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8th of May, 2005

Results of the “European Constitution” workshop at the Spring Agora, Enschede
Workshop leaders: Ioana Muresan, Niels Kreuk

Assistance: Arleta Bojke, Diego Fernandez

No. of participants: 45

List of Abbreviations

CFSP: Common Foreign and Security Policy

EP: European Parliament

MEP: Member of the European Parliament

MFA: Minister of Foreign Affairs

MS: Member State

QMV: Qualified Majority Voting

Group 1 – Symbolic meaning of the Constitution
1) The simplification through synthesizing the thousands of pages into one document of reasonable length

· the law should be fair and effective but these to features are contradictory; the Constitution attempts to fulfill both that is why it is too big and does not fulfill any

· the Constitution is good because it collects treaties together, eventually gives more transparency

2) Another symbolic element for creating an European identity (together with the flag, the currency, the anthem)?

· euro is more binding symbol than the Constitution; one sees it every day, uses it

· the Constitution can be a good symbol but in this case is not yet

· maybe the Constitution will be an element of an European identity for the next generations that will not remember all the discussions and controvertions

· the Constitution is initiated and shaped by Brussels (artificially?), not by the citizens and because of that people do not care so much and do not feel attached to this idea

3) Bringing it closer to the citizen (again through simplification)?

· the Constitution and the way it simplyfies the law is making life easier only for politicians

· no because there is too much strategy, it should be more general and very basic

· no because the Constitution is to big and not transparent (it has to please the whole Europe and everyone wants to have their input)

· no – the biggest chaos will start when it will have to be changed...

· the Constitution is a good start to bring the EU closer to the citizen

4) The debates about Christian heritage

· the Constitution should not have any religious binding

· the Constitution should include the freedom of religions only

· historical roots of Europe should be described in historical books

· Christian heritage should not be a big issue – law is law

5) The name of “Constitution”- a step closer to political union?

· The Netherlands are afraid of Brussels and its getting too much power; Brussels may get rights to influence internal regulations like e.g. drug policy

· In the Netherlands there is a common opinion that they pay the most and are not getting enouch back because of too little population (voting system)

· some decisions should not be allowed for Brussels

· the Constitution is too extensive in comparison to e.g. the US; the scope of it is too narrow, should be broad; usually the Constitution is very general, here it regulates too many things

· how it can be changed? Will it not be too complicated?

· the Constitution should be obeyed to have any meaning... how to ensure that?? no ways of making that compulsory...

· it may even slow down the process  of integration because it is to satisfy to many countries and therefore it is too big and uneffective

· the Constitution is too specific to create the political union

· it would have to be rewiritten, without allowing everyone to add their points, to create a political union

· maybe next generation, young politicians will make the process speed up; now the old politicians have wrong attitude

· no political union can be reached by the old politicians because we have another way of thinking now that their

· something like the Constitution is needed to evolve into the political union but time is needed

· the Constitution is a good start for creating the political union

· the Constitution has a good intention

· if we vote for NO the process will slow down for another 10 years...

6) Breakthrough in terms of agreement to include the Charter

· it has only symbolic meaning

Group 4 – Institutional Changes
1) MFA-good or bad?

· Increases efficiency

· EU is represented by one voice in external affairs (he takes part also in the decision-making process and preparations of the Union’s External Action)
· Dealing also with the neighbouring countries 

· Problems: prioritization of tasks;

Conflict of interests between the Commission and the Council
Overlapping of some tasks with the President of the European Council
2) Reduction of the number of commissioners:
· Now: one/MS

· In the future: less than MS, 2/3 of the number of MS, rotation so as to ensure a balanced geographic and small states/big states mix

· Increases efficiency

· Can commissioners from countries that are not represented in a certain Commission reverse decisions made by a previous Commission?- a) Commission is independent, it represents the interests of the Union, NOT of the Member States and b) decisions made once are final
· Isn’t it a contradiction in  terms to ask a person with a distinct nationality to forget their nationality and act in the interest f the Community?
· The visibility of small countries may be lost because the Commissioner is to certain extent an element of visibility

3) tackling the democratic deficit: 
· the President of the Commission has to come from the party that won the majority in the elections of the EP
· involvement of the national parliaments
· would it be possible to vote for foreign candidates in the future in the EP elections? For example, an Italian to vote for a German? 
· Maybe the democratic deficit is in the EP itself: little transparency, too
· Elections for the EP – dominated by national topics

· If it were possible to vote for foreigners, the election debates would have European topics or regional topics that are of interest to neighbours, too

· It is important for the EU to be as democratic as possible since Community law has primacy over national law
Communication strategies to communicate the Constitution in various countries
· Germany. There was almost no communicating about the constitution, maybe because there is no referendum. Only very few people know what the constitution will change.

· The Netherlands. In the Netherlands there is a consulting referendum, the parliament still decides for itself afterwards. The campaign started quite late and a majority of the people has no clue what the constitution is about. There is a tendency of the ‘no campaign’ to use misleading arguments, for example that this is about the accession of Turkey into the Union.

· Greece. One of the major issues in Greece was the primacy of European law over Greek law. There is a complete lack of knowledge among the people.

· Spain. The campaign in Spain was very popular, there were actors and other famous people promoting the constitution. A lot of people were in favour without knowing why.

· Austria. There will be no referendum in Austria. The national parties agreed to accept the constitution. There was even a campaign to inform the people.

· Finland. Almost no information campaign on the Constitution. 

· Poland. Enormous discussion among the different national parties. All of them are making campaign to influence the referendum.

· France. Initially there was nothing. Very late there was a campaign and a debate on national level.

· Italy. The Christian heritage was a big issue.
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