial and organizational sense, however, it was central to
the expansion of the liberal federation.” That relationship of dependence also
prevented the ELD from shaping the political position of the Liberal Group, as
had originally been intended, yet not formalized in the statutes. In practice,
however, the MEPs held the upper hand.*!

Although the term ‘federation’ — as opposed to ‘party’ — was explicitly chosen
when the ELD was founded, its statutes, congress and executive committee were
empowered to adopt (qualified) majority decisions (of two-thirds of the vote).?
In a formal sense this to some extent curtailed the autonomy of the affiliated
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parties, and “there are often cases where a party finds itself in a minority posi-
tion and outvoted”. In practice, the affiliated parties, all of which set great store
by their independence, usually tried to reach consensus.” The ELD also had su-
pranational powers in other areas. For example, it was supposed to approve the
national candidate lists for the European elections (although this never in fact
happened).** The ELD parties were also obliged to work with the jointly drafted
programme during the campaign for these elections.

CONSERVATIVES AND REGIONALISTS

In addition to these federations, several others emerged, although surprisingly
not involving the communists, in many respects perhaps the most internation-
ally oriented of parties. Ideological disagreement relating to ‘Eurocommunism’
stood in the way of close cooperation between the French and Italian commu-
nist parties — the largest in Western Europe. The conservatives, on the other
hand, who had never favoured international party structures of a cooperative
kind, did manage to create their own association. In April 1978, almost two
years after the creation of the EPP, the European Democratic Union (EDU) was
established, involving even a few Christian Democratic parties. The genesis of
the EDU ran parallel to that of the EPP.>* The German and Austrian Christian
Democrats and the British Conservatives were the driving force behind it. The
latter hoped that the EDU would help them to break out of their isolation in the
European Parliament. The other parties that made up the EPP, which saw the
EDU primarily as a rival organization, were in general not amused. The EDU
was no more than a rather loose coalition of parties (some from outside the
EC): the British Conservatives” antipathy to any kind of supranational organi-
zation, for example, precluded any closer association. For this reason, nothing
came of a joint programme in the 1979 European elections.

For nationalist and regional parties too, international cooperation does not
seem to be the obvious step. Nevertheless, with an eye to the European elec-
tions, they too joined forces. The disappointing results led to the formation of
the relatively loose organised ‘European Free Alliance’ (EFA) in 1981. Unlike
other federations, they could not fall back on the support of a strong, like-
minded parliamentary group. The chief objective of the parties affiliated to the
EFA is full or partial autonomy for their regions. The Federation was able to de-
velop a common, though limited, platform for the European elections of 1984.

>211<



50 YEARS EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT. EXPERIENCE AND PERSPECTIVES

Together with the Greens, the EFA formed the Rainbow Group in the European
Parliament from 1984 to 1989.%

GREENS

In the run-up to the 1979 elections, the Greens were barely able to organize
any kind of cooperation. It took them until late 1980 before they proceeded
to establish the ‘Coordination of Green and Radical Parties in Europe, which
also took on board parties that were not considered to be truly ecological. This
inherent contradiction led to a rift. In the autumn of 1983, the European Green
Coordination (EGC) was established, also called the European Greens. With
its congress, executive board and unanimity rule in decision-making matters,
the organizational model of the EGC was to a large degree similar to that of the
other transnational federations, although it was more decentralized. In contrast
with the other federations, in which the parliamentary group had an important
role to play right from the party’s establishment, the foundation of the EGC
was also predicated on the wish to establish a common group in the European
Parliament, which was also expected to raise revenues. Just like the other fed-
erations, the EGC did indeed receive organizational and, especially after 1989,
substantial financial support from the EP-group. There was no talk of the party’s
political leadership of the groups. The EGC drafted programmes for the 1984
and 1989 elections, which were not taken very seriously by the party group or
by the member parties. This changed after 1989, when the programme began
to play a more directive role.”

