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FOREWORD



By Christian Franck, General Secretary 



2003 has been a busy and stimulating year both for the European Union and for TEPSA. 



In 2003, the Convention elaborated its Draft for a European Constitution under the shadow of the war in Iraq and the security strategy “A Secure Europe for a Better World“ was presented by the High Representative for the CFSP Mr. Solana. The discussions within and outside the Euro-group have continued about the Stability and Growth Pact which was put under great pressure.  On their part, the candidate countries were preparing their referenda on EU membership. 



TEPSA has been working on all these 2003 major issues.



Concerning the European Convention, TEPSA member institutes organised altogether 35 conferences in 17 member and candidate countries in the framework of the project “From the European Convention to Public Discourse: Debating our Common European Future” (EUCON). The Convention was also the main issue for the Italian Presidency Conference held in Rome 28-28 June with the participation of members of the Convention like Lamberto Dini (Representative of the Italian Parliament), Andrew Duff (Representative of the European Parliament to the Convention) as well as Italian Prime Minister Giuliano Amato.

Two of our 7 “TEPSA Friends” conferences which takes place in Brussels in the Fondation universitaire dealt with the Convention and its method. They both gathered a very wide and interested public which triggered high-level debates. 



The year 2003 was also characterised by gripping discussions on international security, terrorism and European foreign policy among politicians and academics. These topics were taken into account through the FORNET project (European Foreign Policy Research Network), as well as through TEPSA Friend’s conference on EU-Japan relations, EU-China relations and transatlantic relations.

The FORNET plenary session held in April has discussed the institutional reforms on CFSP and external policies drafted by the Convention while the thematic groups focused on issues like theoretical approached and enlargement.

 

With regard to the economic and monetary dimension of the EU polity, two projects are to be mentioned. The “Broad Economic Policy Guidelines” (BEPGs) (a study for the European Parliament) was finalised in the beginning of 2003. It analysed the current economic situation of the EU in 2001-2002 from a macroeconomic point of view with an accent of economic coordination. Secondly, the project on a collective “gouvernement économique” (GOVECOR) has continued dealing with member state self-coordination in the area of fiscal and employment policy. 



After the Copenhagen summit in December 2002, enlargement was a reality and has as usual, attracted a great deal of attention for research in TEPSA institutes. A number of conferences have been devoted to the challenges of post-enlargement EU and well as the EU’s relations to its new neighbours. The project on the debate on the finalité politique “CEEC Debate” continued during 2003 with three workshops in Lodz, Ljubljana and Budapest, with national reports in the framework of the Analytical Survey and the Annual Report as a one of the milestones of the project.



As the European Union enlarges; so does TEPSA. At the General Assembly following the second Presidency Conference held in Dublin 5-6 December, we welcomed two new member institutes, from Latvia; “the Latvian Institute of International Affairs” and from Estonia; “the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute”. It was furthermore decided that the associated members from the new member states would become full members. The institute Elcano was welcomed as the new Spanish member of TEPSA. At the General Assembly, the TEPSA information strategy was discussed with the presentation of the new leaflet and website to be launched in January 2004.



Finally, the Irish Presidency Conference organised by the Institute of European Affairs (Dublin) was attended by around 400 participants with the Keynote Speech of the Taoiseach, Bertie Ahern and a reception by the President Mc Aleese in her residence of Phoenix Park. The Irish Presidency presented its main priorities among which were the (relaunching) of the Lisbon Agenda and the adoption of Justice and Home Affairs regulation within the deadlines fixed.  A very careful and low profiled prospect of what could be done about the IGC was also sketched. 



The review of the TEPSA activities during 2003 serves to illustrate the added value of the network to the trans-European research community. Our particular method consists of a truly trans-European collaboration, which brings together researchers and actors from all over Europe to evaluate the results and challenges for the European Union ahead. 



We look forward to responding to the challenges of 2004, ready to evaluate and investigate the effects of enlargement, the issue of the eventual new Constitution and the debate on the dimensions of the internal and external security of the European Union. Attention will also be kept on the developments of the neighbourhood policy.





















































You can visit the website of TEPSA at: 

www.tepsa.be

�ABOUT TEPSA



TEPSA is an independent organization, established in 1974 at the initiative of a number of European institutes. It aims at stimulating discussion on policies and political options for Europe promoting international research on European integration.

TEPSA connects affiliated national institutes from all EU member states and has as well several associated members.



