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Calming down and setting the sights lower — The EU recovers
in the period of reflection

Barbara Lippert/Timo Goosmann

After the shock of the negative referenda on the constitutional treaty (TCE) the EU is slowly recoverin

and engaged in a lot of business as usual. “Europe at work™" as well as the ongoing “broader debate”
on Europe are reflected in this new edition of EU-25 Watch. Covering the period from January up to
May 2006 EU-25 Watch gives an insight into the national debates on topics and trends related to
European integration.

In our previous stocktaking, EU-25 Watch No.2, published in January 2006, we made some general
observations which are confirmed and specified by this new survey. The five major observations are:

e After enlargement heterogeneity and diversity of preferences, conditions and capacities
increased and have become a dominant feature of the EU-25.

e Problems of governance and legitimacy of the EU are perceived as a lack of leadership that
aggravates the existing gap between the citizens and political class.

¢ In many member states a wait and see attitude prevails with regard to the fate of the TCE.

e After the big bang enlargement of the year 2004 enlargement fatigue is sweeping through
many of the old member states of the former EU-15.

e External factors — globalisation of the economy and security challenges — are increasingly
driving European integration.

The set of new questions of EU-25 Watch No. 3 covers the following issues that are related to these
five major observations. Authors from all 25 member states and three candidate countries (Croatia,
Romania and Turkey) analyse the situation in their countries. In light of national debates the following
issues are addressed:

Period of reflection

Costs and benefits of EU membership

Leadership in the EU

Discourses of interest in other EU or neighbouring countries

The Lisbon process

Developments in the Western Balkans and enlargement of the EU
Middle East and energy policy of the EU

Upcoming events and issues.

Heterogeneity and diversity of economies and societies

The state of the economies and welfare systems differs significantly from member state to member
state. When looking at the reactions to the services and working time directive we observed diverging
preferences of old and new members. Moreover, at the periphery of the EU we identified dynamic
countries with high growth rates and with a record of reforming the welfare systems, while core
economies (Germany, France, Italy and also the Netherlands) are lagging behind and struggle with
sluggish performances and cautious reforms of the social security systems and labour markets. The
diverging modernisation cycles lead to different preferences.3 The Lisbon process to improve
competitiveness and to stimulate growth and employment basically relies on the activities and
strategies pursued by the actors at national levels. The open method of coordination only foresees the
role of a supervisor for Community institutions that are often interpreted as toothless paper tigers. The
lack of real incentives, sanctions and other leverage is obvious and also reflected in the national
reports. Hardly any member state recognises the Lisbon process as a helpful framework that would

; Presidency Conclusions, Brussels European Council 15/16 June 2006, p. 2.

Ibid., p. 1.
% Cf. Barbara Lippert/Timo Goosmann: Introduction. A Portrait of the Union in a puzzling state of mind, in: Institut fur
Europaische Politik (Ed.): EU-25 Watch, No. 2, January 2006, Berlin, p. 10.
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EU-25 Watch | Introduction

work as a point of reference for shaping national strategies.4 Moreover, a lack of ownership is evident
(e.g. Germany). Reactions to the interim reports of the Commission are few (Austria, Ireland,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal) and the whole exercise treated at best with benign neglect
(Denmark, France, ltaly, Poland, Sweden, ltaly, Latvia) if not total ignorance or open scepticism (e.g.
Greece). In the absence of a formal ranking of countries and of naming and shaming of the
underperforming EU members there are of course countries which feel justified in their course through
the evaluation by the Commission. The model pupils are relaxed even if some elements of their
strategies are criticised. To the top benchmarkers belong Finland, the UK (which thinks that Lisbon is
for the others only®), similar is the self-perception in “heroic” Estonia®, but also in Sweden and the
Netherlands satisfaction is widespread.

Heterogeneity and diversity among the member states is prevalent when looking at the top issues and
events coming up in the countries.” Of course national elections are a focus of political debate and of
speculations about the implications for the EU itself. The change of government in Poland, Italy,
Slovakia and the ongoing attempts to form a coalition government in Prague are cases that might
impact on EU decision-making not in the least with regard to ratifying the TCE. Also therefore they
become an issue and are discussed in other EU member states. Upcoming elections are scheduled
for the second half of 2006 in Sweden, Latvia, Austria and the Netherlands. In 2007 elections are due
in Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, Ireland and also Turkey.

Also other events are selected as important ones. The accession of Bulgaria and Romania is an
important step for Hungary, especially taking into consideration the fact that 1.5 million Hungarians live
in Romania. Hungary also commemorates the 50th anniversary of the revolt against the Soviet army
claiming that “the glorious days of 23 October to 4 November shall be commemorated so as to draw
the world’s attention to this historically so important moment.”® In other countries, like Estonia, fierce
debates concern the “historical truth”, a debate that in the Estonian case has been revolving around a
Soviet-era monument in the centre of Tallinn and even led to an increase of ethnic tensions.

These examples illustrate two things: Firstly, identity related questions (historical, cultural and religious
issues) are a point where heterogeneity and diversity of outlooks are more profound and persistent
compared to commonplace EU issues that are dealt with in a more or less rationalist framework where
interests and preferences can be related to distinct groups, parties etc. in the member states. In the
latter cases transnational convergence is more probable and developing faster. The second
observation is that EU-Eurog)e, in particular after enlargement, is not a community of shared memories
and historical experiences.” Legacies of the past, often intertwined with recent events or historical
anniversaries, come up and influence perceptions and positions taken by EU governments. On
occasions such as the Polish-German dispute on the Baltic Gas Pipeline they can spill over into the
EU arena, sometimes unintended and often unexpected by others.

That is why it is also lamentable that a shared area of communication is not very far developed in the
EU. Some authors found it hard to even address the question (no. 4) which discourses in other EU
countries or neighbouring non-EU countries were followed with special interest and attention. Close
looks beyond the borders or even interaction with representatives and speakers of these discourses
occur on very seldom occasions. Major topics that gained Europe-wide attention were the youth
uprisings in the French banlieues and the subsequent protests against the CPE proposalm, which was
followed by media, politicians, and the wider public in nearly all member states (Austria, Belgium,
Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, the
Netherlands, Poland, Spain). Most authors explained that the risk of spill over effects, of similar trends
and challenges in their countries were at the heart of this interest. Second ranks the conflict about the

* Cf. the answers to question 5.

® Cf. the UK chapter on the Lisbon Agenda (question 5).

® In a recent study Estonia has been referred to as the absolute “hero” of the Lisbon process among all member states, cf. the
Estonian chapter on the Lisbon Agenda (question 5).

’ Cf. the answers to question 8.

8 Cf. The Hungarian chapter on upcoming events and issues (question 8).

® Cf. Peter Graf Kielmansegg: Integration und Demokratie, in: Markus Jachtenfuchs/Beate Kohler-Koch (Hrsg.): Europaische
Integration, Opladen 2003, S. 49-85.

"% To reduce unemployment among young workers, the French government wanted to loosen job protection measures with the
controversial Contrat Premiere Embauche (CPE) or first employment contract.

page 10 of 234
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Mohammad cartoons (Austria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Malta,
Spain) that was also to a large extent interpreted in terms of the respective domestic debates.

Prominent issues in domestic debates were — for example in the Czech Republic, Finland, Estonia,
Poland and Sweden — relations with neighbours of the EU. In particular the role of Russia is seen as
critical. Immigration is an issue in the UK, and given recent events also in Spain and Malta, but also
Danish immigration policy was an issue in Sweden even before the cartoon conflict. Some of the new
members discuss joining the Eurozone (Cyprus, Czech Republic, Lithuania, Malta, Slovenia) in the
near future. The triangle Greece, Cyprus, Turkey as pictured in the three country reports shows a
strong focus on if not an obsession with viewing domestic and EU affairs through the lenses of the
tensions between them. This makes them rather special cases within the EU, also when compared to
central and eastern European newcomers that have entered the mainstream of the EU also as far as
principally multidimensional domestic debates are concerned.

Leadership — Waiting for the German Presidency?

In all member states and beyond a lack of leadership is realised in the EU. German chancellor Merkel
figures in most member states as a credible, not yet exhausted but fresh politician who can and shall
play a leading role in the EU." Besides Merkel only few politicians — for example Blair — are named
explicitly. Many think that the importance of a German-French tandem would be conducive for the EU
(Croatia, Czech Republic, Romania, Spain). However, severe doubts about the political and also
economic strength of these key countries are expressed: According to the Polish report the Franco-
German tandem is a “locomotive that is out of order.””> The Portuguese report states that the old
“Franco-German axis” is “a shadow of what it used to be, but still irreplaceable, since there is no
alternative leadership in sigh’[.”13 Given that Germany takes over the presidency in 2007 many expect
a new impetus for the constitutional process and the functioning and coherence of the EU at large
(Italy, Latvia, Malta, Slovenia, Sweden). The French report is quite clear regarding prospects of
leadership: “It would be fair to say that, in the eyes of French public opinion, only the French President
could be a credible leader for the Union™*. Notwithstanding the problem of discontinuity that results
from rotating presidencies, the 6 months rhythm is also a vehicle for hope that things will improve in
the course of new faces and approaches. Moreover, the affinities felt in some countries towards others
(as in the case of Sweden and Finland) is another trust-building resource of rotating presidencies. Size
(big or small(er)) and geographic location (core — periphery), language and other interconnections are
relevant factors that influence expectations and assessments of presidencies from the point of view of
other member states. While, apparently, the Commission cannot fill in the leadership gap (Slovenia:
the Commission fails to safeguard European interests against national interests) the European
Parliament (Slovenia: the bad conscience of the EU'®) has gained credibility in the course of the
Europe-wide controversy about the services directive. The lack of trust in the European Commission
can also be explained with widespread criticism concerning the leadership of José Manuel Barroso
(France: “José Manuel Barroso is not popular in France and is regarded as an excessively liberal
Ieader”)m. As far as the Council is concerned, the euro-group, as some hope, could develop into a
centre of political gravitation'’.

The period of reflection and the TCE: Inching forward without excitement, illusions or a mega
project?

Referring to the recent issue we described the period of reflection as the sound of silence."® Again, in
some member states there is hardly any debate either on the future of Europe or on the TCE in
particular (e.g. Slovenia19). In other member states a debate and sometimes even a structured

"' Cf. the Austrian, Belgian, Croatian, Cyprian, Czech, Danish, Dutch, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Hungarian, Irish, Italian,
Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Portuguese, Romanian, Slovak, Slovenian and UK chapters on leadership (question 3).

'2 Cf. the Polish chapter on leadership (question 3).

'3 Cf. the Portuguese chapter on leadership (question 3).

' Cf. the French chapter on leadership (question 3).

'S Cf. the Slovenian chapter on leadership (question 3).

'8 Cf. the French chapter on leadership (question 3).

"7 Cf. the Belgian chapter on the reflection period (question 1) and the Italian chapter on leadership (question 3).

'8 Barbara Lippert/Timo Goosmann: The State of the Union: Period of Reflection or the Sound of Silence. Andlisis del Real
Instituto Elcano, No. 29/2006, www.realinstitutoelcano.org/analisis/924.asp, latest access: 22 June 2006.