BALANCE

The expectation that the first direct European elections in 1979 would see the
genesis of a political arena at the European level, in which the federations would
play a role that was clearly marked and recognizable to the electorate, failed to
come true. “The EP elections were fought in the nation states, by the national
parties, with national candidates and on national issues.” Voter turnout for
the first European elections was low, and even lower for the next elections in
1984. Nor did these elections boost the development of the federations in a
supranational direction. On the one hand, this had been due to the relative im-
potence of the European Parliament: it was generally felt that, if the federations
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wanted to reinforce the strength of their positions, the competences of Parlia-
ment needed to be considerably enlarged. On the other hand, this stagnation
was also related to the wide-ranging internal political diversity of the federa-
tions, despite the fact that within the European Uion they tied together parties
from the same ideological family in a single organizational unit. The socialists
had rather widely diverging views on European integration and, hence, on the
degree to which their European federation had been organized supranation-
ally. The Christian democrats had a fundamental difference of opinion about
cooperation with the conservatives, and the liberals were divided not only on
European integration but also on the degree to which the government could
intervene in economic life.

This political heterogeneity, which had virtually found its symbolic expres-
sion in the quest for names when these three federations were established in the
mid-1970’, was to persist into the next decade.?” The joint election programmes
in 1984 and 1989 which the federations had been able to draft, tended to be
rather flat and non-committal for the sake of unity, which as a rule did not
stop some member parties from distancing themselves from some items on the
programme anyway. In addition to the joint manifesto, parties also commonly
drafted an election programme of their own for their national grassroots.** In
spite of all this, cohesion in the 1980’s improved, more so in the EPP than among
the socialists because the British and Danish member parties, then as now, did
not care much for European integration.’* Within the ELD, however, views grew
even further apart, particularly on economic policies and nuclear armament.*

The federations’ capacity for decisive action was held back not only by diverg-
ing political and ideological differences but also by their organisational waek-
ness and their far-reaching dependence on the parliamentary groups for their
funding, staffing and accommodation. The federations were largely bolstered
by the Euro-groups’ financial support. Federation staff were not uncommonly
on the parliamentary groups’ payroll, and virtually all of them were put up in
European Parliament offices. Things being as they were, it was particularly dif-
ficult for the federation to guide - let alone manage - the parliamentary groups’
work. MEPs tended to listen more to member parties or to the Eurogroup lead-
ership than to the federation; after all, that was where they were dependent on
for re-election and for their parliamentary career. The federations were also
having considerable difficulty running the show because intensifying parlia-
mentary duties meant that the group was more and more frequently expected
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to produce points of view in a very short time on a wide array of - often entirely
novel - issues. This often left the federation sidetracked.

In the terms of Niedermayer, in this period the federations were in the co-
operative stage: through transnational co-operation the national parties hoped
to enhance their influence at the European level. They performed some of the
election-related functions, such as drafting joint election programmes and co-
ordinating national election campaigns. Compared with political parties at a
national level, their functions were very limited - for example, they had no say
in the recruitment of candidates. As a result, their organizational structure was
weak. ‘Confederation’ might have been a more appropriate name than ‘federa-
tion. Although a few formally took internal decisions based on some kind of
majority voting, in practice decisions were taken mostly on the basis of una-
nimity, because most member parties were not prepared to relinquish any of
their sovereignty.

lll. Constitutionalization and Expansion (around 1990)

