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An Enlarged EU Requires Greater
Facility of Decision-M aking and M or e Democr acy

embargoed until January 22, 1999

1. Before the accesson of any further Member States, the EU of 15 must agree on a minimum

package of reforms.

2. This minimum package should pursue two key ams.

firgly, to ensure that the EU remains capable of taking decisons;
secondly, to make the decision-making process more democratic.

3. The reforms should focus on a few crucid points. They should relate in particular to the three

inditutions - Council, Parliament and Commission - involved in the decison making process.

4. Inan enlarged EU it must be possible for dl decisonsin the Council to be taken by amgority.

Decisions could be taken by varying mgorities according to the subject ares, e.g.:
for procedural matters: a smple mgority of the votes cast by Member States;
for normd policy areas: the exigting quaified mgority, i.e. approx. 70% of the votes;
for paticularly senstive policy areas: a new, specid qualified mgority of gpprox. 80% of the
votes.

In order to smooth the trangtion from unanimity to a qudified mgority, the introduction of the
new rules could be preceded in particularly sendtive areas — such as the CFSP — by atrangtiond
period lagting severd years (eg. 5, asis lad down in the Amsterdam Treety for immigration and
asylum palicy).

Notwithstanding these new provisions, the Member States would remain at liberty to seek a
consensus wherever possible. However, without the sword of Damocles of a possible vote, a

sngle Member State can hold up for aslong asiit likes decisions needing to be taken a EU level
or force through its own preferred solution.

The dimination of as many as possble of the remaining 50 or so areas where unanimity is

required for EU decison-making is the most important reform of dl — and at the same time the

most difficult. All the Member States, whether large or smdl, will put up fierce resistance.

It istherefore useful to rehearse once again the principd reasons for this absolutely vitd reform:
no Member State demands unanimity in its own poalitical decision-making procedures,

unanimity runs counter to the basic concept of democracy; it dlows the minority unlimited
scope for holding the mgority to ransom;
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unanimity has no place in a community that aspires to be more than a loose association of
sovereign states,

in the enlarged EU, where the individud partners interests will diverge even more widdly, it
will become even harder to find judicious solutions on a consensud bass. The quality of
political decison-making would suffer further setbacks unless the possibility of a mgority
decison were ever-present, thereby once again causing the EU to risk losng its acceptance
among the population.

5. The reforms must help the EU to become more democratic. This cdls for at least three measures
on the legidtive front:

a re-weighting of the votes'segts in the two legidative inditutions, the Parliament and —to a
lesser extent — the Council. The present digtribution of votes/seats confers on smal Member
States much greater weight than their share of the population would merit;

this over-weighting should be diminated in the Parliament's case because, being directly
elected, the Parliament represents the emerging people of Europe. A certain over-weghting of
the ,smdl“ Member States can be judtified in the Council, where the nationd interests of the
sovereign Member States are represented. This corresponds to norma constitutiona practice
in mogt federd states such as Germany or the USA,;

the EP sright to full co-decison in respect of dl EU legidative acts including the budget.

6. The Amsterdam Treaty (,, Protocol on the Ingtitutions*) raises for the first time the posshility of a
re-weighting of votes in the Council in favour of the large Sates, in return for the renunciation of
thar existing right to nominate a second Commissoner.

This must be put into effect. Such a reweighting must not however be linked to te sze or
composition of the Commission.

The amplest formula for the re-weighting of votesin the Council would be one of ,, progressive
proportionality”. For example, al Member States with under 18 million inhabitants could be
alocated one vote for every 1.5 million inhabitants or part thereof; from 18 to 45 million, one
vote for every 3 million inhabitants, and for over 45 million, one vote for every 5 million
inhabitants.

Were there to be no change in the Council, it would mean that in an EU of 27 Germany would
have 10 votes and the three smallest sates in the future EU (Luxembourg, Cyprus and Mdta)
— which have fewer than 1.5 million inhabitants anong them — would have 6 votes in the
Council. Thus there would be an obvious lack of balance.

A re-weighting of seats in the EP is equdly crucid to a democratic decison-making process.
This fundamenta principle must goply in future: the number of MEPs dected by a Member
State must be caculated in proportion to its number of inhabitants. In afuture EU of over 480
million inhabitants, where the number of seets in the EP is limited by the Amsterdam Tregty to
700, congtituencies of gpprox. 0.7 million people (or the corresponding number of registered
voters) would need to be established.

Under the present digtribution of seats, Luxembourg dects 6 MEPs for a population of only
400,000; Cyprus and Mdta, with smilar populations, would lay claim to an equivalent number
of MEPs. This would be disproportionate to the number of seats held by the larger Member
States.