'9 Cf. the Slovenian chapter on the reflection period (question 1).
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dialogue has been launched. Therefore mostly an initiative taken by the political leadership
(parliament or government or parties) is needed (Denmark, Ireland, Lithuania, Netherlands). The
intensity varies also depending on whether the TCE has already been ratified (as in Lithuania or
Malta) or not (“in the UK the Constitution is widely seen as dead™ ) But even if not, in several
countries the EU sceptics take the lead (the outcome of the Czech and the Polish elections seem to
point |nto th|s direction), while pro-integrationist (such as the former socialist government of the Czech
Republlc ) fear that pro-campaigning could be counter-productive. At the time of publication the TCE
was not yet ratified in the following ten member states: Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France,
Ireland, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Sweden and the UK.%

Interestingly, the TCE is hard to sell and most governments and NGO’s aim at improving the overall
context for a rational and problem-oriented debate on Europe and on the EU. That is why in the period
of reflection topics beyond the TCE are widely addressed, e.g. in Denmark: “At the same time, both
the Government and the pro-EU opposition parties [...] have made a more pragmatic effort to reduce
the focus on the Constitutional Treaty and institutional reforms. They wish to concentrate on concrete
policy initiatives in the EU. A job-plan for Europe, democratic reforms, economic reforms, a stronger
focus on citizens’ rights in the EU, more forceful actions against organised crime and trafficking, and a
strengthening of the EU’s global role, are some of the features that these parties wish to emphasize in
the future EU.”® There is a general feeling that European cooperation on mega projects has passed
its peak. No such mega projects are in sight. Therefore cooperation on concrete and smaller projects
as described in the Danish statement is promoted by a number of governments, e.g. the French.

The picture is still mixed when it comes to finding ways out of the constitutional deadlock. There is no
strict objection against continuing with ratification (Finland, Italy). Some governments like the British
(supported by many think tanks such as the Centre for European Reform) declare that the TCE is
dead, others say that the TCE in its present edition is not for ratification any more (Netherlands),
others oppose cherry picking and argue that the TCE still represents the best possible compromise
that so far has no convincing alternative (Germany, Lithuania, Spain).

Apparently the debate is now more relaxed but still uninspired. This signals that the EU tries to
progress from the passive wait and see approach to a new stage. However, the debate has so far
been quite timid and cautious. In the Dutch report the situation is compared with “a soccer match in
which the audlence waits impatiently while the players still sit in the dressing room instead of playing
the game.”* Interestingly, the two critical countries that said no to the TCE so far have not developed
any perspective how to move on. The French debate seems to have cooled down. Europe and the
Constitution will probably be one of the top issues in the campaigns for the presidential and
parliamentary elections in May/June 2007. However, it is unclear whether this will harden existing
cleavages and polarise political camps or lead to a more flexible and constructive approach to
overcome the deadlock. The current position is that the TCE has to be renegotiated but the scope of
the revision is controversial between the political parties. In the Netherlands the collapse of the
Balkenende government which continues as a minority government up to the predated general
elections in November might be a step to move the Netherlands out of the ratification deadlock. But on
a short term basis it has to be noted that the government welcomes the extension of the reflection
period and, as Foreign Minister Bernard Rudolf Bot has put it in January, considers the current ver3|on
of the TCE as “dead”, even though the necessity of long term treaty change remains undisputed.?®

In some countries, like Germany and Portugal, costs and benefits of EU membership are taken up as
a topic by the political elite.?® They want to highlight and often remind the citizens of benefits that are
taken for granted (mobility, welfare gains, peace etc.). At the same time political leaders more openly
accept and pronounce a utilitarian approach when taking specific stances on EU issues. So the
practical effects and the concrete output are regarded as an important factor of any increase of the
EU’s legitimacy. In other countries like Ireland a shift from the pro-integrationist attitude of the citizens
to a more qualified support is expected, so that it better reflects the new role and position of the former

% Gf. the UK chapter on the reflection period (question 1).
2 Cf the Czech chapter on the reflection period (question 1).
2 For the state of debate in the respective countries by the end of May 2006 see question 1 of the country reports.
% Cf. the Danish chapter on the reflection period (question 1).
24 Cf. the Dutch chapter on the reflection period (question 1).
% Cf. the French and Dutch Chapters on the reflection period for a more detailed outlook (question 1).
% Cf. the answers to question 2.
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net recipient Ireland as an affluent member state as of today. A critical mood is on the rise in Finland,
Sweden, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands and Austria, in the latter connected with the net payer
question (as in Germany). Interestingly the net payer logic in budgetary terms is underlying most of the
assessments of costs and benefits. Only rarely a more complex and differentiated set of factors is
taken into consideration.?” Most of the new member states are still satisfied (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Slovak Republic, Slovenia) and some even “celebrate” the second anniversary of their membership as
a success. But also member states of the former EU-15 like Greece, Spain and Luxembourg have a
clear understanding of the many benefits that stem from their membership. It is hardly surprising that
this debate is very intense in accession/candidate countries such as Romania, Croatia or Turkey. In
Denmark and also Hungary the discourse is quite unemotional and down to earth. In the UK also
political benefits of membership are subject of debate: “Leading politicians or commentators speak of
the European Union's important role in the areas of environment, the fight against terrorism, trafficking
and organised crime, and foreign and defence affairs. Generally, however, a ‘political’ European Union
is regarded with great suspicion in the United Kingdom, both as a threat to national sovereignty and as
a vehicle for illiberal micro-economic attitudes.”® The opposite perception of the “EU as a Trojan
horse of liberalism” prevails in France. The French “think that Europe has a negative impact in four
key areas: the cost of living, jobs, agriculture, and small businesses. Similarly, 54% think that Europe
allows us to improve our control over the negative effects of globalisation, which is a rather low figure.
It shows the concern of the French with the ‘liberal’ nature of Europe. The French think that Europe is
the right tool, but that we don’t use it properly.”®®

In the fortunate countries that are at ease with their membership, costs and benefits are not an issue
of high salience. In countries where pro- and anti-integration attitudes form a cleavage, debate is far
more intensive on this issue (see Finland and the Czech Republic).

Despite the enlargement fatigue: Clear European perspective for Western Balkans

Despite the enlargement fatigue that is growing in many old member states and the rising debate on
the absorption capacity of the Union that shall be taken into consideration when taking in new
members EU governments are convinced that the membership perspective is essential for the
Western Balkans in order to stabilise the region permanently and to give incentives for
democratisation and transformation. The statement from Luxembourg that the “South-East-European
nations must get a ‘European perspective” since “the European project is and must be a peace project as it
was in Western Europe in the immediate post-war period” can be considered quite typical for the positions
presented in the majority of the reports.30 Croatia’s membership is due after Romania and Bulgaria will
have joined. However, there is no time pressure to give a date for membership. Of course
neighbouring countries and those close to the region, like Hungary, Austria, the Czech Republic or
Italy, take special interest in developments in the post-Yugoslav countries. The acquis on the Kosovo
status talks that are led by the UN envoy are supported and not controversial so far. All in all the EU
accepts its key role in helping to build lasting peace and fostering economic recovery in the Western
Balkans. However, only citizens in the new member states support EU membership of the countries of
the Western Balkans in larger proportions.®’

External challenges — collective responses

As far as macro-conflicts like the Iran nuclear challenge or the Israeli/Palestinian conflict after the
victory of Hamas are concerned, the EU acts on a solid acquis which is widely shared by its members
(with the exception of Greece).*? Of course the preferences and the intensity of interests vary from
country to country. For example Finland, that holds the presidency in the EU in the second half of
2006, has a pro-Palestinian profile while other countries, like Germany in particular but also Hungary,
seek a more balanced approach. Other countries like Estonia do not seem to have a profound position
or traditional policy of their own on the specific questions in relation to these conflicts and the Middle
East region. As part of the EU’s CFSP they follow the EU’s line without reservations. As far as these

" Cf. especially the Polish and Portuguese chapter on costs and benefits of EU-membership (question 2).

% Cf. the UK chapter on costs and benefits of EU-membership (question 2).

% Cf. the French chapter on costs and benefits of EU-membership (question 2).

% Cf. the Luxembourg chapter on the Western Balkans and EU enlargement (question 6).

%1 Cf. the results of Eurobarometer 65, available at http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb65/eb65 en.htm.
%2 Cf. the answers to question 7.

page 13 of 234


http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb65/eb65_en.htm

EU-25 Watch | Introduction

two conflicts are concerned enlargement did not add value in terms of policies or diplomatic resources.
Some like ltaly are particularly critical that the EU-3 handles the Iran diplomatic conflict but that regular
CFSP channels and procedures involving all member states are not used.

Energy security can be regarded as a new issue and horizontal aspect of security policy that might
become more prominent also in shaping the European neighbourhood policy in the coming years.
Particularly the new and the smaller member states that do not rely on energy resources of their own
claim responsibility and efforts of the EU to integrate energy policy in its internal and external
dimension more fully at the level of the Union. How and to which degree this should be done is not yet
clear.

Outlook — Europe at work?
“Practical Europe”, “Europe of projects” and “results” as promoted in the French debate is one track to
overcome the ratification crisis and immobility of the EU. This survey by and large confirms that ideas
revolving around a relaunch and new impetus for the constitutional process as a second track is
neither a top issue of a wider public nor prepared by intensive diplomacy and consultation between the
member states. While it would be unfair to scapegoat France and the Netherlands for saying no to the
TCE it is still interesting to note that the debate in these two countries does neither reflect a special
responsibility nor develop initiatives. This can also be explained by the upcoming elections in both
countries. Moreover, this survey illustrates that the ‘Europeanisation’ of debates, the taking into
consideration of what we see as discourses on issues of great importance in other member states is
widely underdeveloped, albeit slowly increasing.

Besides identity related questions that sharply mark heterogeneity and diversity between member
states the EU so far has not found a functioning set of incentives and rules that could cope with the
huge economic differences across the EU. Lisbon is seen as a new failure and even too irrelevant to
instigate profound reform. It will thus be very interesting to observe the way important controversies
regarding the future economic development of the EU will shape the EU’s quest to engage in “Europe
at work”.
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1 January

25 January

26-28 January

30 January

February

8 February
27 January
8 March

10-11 March

23 March

23 —-24 March

28 March

4 April

7 April

10 April

9 May
11-13 May

16 May

Chronology of Main Events
(between January and July 2006)

Austria takes over the EU Presidency for the first half of 2006.

Gazprom cuts off gas supplies to Ukraine (live on TV), triggering concerns
regarding the security of energy supply in the EU.

Hamas receives the absolute majority (74 of 132 seats) in parliamentary
elections.

European Commission presents its Annual Progress Report on the Lisbon
Strategy, including a first evaluation of the National Reform Programmes.

Conference ‘Sound of Europe’ in Salzburg on the future of Europe,
organised by the Austrian Presidency in memorandum of Mozart's 250"
birthday.

The ‘London declaration’ of the foreign ministers of the EU-3, the US, Russia
and China calls for consultations on Iran within the IAEA to be reported to
the UN Security Council

The ‘Cartoon Crisis’ escalates into violence across the Arab World.
Parliamentary ratification of the Constitutional Treaty in Belgium.

EU Foreign Ministers decide to re-launch aid flows to Palestinian Authority.

European Commission issues Green Paper on European Energy Policy.

‘Gymnich Meeting’ on the situation in the Middle East after the election of
Hamas and on EU enlargement.

General Affairs and External Relations Council decides on sending EU
troops into Congo to secure the first free elections taking place in July 2006.