The aim of TEPSA is to study European public policy in the interests of the European decision-makers and citizens. Among the many bodies that seek to provide enlightenment and advice about European policies, TEPSA has some specific qualities. It offers a problem-solving approach for those who want the EU to develop. While trying to be objective about the problems and realistic about the possibilities, TEPSA prefers solutions that tend towards closer integration, hence is more likely to identify them, and can be of more use than most other bodies to those that want such solutions. TEPSA gives a Europe-wide view combined with member states' views of the subjects studied. The network gives us the chance to know more than bodies at European level about the member states' views, and more than separate bodies in member states about the other member states and about the European level.



The subjects on which TEPSA works concern for the most part the working of the EU and the problems that affect it, together with its development towards more integration. The analyses are confined to elements that contribute to development towards a real Union. Main topics of interest are : Economic and Monetary Union; institutional reform / constitutional reforms; Common Foreign and Security Policy; external relations; Justice and Home Affairs; enlargement; citizens' support. 



The international conferences are the main vehicle to promote direct contact between politicians, academics, national and European civil servants, journalists and people working in the field of education. These conferences are prepared for TEPSA by one of the member institutes and based on research carried out by this institute or by an ad hoc TEPSA study group. 



The most important are the pre-presidential conferences. Twice a year TEPSA organises such a conference in co-operation with the government called to assume the next presidency of the European Union. These presidential conferences bring together elements of TEPSA work and thinking, with the policy preferences of the presidential country and the policy possibilities of the EU. TEPSA contributes a perspective based on the views of most member states and on a non-bureaucratic inspiration for constructive European policies.



TEPSA disseminates the proceedings of conferences and results of research project through a wide range of publications with Presses Interuniversitaires européennes, Brussels; Europa Union Verlag, Bonn; Kogan Page, London; Pinter, London; and Lynne Rienner, Boulder (Co.). One of the specific features of TEPSA – a multinational and multidisciplinary network of research – results in the publication of biennial publications such as ENLARGEMENT WATCH (since 1998), the EURO-SPECTATOR (since 1999), CFSP Watch and CFSP Forum (since 2003). Research results of TEPSA are also published in the following journals of its member institutes:







OIIP-Arbeitspapiere, (Vienna)

International Politics, (Prague)

DIIS Brief, (Copenhagen)

Working Papers, (Helsinki)

Integration, (Berlin)

Working Papers, (Budapest)

Enlargement Update, EFSP Update, (Dublin)

International Spectator, (Rome)

Discussion Papers in Diplomacy, FOCUS, (the Hague)

Newsletter, (Madrid)

Internationnella Studier, (Stockholm)

Working Groups Reports, European Essays, (London)

Collegium, (Brugge)

CFSP Watch

CFSP Forum





The governing body of TEPSA is the Board which is composed of the Chairperson Prof. Wolfgang Wessels (Jean Monnet Chair, University of Cologne), the Secretary General, Prof. Christian Franck (Université Catholique de Louvain, Belgium) and the following members: Prof. Gianni Bonvicini (Istituto Affari Internazionali, Italy, Andrew Duff (MEP), Dr. Gunilla Herolf (Swedish Institute of International Affairs), Dr. Nikos Frangakis (Greek Centre of European Studies and Research), Prof. Iain Begg (London School of Economics, Great Britain), Jean-Victor Louis (Groupe d’Etudess Politiques Européennes, Stéphane Rodrigues (AFEUR), and Dr. Jacek Saryusz-Wolski (The College of Europe, Natolin, Poland). 

The structure furthermore consists of an Assembly, composed of the directors of all the Member Institutes, Associated Member Institutes and a Secretariat General, composed by the Secretary General and his two assistants, Marlčne Arany and Barbara Engelstoft. 

�1. The PRESIDENCY CONFERENCES







1.1 THE ITALIAN PRESIDENCY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION



Rome, 27-28 June 2003

Organised by the Istituto Affari Internationali (IAI) and TEPSA





Chairpersons: Gianni Bonvicini, Christian Franck, Nikos Frangakis, Dirk Wouters, Jiri Sedivy, Mathias Jopp, Jacques Vandamme.

Speakers: Giuliano Amato, Elmar Brok, Gianfranco Fini, Rocco Cangelosi, Ricardo Franco Levi, Alvaro Vasconcelos, Marie-Janine Calic, Stephan de Spiegeleire, Roberto Aliboni.



The conference was opened with welcome and introductory remarks by Prof. Gianni Bonvicini, Director of the Istituto Affari Internazionali. The presentation of TEPSA projects was made by Prof. Wolfgang Wessels, Chairman of TEPSA.

