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Meeting of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, exchange of 
views with Mr. Jacques Delors, former President of the European 
Commission, on the main institutional options for the Europe of 
tomorrow. 

 
After having welcomed Mr. Delors, Mr. Napolitano pointed out the importance of the subject as 
current and future problems of the Union may never have been as closely linked as they are 
today. He then gave the floor to Mr. Delors. 
 
Mr. Delors started with pointing out that he deems the current pessimism, that can be spotted in 
comments about the outcome of the IGC, as unjustified. Things have to be examined rationally 
and calmly. 
The working of the EU already can be improved without changing of the Treaties. EMU or the 
institutional triangle therefore may serve as an example. EMU first of all lacks an economic 
union. The conditions for the success of EMU are: 
 
• Guarantee of total and irreversible convertibility of currencies  
 
• Total freedom of capital movements 
 
• Integration of banking, financial and insurance markets 
 
• Elimination of fluctuation margins and unchangeable parities 
 
• An independent federal bank based on a federal structure  
 
As far as an economic union is concerned the crucial elements are: 
 
• single market 
 
• competition policy that allows transparency and market fluidity 
 
• common policies aimed at structural adjustment  
 
This economic union still needs to be established. The stability pact basically focuses on 
budgetary discipline. But that is not the only reason why the Euro is not doing very well. If we 
had genuine coordination of macro-economic policies we would have higher growth today. Mr. 
Delors also never thought that eleven participants would pull it off in the first place, as they, 
according to the Treaty, do not have the financial means to act effectively. This is why there is a 
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need for coordination of macro-economic policies. The examples of Germany or the US show 
that the President of the Central Bank very often is contradicted by its political counterpart. 
Thus, there is a need for a political EU-spokesman as a macro-economic coordinator. This can 
only be the President of the Commission. As long as he does not have that possibility there is no 
point in criticising him. Economic and finance ministers have to bear in mind that they are part 
of a Community. They have to be more closely in touch with the Commission and the EP. This 
is one example that there is no need to change the Treaties. 
 
The second example is the institutional triangle, which is the base of the whole community 
method. Even though some issues are under intergovernmental control the malfunctioning of the 
institutional triangle is the heart of the problems today. This especially applies to the lack of 
transparency of its working and procedures. The EU should thus go back to a genuine "general 
affairs Council". COREPER is incapable of dealing with the current issues. Every fortnight, 
European Affairs ministers should meet in Brussels with government mandates to clarify the 
agenda and work out priorities. At the same time they should assure the implementation of EC 
policies by the Commission as well as the Member States. 
With these two reforms, Europe's profile would be improved and it would become more 
effective without the Treaties to be changed. 
 
A foreign affairs and defence Council is a separate issue which in effect concerns a change of 
the Treaties.  
 
On to the subject of Nice. Concerning the reform of the Commission, the desire of the small 
countries to have one Commissioner per Member State is understandable. Still, according to his 
experience, Mr. Delors does not think that it is possible to have a collegial team of 30 or 35 
Members. If all countries are guaranteed that and in view of the new "general affairs Council", 
they will be informed in good time and that they would have the elements to make contributions 
to decision preparations and implementation the small countries may be able to agree to a 
reduced number of Commissioners. In this case it would also be favourable to have the 
President of the Commission appointing the Commissioners. In the course of time, all Member 
States would participate in the Commission in one form or another. The Commission is a team 
with a collective responsibility towards the community interests. This common responsibility 
cannot be met by a Commission of more than 30 members. 
 
The reweighting of votes is a crucial balancing of interests. If this is not done, there will come a 
time when the four or five most populous countries of the Union will find themselves in a 
minority. This is unacceptable.  
 
Extension of QMV should not be given too much importance. Due to the diversities in the 
current positions this is not going very far soon. Concerning the role of the EP in this, it is clear 
that QMV means codecision. Otherwise things will be unworkable, as the procedures have to be 
more clarified to be understandable in the future. This also should result in the production of 
fewer texts, as one of the current problems of the institutional triangle is that there are far too 
many texts being produced. 
 
Concerning the Charter, everyone is pleased how the Convention has worked, however it is 
questionable if this model can be transferred to other issues. Then again, the Charter has proved 
that the national and European parliaments together with government representatives, can come 
up with a comprehensive text. This text proves that Europeans clearly want to live together on 
grounds of common essential values. It is important that this text is not postponed. The Charter 
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can, regardless of its later legal quality, provide for a code of conduct for the common life in the 
Union. 
 