European Spring Council in Brussels on the economic, social and
environmental situation in the Union, reviewing the Lisbon Strategy. Heads
of State and Government agree on the services directive and on the new
‘Energy policy for Europe’.

More than 1 Million people demonstrate across France against the first
employment law (CPE).

European Parliament, the Council and the Commission agree on the
Financial Perspective (2007 — 2013) with a budget of 864,4 billion Euro.

EU and US suspend aid flows to the Palestinian Authority.

Second meeting of the Stabilisation and Association Council between the EU
and Croatia takes place in Luxembourg

Parliamentary ratification of the Constitutional Treaty in Estonia.
EU, Latin America and Caribbean (EU-LAC) Summit in Vienna.

Commission presents Monitoring Reports on Romania and Bulgaria.
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21 May

25 May

27-28 May

12 June

15-16 June

21 June

1 July

9 July

10-11 July

11 July

15-17 July

Montenegrin independence referendum, 55,5 % vote in favour of dissolving
the state union with Serbia, thus meeting the required threshold of 55% set
by the EU.

17th EU-Russia Summit in Sotchi.
‘Klosterneuburg Meeting’, Foreign Ministers agree on extending the
‘reflection period’ to agree on the future legal basis of the Constitutional

Treaty by 2009.

Opening of first chapter and start of substantial negotiations with Croatia and
Turkey.

European Council: Heads of State and Government agree on Slovenia’s
entry to the Eurozone in 2007. With regard to the Constitutional Treaty, a
‘two-track’ approach is adopted, focussing on delivering best results within
the existing treaty framework, while drawing up a report on the future of the
Constitution to be presented in 2007.

EU-US Summit in Vienna, focussing on Iran, the Middle East, Energy and
Trade issues (Doha Round).

Finland takes over the EU Presidency for the second half of 2006.

After an all European semi-final, Italy wins the football World Cup, followed
by France, Germany and Portugal.

Euro-African Conference on Immigration and Development on Migration and
Development in Rabat.

First broadcasted council meeting (ECOFIN) in line with new Transparency
Guidelines.

G8 Meeting in St. Petersburg.
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What are the highlights of your national debate on the future of the EU during the
reflection period?

Please refer to the most important contributions and main actors,
but also to the structure of the debate.

e Is the European Constitution a point of reference?

e What are the opinions of political actors regarding the future of the
charter of fundamental rights?

e How much importance is generally attached to the reflection period, and
how much reflection is actually going on?

¢ Who takes initiatives in a proactive way (e.g. government, civil society)?

¢ How actively are the media involved in the debate?
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Austria

In general it must be pointed out that the
Austrian public is relatively sceptical towards
the EU. According to a recent Eurobarometer
survey®, 33% of Austrians do not regard the
EU as a “good thing”.

The main and most important contributors to
the debate on the future of the EU are mainly
political think tanks and academia. During the
reflection period, the current Austrian EU-
presidency seems to be responsible for a
higher degree of reflection and public debate
among the Austrian public. In this respect,
several alternative summits such as the
“alternative ECOFIN“ or the “alternative
EULAC” (EU-Latin American Committee) took
place in order to give the official EU-presidency
meetings a certain kind of counter-weight.

Besides the academic institutions, the main
official political actors are the members of the
Austrian parliament, i.e. the several delegates
responsible for EU-matters. As Austria is
holding the EU-presidency during the reflection
period, most engagement is driven and
promoted by and via the federal minister for
foreign affairs, Ms. Ursula Plassnik and the
secretary of state for EU-affairs, Mr. Hans
Winkler, who was put into office especially for
the Austrian presidency. Overall, the structure
of the debate is relatively unclear.

The future of the European Constitution is
regarded quite differently in Austria: While the
conservative wing, i.e. the current government,
is very much in favour of reviving the debate
on the constitution, the opposition is rather
sceptical about the implementation of the
document on a broader EU-level. The text is
not widely known and the rejection of the
document by France and the Netherlands did
have an impact on the low level of motivation
to re-launch the debate on the constitution.
Furthermore, the national parliaments of the
member states are criticised for undermining
the indispensable parliamentary aspect of the
constitutional process. However, since the
constitution has been ratified in the Austrian
parliament it is not a top priority of the media
coverage anymore.

In general, the Austrian media does not focus
too much on EU-politics made in Brussels. The
population does pay attention to major events

33

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs 251 e
n.pdf

such as EU-parliamentary elections or the
constellation of the EU-Commission, but
overall it seems to be rather uninterested in
developments of the EU. Yet, the EU-
presidency during the first half of 2006 does
arouse more interest within the population.
Hence, the media is more involved in the
debate as usual. Almost all newspapers® do
reflect on EU-summits and working sessions
which are held in Vienna or the other capital
cities in Austria. This also causes a higher
awareness of the EU as such among the
Austrian population. Still, most experts and
analysts expect less interest and media
coverage on EU matters after the end of the
Austrian presidency®.

Belgium

Prime Minister Guy Verhofstadt™ took a step
forward in the dissemination of the views he
defends for the future of the European Union
by publishing an essay titled The United States
of Europe®. Referring to the difficult but
necessary edification of the US Constitution,
he calls in his manifesto for a closer
cooperation among a core of EU countries
(gathered around the Eurogroup) that would
evolve into a strong political entity capable of
launching a common socio-economic policy, of
expressing itself with a single-voice in its
external relations, and thus finally giving back
the EU an attractive picture to the new
generations in facing the challenges of
globalisation and an aging population.

More precisely, he points out five missions for
the EU: to have a common government and a
European socio-economic strategy; to launch
an ambitious Research & Development policy;
the construction of the European Freedom,
Justice and Security Area; to express itself in a
single voice in its diplomatic relationships; and
to have at its disposal a European defense
force.

Mr. Verhofstadt's analysis of the causes of the
actual crisis (i.e. the failure to gain the

# The serious newspapers “Die Presse” and “Der

Standard” launched special surveys on EU-politics during
the Austrian presidency period.

% |nterview with a professor of political science from the
University of Vienna in Mai 2006.

% VLD (Flemish Liberal Democrats)

¥ First published in flemish in December 2005 (ed.
Houtekiet), the french edition came out in the beginning of
February 2006 with the title : “Les Etats-Unis d’Europe” ed.
Luc Pire. It also exists in English, German, Greek and
Italian.
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confidence of the citizen in a globalised world
and the inefficiency of the institutions), his view
of the benefits of European integration (peace,
the single market, the euro) and his will to
reinforce the Union seem to be shared by the
majority of actors®®. The idea of a “two options
(two ways) strategy” and the content of the
political agenda of the hardcore of countries,
however, did not meet with general approval.

Most commentators welcomed the energy, the
strong will and the creativity of Prime Minister
Verhofstadt while doubting his essay could
offer a concrete and viable response to the
actual crisis.

Firstly, there is the difficulty with the concept of
a hardcore. Foreign Minister Karel De Gucht
cannot accept the idea of letting the other
member states aside after so much effort to
enlarge the Union. Senator Alain Destexhe®
doubted that the federal approach proposed
would be attractive to many countries, and that
a hardcore around the Euro would gather
States with growth problems, thus forming
rather a “soft core”. In a collective contribution
in which they described Mr Verhofstadt's plan
as sympathetic  and visionary, but
extraterrestrial and thus harmless, experts
from Ghent University argued that France and
the Netherlands would never accept such a
“forward escape” after their negative
referenda®.

Prof. Christian Franck®' for his part sees an
ambiguity in the Prime Minister's discourse
concerning the “differentiation” among the
member states that would stem either from
belonging to the core group or from the
reinforced cooperation to be launched among
certain states, underlining that neither of these
two ways is actually shaping Europe*2.

Secondly, much criticism was focused on the
content of the five priorities. Some pointed out
the utopian character of the priorities to be

*® “The causes of the situation of the European public
opinion are well established : aging of the population, weak
state leaders, stagnation of the economy

“During the last 12 months, the need for more Europe has
not decreased...The fact that we share common values
and interest has not to be proven.” Bart Sturtewagen, De
Standaard, 22/03/2006

* MR (Movement for Reform). The forward escape of M.
Verhofstadt. La Libre Belgique, 17 December 2005.

“ Verhofstadt in Wonderland, De Standaard, 3 December
2005

“1 President of the Intitute of European Studies, UCL,
Louvain-la-Neuve

“2 La Libre Belgique, 11 Janurary 2006.

followed: Mia Doornaert“, referring to the
United States of Europe as a jest (stating that
the idea comes from the leader of a federal
state in which citizens cannot vote for common
parties anymore), underlines the gap that
exists between word and action in the field of
defense policy. Such a gap is also stressed
with reference to the Eurobarometer: so long
that no concrete action is to be expected, is it
very easy to be in favour of a European Army.
Contradictions such as the plan to improve
social standards while cutting entrepreneurial
taxes were also underlined**.

As far as the ratification procedure is
concerned, the last two of the seven Belgian
assemblies — the Flemish parliament and the
Commission of the French community finally
ratified the Treaty on 8 February 2006 and in
June 2006 respectively.

The reason for this late ratification lays in the
interpretation of the protocol on the application
of the “subsidiarity” principle. Flemish Regional
Minister for Foreign Affairs Geert Bourgeois®
had asked for the addition of a declaration
concerning the capacity of the regional
parliaments to be considered at the same level
as the national one concerning that topic, and
use one of the two votes given to the country.
Mr Bourgeois considers this as an important
step for the future: the first recognition of the
Flemish Region by the EU.

Concerning the energy issue, Anne Panneels*®
points out the fact that the Green paper
published in March 2006 ignores the social
dimension of the energy debate: she urges for
a real democratic and transparent policy that
would include access to the sources.

Regarding the same document, Didier Donfut,
Secretary of State for European Affairs,
regretted the absence of precise statements of
figured arguments to sustain the global lines of
the text, which remains too frequently limited to
general prescriptions and guidelines.

Is the European Constitution a point of
reference?

In his speech to the European parliament on
31 May 2006, Mr. Verhofstadt strongly

43 Redactor. De Standaard, 24 March 2006.

* De Standaard, 3 December 2005

“ NVA - Spirit. Communication of Flemish Ministry of
cooperation to development.

* Federal Union of Workers (FGTB) expert — Vice-
President of the Federal Council of Sustainable
Development.
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supported the idea of continuing the ratification
procedure, quoting the declaration 30 that
stipulates that if after two years, 80 percent of
the member states have ratified the
Constitution and one or several members have
had some difficulties with it, then the European
Council takes over the question.

Pierre Jonckheer, MEP, argues that in order
for him to support the continuation of the
ratification procedure of the Constitution, there
must be further negotiation of the Treaty, for
example on the flexibility clause and reinforced
cooperation to cope with enlargement.

Foreign Minister De Gucht*’ declared it is the
role of the European Commission to defend
the Constitution, which is not done if countries
like the UK are allowed to “pick and choose”
what best fits. During the informal gathering of
foreign ministers on 28 May in Klosterneuburg,
he urged a clear commitment from the
Commission, and said that enlargement could
not proceed without first ratifying the
Constitution.

According to Philippe De Schoutheete®, it is
too early to settle back the constitutional
debate. He proposes instead that the Union
concentrate  its action on  “concrete
realisations” during the reflection period, and
underlines three directions in which to go
forward: Internal security, external security,
and economic governance™®.