The first session was devoted to the Future of the European Union, from the Convention to the IGC.  The second session dealt with the role of the Italian Presidency in view of the IGC.

The second day of the conference was divided into four working groups, each of them aiming at a more focused side of the topic, namely the Mediterranean, the Balkans, Russia and finally the EU and the future of Iraq.

A second plenary session took place, presenting the conclusions of the working groups by their respective chairpersons and a general debate.

Finally, a closing address was made by Lamberto Dini, Representative of the Italian Parliament to the Convention and Andrew Duff, Representative of the European Parliament to the Convention, (Great Britain).



Summary of the conference



The Constitutional Reform of the Union – A strategy for the Italian Presidency

One of the major challenges of the forthcoming Italian Presidency of the European Union is to ensure that the most important constitutional innovations approved by the European Convention be fully endorsed by the Intergovernmental Conference which will start next October.



At the same time the Italian government should work for a further improvement of the draft Constitutional Treaty in a number of critical areas.



To build the necessary consensus around these two objectives, particularly the latter, the Italian government will have to play an active diplomatic role both in the coming weeks and within the context of the IGC.



1. The Convention has achieved important results which should not be underestimated. 

They include:

Proposals supported by a vast majority of the Convention members, including the government representatives. In particular:

constitutional recognition of citizens’ rights through the incorporation of the Charter of Fundamental Rights in the new treaty;

endowment of legal personality upon the Union;

simplification of instruments and procedures;

extension of the community method and the co-decision procedure;

more effective procedures for closer co-operation.

Proposals on which the consensus is more precarious or that still meet with considerable opposition. In particular:

institutional renewal (establishment of a stable presidency of the European Council and of a “Minister of Foreign Affairs” with a considerable power of initiative and large external representation duties, streamlining of the composition of the European Commission);

introduction of a system of “double majority” for qualified majority voting;

establishment of new forms of flexibility in the defence field;

introduction of a provision whereby decisions related to the eurozone shall be taken only by the euro countries. 



A central task of the Italian presidency will be to promote the consolidation of the consensus around these reform proposals. Their final approval by the IGC is indispensable to ensure an effective functioning of the enlarged Union and avert the risk of a decision-making paralysis.



2. There are, however, a number of shortfalls in the draft Constitutional Treaty which cannot be overlooked. In particular:

lack of adequate mechanisms of coordination between the executive powers of the Commission and those of the Council;

failure to extend majority voting to key policy areas;

inefficient procedures for treaty revision;

baroque and inefficient appointment procedure for the members of the Commission;

failure to give the Commission a substantially more prominent role in economy policy co-ordination.



The Italian Presidency should encourage a reconsideration of these critical points in view of the elaboration of more adequate reform measures. To that end, the following proposals should be considered:

establishing a path of convergence between the executive powers of the Commission and the Council by:

fixing a date, i.e. November 2009, for the extension of qualified majority voting to all policy areas;

entrusting the President of the European Commission with the power to choose directly the members of the College;

fixing a date for the merger of the President of the European Council and the President of the Commission into a single institutional figure;

assigning the presidencies of all executive formations of the Council of Ministers to the relevant Commissioners;

entrusting the European Commission with the power of making formal proposals on the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines;

simplifying drastically the procedures for treaty revision.



The Italian Presidency should carry out an articulated diplomatic action on these critical points by: 

encouraging the Convention to improve, along the lines mentioned above, the provisions of the third part (policies) and fourth part (general and final provisions) of the treaty on which it will continue to work until July 15;

promoting the elaboration by the IGC of more adequate reform measures on the critical points mentioned above;

asking the European Council, if no consensus emerges within the IGC on the adoption of more effective reform measures for one or more of the mentioned critical areas, to approve a document calling for the launch of a new phase of constitutional reforms. 



In any case, the crucial aspect that needs to be reconsidered within the IGC is the procedure for the revision of the treaty. It is absolutely necessary to simplify it drastically by, in particular, eliminating the national veto power in the ratification phase, a rule that, in a enlarged Union, risks to prevent any further constitutional reform. The Italian Presidency should concentrate its diplomatic effort on this crucial aspect for the future of the Union. 







1.2 THE IRISH PRESIDENCY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION



Dublin 5 December 2003

Organised by the Institute of European Affairs of Dublin (IEA) and TEPSA





Chairpersons: Alan Dukes, Wolfgang Wessels, Nora Owen, Martin O'Donoghue.