In the early 1990’ the federations entered into a new phase, once again thanks
to new opportunities arising out of growing widening and deepening of the Eu-
ropean integration. On the one hand, the downfall of communism in Eastern
Europe and the future membership of countries behind the former Iron Cur-
tain opened up the possibility of many new member parties for the federations.
European integration also intensified. From 1987 onwards, successive treaties
had strengthened the supranational character of the EC, in particular because
the European Council of Ministers could increasingly take decisions based on
qualified majority voting and because the powers of the European Parliament
were extended. This in turn made the federations stronger, as demonstrated by
their formal recognition in the Treaty of Maastricht. At their insistence, and
for the first time in a European treaty, a formal reference to the transnational
European parties was included and their importance acknowledged (see the
quotation at the beginning of this contribution). On the one hand, the federa-
tions needed to promote awareness within the Union (by bringing it closer to
voters) and on the other to represent citizens in the European political arena.
The clear assumption was that the federations would thereby strengthen the
bond between citizens and the European Union, and hence increase the Union’s
legitimacy. Just how they should do so and by what means remained unclear;
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nothing was said for instance about financial support for the European parties
or their role in the European elections.” This recognition had no legal implica-
tions and was therefore primarily symbolic, but still a substantial step ahead.
The way in which the Europarties (as they will be called from now) had suc-
ceeded in including the article on the ‘parties at the European level’ within
the Maastricht Treaty was illustrative for their attitude in the 1990’s: more and
more they became focussed on influencing the European polical agenda. In the
main Europarties conferences of national party leaders (frequently also heads
of government in the case of the christian democrats and social democrats),
preceding the meetings of the European Council, were institutionalized. These
conferences were also attended by the most prominent political associates
within the EU institutions. The creation of this forum of national party leaders
was linked to the restriction of the power of national veto within the European
political process, which had increased the room for political manoeuvre.**

SOCIALISTS

In November 1993, the Confederation of Socialist Parties of the European
Community was renamed Party of European Socialists (PES). This appeared
to be taking the socialists down the road to supranational party formation: the
principle of majority voting was introduced into those areas where it had also
been applied by the European Council since the 1987 Single European Act.
Its efficacy, however, was restricted immediately by allowing member parties
recourse to a statutory opt-out clause. As a consequence, consensus-building
remained the guiding principle within the PES.*” In essence, the PES remained a
‘party of parties, not in the least because the option of individual membership
had been rejected in 1992, when the British Labour Party, among others, feared
this would have negative consequences for the national party.

The PES made a particular effort to promote and harmonize member party
collaboration. Party leader meetings, for instance, which had been customary
for some time, were institutionalized, as were those of specialist ministers in
1996; working groups dealing with specific political themes were given greater
prominence by bringing together experts from member states; and relations
with fellow party members in other European bodies were strengthened. For
example, meetings between socialist members of the European Commission
and the PES parliamentary groups’ leadership were formalized in 2001. Coope-
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ration in matters of policymaking and programming was also intensified, with
less of an exclusive focus on the European elections and greater consideration
for the socialist contribution to Council meetings and inter-governmental con-
ferences with a view to influencing the European agenda.*

In the late 1990’s, the PES also undertook to improve its exposure to members
of the various member parties and to consolidate its positioning within the
member parties. The PES organized meetings in the member states, had its logo
displayed on campaign materials and member party websites, and attempted
to have the European alliance embedded in member party statutes. What also
changed was the way in which member parties appointed their PES congress
delegates. This used to be a task for the party leadership, but in 1997 the Dutch
Labour Party (PvdA) congress decided to elect part of the Dutch delegation to
the PES congress, which would strengthen their mandate.” After 1999, the PES
congress convened less frequently, which led to the introduction of a Council
that met in between the congresses to chart the political course.

CHRISTIAN DEMOCRATS

Just like the PES, the EPP also went through some organizational changes in
the 1990, aiming to improve mutual coordination and make decision-making
more efficient. The most important innovation was the EPP summit, instituted
in 1995. This body consisted of the EPP presidency, heads of government, party
leaders in coalition governments, chairs and deputy chairs of the European
Commission and (possibly) the European Parliament, and the chair and sec-
retary of the EPP group in the European Parliament. If necessary, the Christian
democrat opposition leaders were also invited. The summit replaced the “con-
ference of party leaders and heads of government’, which had been established
in 1983. At the same time, the so-called Council was instituted, a body con-
sisting of chairs and secretaries of the EPP and the member parties, as well as
the Euro commissioners. These bodies would often convene on the same day,
in preparation for European Council meetings, in order to align their points
of view. Their main functions was coordinating diverging party positions and
consensus-building, in order to be politically more effective.?®