Alain Destexhe, an MR Senator, suggests
changing the approach to solving the crisis.
For him, the major reason for the French and
Dutch “no’s” is a lack of democracy, which will
only be resolved when European citizens can
recognise themselves more in the institutions.
He proposes to opt for a less pretentious
approach than the one adopted by Jean
Monnet and envisioned in the Constitution:
concrete reforms in the labour market and the
test of the Services Directive. He urges to
rethink and “update” our social contract.

For Anne Van Lancker™ (a Flemish socialist
MEP) the Constitutional Treaty is not dead,
and it is urgent to organise debates among the
countries. The European Constitution must be
a fact by 2009.

" Belga, 28 May 2006

“® Director of European Studies at the Royal Institute of
International Relations. Former Belgian Permanent
Representative.

“° La libre Belgique, 8 February 2006.

%020 january 2006 (www.avanlancker.be)

Who takes initiatives

On the occasion of the publication of his book,
Prime Minister Verhofstadt made a “tour of
Europe” to present his idea of the United
States of Europe.

Around the Constitution, Paul Magnette®' also
published a book in April 2006, in which he
returns to the main causes of the French and
Dutch “no” to further analyse the actual crisis.
Underlying the differences between the
American and European political models, he
shows that the failure of the adoption of the
Constitutional Treaty reflects our difficulty to
accept a multinational community52. Stuck in
the languages of our sovereign states, we
cannot forge the concept of a Federation of
States with evolving ambitions, institutions and
borders®.

The movement European Progressive Left*
organized a seminar on 14 January 2006 at
the European Parliament titled Re-launching
Citizen’s Europe. In an open letter published a
few days before the event, they suggested
three priorities intended to solve the crisis:
giving Europe more legal, budgetary and
institutional competences to achieve more
economic efficiency; reinforcing the social
protection by setting up a minimum income
policy, guaranteeing social security as a
fundamental right of the citizen and creating a
fund for early childhood; and finally
transforming the Commission into a real
democratic executive of the Union®®.

In order to get Flemish citizens more involved
in EU matters, the Flemish representative Miet
Smet™® (CD&V) has brought a resolution before
the Flemish Parliament concerning the
negative French and Dutch referenda and the
need to organize a thorough public debate
about which direction European unification
should take. With the help of the Enlarged
Bureau of the Flemish Parliament and the
support of colleagues Anne-Marie Hoebeke
(VLD), Jan Loones (N-VA) en Jan Roegiers
(Spa-Spirit), this resolution made concrete

*' Director, Institute for European Studies, ULB

2 paul MAGNETTE (ed.), Au nom des peuples. Le
malentendu constitutionnel européen, Paris, Cerf, April
523006, 170 pages.

http://www.ulb.ac.be/soco/cevipol/presentation des livres/
Malentendu.htm

* Belgian Think tank presided by Bruno Liebhaberg
ghttg://www.g-r-e.be)

® Le Soir, 12 January 2006 (Carte blanche: Pour une
initiative de la gauche Européenne)

% Press communication of the CD&YV, 26 april 2006.
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proposals such as the decision to invite more
frequently EU commissioners and foreign
politicians to explain their points of view in front
of the Flemish Parliament and also to
participate in “The State of the EU” organized
by the Ryckevelde Foundation.

On 5 May, a debate about Europe’s borders
and the social model was organized at the
European Parliament by the Flemish Christian
Democrats and their peers from the
Netherlands.

As far as the academic world is concerned, a
number of conferences and colloquia were
organized around the topic of the future of the
EU. Among these, a joint colloquium about the
Constitutional Treaty took place in Luxemburg
on 8 and 9 May with the participation of the
University of Luxemburg, the Institute of
European Studies of Louvain-la-Neuve and
TEPSA.

Involvement of the media

The press dealt much with the Union’s
evolution during the period taken into account.
The adoption of the financial perspectives, the
services directive and the future of the
Constitution were the three most covered
topics. The life of the institutions had the
biggest part of the articles.

Croatia
The most important contributions

The Government and political parities still
consider the reflection period as a challenge
within the EU, rather than a deep crisis.”” This
dominant domestic political expectation is
supported by official EU positions saying that
the EU will deal with the open issues
effectively, so Croatia should concentrate more
on its own reform and the adjustment process
towards the acguis communitaire in a “moving
target” manner.*®

% E.g. President Mesi¢, Croatian Television - HRT, 6. June
2006, Ivica Racan, president of SDP,
http://www.index.hr/clanak.aspx?id=318761. For detailed
spectrum of different opinions see EU-25 Watch No. 2, p.
33.

% E.g. Vincent Degert, head of the delegation of the EC to
Croatia at the Europe Day Conference, 9 May 2006 said
»There are, of course, some discussions about absorption
capacity, enlargement fatigue, but | do think that there is
no real crisis within the EU. The EU has been through
tough times already, but has always found solutions for its
problems. Hence, | am convinced that Croatia has to
concentrate on the reform process.”

The debate going on in Croatia can be more
regarded as debate with the EU, rather than a
serious spill-over of the debate going on in the
European Union. It focuses on the issues
closely related to the process of Croatia’s
integration into the EU, such as:

o Whether the debate on the EU’s absorption
capacity will have an impact on the
timetable for Croatia's integration into the
EU.

o |If there is no European Constitution, which
procedure is necessary for Croatia’s
membership in the EU?

There are some echoes in the media and
press with a prevailing opinion that definition of
absorption capacity and questions related to
the constitution should not have an impact on
Croatia’s EU membership.*

This was also the key point in the analyses of
the Presidency Conclusions of the 12 June
2006 European Council Meeting coming from
Government, opposition parties and media.
The Conclusions were met with a great degree
of public relief in Croatia.®® The analyses
mainly focused on the point of the Presidency
Conclusions saying that “current (membership)
negotiations are based on each country's own
merits and that their pace will depend on each
country's progress in preparing for accession
measured against the requirements set out in
the Negotiating Framework®. This point was
recognised as confirmation of the position that
the debate on the future of the EU will not
affect Croatia's timetable®".

The wider questions on future borders of
Europe, or decision-making process, are
tackled only with regard to South East Europe,
while further enlargements are not currently
being debated in detail yet, since it is generally
considered that these issues will become
important after Croatia’s inclusion into the EU.

Main actors and the structure of the debate

Discussions held in European Parliament
about the future of Europe that include
questions about absorption capacity and the
borders of Europe, as well as statements of
political leaders, such as an interview of Hans-

% Reactions on the statement of Hans-Gert Péttering,
Jutarnji list, 10.05.2006, and to the EP declaration, in:
Jutarnji list 11.05. 2006.

% Vjesnik, 14™ and 15™ June 2006.

®' Croatian Radiotelevision- HRT, 15 June 2006, available
at http://vijesti.hrt.hr/ShowArticles.aspx?Articleld=11351.
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Gert Pottering to Reuters, were in April
interpreted by the Government as a lack of
support for Croatia’s integration into the EU, or
as threats to Croatia’s strategic objective®.
The national debate on these issues does not
deal with different scenarios or possible
outcomes of the reflection period and their
significance. It is focused on the EU, as a
reaction to the ideas discussed in the EU and
presented in the media.®®

The Government considers that Croatia’s entry
into the EU will not be affected by the results of
the debate on the future of the EU going on
within the member states. Croatia’s integration
is regarded as a technical issue®. It is
considered that open issues regarding the
European Constitution and the borders of
Europe will be relevant for enlargements that
will follow after Croatian integration into the
EU®®. However, there are no visible signs that
the political parties (Government or the
opposition) have already started formulating
clear views on the borders of Europe, the
importance of the Constitution, or minimal
requirements regarding Croatian “weight” in
decision-making procedures (i.e. in the
Council). The national debate can therefore be
considered as a reactive one, an exception
being civil society organisations’ initiatives to
open issues relevant to the future of Europe,
such as the democratic deficit, the importance
of the European Parliament, the relationship
between national and the EU decision-making
level etc.®®

The European Constitution as a point of
reference

The role of the European Constitution, the
charter of fundamental rights, and definition of
the absorption capacity of the EU are viewed in
the context of Croatia’s integration into the EU
(as opposed to their relevance for the
functioning of the EU). Results of the

62 Reaction of the prime minister lvo Sanader on the EP's
declaration on the Commission's 2005 enlargement
strategy paper, as published in:Novi list, 18.04.2006

8 E.g. debate on what did Hans-Gert Péttering mean by
saying that ,Further enlargement without the Constitution
is questionable, but Croatia is on its way®, in: Jutarnji list,
10.05.2006.

® Chief negotiator Vladimir Drobnjak, in: Vedernii list,
09.05.2006.

% Prime Minister Ivo Sanader commented that after entry
of Croatia everything will be different, in: Jutarnji list,
11.05.2006.

% One of the few events discussing this issue is the
International Conference “What kind of Europe we would
like to enter to?” organised by Heinrich Boll Foundation in
Zagreb on 25 May 2006.

Eurobarometer survey, published in February
2006, show that the EU constitution is
supported by almost 2/3 of the respondents,
while support for enlargement decreased from
3/4 to 2/3.%

This issue is debated mainly with the EU
institutions, and it seems that there is a
consensus in Croatia (government, opposition,
media)®® that the European Constitution should
not be regarded as an important issue for
Croatia’s integration into the EU. There is
strong disagreement with the European
Parliament’s declaration that stalemate in the
ratification of the Constitution is preventing the
Union from enhancing its absorption capacity,
while absorption capacity remains one of the
conditions for accession. On the other hand,
there are initiatives coming from experts saying
that Croatia should be part of the solution of
the institutional crisis®® and critical analyses
saying that the official target dates regarding
solving internal EU issues are not realistic.”

The end of Austrian and beginning of Finish
Presidency was followed by positive public
reactions in Croatia regarding the expected
changes in the Constitution after the EU
reaches 27 members and the fact that
enlargement will be discussed in December,
with a view to reaching a new consensus.”’

The Charter of fundamental rights is not a point
of reference. Respect for fundamental rights is
among the political membership criteria, and is
not recognised as important for the future of
the EU.

Importance of the reflection period

Reflection is quite limited to the questions
related with Croatia’s integration into the EU.
Integration is seen as a national priority, and
attention is focused on the reform process in
Croatia, not on the future of the EU. Expert
opinions are also limited to the analysis of the

&7 Eurobarometer 64, avaliable at

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb64/eb64
first en.pdf, latest access: 21.06.2006.

% |bidem as Footnote 3.-e.g. reactions on the statement of
Poettering, Jutarnji list, 10.5. 2006, and to the EP
declaration, Jutarnji list 11.5. 2006.

% | Begg at the International Conference “Croatia on its
Road to the EU Accession: Lessons Learnt and
Challenges”, Zagreb, 9 May 2006.

7® Damir Grubiga in Novi list, 6.6.20086.

™ “The Nice criteria will not keep Croatia outside of EU”,
Poslovni tjednik, July 5.
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impact of various outcomes on the procedure
of Croatia’s integration into the EU."

Initiatives

Proactive debate is rather limited. Civil society
organisations voiced some questions relevant
to the future of Europe, such as what kind of
Europe Croatia is integrating into’>. The
academic community raised some questions
important for the future of Europe, such as the
Croatian role in solving the institutional crisis
within the EU, and understanding economic
and social reforms.”