Speakers: An Taoiseach Bertie Ahern TD, Brian Cowen TD, Michael McDowell TD, Mary Harney TD.

Panelists: Garret FitzGerald, Hubert Vedrine, Patrick Keatinge, Chris Hill, Gavin Barrett, Jorg Monar, Eugene Regan, Jonathan Faull, Andre Sapir, Rory O'Donnell, John FitzGerald.



The conference was opened by Brenda Halligan, Chairperson of the Institute of European Affairs and Prof Wolfgang Wessels, the Chairperson of TEPSA.



Summary of the conference

(By Tony Brown, IEA)



Ireland’s EU Presidency

IEA / TEPSA Conference took place in the Dublin Conference Centre on 5 December 2003.     The biggest event in IEA’s history to date – which attracted up to 400 participants – was formally opened by TEPSA Chairman, Wolfgang Wessels, and IEA Chairman, Brendan Halligan, and was addressed by senior members of the Irish Government. On the eve of the Conference, TEPSA visitors from across Europe were received by President Mary McAleese at her residence.  



The Keynote Address was given by the Taoiseach (Prime Minister), Bertie Ahern who pointed out that the Presidency would begin its work as one of fifteen and end it as one of twenty-five.    Nothing, he argued, can take away from the historic significance of 1 May 2004. That day will be celebrated with great pleasure and happiness in Dublin and will be seen, in the words of Bertie Ahern, as “a fantastic moment – one which would crown any Presidency.”       



As on five previous occasions, Ireland’s approach to the EU Presidency would be built on                                                                                                                   the practical goal of advancing the agreed agenda of the Union rather than on short-term initiatives which might prove a distraction from the work that needs to be done. The Taoiseach indicated the main lines of that agenda – the continuing enlargement process, the conclusion of work on the Constitutional Treaty, the Lisbon Agenda, activities on issues of Justice and Home Affairs and an extensive range of international concerns, such as EU/US relations and the Middle East..       



The Minister for Justice, Michael McDowell recalled that important decisions were to be made in respect of the Tampere process. Deadlines in 2004 have been set for the adoption of a range of measures on free movement, border controls, asylum and immigration and combating crime. Employment and Enterprise Minister Mary Harney (Tanaiste or Deputy Prime Minister) indicated that the 2004 Spring Summit would place the agreed Lisbon goals of sustainable growth and increased employment at the centre of affairs, with the recommendations of the Employment Task Force, chaired by Wim Kok, as a key part of the enterprise.    



The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Brian Cowen, stated that the first steps would be required towards implementing the new Union Security Strategy, prepared under the direction of Javier Solana and ready for adoption by the December European Council at Brussels. A major Conference on Conflict Prevention will be held in Dublin in March and a report on the Action Plan for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts is to be presented by the Presidency to the June European Council. Particular importance would be placed on three aspects of EU external action: the development and health crisis in Africa, the urgent need to press ahead with the Quartet Roadmap for the Middle East and the steps needed to rebuild US / EU relationships.



The Irish Ministers spoke of the close co-operation with the Presidencies before and after to facilitate coherence and continuity, within what is now becoming a three-year Presidency programme. A critical element of this approach would be the launching of the discussions on the Financial Perspectives for the period beyond 2006 which would be a central, and certainly controversial, issue for the succeeding Netherlands Presidency.



Discussants included the former Taoiseach, Dr. Garret FitzGerald, who had hosted the first Irish Presidency Conference in 1974, and experts from the European Institutions and from several TEPSA member organisations.       



In his Keynote Address, the Taoiseach had commented that “naturally, we are also preparing ourselves to expect the unexpected – nothing is ever entirely predictable..”.  Just a week later the collapse of the IGC in Brussels provided a dramatic challenge to that preparedness and, by the half-way point of the Presidency, Macmillan’s memorable remark about ‘events’ had been given further, chilling, reality in Madrid. 



Concluding remarks where drawn by Prof. Christian Franck, Secretary General of TEPSA and Brendan Halligan, Chairperson of the Institute of European Affairs.

�2. Studies and Projects





2.1 EU GOVERNANCE BY SELF CO-ORDINATION? TOWARDS A COLLECTIVE « GOUVERNEMENT ECONOMIQUE » (GOVECOR)





Project period: September 2001 – February 2004

Contract No.: HSPE-CT-200100045

Project conducted for: European Commission (5th Research Framework Programme)



TEPSA is principle contractor of a consortium carrying out a research study within the 5th Research Framework Programme of the Research Directorate-General of the European Commission. The task of TEPSA within the project is to coordinate the contributions (national reports) of the participating TEPSA institutes, contribute to the synthesis reports of the project as well as to organise international meetings of the consortium.