The supranational character of the EPP was somewhat reinforced in the
1990s, with majority voting procedures being used more frequently after 1992,
according to its general secretary Jansen.” Nevertheless, consensus-building
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continued to be a general pursuit. In this period, individual membership was
introduced.* The EPP also undertook to involve the national parties more in
European affairs in other ways. Participation in EPP congresses, for instance,
which used to be restricted to the party elites of national member parties, was
opened up to regional party organizations.

Pressurized by the strongly anti-socialist German Christian democrats, who
were out to expand the EPP’s position in the European political process, the EPP
conducted a vigorous expansive strategy. In the 1990, it admitted parties that
could not be considered Christian democratic at all, such as the Spanish Partido
Popular or the Italian Forza Italia. The British and Danish conservative MEPs
closely cooperated with the EPP-group within the European Parliament. Those
with strictly orthodox positions in the EPP, who had come out victorious in the
1970’s, now tasted defeat. Membership of conservative parties had of course
consequences for the identity and the programme of the EPP. As a consequence
of its more conservative course, a merger with the conservative EDU was self-
evident.*' After the 1999 European elections they established a joint group. So
as to appease the British Tories, the phrase “European Democrats” was added to
the name of the EPP group. A few years later, the EDU merged into the EPP.

LIBERALS

In December 1993, the ELDR replaced the term ‘federation’ in its name for
‘party’ and was henceforth called the European Liberal, Democratic and Re-
form Party (ELDR).* Just before that, decision-making procedures had also
been modified: instead of requiring qualified majorities, decisions could be
taken with ordinary majorities. In principle, this meant that member parties
relinquished some autonomy to the European party alliance. According to the
Swedish political scientist Sandstrom, the new procedure was little used at first:
“The newly created party would still use negotiations as the primary method of
reaching common decisions, emphasizing the confederal composition of the
ELDR”* Majority decision-making, however, would gradually be used more
and more frequently, also on more politically sensitive issues, which, in a way,
made the ELDR more supranational.* Others, like the former ELDR-secretary
general Wijsenbeek, are critical. Individual membership, however, proved to
be too high a hurdle, as a majority of member parties feared that this would
imperil the national party organizations.
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In the 1990%, the organizational structure of the ELDR was also modified. A
new body was created between the congress and the board: the Council. This
body, representing all member parties, convened more frequently than the con-
gress. Owing to the increased competences of the European Parliament and the
ELDR’s wish to coordinate their member parties’ positions prior to European
Council meetings, mutual contacts under the ELDR banner greatly increased.
Informal party leader consultations were formalized in 1995. These meetings
were commonly attended by the liberal Euro commissioners and Ministers for
Foreign Affairs. The relationship between the parliamentary group and the Eu-
roparty changed formally: the statutes specified that the group should represent
the ELDR in the European Parliament, which somewhat restrained the autono-
mous position of the MEPs.

After the 19907, finally, ties with the member parties were strengthened. The
‘national’ party secretaries met under the ELDR banner, representatives of the
Europarty stepped up their visits to national party meetings, and national par-
liamentarians visited their groupin the European Parliament. The ELDR logo ap-
peared increasingly on member party publications. In this period the debate about
the introduction of individual membership also started, this may also be consid-
ered a means of improving national party grassroots involvement in the ELDR.