Role of the media

The media presents the debate going on within
the EU and individual member states, but does
not have an active role in the debate. It usually
covers the most important issues relevant in
the reflection period, such as those related to
borders of Europe’, plans to revitalise the
Constitution’®, the budget,”” ideas of enhanced
co-operation, revision of the acquis during the
German Presidency’®, the pace of ratification
in member states (Estonia and Finland), and
the announcement of further steps. The need
to better communicate Europe not only by the
media but also by civil society organisations at
all levels has been reiterated in a number of
expert meetings recently held.”

Cyprus

There is a pervasive feeling that the debate on
the future of the Treaty Establishing a
Constitution for Europe is being shaped by the
large EU member states. Although the
Republic of Cyprus has already ratified the
Treaty, the Government attaches importance
and employs national resources in order to
orient the citizens in the new milieu of the
European Union.

2 Rodin,, 2005 “Consequences of not-ratification of the EU
Constitution to the Croatia's membership to the EU”,
http://eu.pravo.hr/fileadmin/Europsko/dokumenti/Powerpoi
nt/Posljedice neratifikacije.ppt, latest access: 21.06.2006.
" See footnote 7.

™ lain Begg, op. cit and International conference “Reforms
in Lisbon Strategy Implementation®, 3 May 2006

" Poslovni dnevnik, 11.04.2006.

" Vjesnik, 17.03.2006., Interview with Matti Vanhanen, in:
Vecerniji list, 19.05.2006

7 Poslovni dnevnik, 19.4. 2006.

78 Jutarnji list, 11 May 2006.

79 “Communicating Europe to the Citizens- The Role of
Civil Society Organisations”, Organized by IMO, UNDP
and National Foundation for Civil Society Development,
24April 2006.

Cypriot diplomats and public officers conveyed
to us that, even though the Republic of Cyprus
ratified the Constitutional treaty on 30 June
2005, the government considers the Plan D
and the period of reflection as an opportunity to
better inform the Cypriot citizens of their rights
and obligations. The period of reflection also
constitutes a unique opportunity to explain to
the citizens how the EU is functioning and to
elaborate on Union policies, as Cyprus is a
new member state and its citizens are not
especially well-informed.®

Due to national parliamentary elections on 21
May 2006, the reflection period in Cyprus has
been delayed. Nevertheless, the Cyprus
Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the most active
actor in the national debate over the future of
Europe.

A small coordination team has been created by
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs with the
objective to coordinate the overall actions
during the period of reflection. This team
includes representatives from the Ministries
and from the European Commission and
European Parliament delegations in Cyprus, as
well as members of the National Parliament.
According to the nature of each event, the
coordination team will also be enriched with
representations from other organisations, such
as NGOs, Youth and Women organisations
and Labour Unions.

The Cypriot Plan D team has created a special
programme for the forthcoming events which is
targeting the citizens. For this purpose, the
contribution of a number of specialists is
expected (i.e. members of the European
Commission, the European Parliament, senior
civil servants, academics, etc.) to present and
explain to the public the Constitutional Treaty
and the EU’s policies and future aims. In this
framework, the involvement of the media will
be requested in order to facilitate the
promotion of the actions.®’

Events are planned to take place in several
towns and municipalities, in schools and higher
education institutions. The campaign will focus
on informing young people and women,
workers and persons with disabilities, as well
as elderly people. It is also anticipated that

8 |nterview at the Cyprus Foreign Ministry, 28 April 2006.
Most interviews referred to in this Report were conducted
by Christos Xenophontos in Nicosia, in April and May
2006.

" Politis ( daily newspaper) ,’Plan D: A voice for the
Citizen”, 7 May 2006
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several seminars will be organised to analyse
the Union’s policies and the impact of their
implementation, with special emphasis on
current events such as the effects of adopting
the Euro currency in Cyprus. Simultaneously, it
is planned that the dialogue will cover, inter
alia, subjects such as the environment,
women’s role in modern society, equal
opportunities,  public  health, narcotics,
consumer protection, the role of middle and
small enterprises in the Cypriot economy, and
immigration.82

Additionally, the Cypriot Parliament held some
discussion on the future of Europe during the
meetings of the Committee on European
Issues. As yet, the Parliament has not
produced any final positions on the future of
Europe or on the future of the ‘Constitution’.
Cypriot MPs did not take part in the two-day
special session (8-9 May 2006) of the
European Parliament where the future of
Europe was debated®. The Cypriot Parliament
was dissolved some weeks before that
meeting due to the elections of 21 May 2006.
The dissolution of the Parliament before
elections is provided by the Constitution of
Cyprus.

In any case, there were several events that
occurred in Cyprus on the occasion of Europe
Day. On 9 May, Ambassador Ms. Eva Hager of
Austria, which holds the Presidency of the
European Union, organized in Nicosia a “Café
Europe” event. In the morning, after brief
welcoming addresses by the Mayor of Nicosia,
Mr. Michael Zambelas, and H.E. Ms. Hager,
there was a debate on Europe involving Greek
Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot secondary school
students. Afterwards the participants were
invited to write stories. In the afternoon, there
were readings and a debate about Europe by
Turkish Cypriot author Ms. Sevgul Uludag and
Greek Cypriot author Maria Avraamidou. There
was also a “children’s corner”, where a quiz on
the EU was held, with prizes for the winners
offered by the Commission Representation in
Cyprus. The public and the media were also
invited to attend.®

Moreover, on the same day, the
Representation of the European Commission,
together with the European Parliament
Information Office, hosted a formal reception at
the Cyprus Hilton Hotel on the double occasion

82 .
Ibid.
# Fileleftheros, ( daily newspaper), “Kaini Karekla” (Empty
Chair), 13 May 2005.
8 CYBC News, Europeday Events, May 9, 2006

of Europe Day and the second anniversary of
the Republic of Cyprus’ accession to the
European Union. The President of the
Republic, Mr. Tassos Papadopoulos,
Government officials, political leaders and
other personalities honoured the event by their
presence. In addition, the Union of Cyprus
Municipalities, with the support of the
Commission Representation and the European
Parliament Information Office, organized
events in 15 municipalities. The Mayor of each
municipality delivered speeches during the
events. Each municipality invited local officials
and organisations, as well as the public, to
attend.

Overall, Cyprus has been an active participant
of the reflection period. In the forthcoming
European Council we anticipate that Cyprus
will support an extension of the period of
reflection in line with the Commission’s
proposal. Bearing in mind that there is still
some controversial debate on how to move
forward, extending the debate over the future
of Europe will bring about promising results.

Czech Republic

Although the future of the European Union
remains a contested issue in the Czech
political debate, rather little attention is paid to
it in the ongoing campaigns for the
parliamentary elections, to be held in June
2006.%° There is a major divide between the
pro-European governing coalition elected in
2002, composed of Social Democrats (CSSD),
Christian Democrats (KDU-CSL) and the small
liberal Freedom Union party (US DEU), and
the rightist and communist opposition.

The governing parties still favour ratifying the
Constitutional Treaty or a revised version, even
if they do not consider that realistic at the
moment. They argue that we must wait for the
results of the reflection period.86 The Civic
Democrats (ODS), on the other hand, reject
the treaty as both overly bureaucratic and ill-
suited to allow the flexible integration the party
calls for. Moreover, the party rejects the
inclusion of the Charter of fundamental rights
in such a treaty, since that would restrict Czech
sovereignty and involve the EU in issues

% Please note that the Czech report was finished before
these elections.

% Co dal s stavou EU - to bude v Cesku nejspis fesit az
nova vlada. (What next with the EU Constitution — in the
Czech Republic it will be a question for the next
government.) 1 January 2006, Czech News Agency
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relating to Czech legislation on, for example,
social policy.87 The Communists also reject the
constitutional treaty, but could accept a
modified Constitution if it were neither neo-
liberal, nor promoting closer cooperation in the
CFSP.%®

The Eurosceptic voice most widely quoted in
Czech media belongs to the Czech president
and former ODS chairman, Vaclav Klaus, who
is an outspoken critic of the Constitutional
Treaty. Klaus argues that the treaty would
imply a step towards a European state, which
he rejects as both unnatural and
undemocratic.®

The lack of interest in European issues in the
run up to this year’s general election could be
explained by a reluctance on the part of the
Civic Democrats to provoke potential voters,
since the party's voters are generally more pro-
EU than the leadership, and also by the Social
Democrats’ belief that other issues are more
important to voters.*

The Czech government emphasises that the
Czech Republic was the first country to launch
a publicly-funded national debate on the future
of Europe. In May 2005, the government
approved a campaign on the Constitutional
Treaty. After the rejections of the treaty in
France and the Netherlands, this campaign
was turned into a general information
campaign with the aim of bringing the EU
closer to Czech citizens. The government’s
communication  strategy should provide
information to Czech citizens about the
possibilities of, for example, working and
studying in other EU countries, or applying for
various EU funds, and moreover, on the future

8 Zahradil, J. and Fajmon, H. 5 dtvodl proé Fici NE
evropské Ustavé (5 reasons for rejecting the European
Constitutional Treaty)
http://www.ods.cz/eu/download/docs/5 duvodu.pdf .

% Predstavy stran o zavedeni eura, euroUstavé a integraci
v EU (Party attitudes on introducing Euro, Constitutional
Treaty and Integration in the EU.) 9 April 2006, Czech
News Agency.

¥ Klaus commonly refers to Europeanism as a new
ideology that has replaced socialism, but shares with the
latter an intent of restricting the freedom of the individuals,
Klaus, V. ‘Intelektualové a socialismus’
http://www.klaus.cz/klaus2/asp/
default.asp?CatID=tWNQBz3P&catP=10&textID=0

.90 Prime Minister Jifi Paroubek has stated that he pays a
lot of attention to opinion polls and that, unfortunately,
economic and social issues are more important to voters
than EU questions. Vefejna diskuse s Premiérem Jifim
Paroubkem na téma Evropska integrace a Ceska
zahraniéni politika (Public discussion with Prime Minister
Paroubek on the topic of European Integration and Czech
Foreing Policy). 16 May 2006, Goethe Institute, Prague.

development of the EU.?" On the launch of the
campaign, it was immediately criticised by the
Civic Democrats as a waste of money on an
already dead treaty.”

Denmark

The destiny of the Constitutional Treaty has
been the focus for many public interventions
since the French and the Dutch no-votes last
May. The Danish referendum planned for
September 27, 2005 was postponed and it is
ruled out that a referendum will be held as long
as France and the Netherlands have not come
up with possible solutions to the ratification
crisis. Thus, it cannot be expected that
Denmark will hold a referendum just to put
pressure on France and the Netherlands.*

The Danish Prime Minister, Anders Fogh
Rasmussen (Liberal Party), has expressed on
several occasions his views on the future of
the Constitution. In January, he suggested the
possibility of a mini-treaty.9 Accepting that the
Constitution as it looks today might not be
implemented, he suggested a shorter treaty
containing some of the elements of the existing
document—such as an EU-president, decision-
making by “double majority” and the
strengthening of the Common Foreign and
Security Policy. The mini-treaty is envisaged to
make an EU of 25 and 27 member states
function, without necessitating ratification by
referendum. At the same time, the Prime
Minister distanced himself from the concept of
‘cherry picking’ and said that it was important
that citizens did not feel that something was
being implemented behind their backs.