The activities of the members of the GOVECOR consortium concentrated on the key tasks and milestones identified in the workplan as well as on responding to topical developments over the last 12 months, which demonstrated that the study of self-governance has become ever more relevant to current policy-making and public debate. The most significant events and developments of the project during this period were the Midterm Review Meeting with academics and practitioners in January, the GOVECOR panel at the EUSA conference in Nashville, presentations of project findings at TEPSA presidency conferences, and workshop meetings in Stockholm and Brussels for preparing the publication of a monograph containing the project’s key findings.



Finally, the leading academic publishing house Palgrave offered a book contract for the publication of the final results of the project. Assuming that the project proceeds according to plan, the publication, scheduled for 2005, will substantially boost the impact of GOVECOR research on different audiences. The primary markets for the volume are scholars and advanced students in the area of political science, economics and sociology, who are interested in the working and evolution of Economic and Monetary Union, in the EU’s influence on member states’ employment and fiscal policies, as well as in broader questions relating to the dynamics of European integration and the appropriateness of new modes of governance.



TEPSA Institutes are closely involved in the GOVECOR research project. TEPSA-Institutes have greatly contributed to research progress by providing expertise on the impact of the new legal provisions for peer coordination in ten member states. Four rounds of national reports have been completed and made available to the public through the project’s website (www.govecor.org). The GOVECOR website also provides links to the TEPSA institutes and biographical information on the national experts working for them.



The Project

The GOVECOR research project studies the evolution of new modes of governance through self-co-ordination in the area of fiscal and employment policy and their impact on European integration. Governance through self-coordination refers to the process through which member states agree to meet common European concerns and objectives whilst fully preserving their competences to legislate in the respective policy areas. Self-coordination aims to achieve common goals not by means of hard law through the traditional Community method but by differently binding modes of governance characterised by fixed guidelines, benchmarking, consultation, monitoring and peer pressure. The increasing political and scientific importance of this field of research has been further underlined by proclamation of the Lisbon strategy (2000), the Commission’s White Book on Governance (2001), the controversy surrounding the early warning letter to Germany and Portugal and the reform proposals of the Convention’s Working Groups (2002). 



The Research Puzzle

Despite the rising interest in policy coordination empirical research and theoretical analysis has been scarce, leaving large blind spots on the map of knowledge as to the functioning, effectiveness, and legitimacy of these governing modes. The research project aims to fill these gaps by looking at the impact the new treaty provisions in the field of employment policy and fiscal policy (Articles 125-130 and 104 TEC) have had and are having on the creation, evolution and perhaps the transformation of new modes of governance. How do governmental and non-governmental actors understand, use and adapt these legal empowerments, which provide means for interaction, deliberation, problem-solving, and decision-making in vital fields of European public policy? Are we going to see a gradual horizontal fusion of policy-making and opinion formation across the policy-fields as well as vertical fusion across levels of governance or do trends towards a fragmentation dominate? The first scenario of fusion would entail the emergence of a deliberative “gouvernement économique” of national and supra-national actors bound together in a core network, whereas the second can be described as ritualistic co-ordination of national actors leaving supranational institutions powerless within a ‘hollow core’.



The Research Design

We take the new legal provisions for self-coordination in the two policy fields as our independent variables. In order to explore our research guiding question (dependent variable) as to the emergence of new forms of governance, we draw on both neo-institutionalist and social constructivist theorising on the impact of these new legal provisions, pinpointing three crucial intervening variables: (i) the effective use of the Treaty provisions at different levels of governance, (ii) the evolution of governing networks consisting of both public and non-public actors (iii) and the adaptation of national public discourses on these socio-economic issues. The project investigates these variables through six vertical (cross-sectoral) and horizontal (cross-national) analytical workpackages.



The Target Groups

The project addresses three major target groups: those involved in the two policy areas under consideration, the scientific and intellectual community interested in the development of European integration, and the European Union’s citizens who are affected by the policy outcomes, debates and discourses in the policy fields. The project and its results will be linked to both the debate on the European Commission’s White paper on Governance in the EU and the open dialogue on the future of the Union as launched by the IGC of Nice under the heading of the post-Nice-process. The project team expects to reach between 120.000 – 300.000 people via workshops, conferences as well as printed and virtual documentation. Given the project Consortium’s already existing links to representatives of Central Banks, Governments and Administrations, Trade Unions, Employers Organisations and Non-Governmental Organisations working in the fields of Economic, Monetary, Fiscal, Employment and Social policy, the Consortium expects to reach a wide range of end users through 

the project’s homepage, which will establish direct links to those addressed,

the project’s smaller workshops and the TEPSA presidency conferences,

the project’s participation in hearings organised by the European Parliament, the ECOSOC and the Conference of EU Committees of national Parliaments (COSAC), 

the delivery of articles in scientific journals and key newspapers,

the Online publication of national reports,

the publication of the book incorporating the final results of the project,

the development of a virtual text book covering the policy areas and actors under consideration. 