GREENS

Just like the other TNFs, the EGC also went through a reshuffle in the early 1990’
to accommodate the Green parties that had sprung up in Eastern Europe. In
June 1993 the EGC was reformed into the more tightly organized European
Federation of Green Parties (EFGP). In contrast with its precursor, decisions in
EFGP bodies were taken on a qualified majority basis. Nevertheless, its statutory
wording allowed some leeway to the member parties. This led the German po-
litical scientist Dietz to conclude that the EFGP could not be considered a truly
European party: “The point has not yet been reached when decisions taken by
majority voting are truly accepted and executed by all member parties. Only
in that way would their autonomy and their veto power be reduced”* EFGP
membership was only open to parties, not to individuals.

Relations with the parliamentary group, which had improved after 1989, re-
mained relatively good within the EFGP structure. For instance, it was decided
to introduce an ‘alarm-clock procedure, which enabled the party to call for
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revision of established group points of view. However, the parliamentary group
was not accountable to the EFGP. The separation of the group and the EFGP
board hampered their mutual political harmonization. The EFGP’s clout was
also diminished by the lack of frequent party leader meetings.

REGIONALISTS

Unlike the other four Europarties, the member parties of the EFA did not partici-
pate in national governments and therefore could not influence the EU decision-
making bodies (Council and Commission). As a consequence, the Alliance did
not held convene party leaders conferences preceeding meetings of the European
Council. In 2000, however, the EFA for the first time organized a conference for
the leaders of the member parties and their ministers in regional executives.*

BALANCE

Partly as a consequence of the formal establishment of “political parties at the
European level” in the Treaty of Maastricht, the Europarties became more self-
confident. This was reflected symbolically in the fact that most began calling
themselves ‘parties’ rather than federations’ Their increased self-assurance was
also expressed in a more pronounced political stance. Instead of focusing pri-
marily on framing programmes and mobilizing the electorate, as they had done
since 1979, the Europarties began concentrating in the 1990’ on policy formu-
lation and on influencing the political agenda of the European Union.

This shift in emphasis prompted adaptations to the organizational structure
of the three largest Europarties. The most important reform was the institutiona-
lization of meetings between national party leaders (frequently also heads of
government in the case of the EPP and PES) and their most prominent allies
within the European Union in the early 1990’s. The purpose of this body was to
arrive through consultation at a joint position for heads of government in the
European Council, in order to expand its political influence.*” The creation of
this forum, however, led to a degree of centralization and reduced accountabi-
lity within the Europarties. This was because party leaders were not statutorily
accountable to the Congress, the highest body of the Europarties, but at most
to their own party congress.

The need for greater harmonization and coordination also played a role in the
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introduction of the Council, which convened more frequently than the con-
gress. As the political function of the Europarties became stronger, their or-
ganization became increasingly complex, which was also reflected in a greater
number of working groups, whose task it was to prepare some aspects of their
political and policy positions.*®

For most Europarties the transition — at least nominally - from federation
to party meant adjusting their internal decision-making processes. Those who
had not done so yet, also introduced the majority vote principle into their in-
ternal decision-making processes. In this way, they arrived at the supranational
integration stage distinguished by Niedermayer, at least in theory. However,
the practice was not truly supranational, at least outside the EPP, because not
only the search for consensus tended to remain the guiding principle of the
Europarties, but also because member parties usually had the formal option of
withdrawing from a majority decision.The actual, effective transfer of sover-
eignty from member parties to the transnational level thus remained limited,
also because party leader meetings do not take decisions on a majority basis.

After asserting themselves more in the European political arena, the most
important Europarties in any event sought to strengthen their ties with their
rank and file - the national member parties — and to raise their profile among
party members. From the end of the 1990’ they focused specifically on mem-
ber parties, including below the level of the national party elite. The EPP, for
example, sought to increase the involvement of regional party organizations
in its activities, while the PES tried to ensure that national delegations were
not appointed (exclusively) by the party leadership, but were (also) elected by
the party congresses. A logical sequel would have been to introduce individual
membership, but for many that was a step too far.