In May, the Prime Minister repeated these
thoughts in two major speeches.”® He

" Odbor pro informovani o evropskych zaleZitostech
Uradu viady CR (Department of Information on European
Affairs of the Czech Government),
http://wtd.vlada.cz/vrk/eu.htm

20DS rozjela kampaii: Sto dni lacinych gest (ODS
trounces campaign: A hundred days of cheap gestures.) 5
August 2005, Cesko.iHNed.cz

93 Fogh Rasmussen, Anders (2005), “EU i arbejdstgjet",
Feature article, Politiken, September 27th, and Fogh
Rasmussen, Anders (2006) Speech at the Europe
Conference 2006 at Frederiksdal, May 19, 2006,
http://www.stm.dk/Index/dokumenter.asp?0=2&n=0&d=26
00&s=1# (located on May 30th 2006)

% Flensburg, Thomas and Thomas Lauritzen (2006):"
Fogh foreslar minitraktat’, Politiken, January 29" 2006

% Speech by the Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen,
Achieving Europe, at Copenhagen University on 21 April
2006. Online:
http://www.statsministeriet.dk/Index/dokumenter.asp?0=6&
n=0&d=2576&s=2. And speech at the Europe Conference
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expanded the list of issues that might be
included in the mini-treaty to include elements
to improve the democratic standing of the EU
and its clarity on European values.

Following May’s meeting of the EU’s Foreign
Affairs Ministers in Austria, it seems that the
fate of the Constitutional Treaty continues to
haunt politicians. After the meeting, Danish
Foreign Affairs Minister, Per Stig Mgller
(Conservative Party), also aired the possibility
of reducing the Constitution to a ‘mini-treaty’,
thereby backing the ideas of the Prime
Minister. To the dismay of, for instance, the
Danish People’s Party, the Foreign Affairs
Minister also reiterated the possibility of such a
mini-treaty being ratified in Denmark without a
prior public referendum.®

The Prime and Foreign Affairs Ministers’
thoughts on a mini-treaty were broadly
accepted by the EU-spokesman for the largest
opposition party, the Social Democrats, Svend
Auken®. The leftwing Unity List criticised the
idea of not having a referendum, calling it an
attempt to “bereave” the electorate of its
referendum® - and Danish no-movements,
such as the People’s Movement against the
EU, even argued that such a move would be
against the Danish constitution.®® Danish MEP
from the People’s Movement, Ole Krarup, said
the suggestion to skip the referendum revealed
the Prime Minister's lack of interest in
democracy as well as dialogue.'®

The Danish, EU positive, centre-left
movement, Nyt Europa (New Europe)
suggested on 28 March that it was time to
discuss which parts of the Constitution to keep
and which to renegotiate. The head of the
organisation, Steen Gade, suggested that
Parts | and Il should be kept and Part Il
renegotiated with a special focus on three
specific points: i) improving democratic
infrastructure, culture and education in the EU;

organised by the European Parliament and Commission’s
representations in Denmark. See
http://www.stm.dk/Index/dokumenter.asp?0=2&n=0&h=2&t
=148d=2600&s=1 (located May 30" 2006)

% Lauritzen, Thomas and Tanj Parker Astrup (2006):” Per
Stig: Traktat uden afstemning” in Politiken, May 29" 2006.
o Flensburg, Thomas and Thomas Lauritzen (2006):”
Fogh foreslar minitraktat”, Politiken, January 29" 2006.

% Politiken (2006):"For og imod ministraktat”, Politiken,
May 30" 2006

% Paragraph 20 in the Danish Constitution requires a
referendum on issues of ceding national sovereignty,
should a majority of 5/6 not be secured in Parliament.

1% Krarup, Ole (2006):” —Fogh gnsker EU-grundlov light
uden folkeafstemning”, Press release, Folkebevaegelsen
mod EU, Januar 30th 2006

ii) introducing a strong focus on specific
policies like energy; and finally i) a
strengthened role for the European Parliament
and NGO's as pathfinders out of the crisis.'®" It
could be mentioned that New Europe is
currently particularly interested in pressing on
with one change to the existing Constitution,
namely the idea that signatures by 1 million EU
citizens should require the European
Commission to raise a given issue. New
Europe is supporting the “one seat” initiative'®,
which attempts to encourage the Commission
to debate the continuing presence of the
European Parliament in Strasbourg.

An early reaction to the French and Dutch no’s
came from the leader of the Danish Social
Democrats, Helle Thorning Schmidt. She set
the tone in June 2005 by declaring the
Constitution dead.'”® She suggested at that
point that the document should be
renegotiated, ‘cleaning the treaty up’ to get rid
of all talk of hymns, flag and other things that
might lead to think of a federation. She also
suggested that the competencies of the EU
should be more clearly defined and that the
Union’s influence should be clearly delimited.
Thorning Schmidt moreover pointed to the
democratic shortcomings of the EU, and as a
means to rectifying these she suggested a
larger role for national parliaments. The
argument is that as citizens in the EU feel
much closer to their national parliamentarians,
strengthening these might be conducive to
increasing citizens’ sense of ‘ownership’ of the
EU. Recently, the leader of the Social
Democrats modified her "death declaration”
slightly by stating that the Constitution “in its
current form” is dead.'™ She also argued that
the EU should spend the reflection period
improving the EU within the current framework
(the Nice treaty) to the benefit of its citizens.

At the same time, both the Government and
the pro-EU opposition parties, especially the
Social Democrats and the Social Liberals,
have made a more pragmatic effort to reduce
the focus on the Constitutional Treaty and

%' Gade, Steen (2006):"Nu skal vi videre med den
europeaeiske forfatning — fastlas del | og Il og ga efter
aendringer i del llI”, press release, New Europe, March
28th 2006.

12 See www.oneseat.eu

'% Thorning-Schmidt, Helle (2005):"Traktaten er ded —
samarbejdet lever”, feature article, Politiken, June 27"
2005.

"% Thorning-Schmidt, Helle (2006):” En plan for
teenkepausen” speech at the European Conference, May
19" 2006 : http://www.europa-
kommissionen.dk/repraesentationen/europa_konference 2
006/thorning-schmidt/ (located on May 30" 2006)
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institutional reforms. They wish to concentrate
on concrete policy initiatives in the EU. A job-
plan for Europe, democratic reforms, economic
reforms, a stronger focus on citizens’ rights in
the EU, more forceful actions against
organised crime and trafficking, and a
strengthening of the EU’s global role, are some
of the features that these parties wish to
emphasize in the future EU."®

The shift from European cooperation on
‘mega-projects’ to cooperation on smaller and
more concrete projects has generally been
strongly promoted by the Danish Government
under Fogh Rasmussen’s leadership. Indeed,
it is seen as the motor of cooperation. Only by
achieving concrete benefits for the European
people will the EU be able to generate popular
support. The Prime Minister labels the
approach a ‘Europe of results’, and points to
‘globalisation’ as a specific challenge for the
EU. Globalisation calls for targeted effort and,
above all, for concrete actions and specific
results. As a means to achieve this, the Prime
Minister outlined in a speech at Copenhagen
University in April the policy programme
‘Achieving Europe’, which targets three major
tasks for the years ahead: (1) ‘how to enable
Europe to promote growth and employment,
and thereby social security’; (2) ‘how to ensure
the safety and security of citizens vis-a-vis
transnational problems (terrorism, organised
crime, illegal immigration, food safety,
environment and climate)’; and (3) ‘how to
strengthen the ability of the EU to pursue the
interests of Europeans on the international
stage’.

Mr. Rasmussen’s call for a Europe of results
was repeated at a conference in May, where
he gave a speech alongside Commission
President, José Barroso.'® A particular point
of interest was the degree of consensus
between the viewpoints of the two EU-leaders
with regard to creating renewed momentum in
the Union through a Europe of results.
Commissioner Margot Wallstrém  visited
Denmark together with Barroso and gave a
speech at the University of Copenhagen, which
was well attended by both students and the
general public.

105 Thorning-Schmidt, Helle (2006):” En plan for
teenkepausen” speech at the European Conference, May
19™ 2006 ; http://www.europa-
kommissionen.dk/repraesentationen/europa_konference 2
006/thorning-schmidt/ (located May 30" 2006)

1% See the Prime Ministers speech at
http://www.stm.dk/Index/dokumenter.asp?0=2&n=0&h=2&t
=148d=2600&s=1 (located May 30™ 2006)

The joint focus of the Danish Government, the
EU-positive  opposition parties and the
Commission on achieving concrete results,
however, does not imply that the importance of
a solution to the fate of the Constitutional
Treaty is neglected. As the Prime Minister said
in April: ‘At some point, we will need
clarification. Otherwise I'm afraid that the EU
will keep returning to the question of the Treaty
— instead of focusing on what it is all about:
close and committed cooperation that delivers
results for the benefits of the citizens’.'”’

Charter of fundamental rights

The Charter of fundamental rights has not
really been in focus during the reflection period
in Denmark, but the general impression is that
the inclusion of the Charter in a future treaty
will not be a Danish priority. This hesitation
reflects critical Danish attitudes towards the
very active role played by the Court of
Justice®.

The establishment of the Fundamental Rights
Agency was debated in the Danish Parliament.
On January 30", the Committee on European
Affairs in the Parliament gave a statement on
the establishment of the agency. A majority of
145 members of Parliament, out of a total of
179, supported its establishment. Two parties
were against; the far left Unity List and the far
right Danish People’s Party. Whereas the Unity
List argued that the Agency would be a
competitor to the European Council and the
European Court of Human Rights'®, the
Danish People’s Party argued that the agency
would be a threat to democracy and the nation-
state’"°.

Period of reflection
The involvement of citizens in EU affairs is a

high political priority in Denmark, and the
Danish Parliament decided to allocate 14

%7 Speech by the Prime Minister Anders Fogh
Rasmussen, Achieving Europe, at Copenhagen University
on 21 April 2006. Online:
http://www.statsministeriet.dk/Index/dokumenter.asp?0=6&
n=0&d=2576&s=2

"% Politiken, 2006: Fogh retter kritik mod EF-Domstolen,
11-01-2006. Online:
http://politiken.dk/VisArtikel.iasp?PagelD=429790

% This argument has also been put forward in an article in
Danish daily Information in Alfter, Birgitte (2005):"Analyse:
Terrorisme i taenkepause”, Information, September 9th
2005.

"0 See statement form the European Affairs Committee,
January 30th 2006.” Udtalelse fra Europaudvalget om
forslag til radets forordning om oprettelse af Den
Europeeiske Unions agentur for Grundlaeggende
Rettigheder m.v.”
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million Danish Kroner (approximately 1.8
million euros) to debate and events in the
current period of reflection.

It was decided that the Parliament’'s European
Affairs Committee should coordinate Danish
activities in the reflection period. Under the
heading "Citizens’ Agenda” (Borgernes
Dagsorden), the European Affairs Committee
and a number of NGO’s — both neutral, yes
and no movements — agreed on a thematic,
financial, and organisational framework for the
debate. It was decided in autumn 2005 to
concentrate the reflections around five broad
questions:

1. Which of the cross-border problems that
Europe is faced with should be given
special emphasis, and which role should
the EU play in this respect?

2. What are the most important problems
related to EU cooperation and how can
they be solved?

3. How should the debate on the future of
Europe and a possible new treaty be
organised to ensure width, depth, and
legitimacy?

4. How <can we strengthen citizens’
participation in the EU?

5.  Where are the geographical boundaries of
the EU?

The idea behind formulating five questions was
to secure a structured reflection period and to
avoid a debate that pointed in all directions
with no overall focus. An overview of all
activities related to the Citizens’ Agenda has
been established on a special website'"".