The over-weighting of the smadl Member States is becoming increasingly unacceptable in
democratic terms now that the Parliament is acquiring full legidative competence. Such an
over-weighting misrepresents the ,will“ of the European people and conflicts with the
democratic principle of ,uniform” eections a present a Luxembourg citizen indirectly
possesses 10 times as many votes in the EP as a German voter.

In order to ensure that, even in smal Member States, the most important political groups are
represented in the EP, each Member State could be guaranteed a minimum number of seets
(e.g. two).

In the enlarged EU not only the Council but aso the EP should be endowed with the full right
of co-decison for dl legiddive acts.

The Amsterdam Treety rules out the full right of co-decision for the EP in two areas of mgor
politica and budgetary significance, in particular agricultural and structurd policy. Here the EP
ismerely consulted on avoluntary bass. This democratic deficit must be corrected, since these
two areas account for the bulk of the EU’s legidative activity and 80% of totd budgetary
expenditure.

7. The number of Members of the Commisson must no longer increase in step with the number of
Member States. No Member State should have an automatic claim to a Commissioner in future.

The number of Commissoners should no longer be lad down in the Treaty in future. In no
Member State does the condtitution stipulate how many members a nationd government may
have.

It is enough if the Treaty establishes a set of minimum rules for the number, regiond origin and
gppointment of Members of the Commission:

the number of Commissoners is determined by the scde of the tasks conferred on the
Commission by the Trezty;

the compostion of the Commisson must reflect the regiond diversity of the Union. Therefore,
as dready gipulated in Article 157 ECT, it may not include more than two Members having
the same nationdity;

the nominee for President of the Commission sdects the other Members of the Commissonin
congderation of therr professona qudifications, after consultation of the governments of the
Member States and the parties represented in the EP. The President can under certain, yet to
be determined conditions dismiss individua commissoners.

the Commission is subject to avote of gpprova by the EP, as provided for in the Tresty.

It will be difficult to have such a proposa accepted: for some, it endows the Commission with too
much poalitica legitimacy and hence power in the European concert; others will criticise it because
it prevents them from exerting influence over the Commisson through ,,their representetive”.

Despite such concerns, a limitation on the number of Members of the Commisson is indis-
pensable to enable the enlarged EU to function properly:

In a Union organised in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, there is only a restricted
number of tasks for the executive a EU level. Even now it is extremely difficult to alocate
auffidently meaningful duties to dl 20 Members of the Commisson. A Commisson with 27
Members and a correspondingly augmented ,,regiment® of gpprox. 150 ,,nationd” politica
advisers (9x per Commissioner) would be nightmarish. In the long term it can be in no-one's



interest to have a Commission which functions badly and is not fully dedicated to the European
cause.

The inflation in the number of departments which would inevitably result from an incressed
number of Commissoners would lead to greater frictiond loss within the Commission; at the
same time it would reinforce the Commission’ s tendency to become involved in spheres where
there is no compelling need for action a& European level. Anyone who fears excessve
European interference in nationa affairs must favour asmall number of Commissoners.

It would be dangerous to establish the rule of ,one Commissoner per Member State. A
country’s Commissioner could al too easily become the mouthpiece of , his* Member State.
The ,naiondisation” of the Commisson, dreaedy evident for some years, would thereby be
reinforced.

It istherefore logicd to dlow the Presdent full respongibility for sdecting his, team®.
8. There remains the question of amendments to the Tresaty.

All Treaty amendments (including enlargements to incorporate new Members) are currently
decided unanimoudy by the Member States. In most countries this is done through a rétifying
decison in their nationd Parliaments, preceded in some countries by a referendum.

This is an extremely cumbersome process, which even now in the EU of 15 takes about two
years. In an enlarged EU the ever more sharply diverging interests will make Treaty amendments
virtudly impossible if unanimity among the Member States is required — prior to which the EP
must have given its gpprova by an absolute mgority of MEPs.

In the enlarged EU, therefore, amendments to the Treaty should aso be decided and imple-
mented by a mgority.

9. The minimum programme of inditutiona reforms outlined above would ensure thet the enlarged
Union remains able to function. It would be irrespongble, and could cause lagting and even
unrepairable damage to Europe, if the next enlargement were to go ahead without a thorough
overhaul of the ingtitutiona structures and procedures.

The Union urgently needs an in-depth debate about the effectiveness of its inditutions and
procedures, so that decisons on the necessary reforms can be taken by the end of 2002 at the
latest.