Europarties thus evolved in the late 1990’s into organizations with a more
pronounced political stance and more functions. They no longer focused solely
on drawing up election programmes and - to a lesser degree — mobilizing vot-
ers, but also on influencing EU decision-making. And they became increasingly
involved in common policy-making. Thanks to the more co-ordinated activities
of party leaders, the Europarties were able to seize somewhat more of the initia-
tive in their relationship with the Eurogroups. However, their position always
remained secondary, partly because the relationship of material dependence on
the Eurogroups in terms of office space, staff and funding remained unchanged.
The introduction of the party statute in 2003 would put an end to this.
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IV. Party Statute (2003)

The Europarties were most disappointed that recognition in the Treaty of
Maastricht did not extend to financial support. In order to properly carry out
their tasks in the European political process (to which the Treaty of Maastricht
alluded), it was entirely logical that the Europarties should be given funding -
certainly bearing in mind the increasing costs due to the geographical scale on
which they were expected to operate. However, despite discussions on this mat-
ter, the Treaty of Amsterdam, concluded in October 1997, brought no changes.
In 2000 the leaders of the five largest Europarties urged the drawing up of a
party statute containing a financial regulation. This was prompted in part by
growing criticism of the way in which the large Europarties in particular were
supported financially and in other ways by their Eurogroups.*’ In 2000 five to
ten percent of the 35 million euros in EU funding received by the groups went
to the Europarties. The European Parliament itself also pressed for regulations
to promote financial transparency.

The Treaty of Nice, concluded in 2001 and coming into effect in 2003, an-
nounced a statute of political parties at European level. Article 191 reiterated
the words of the Maastricht and Amsterdam treaties but added the following:
“The Council... shall lay down the regulations governing political parties at
European level and in particular the rules regarding their funding”> It was not
until November 2003 - so half a year before the European elections of June 2004
— that the European Parliament and the European Commission established “the
regulations governing political parties and rules regarding their funding at Eu-
ropean level”’! Europarties wishing to be eligible for EU funding needed to at
least have legal personality, and have participated in elections to the European
Parliament (or have expressed the intention to do so). Moreover, they had to
be represented in supra-local parliamentary bodies in at least a quarter of the
member states, or to have gained in at least a quarter of the member states no
less than three percent of the votes cast in each of those states during the most
recent elections for the European Parliament. Their programmes and actions
had to respect the fundamental principles of the European Union (“freedom,
democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms as well as the
constitutional state”). They were obliged to provide a statement of all donations
above EUR 500 and were not permitted to receive anonymous donations, mon-
ies from companies on which the government could exert influence, or sums of
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more than EUR 12,000. EU funding could only be spent on “administrative ex-
penses, expenses associated with logistical support, meetings, research, cross-
border events, studies, communications and publications”

The party statute had a major impact on the Europarties, in particular be-
cause of the explicit stipulation that “donations from the budgets of political
groups in the European Parliament” were no longer permitted. Because the
Europarties could also claim funding from the European Parliament, they now
became more autonomous - in a financial sense at least — although in terms of
resources they still lagged much behind the Eurogroups. At the same time, the
statute regulated the financial relationship between the Europarties and the
member parties. It was stated that the former should not use the granted fund-
ing “to fund, either directly or indirectly, political parties at national level”.

The decision to switch to funding political parties (a total of EUR 10.6 million
euro in 2008) had major implications for the European party system. The fact
that the EFGP renamed itself the European Green Party (EGP) was a relatively
minor change. More far-reaching was the creation of several new Europar-
ties.”? In addition to the five discussed in this article, these were predominantly
eurosceptic and eurocritical groups, such as the Party of the European Left
(comprising left-socialist, and present and former communist parties), the Al-
liance of Independent Democrats in Europe, the EUDemocrats, and the Alli-
ance for Europe of the Nations. The European Democratic Party was the only
new Europarty to embrace European integration. This increase ment greater
opportunities at the European level for the expression of the political will of
citizens.