Generally, Danish politicians have been
hesitant to come up with a priori answers
regarding questions on the future of Europe —
such as the future of the Constitutional Treaty;
whether or not to have a new convention or an
Intergovernmental Conference; and whether or
not to save certain elements of the old
treaty”z. The period of reflection is supposed
to be a bottom-up process, and in line with the
Government and the Social Democrats, the
leader of the Social Liberals, Marianne Jelved,
has argued that the period of reflection should
be used to reflect and hence it is too early to

" See http://www.borgernesdagsorden.dk/. For the final
report see:
http://www.borgernesdagsorden.dk/input/rapport/

112 For the Government’s position, see e.g.: Maller, Per
Stig (2005), Speech to the conference, “A Free Market
Vision for Europe®, arranged by the think tank CEPOS.

give any indication on the outcome'. The
eurosceptic Danish People’s Party fears that
the period of reflection is just another way to
convince citizens that they must vote yes to the
Constitutional Treaty, and thus not an
unbiased time for honest discussion.

The “Citizens’ Agenda” ran until May 2006. Its
findings are now being presented before the
politicians, who have promised to take them
into account prior to the European summit in
June 2006. A number of actors outside the
Citizens’ Agenda, ranging from academia and
media to civil society organisations, have also
been involved in the reflection period. The
Danish Institute for International Studies, for
instance, published a series of papers on the
dilemmas of the EU dealing with subjects like
the future of the Constitution, euroscepticism,
democracy in the EU, immigration and Turkish
accession."” The daily Politken made a
special EU-section on February 9" and has
initiated an internet poll, where one can rate
the importance of a number of EU policies’"®
relating to the questions debated by the
Citizens’ Agenda (see above). A special
section on Europe was also published by the
daily Information on April 29"

The largest and probably most successful
activity was a public hearing (deliberative poll),
organised on the 29™ — 30" of April by the
Danish  Parliament and the national
broadcaster TV2, together with a private
consultancy. The concept involved inviting 400
Danish citizens, randomly chosen and
representative of the Danish population, to
discuss the main problems of the EU. The
hearing was intensively covered by all kinds of
media — it was, for instance, also streamed
over the Internet.'"® The intention of the
hearing was threefold: (1) to engage the public;
(2) to provide impulses to the political process;
(3) to demonstrate politicians’ willingness to
enter into a dialogue with citizens.""” The
participants of the hearing were offered the
opportunity of discussing amongst themselves

113 Svane, Anne Mette og Jette Elbaek Maressa (2005),
"SF sar tvivl om national EU-aftale”, Jyllands Posten, June
17th.

"% The papers can be donwloaded from
http://www.diis.dk/sw21089.asp

"> See Politiken’s site:
http://politiken.dk/VisArtikel.iasp?PagelD=438260

% See press release:
http://www.borgernesdagsorden.dk/upload/application/pdf/
c34caefe/pressemeddelelse%20endelig.pdf (located 30
May 2006).

" For more information on the hearing, see:
http://www.borgernesdagsorden.dk/english/hearing/
(located 30 May 2006).
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in smaller groups and of participating in Q & A
sessions with politicians and EU experts.

One major finding of the hearing was that a
main point of criticism of the attending Danes
was the complicated internal working
procedures of the Union. On the policy level,
both research and development issues, and
the global role of the EU, were centres of
attention — both with regard to the fight against
terrorism, environmental issues and third world
development'"®.

Danish  Prime Minister Anders Fogh
Rasmussen has shown great interest in the
hearing and promises to take the results into
consideration in his preparations for the
European Council meeting in June.""®

In general, Denmark has been acclaimed at
the European level for taking the year of
reflection seriously and engaging in many
activities about the EU'.  However, one
report found that EU-related debate in the
press has in fact become less prominent over
the past year. According to the report, only half
as many articles concerning the EU have been
published during the period of reflection than
between the summer of 2004 and the summer
of 2005 "?'. A feature article that did provoke
some debate was by two ‘grand old men’ in the
Danish EU-debate: former Secretary General
for the secretariat of the Council, Niels Ersbal,
and MEP Jens Peter Bonde from the June
Movement. They wrote the article together
after having been inspired by the experience of
the public hearing. It stressed the need for
more democracy and transparency in the
Union, but was criticised from both the ‘yes
side’ and the ‘no side’ in Denmark for giving
too much support to each other’s arguments. It
now seems certain that the reflection period

"8 The replies to the questionnaires distributed during the
hearing can be found at:
http://www.borgernesdagsorden.dk/upload/application/pdf/
145e7c97/Tabelrapport%2016.05.pdf (located 30 May
2006).
"9 See the Prime Ministers statement on:
http://www.stm.dk/Index/dokumenter.asp?0=3&n=0&d=25
78&s=1&str=stor (located on May 30 2006). And Ritzau
(2006):"Barroso skal diskutere med danske borgere”,
Urban, April 12" 2006.
120 Wallstrom, Margaret, 2006: A citizen’s agenda for the
EU, speech at the Plan D visit to Denmark, Round Table
on the Citizen’s Agenda, 19-05-2006. Online:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/wallstrom/pdf/spe
ech 20060519 en.pdf
21 Jgebrevet A4, 2006: Pseudodebat for sytten millioner,
A4, no. 15, p. 16. Online:
http://www.ugebreveta4.dk/smmedia/A4 2006 15.pdf?mb
GUID=F8BEA604-8D30-4F2C-89F5-2F6139FCF7E8.pdf

will go on for another year'?. Voices had been

raised against this from, among others, the
Confederation of Danish Industries, who
suggested that the politicians moved ahead as
quickly as possible in order for Europe not to
lag behind in urgent international matters. It
seems, however, to be the political judgment
that decisive moves with regard to the
ratification crisis have to await the French and
Dutch Elections in spring 2007.

Estonia

The most important development since the last
EU-25 Watch report is that the Estonian
parliament finally ratified the Constitutional
Treaty on May 9th, 2006. With 73 votes in
favor and 1 opposed, Estonia became the 15th
country in the EU to ratify the treaty. The
government had declared, ever since the treaty
was signed, that the Constitutional Treaty is
the best way forward, and ratification was
never officially taken off the agenda even
though the French and Dutch referenda
brought the process to a temporary halt. The
official reason for the delay was to enable the
Constitutional committee of the Estonian
Parliament to examine the Constitutional
Treaty, decide whether it can be ratified
without making any amendments to the
Estonian Constitution, and assess the
implications of the enforcement of the treaty for
the Estonian public law system. This, however,
is only part of the reason: equally important is
the fact that in the wake of the French and
Dutch referendums, Estonia wanted to wait
and see what other countries were going to do.
Since late 2005, the government, especially
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, started putting
pressure on the parliament to proceed with
ratification.'*®

The rationale  for  ratification under
circumstances of uncertaintly about the fate of
the treaty were clearly spelled out in two
addresses by the Foreign Minister Urmas Paet
to the Riigikogu (the Estonian Parliament).
First, the government continues to regard the
Constitutional Treaty as the best compromise
that could be achieved wunder the

122 See eg. Flensburg, Thomas and Thomas Lauritzen
(2006):” Fogh foreslar minitraktat”, Politiken, January 29"
2006; Speech by the Prime Minister Anders Fogh
Rasmussen, Achieving Europe, at Copenhagen University
on 21 April 2006. Online:
http://www.statsministeriet.dk/Index/dokumenter.asp?0=6&
n=0&d=2576&s=2

2% See the Estonian report in EU-25 Watch No 2 for
details.
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circumstances. As put by Foreign Minister
Urmas Paet: “This is the best treaty that could
be achieved after a lengthy and complex
negotiating process./.../ It is very unlikely, that
in the course of new, possible negotiations we
could achieve better results, but we would
lose years.”'” Second, it is important to
proceed with ratification despite the French
and Dutch outcomes because this is the only
way to get a clear picture of the positions of
the member states. The foreign minister
emphasized that several member states,
including Latvia, Cyprus, Malta, and
Luxembourg had ratified the treaty after the
French and Dutch referendums.'® Third,
Estonia’s positive verdict on the treaty would
send a political signal that might motivate
other countries to approve it as well. According
to the Foreign Minister, ratification would show
that “the process of European integration
continues and the confidence in the
Constitutional treaty is being restored.”’*® Paet
claimed that it is not impossible “that even the
States, which rejected the Treaty, will, in time,
ratify it after all in its present form.”"*

In fact, Paet painted an optimistic picture of
“livening discussions” at the EU level on the
future of the European Union and the
Constitutional Treaty. He pointed out that the
EU’'s three upcoming presiding countries
(Finland, Germany, and Portugal) are
committed to promoting the Constitutional
Treaty process, and expressed hope that
Finland would ratify the treaty by the time it
assumes EU Presidency. He said that the
reflection period should be extended, if
national debates show that this is necessary
but “(f)or now, the goal should continue to be
the enforcement of the Treaty in its entirety,
since it is valid and balanced as a whole.”'?

The  parliamentary  debates  preceding
ratification focused not so much on the content
of the treaty but on the prospects of the treaty
to enter into force, and the other member
states’ attitude towards Estonia’s steps. There
was no significant public debate about the
desirability of ratification — partly because the
government’s position (coinciding with that of

124 Address by Foreign Minister Urmas Paet to the

Riigikogu at the Second Reading of the Law for the
Ratification of the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for
Europe, 9 May 2006 , www.vm.ee

125 Address by Foreign Minister Urmas Paet to the
Riigikogu at the First Reading of the Ratification of the
Constitutional Treaty for Europe, 8 February 2006,
www.vm.ee

1% See footnote 90.

"7 bid.

'28 See footnote 91.

all major parties), had been known for quite
some time, and partly because an erupting
political conflict about a Soviet-era monument
in Tallinn started to dominate media space
(see the last section of this report for details). A
few skeptical articles appeared in the
newspapers: commentators known for their
euroskeptic views labeled the ratification
“‘unlawful and politically unnecessary” and
referred to the fact that most politicians
themselves admit that the treaty is dead.'®
Notably, the latter position was also expressed
by the President of the Czech Republic, Vaclav
Klaus, who visited Estonia in late May and
gave a public lecture on the future of European
integration. Finally, the government has
promised that ratification will be followed by a
reactivated dialogue with the public, involving
various media projects, public events,
brochures, training, activities targeting NGOs,
etc.” To date, these efforts have had limited
visibility.