Coming to reinforced cooperation, the underlying principle is that, although no country can be 
forced to go further than it wishes, it also cannot prevent other countries from advancing further. 
Thus since Amsterdam, there is a problem because of the explicit right of veto that leads to a 
limited field of application. This has to be changed. Still reinforced cooperation must not lead to 
a situation where a group of five countries may dictate the process of the rest of the Union. But 
in order to see if it is workable, reinforced cooperation needs to be given a chance, which means 
that it has to be practically carried out. 
Reinforced cooperation also should be extended to CFSP 
 
Finally, one should not be too pessimistic about the outcome of Nice as the French Presidency is 
fully capable of assuring agreeable results. However, after Nice three simple basic questions 
will have to be asked : 
 
• Where do we want to go ? Do we want an ever closer Union as foreseen by our founding 

fathers ? 
 
• Do we want an economic and financial Union ? 
 
• What legal system do we want ? 
 
In view of the fierce objections that are raised on many sides by the simple mentioning of a 
European constitution, Mr. Delors wanted to leave that issue aside. Nevertheless, concerning the 
legal system one has to say that a good Treaty is a Treaty in which the parties to it decide to 
manage their sovereignty together. It is very ambitious that it maintains the sovereignty of the 
respective parties. This still is different from a constitution. 
 
Federalism: If it means that Europe will one day become the united states of Europe similar to 
the USA, then this is not appreciable and maybe even impossible. If it means that the nation 
state will have run its course, then this is not agreeable either. But if it means that it defines 
‘who does what’, i.e. what the institutions have to do, then this kind of federalism is the one that 
is needed for Europe. The question has to be: "who is responsible for what?". In a nation state if 
the government undertakes an initiative, the public can follow it. This is different in the case of 
the Commission. When it takes a decision it informs the press and sets up a group of 
representatives and then the proposal dives under the surface and reappears three or four years 
later in the form of a Council decision. 
This brings up the issue of subsidiarity. Subsidiarity means that decisions and actions should be 
taken at the level where they can be dealt with most efficiently. It also pertains to the philosophy 
that the more action that can be taken at a lower level, the better this is. Subsidiarity is essential 
for dialogue with the citizens. 
Having said this, tomorrow’s Europe extended to internal, legal, foreign affairs and security 
policy will be something that is beyond the Union’s current capacities. When the Union has to 
speak on such matters, it must have all of its tools in hand and many of those tools are in the 
first pillar. This brings us back to the first question: "where do we want to get to?". How can a 
35-member-Union complete these tasks ? This is not possible without either enhanced 
cooperation or some other form of closer cooperation. Without this the historically necessary 
enlargement will take place to the detriment of the deepening of our Union. Without this, in 15 
years’ time,  we will find ourselves in an economic Union that is run by a Council which will 
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more closely resemble the G7 than representatives of Member States that have decided to live 
together on grounds of common essential values. The only way to avoid this is to try and 
explore new ways. Thus, “reinforced cooperation" or an "Avant-garde” is necessary. Mr. Delors 
is in favour of the latter. For enlarging and deepening the Union, some countries have to be 
allowed to go ahead first. 
 
Since the current situation cannot go on much longer, Mr. Delors has three proposals to make: 
 
Accession countries are in a difficult position as regards our Union. Some of them are engaged 
in negotiations and have an enormous task to perform before they can join. In those cases 
politics will dominate the whole process. This is neither good for Europe nor for the accession 
countries. Thus, at Nice it should not be the dates for accession being set out but the whole 
psychological situation needs to be changed. Dates when we stop negotiating with the most 
advanced countries should be established. It is not acceptable to continually go back to issues 
that were apparently already negotiated. More importantly we have to make clear that we are all 
members of the same family in order to maintain the European confidence. Why not arrange for 
foreign affairs ministers to meet six times a year with all the applicant countries and the Member 
States? 
 
If 30 countries cannot do everything, we have to start thinking of what we can do and what the 
goals should be. We have to be less ambitious and more realistic. If at the end of the day one can 
say that Europe has managed to meet the challenge of globalisation by establishing a common 
market bigger than any other in the world and that this market still is not out of control but 
adheres to certain basic values, then historically this will be a great achievement. 
 