Meetings, conferences and deliverables in 2003

The following list of activities gives an overview of the content of the different conferences and meetings during the year 2003 as well as the deliverables during that period. 



10-11 January 2003 Midterm Review Workshop

Govecor researchers presented and discussed their midterm findings to a distinguished group of academics and practitioners in Brussels. The reviewers commended the project for its impressive output and empirical analysis as well as for its innovative approach to study and compare developments in two vital areas of socio-economic policy-making in the EU, especially in the context of the Convention on the Future of Europe, the debate about the open method of coordination and the Lisbon strategy. Reviewers made also a number of suggestions on how to adapt research design, scope, methodology, and empirical research in the coming months in order to generate innovative and relevant results. The first day of the workshop concluded with a dinner speech delivered by Klaus Regling, Director-General of DG Ecfin. A full report can be downloaded from www.govecor.org.



27-29 March EUSA - Conference

The GOVECOR Research Consortium has submitted a panel to the Eight Biennial International Conference of the European Union Studies Association of the United States (EUSA) in Nashville, Tennessee. The panel was labelled "Three Modes of Economic Governance in the European Union: Increasing Synergies or Strange Worlds Apart?" and comprised papers by Amy Verdun, Iain Begg, Ines Hartwig, and Christoph Meyer. These papers were well received and induced a lively discussion. The papers can be downloaded from www.govecor.org.



30 June -1 July Workshop IV on Book Proposal (GOVECOR Review Meeting)

At the Stockholm meeting in July 2003, the members of the core group came together to discuss the findings from the different workpackages and agreed on going ahead with the proposed volume to be published by a leading publishing house, Palgrave. While there were some differences in the nuances of the researchers evaluations, there was a general agreement that the key task was to explain why collective economic governance had not evolved as far as the fusion scenario predicted and some political actors had hoped for. What were the different obstacles to a more ambitious utilisation of the possibilities offered by the new procedures and where do the proposals of the European Convention take us? The scientific task of the remaining months is to draw together internal and external insights to refine the answers to these questions and to work on theory-building, which will inform the proposed project volume.





12-13 December Workshop: Meeting for Editorial Conference

The meeting reviewed the submitted draft chapters for the up-coming book on economic governance and discussed the work plan for the remaining months.



National Reports

For the third round of national reports, members of the research consortium drew on some of the suggestions made by midterm reviews to improve the scientific value of the reports. In the instructions sent to the rapporteurs for the third round a few new questions were added to the catalogue of questions, which forms the basis for the reports. These questions focused partly on technical aspects (sources and references), but also on various issues of substance. The general task was to update the reports by taking the events from August 2002 to March 2003, to widen the empirical base by conducting interviews with types of actors underrepresented so far (in most cases, social partners, interest groups, journalists), and to improve the analysis by focusing on open questions and responding to points, which were highlighted in the individual comments to each report. Another novelty was the attempt to group countries according to the way of how they adapt to the pressures of Europeanization. To what extent could they be characterised as pace-setters, pick-and-choosers or foot-draggers when implementing and taking part in multi-level policy coordination? The third and the fourth (and final) round of national reports in Spring and Autumn 2003 responded to these questions and helped to advance the first set of research findings presented in the executive summary. This set of data will form the basis for future theorising in the field of Europeanization research and to advance theorising on what characteristics of countries may influence or determine which modes of adaptation.



The key findings of the research efforts undertaken so far



The provisions for policy coordination were actively used and generally complied with by both EU institutions and member states administrations. Yet, there were distinct differences across the observatory period between the three governing modes. While employment policy coordination was high on the agenda between 1997 and 2000, the level of activity and support for the EES declined in the following years for reasons to be elaborated. In contrast, fiscal policy coordination under the SGP and economic policy coordination under the BEPG grew in importance, the former substantially more than the latter, as member states struggled to bring their fiscal policies in line with their European commitments. On balance, the emergence of a closely knit ’collective governance’ of economic affairs in the EU could hardly be observed.