Finland
European Constitution

Finland will hold the six-month rotating EU
Presidency commencing on 1 July 2006.
Largely because of the approaching
Presidency, national debate on the European
Constitution has arisen again during the spring.
The ratification of the Constitution prior to the
EU Presidency has been called for by
distinguished political heavyweights such as
the former Prime Minister, Speaker of the
Parliament, Paavo Lipponen (Social
Democratic Party) and EU enlargement
Commissioner Olli Rehn (Centre Party). Mr
Rehn has stressed that by ratifying the
Constitution Finland would strengthen its
credibility as the next holder of the EU
Presidency.131 According to Mr Lipponen, too
much delay has taken place already, and there
is no reason for altering the Constitution, since
not a single EU state has announced to
permanently abandon it. Lipponen sees that,
as it stands now, the Consitution benefits the
smaller EU states'®. Former Conservative
Prime Minister Harri Holkeri has also
contributed to the debate, stating that it is
important to give a clear signal that other EU

"2 |var Raig: "Kas riigikogu riiki podramas?" SL Ohtuleht,
8.05.2006

130 “Eesti Euroopa Liidus,” Ministry of Foreign Affairs
information sheet, 10.05.2006

1 Kaleva, (the largest daily in Northern Finland), 2.4.2006
32 Yutispaiva Demari, (Social Democratic Party’s daily)
20.4.2006

page 30 of 234


http://www.vm.ee/
http://www.vm.ee/

EU-25 Watch | Period of reflection

member states are not willing to give up the
Constitution due to the populist referenda in
France and the Netherlands. Mr Holkeri
believes that an encouraging example of the
next holder of the Presidency is needed.'*

The three parties of the current coalition
government, the Centre Party, the Social
Democratic Party and the Swedish People’s
Party, support the ratification of the
Constitution, and so does the largest
opposition party, the Conservatives. The
smaller opposition parties - the Left Alliance,
the Greens, the Christian Democrats and the
True Finns - are against the ratification. A
majority of the Members of Parliament are thus
ready to vote in favour of ratifying the
Constitution.”* Contrary to the domestic MPs,
most of the Finnish Members of the European
Parliament oppose the idea of ratifying the
Constitution for the time being. Among these
are the former Centre and Conservative Party
leaders Mrs Anneli Jaatteenmaki and Mr Ville
Itéla. Mr Itala, for example, has argued that
ratifying the Constitution would only please the
EU elite, and “there is [also] no rush as the
French Presidential elections are held [not
earlier than] next spring”. His party, however,
clearly supPorts the ratification of the
Constitution."*®

The President of Finland, Mrs Tarja Halonen,
stepped in the Constitution debate on 8 May
when she gave a speech at a seminar
organised by the European Movement in
Finland. To the astonishment of many
politicians and experts, she took a critical
stance on the ratification, stating that she did
not see a possibility that the ratification of the
Constitution by Finland would advance the
process in other EU member states, especially
France and the Netherlands. According to the
President, the timing and the consequences of
the ratification must be evaluated realistically.
If negotiations on the Constitution are going to
be resumed, the Parliament will have to re-
ratify it, which would have a negative affect on
citizens’ attitudes towards the EU, she
added."®

'3 Turun Sanomat (the largest daily in Western Finland),
11.4.2006

'3 Helsingin Sanomat (the largest daily in Finland), 14.3.
and 4.4.2006

'35 Turun Sanomat, 11.4.2006; Helsingin Sanomat,
14.3.2006

'3 Helsingin Sanomat, 8.5.2006;
http://www.eurooppalainensuomi.fi/tapahtumat/helsinki060
508.html

While the Constitution has been subject to
lively debate, the Finnish political actors have
paid no particular attention towards the Charter
of Fundamental Rights. Finland’s position on
the Charter remains positive, as it has been
since the drafting of the document was
launched at the Tampere European Council
meeting held under the Finnish EU Presidency
in 1999.

Parliamentary voting

The Grand Committee of the Parliament, which
is responsible for EU affairs in the Parliament,
voted in favour of the Constitution ratification
on 7 April."”*" Vice-Chairman of the Committee
Mr Kimmo Kiljunen (Social Democratic Party),
stressed that the Parliament, nevertheless,
would not have enough time to go through the
ratification  procedure  before the EU
Presidency begins."*®

On 28 April, the Foreign Affairs Committee of
the Parliament decided to recommend the
Government to draw up a proposal on the
ratification of the Constitution before the EU
Presidency. The Committee also stated that it
does not support a referendum on the issue."
After the 8 May speech by the President,
Chairman of the Committee, Mrs Liisa
Jaakonsaari  (Social Democratic Party)
expressed disagreement with the President’s
views: “In the EU each and every state
considers the treaty according to its contents.
Otherwise it would seem that France and the
Netherlands would have decided the issue on
our behalf”.'*

On 12 May, the Parliament decided with 104
votes against 24 to approve the EU
Constitution and to present it to the
Government. The 24 opposing votes came
from 12 members of the Left Alliance, 8 of the
Greens and 3 of the Christian Democrats. Also
one representative of the ruling coalition voted
against the approval. A total of 11 members of
the parliament rebelled by voting “blank”,
including some members of the coalition.

The Government will return the Constitution to
the Parliament for ratification on 2 June. Since
the Parliament’'s summer break will start soon,
the ratification procedure will not, however, be
completed before the autumn.

37 Suuren valiokunnan lausunto 2/2006 vp,
www.eduskunta.fi/

"% Helsingin Sanomat, 8.4.2006

3% Tyrun Sanomat, 29.4.2006

0 Helsingin Sanomat, 10.5.2006
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Public attitudes

Recent discussion on the Constitution has not
involved civil society as much as the political
elite. It has, nevertheless, raised a pro-
referendum movement that collected a list of
50 000 names demanding a referendum on the
Constitution.*' There is little support for the
referendum among the political elite.

According to a study by Taloustutkimus (a
private market research company) published in
May, a great number of Finns know very little
about the Constitution, almost regardless of
profession or habitual domicile. Less than one
in ten said having adequate or fairly good
knowledge of the contents of the Constitution.
In spite of this, more than half (53%) of
respoqgents wanted a referendum on the
issue.

The discussion on the Constitution ratification
has an impact on domestic politics because it
puts pressure on parties to present their
positions on the future of Europe. This is of
particular significance with a view to the
parliamentary elections to be held in March
next year.

France

The debate on the future of the EU in France
has been dominated by the consequences of
the French refusal of the Constitution. Three
issues have structured the debate. 1) What will
be the consequences of the French “no” vote
for the Union? 2) Has that vote undermined
France’s “influence” in Europe? 3) What will be
the future of the Constitution?

As explained in the last report'*®, the positions
were at first very clear-cut. Those who had
been in favour of the Treaty continued to
explain that a “yes” vote would have been the
best option. They underlined that the French
decision had thrown Europe into crisis, that
France's position had been  greatly
undermined, and that in any case, France
would have to accept the Treaty in the end,
because there was no “plan B"'. Their
opponents had a very different discourse. They

! Helsingin Sanomat 10.4.20086;

www.kansanaanestys fi/tiedote, 9.5.2006

%2 Suomenmaa (Conservative / National Coalition Party’s
daily), 19.5.2006

'3 Cf. Institut fur Europaische Politik (Ed.): EU-25 Watch,
No. 2, January 2006, Berlin.

% The issue of the « plan B » was a major stumbling block
during the referendum campaign.

explained that Europe’s crisis was the cause of
the French “no”, not the consequence. They
were keen to find examples of issues where
France’s position has been consolidated
thanks to its sweeping decision on the Treaty.
The radical redrafting of the Directive on
Services was interpreted in that way. France’s
voice was again listened to, they argued,
because people all over Europe were forced to
remember that it is not possible to take Europe
forward without France’s approval. And lastly,
they pointed out that the Treaty was dead
because unanimity is required and that it would
not be possible to have the French vote again
on the same text. The decision taken on June
16" to start discussions about “possible future
evolutions” of the Treaty was interpreted by
them as a confirmation of their analysis'*.

The issue remains to this day a political hot
potato. It is fair to say, however, that observers
and analysts are progressively evolving
towards a more consensual approach.
Florence Deloche-Gaudez, researcher at the
European Centre (Institute of Political Studies
in Paris) summarized, in a recent article, what
is becoming the dominant view in France: “For
the first time, last weekend, the Foreign
Ministers of the European Union seem to have
begun an essential work of mourning. At this
meeting in Vienna, on Freudian land, they
recognized that it would be difficult to save the
European Constitution. The proposals made so
far were more akin to a denial of the situation
than to real solutions. At last, it seems that the
lessons from the French and Dutch “no” are
being heard, and that European leaders start
to think of the means of preparing a new
text.”'*°

Another sign of this “cooling down” of the
debate: French officials are trying to reconcile
“yes” and “no” voters. For instance, Philippe
Douste-Blazy, the French Foreign Minister,
explained just one year after the referendum:
“The results of the ballot did not sign the end of
the European idea. Among the French who
voted “no”, many had no intention to harm
Europe, on the contrary. Their doubts were first
and foremost the sign of new expectations
which were not responded to properl}/ by the
Union. Let us recognize that May 29" was a
call for a new foundation of the European

1

* « We found the plan B », article published by Jean-
Pierre Balligand, Didier Migaud, Paul Quilés, André
Laignel and Marie-Noélle Lienemann, socialist MPs and
MEPs who had all voted ‘no’, in L’Humanité on July 12"’,
2006.

'8 Florence Deloche-Gaudez, Les Echos, Paris, 3 June
2006.
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contract. If we do this, we will be able to find
again the path towards an ambitious European
project. People too often regard Europe as
something that is imposed on them from the
outside. It is our responsibility to transform
Europe into something that people desire and
control.”™” How to do this? It is generally
accepted that Europe should focus more on
practical projects and  easy-to-assess
achievements. Catherine Colonna, the French
Minister for European Affairs, explained:
“Among the lessons that we can draw from the
reflection period which started a year ago, the
most important thing is that the top priority
should be the building of a “practical Europe”.
We should focus on decisions about issues
close to the daily problems of citizens: the
economy, social problems, law and order...
Europe should be more efficient and closer to
its citizens. The institutions remain an
important issue which will have to be settled,
but the priority really is a “Europe of projects”,
a “Europe of results”, and a “practical
Europe™ .

Officials and members of the government are
usually keen to underline that Europe is
working. Despite the French “no”, “Europe
moves on” is the official message. The
European Gendarmerie Force (EGF) which
was inaugurated in January 2006 is often cited.
So is the International Thermonuclear
Experimental Reactor (ITER), which will be
built in France, and the Galileo project. And the
French government always reaffirms its
commitment to European integration: “The
issue is whether Europe will be able to become
a political Union, with a real political status in
front of the Americans, in front of MERCOSUR,
in front of ASEAN and Asian countries. Will we
be able to have our own defence, our own
foreign policy and speak in favour of the kind of
globalisation we want?”'*

All political parties today share the view that
the European Treaty will have to be
renegotiated in order to take into accounts the
demands of the French citizens. There are,
however, differences about the scope of the
renegotiation and its method. The official
“project” of the Socialist party for next year’s
elections contains a paragraph on the
Constitutional Treaty: “Enlarged Europe will not
have efficient institutions and will not be able to

7 | e Figaro, 30 May 2006.

%8 Catherine Colonna, Minister for European Affairs,
“France Culture”, 29 May 2006.

' Philippe Douste-Blazy, Foreign Minister, « LCI », 30
May 2006.

carry weight in the world unless the Nice
Treaty is reformed. We will refuse the
ratification of the Constitutional Treaty rejected
on May 29" even with a new preamble. We
will propose the drafting of a strictly institutional
treaty which will organise more efficiently the
powers. The European Parliament’s legislative
and budgetary prerogatives should be fully
recognized. The President of the Commission
should be elected by Parliament and the
European Council should have at its head a
“President of Europe”. Once renegotiated, the
Treaty should again be submitted to
referendum”’®.

Nicolas Sarkozy, leader of the main right-wing
party and likely presidential candidate for next
year's elections, had different views. In
January 2006, he unveiled his proposals for
Europe. According to him, there should be a
new treaty, centred on the first part of the
existing text. Its sole objective should be to
“organize the functioning of Europe”. Economic
and social issues should thus not be
mentioned. The new text would be approved in
France by Parliamen