The funding regulation thus created its own dynamic, not only with regard
to the number of beneficiaries, but also in relation to newly funded organiza-
tions. In December 2007 “European political foundations” became eligible for
financial support (amounting to about 5 million euros). They have to promote
debate about Europe and to involve citizens in this dialogue, and are expected
to play their part in boosting the representative role of the Europarties. All
large Europarties quickly set up a foundation, which usually took the form of a
network of member party think tanks. The foundations assist the Europarties
with underpinning and developing policy, which might theoretically improve
their position vis a vis the Eurogroups.

During this period the Europarties pressed ahead with their efforts — out-
side the campaigns for the European elections - to raise their profile among
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their supporters within member parties and beyond. The ELDR introduced in-
dividual membership (but was not able to translate it into practice); the EGP
registered those who were interested as ‘supporters’ (which some 1.300 did).
Some Europarties organized campaigns in between elections to reach a broader
audience. In 2005 the PES launched the ‘Social Europe Initiative, intended as a
dialogue between politicians and voters. The Greens began a campaign in the
European Union against climate change, using the same slogans and posters
in different countries. The EFA also ran a campaign in several countries under
the same slogan. In doing so, the Europarties not only drew their existence to
the attention of a wider audience, but also further shaped their own identities.
Publications on individual party histories worked to this same end.”

V. Evaluation

Since the end of the 1970’s the principal functions of the Europarties have been
the articulation and aggregation of voter preferences in the first place, and to a
lesser extent the mobilization of voters. New tasks have been added over time.
In the 1990’s greater emphasis was given to formulating common policy, agen-
da-setting and actively influencing in a co-ordinated way the outcomes of the
European Council. More recently, there have been attempts to broaden public
support by integrating subnational units of member parties and individual citi-
zens within the organizational context of the Europarties.

Although Europarties have acquired a broader range of representative roles, in
general they have achieved only limited success in carrying out these tasks. This
does not concern so much their bigger focus on processes of common policy-
making. Here, Europarties have succeeded somewhat in raising their political
profile and improving their ability to set agendas. The advent of affiliated poli-
tical foundations might reinforce this trend. The Europarties have also proved
effective at co-ordinating the views of party and government leaders to enable
them to influence the decision-making processes of the European Council.

As opposed to these relative successes, the Europarties’ role of mobilizing
voters has left much to be desired. The average turnout in the European elec-
tions was 63% in 1979, falling continuously to less than 46% in 2004. Opinion
polls show that elections have by no means narrowed the gap between the Eu-
ropean Union and the European public. Various things can also be said about
the articulation and aggregation roles. Although the large Europarties have
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at least drawn up election programmes for each election, these are viewed by
many as exceedingly vague. What is more, the fact that many member parties
also produce their own manifestos as a matter of course has damaged the status
of the joint programmes.

Before we will answer the question how these ambivalent results can be ex-
plained, we will first sum up the organizational development of Europarties in
the past thirty years. Here we can detect a clear trend. Europarties have pro-
gressed beyond the stage of contact and co-operation on Niedermayer’s scale.
Almost all have begun calling themselves ‘parties’ in the wake of the Treaty of
Maastricht, although this doesn’t mean that they have become fully-fledged
and fully integrated party organizations in Niedermayer’s sense, which entails
among other things individual membership and internal decision-making in
accordance with the principle of majority voting. While the principle has for-
mally been introduced in most Europarties, this has usually amounted to very
little in practice, except perhaps for the EPP. When real issues are at stake, seek-
ing consensus is often still the norm, for the simple reason that member par-
ties do not wish to abandon their influence on essential matters in favour of a
supranational body that can overrule them. Member parties are also reticent
about individual membership. They are afraid it will promote the supranational
structure of the Europarties and undermine their pivotal national role within
these organisations.