The Stability and Growth Pact has not worked as anticipated by its founders. It did not effectively induce especially the larger countries in the period of high economic growth to reduce their budget deficits sufficiently with the consequence that a number of countries were overshooting, albeit not by as much as in the first half of the 1990s, the 3 percent threshold for two if not three years in a row. That the largest country and staunchest supporter of the SGP was among this group was not expected at the time of its creation. The German government dealt the pact a first blow by managing to avoid an early warning and demonstrating that a qualified majority in favour of the imposition of fines was politically hardly credible. As three large countries deviated substantially from the fiscal policy line of the SGP and calls for a reform or suspension of the SPG mounted, the fate of hard policy coordination backed up through fines is in doubt.



The European Employment Strategy came up against different kind of problems. While the political enthusiasm for employment policy coordination ran very high among Europe’s social democratic leaders in the late 1990s, the experience with the day to day working and the worsening economic situation in Europe was a sobering experience for most of the actors involved. Indeed, employment coordination has in most cases not been able to induce the kind of substantial reforms, which would have helped member states to deliver the Lisbon goals. While the EES was considered moderately successful in introducing new policy ideas and involving non-governmental actors in policy-formulation, this policy coordination mode suffers from low levels of political attention and bureaucratic fatigue.



The Broad Economic Policy Guidelines have been increasingly used to enhance the coherence and consistency between employment and fiscal policies. However, this observation refers mainly to the strategic level of policy-making. The BEPG suffer from a severe implementation problem, despite and maybe even because of their detailed prescriptions for member states’ economic policies. They are a ‘bible’ with apparent inconsistencies, which has been read and heeded only sporadically by political actors. This is partly attributable to the perception that they were ‘owned’ by Finance Ministries and DG Ecfin and were as such not fully headed by other ministries for employment and social affairs. There are indications, however, that this is about to change as the last experience with the conflicts surrounding the first set of streamlined BEPG of 2003 suggests.



It is has proven hard to trace change in domestic policies, institutions and procedures to EU coordination modes. Yet, we did see some evidence of policy change in the area of the EES (France, Germany, Austria, and Italy), less so in the area of fiscal policy, partly because most member states remained broadly on the consolidation course they had adopted over many years to meet the EMU requirements. Portugal, Spain, Denmark and the Netherlands made substantial efforts to change their fiscal policies in order to comply with the SGP, while other countries such as France and Germany violated both spirit and words of the pact. In the area of employment policy many recommendations are not fully implemented as governments pick and choose, however, compliance with the SPG is met with much more public interest and peer pressure is much stronger. There is less evidence of institutional and procedural innovation as a result of a country’s participation in the coordination procedures. This evidence concerns primarily fiscal policy-making, where one can note the development of national stability pacts and supervisory bodies of different kinds and strength, even though some reports highlighed also the emergence of territorial employment pacts and new bodies for the coordination of employment policies between national and subnational bodies (ENIAC in the Belgian case). The most widespread mode of adaptation was informal, in so far as pre-existing institution and procedures were geared to undertake new tasks.



Policy coordination had little impact on national political actors as well as civil society, failing to substantially shift attention to the new provisions. Employment Policy coordination featured, with few exceptions, hardly as a subject of inter-party competition. Even negative recommendations were hardly used by opposition parties to criticise the government. In general, knowledge among national parliamentarians about employment and economic policy coordination is relatively low in most countries, in contrast to the SGP. Contrary to our expectations, policy coordination has not managed to activate intermediary actors and civil society on a large scale, even if the picture differs significantly between countries. While we have seen intensified cooperation in the field of employment policy in some countries, most social partner organisations have not significantly shifted their attention and resources to these new processes. Evidence for NGO involvement in policy coordination remains also scarce. However, government information campaigns as in Sweden and intensified media coverage can make a substantial impact on the activity level of both social partners and NGOs.