In Mr. Delors opinion, the framework for this should be a federation of nation states. A 
federation of nation states could evolve after two or four years of closer cooperation without 
having an "overnight-revolution". In this way the limits of what can and what cannot be done 
can be worked out jointly. Only then can one ask what kind of institutions are going to be used 
to carry out the established common tasks. If you then have a European Union and a federation 
of nation states then you have to have the same Commission and Court of Justice for both so as 
not to have any distortion and so that you can keep the federation open. You also need to have a 
special council of ministers for the federation as well as a special parliamentary form. This 
should not be started yet as Mr. Delors has confidence in the community-method and thinks that 
a lot of the tasks can already be performed within the Union. 
 
Mr. Delors concluded by stating that in Nice, the preconditions for accession should first of all 
be secured and then there can be a proper discussion on how to proceed. 
 
Then Mr. Delors answered questions put forward by Members of the Committee. 
 
 
Mr. Duhamel (PSE)  asked for a clarification on how the two bodies suggested by Mr. Delors 
would work together and what would be the distribution of competences between different 
jurisdictions. He also asked Mr. Delors to drop his reservation regarding a European 
Constitution since it would be a solution to many of the problems identified by him.  
 
Mr. Lamassoure (PPE/DE) remarked that if the European Commission becomes more and more 
like a European government it will be increasingly important for the European citizen to be able 
to identify the people who are running Europe. In that event, he asked Mr Delors if he thinks 
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that this question can be answered by reducing the number of commissioners and by changing 
the role and powers of the President of the Commission. Wouldn't a radical change in the 
relations between the Commission and national civil services be necessary?  
 
Mr. Lamassoure also raised three questions related to Mr. Delors's proposal for the institutional 
future of Europe:  
 
• How can we continue to negotiate with the candidate countries based on what is laid down 

by Amsterdam and Nice and simultaneously re-examine the role of  a 30-member state 
Union with a more limited sphere of competences?  

 
• With a small federation of nation states on one hand and a large Union on the other don't we 

risk falling into a paradox, in the sense that if the Union manages to exercise the powers 
under Maastricht, the small Federation would have fewer powers than the greater Europe? 

 
• One last critic regarded the fact that this idea would result once again in the creation of two 

Europes and two main types of Euro-institutions when we have before us the possibility of 
having one unified Europe.  

 
Mr. Voggenhuber (Greens/EFA) asked Mr. Delors why he gives such little importance to the 
question of Democracy and remarked that we are de facto involved in a constitutional process. 
With regard to closer co-operation, Mr. Voggenhuber said that it is now bursting the balance of 
the institutional framework, defending his statement by reminding the committee that the 
problem in this area is not the speed of events but its direction.  
 
Mr. Baron Crespo (PES) asked for a clarification on two questions related to the Charter of 
Fundamental Rights, namely Mr. Delors's opinion on the introduction of economic and social 
rights in the Charter and whether the freedom to set up companies is the same kind as the right 
of work or should it have no limits at all, leaving aside anti-trust measures, for example.  
 
Answering Mr Lamassoure's question, Mr Delors raised the question of whether we would be 
able to achieve the ambitions we have set ourselves to maintain a unified Europe. If we could, 
there would be no point in setting up an avant-garde, but events have shown that it is becoming 
more and more difficult to achieve the agreement of all the member states on what they want to 
do and how they want to do it. Mr. Delors added that it would be preferable to have a single 
Europe than a split one but the federation of nation states would have the powers of the greater 
Europe because it would be part of it.  
 
On the question of the constitution, Mr Delors remarked that a good treaty would be better than 
a bad treaty called a constitution and that he refused to join those who support the creation of a 
constitution without clarifying exactly what that would mean.  
 
On the question of social issues, Mr Delors pointed out that contrary to what some may think, 
there is already a social dimension in European integration, and therefore we should be realistic 
and look at what has already been achieved. Now we should ask ourselves if we can go further 
and, if yes, in what form. Progress in this area is however limited and that is shown by the 
difficulty to harmonise working conditions for lorry drivers, for example. Mr. Delors also 
stressed the importance of applying the principle of subsidiarity in social questions and 
supported the idea of an open method of conciliation as a realistic approach for the EU in this 
area.  
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On the question of the Commission as a future European executive, Mr. Delors criticised the 
hyprocrisy of certain national governments who say they want a strong Commission. If they 
really felt that way, he said, they would stop criticising the Commission and start helping it find 
itself again, allowing it to come up with initiatives to find compromise between states. Mr. 
Delors added that there should be more co-operation, more support, more mutual assistance 
from all the elements of the Community system. Maybe then the Commission could become a 
kind of executive, which is beyond our reach at the moment.  
 