“Genuinely integrated European parties would require a further transfer of
‘sovereignty’ from national parties”, according to Johansson, and that’s just what
member parties are afraid of.>* Member parties are willing to use the Europar-
ties and let them carry out certain tasks at the European leven when they ex-
pect to benefit from it. Examples are the establishment of Eurogroups in the
European Parliament (without them the national parties would not have much
influence at all) and the meetings of party leaders which exercize influence on
the agenda of the European Council. The institutionalization of these meetings
was regarded as a sign of revitalization of the Europarties, but in practice they
are hardly more than intergovernmental meetings between national party lead-
ers which are not accountable to any federal body.”

A larger intermediary role for the Europarties in the linkage-process between
citizens and political elite of the Union might be more difficult to swallow by
the member parties as it would weaken their own position. The individual
membership of the Europarties, insofar as it exists at all, does not mean much
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as long as these members have no voting rights. Also at the European elections
the Europarties play a very modest part. It is paradoxical that they were set
up with an eye to direct European elections, but that national member parties
have then gone on to virtually dominate the European electoral process up till
now. After all, they recruit the parliamentary candidates, relatively often draw
up their own election programmes and force the election campaigns into a na-
tional context. This ‘nationalisation’ leads to a distortion of the representative
mechanism: the MEP’s represent the electorate in the European political arena
on the basis of nationally determined voter preferences.

This problem could be at least partly solved by granting Europarties, after
thirty years, a more central procedural position within the European electoral
process. This can be achieved fairly simply by having a portion of the MEP’s
elected by means of transnational, Union-wide candidate lists drawn up by
the Europarties. This would strengthen the Europarties’ positions in that they
themselves would also have to draw up candidate lists — thus also strengthening
their position vis a vis the MEPs. The Europarties themselves would conduct
campaigns in all member states on European issues, which should also give
more meaning to their European election programmes. Thus the election con-
test would acquire a stronger European character, certainly if it was also perso-
nalized by having the European Parliament nominate and appoint the chair of
the European Commission after the elections. The Europarties would benefit
from this, since they would have to put forward candidates for this position,
which would give them also the opportunity to engage citizens or individual
members in the nomination process. All in all, the link between the European
electorate and the European institutions would be reinforced.

2. Conclusion

Clearly, the Europarties are not yet able to articulate the political will of the
citizens very well, as demanded by the Treaty of Maastricht and also the Treaty
of Lisbon. The question is whether they are to blame for this themselves. Ob-
viously, the political system of the European Union is very different from a
national political system. As the Italian political scientist Bardi put it: ‘even if,
for analytical purposes, we consider the EC a fully autonomous political system,
then the most important institutional condition for political party develop-
ment, the centrality of parliament, does not pertain’ After all, there is no Euro-

>225<



50 YEARS EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT. EXPERIENCE AND PERSPECTIVES

pean government dependent on a majority in the European Parliament. As a
consequence, the power of a Europarty is still rather limited.

The future of the Europarties depends on the possibility of fulfilling their
intermediary and representative function in a more substantial way. Here they
depend on the national parties, directly and indirectly. Indirectly: the national
parties determine the direction of European integration through their repre-
sentatives in various European institutions, which in turns determines the de-
velopment of the Europarty. The institutional innovations mentioned earlier
(pan-European lists, election of the chair of the European Commission) could
improve the representative function of the Europarty.

At the same time, the member parties can exercize direct influence on the
structure of the Europarty. ‘National parties remain the “gatekeepers” on tran-
snational party activity, in the words of the British political scientist Ladrech.*
Europarties depend on their goodwill - which was so far rather modest. The Eu-
roparties lack real independent authority as well as sufficient resources. Com-
bined with the institutional peculiarities of the European political system, this
explains the curious structure of the Europarty: a decentralized network-like
co-ordinating organisation, which allows horizontal contacts between MEPs,
European Commissioners and government leaders in the European Council as
well as vertical contacts between those people and the national party elites.”” In
other words, Europarties facilitate rather than represent — and this will last as
long as the member parties want this.
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