 
Mr. Corbett (PES) started by stating that if qualified majority voting was extended to almost all  
areas of European decision-making, Europe could in fact achieve what it wants to achieve. And 
if so we wouldn't have to think of an avant-garde or a core group of countries, which in itself 
would differ according to policy area. That new legal setting for the Union would be rather 
complex when what we are after is simplification, and it may not even be necessary. Mr. Corbett 
defended the point that instead of one advanced federal core we need more flexibility in order to 
take more decisions in the existing Union.  
 
Lord Stockton (EPP/ED) asked for Mr. Delors' view on the pace of enlargement and if the 
Charter would be of greater significance without the inclusion of social and economic rights.  
 
Mrs. Frassoni (Greens/EFA) remarked that it is the nation states that are hindering the 
development of European integration but she made it clear that she was very much in agreement 
with the proposals put forward by Mr. Delors for reforming the Union without amending the 
treaties. Nevertheless, she said, it is the nation states that will be deciding at Nice and they will 
not be convinced by these political and intellectual arguments. She then asked Mr. Delors which 
steps should be taken to ensure that the process of European integration can regain the direction 
we all want for it?  
Mrs. Frassoni also asked for Mr. Delors's view on the differences between the constitutional 
method and the treaty method and finished by showing her disapproval of the fact that some 
MEPs have a double mandate.  
 
Mrs. Schleicher (EPP/ED) asked if democratic transparency can be achieved without 
appropriate democratic structures. A second question concerned the hypothesis of this new 
institutional framework handing back powers to the member states and, if so, where.  
 
In answer to Mr. Corbett's question, Mr. Delors said that extension of qualified majority voting 
cannot be achieved against the will of the people. We should not therefore expect any 
"institutional miracles" to occur. Trying to impose qualified majority voting across the board, 
including in areas where there is no common objective, would therefore be paving the way for 
big trouble. Regarding the question of the definition of an avant-garde, Mr. Delors said that we 
should let closer co-operation do what it can where there is potential for it.  
 
Regarding Lord Stockton's (PPE/DE) question, Mr. Delors noted that he has always been in 
favour of engaging the candidate countries in EU negotiations so that they feel that they have 
not been forgotten. Regarding economic and social rights, Mr. Delors said that there are things 
he would put in the charter (trade union rights, the right to strike, the possibility of collective 
bargaining, for example) and some that he would not (like minimum wage for every citizen).  
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In answer to Mrs. Frassoni’s question regarding the reorientation of the process of European 
integration, Mr. Delors said that he prefers a progressive approach, based on trial and error, to 
radical change.  
 
To Mrs. Schleicher's question, Mr. Delors replied that we should define competences more 
clearly and determine fields where the Union should legislate, knowing that there are areas 
where it should not legislate.  
 
In answer to Mr. Baron Crespo, Mr. Delors stated that there should be one single voice 
representing economic and monetary policy, and that should be the voice of the President of the 
Commission, not the President or the governors of the European Central Bank.  
 
Mr. Beazley (EPP/ED) presented a question regarding the position of the French Presidency vis-
à-vis the establishment of clear deadlines for the future enlargement. He also raised the question 
of whether or not we should be enumerating tasks which we have to overcome together if the 
EU is to work, rather than discussing institutions and organsations. In that sense, Mr. Beazley 
asked if Mr. Delors could enumerate some of these tasks.  
 
Mr. Napolitano (PES), chairman of the Committee, tried to clarify the notions of constitution 
and federalism. He said that the project of a constitution refers to a project of reorganisation of 
the treaties under which a part of the norms would be considered as having a constitution, 
therefore making it more difficult to revise and asked Mr. Delors if he saw this as a step towards 
constitutionalisation. On the question of federalism, Mr. Napolitano made mention of the fact  
that it is far more than a method of defining ‘who does what’ and would like to know whether or 
not we go ahead with the voluntary transfer of power from nation states to supranational 
institutions.  
 
In answering Mr. Beazley´s question, Mr. Delors manifested his support for Commissioner 
Verheugen, who he considers to be a very good commissioner, neither too pessimistic nor 
unrealistic and reiterated the importance of associating the candidate countries of central and 
eastern Europe to the present negotiations within the Union.  
 
With regard to Mr. Napolitano´s intervention, Mr. Delors stated that without Mr. Spinelli's 
project for a treaty we would not have had the Single Act. That is why we need an avant-garde, 
he said, so that more practical people such as Mr. Delors himself can come along behind them 
and make progress. Mr. Delors also supported the reorganisation of the treaties by the creation 
of parts to be revised by unanimity and parts subject to change by qualified majority.  
 
Regarding the concept of Federation, Mr. Delors said that the area of shared competence should 
not be too large in order not to allow too much controversy, which can lead to distrust and even 
political crisis.  
 
On the question of economic and monetary union, Mr. Delors noted that it will not function 
properly without a certain degree of tax harmonisation. 
 
 
Mr. Leinen (PES) remarked that a federation of nation states would raise as many questions as it 
answers and that an avant-garde would only be necessary in the case of the Euro. He said that 
the Euro really forces us into a political union, but it is necessary to know what that would  
mean. Would a European federation then arise ?. He also raised the question of democracy, 
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saying that if the vanguard is not transparent, people are not going to accept it. Mr. Leinen also 
disagreed with the creation of another chamber with representatives of national parliaments, 
defending his point by stating that the member states are already well represented in the Council 
of Ministers.  
 
Mr. Dupuis (TDI) stressed the need for a compromise between big and small member states on 
the question of the composition of the Commission and asked if the election, in 2009, of the 
President of the Commission could not be the solution to that problem.  
 
Mr. Nogueira (Greens/EFA) started by expressing his objection to a "Europe à la carte". 
Regarding the distribution of competences, he asked Mr. Delors if the European Parliament 
should not  have full legislative powers and designate the President of the Commission. He also 
demonstrated his disapproval of the lack of participation of the Spanish regional authorities in 
European decision-making and stressed that Europe should recognise the characteristics of the 
different member states. He finished by asking how we can achieve a social Europe so that we 
can improve employment conditions throughout the Union. 
 
Mr. Poos (PES) demonstrated his support for the ideas expressed by Mr. Delors, disagreeing 
with him only on the question of the composition of the Commission. Regarding the General 
Affairs Council, Mr Poos asked whether it would not be too late for it to recuperate the 
preponderant role it once had in European decisison-making, in the sense that the ECOFIN 
Council has already managed to short-circuit the process with the tacit approval of the European 
Council.  
 
In answer to Mr. Leinen's question, Mr Delors disagreed with the idea that EMU will lead to 
political union. Regarding the issue of Democracy, Mr. Delors identified one big question: when 
will the European citizens be ready to be called to decide about the big decisions at the 
European level?  
 
Mr. Delors made it clear that he shares Mr Dupuis's concern about the composition of the 
European Commission and stressed that it would be impossible for the principle of collegiality 
to work with 30 commissioners. Regarding the direct election of the Commission President, he 
mentioned that such a President could try to go beyond the scope of his powers and against the 
will of member states. Another possibility would be the election of the European Parliament by 
the European Parliament, which raises doubts about the suitability to the European Parliament of 
a bipartisan system such as the one we have in member states. 
 
Mr Delors agreed with Mr. Nogueira when he said that a European federation of nation states 
should not be a "Europe à la carte", with each state pursuing different objectives. The avant-
garde, on the contrary, would all have common objectives, therefore there would not be a 
"Europe à la carte" inside the federation of member states.  
 
Mr. Delors also said that regional communities would be fully recognised in a federalist 
philosophy, in which there would be three levels of power: the EU, the nation state and the 
decentralised governmental structures.  
 
Regarding the distribution of economic and financial resources, Mr. Delors reminded that the 
Europe of the Single European Act was founded on three principles - competition, co-operation 
and solidarity - and that it should never deviate from them.  
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Answering Mr. Poos's question, Mr. Delors said that it is never too late to restore the pivotal role 
of the General Affairs Council. He recognised that there have been some obstacles to its full 
functioning and recalled that the 1993 Commission White Paper, which was approved by the 12 
member states, has never been put into practice because the Economy and Finance ministers 
have always refused to deal with this question. He finished by saying that we have to start 
putting the Council and the Commission back on the rails and making sure that the European 
institutional triangle works as it should.  
 
Mr Napolitano, chairman of the Committee, closed the session thanking Mr. Delors for his 
participation.  