The Committee based policy-making process in both areas shows both characteristics of learning and arguing as well as negotiation and bargaining. Our results indicate that the policy co-ordination mode exhibits some of the characteristics of deliberative governance – openness to be convinced by arguments – and a culture of listening and learning rather than meeting criticism by defensive attitudes. However, there are also limits to deliberation when positions get partly ‘locked in’ through political mandates from back home, as in the case of discussions on individual recommendations to member states or on indicators that might pose a challenge to members. Then bargaining instead of problem-oriented discussion tends to dominate the interaction. Committee deliberation is only weakly linked to public discourse and lacks transparency, especially in the area of fiscal policy co-ordination, pointing to a fundamental dilemma between the deliberative potential of committee governance and its openness to the public. So far, no “Grand Débat Européen” emerged on economic governance. We did see a moderate Europeanization of some national public discourses in the case of the discussion about the reform of the Stability Pact and the controversy over early warnings or negative recommendations as in the cases of Germany, Portugal and Ireland. While the SGP selectively “hits home”, publicity for employment policy coordination declined dramatically, even when taking the general decrease for the topic in national media coverage into account. Negative recommendations as expressed in the joint employment reports and the following Council declarations are hardly ever picked up in domestic debate and are almost never commented upon extensively.



We have mixed evidence of spill-over between established community policies and the policy co-ordination. Looking at the interlinkages between the Structural Funds (especially the European Social Fund) and the European Employment Strategy (EES), we have been able to observe some functional spill-overs when it comes to the policy dimension and strategy of the two processes and, to a lesser degree, functional fusion when it comes to their managerial dimension. For instance, the four pillars of the EES are increasingly used both in Structural Funds programming documents and in national policy discourse, even though this seems to be partly just an exercise of merely paying lip-service to Commission demands. We note an apparent reluctance on the part of the Council to explicitly link ESF and NAPs, a phenomenon to be witnessed also at the member state level, were linkage building occurs primarily through informal procedures.



Hence, despite positive experiences in some countries, policy coordination modes have on balance failed to live up to the expectations of both their political instigators, and, presumably, also the public at large. Our research has highlighted a number of serious obstacles to the effective working of transnational learning and peer review, which casts doubts over the design and implementation of both soft and hard modes of policy coordination. One of the key reasons is that coordination and learning cycles have so far not been fully integrated with domestic political processes, administrative procedures, and domestic discourses, despite significant differences in Europeanization between the policy fields and member states. This casts also doubts over the successful application of the open method of coordination.



As a conclusion, we are sceptical whether these governing modes can in their current form act as a stepping-stone towards the creation of an economic government for Europe. Even if the Treaty changes proposed by the European Convention concerning the role of the Eurogroup are enacted, Eurozone members are not likely to muster the political will to form the nucleus of an economic government, if the difficulties with the Stability Pact persist and mutual trust cannot be raised from its current levels. As the risk of fragmentation rises in a more heterogenous Union after the fifth Enlargement Round, we make the case for a reform of governing modes through policy coordination to make them more democratic, efficient and flexible. This involves particularly a drastic reduction of coordination processes, a strengthening of the BEPG by adding a sanction element (such as suspension of voting rights), a revision of the rules for fiscal policy coordination, a better involvement of the European and national parliaments, and efforts to enhance the transparency of these governing modes to boost public deliberation.



Final Project Period

The end of the funding period of the project will be 29 February 2004. By the end of May 2004 all remaining tasks in the finalizing phase of the project will be implemented. The key events for 2004 in the last 4 months were:

Project Final Review Meeting, Brussels, 16-17 February 2004

Edited version of the fourth and final round of national reports

Final Report and final financial statements

Book manuscript























































Deliverables during 2003 (project months 17 to 28)



Deliverable�Workplan Date in Month�Completion Date in Month��Projects Internet homepage (WP VII)�3-30�6-30��National Reports III (WP V)�23�23��National Reports IV�29�27��Semi-standardized Questionnaire (WP V)�17, 25�17, 24��Progress Report III (18 months) (WP I)�18-20�20��Progress Report IV (24 months) (WP I)�24-26�25��Semi-public workshop III (WP VII): Midterm Review Meeting �14�17��Semi-Public Workshop IV (WP VII): Stockholm, editorial meeting�20�23��International Conference 3 (WP VII): ECPR Bordeaux; TEPSA Rome�18�13, 22��International Conference 4 (WP VII): EUSA, Nashville�26�19��TEPSA International conference (WP VII): Dublin, 5-6 December�26�28��Paper on networks/discourses by EIPA/Cologne (WP VI): presented at EUSA submitted JCMS (in month 22)�26�19��Selected National Studies (WP VI): Paper on Ireland and Germany, Discourse analysis of Germany, France and Britain�14, 18, 25�13, 19, 21��Results of Content Analysis (WP VI): on website�22�25��Codebook for Content Analysis of News Media (WP VI)�25-29�25 ��Semi-Structured Interviews + Transcripts (WP VI)�7- 12�23-25��Report on the Results of the semi-structured interviews (WP VI)�14�23-25��







2.2 THE BROAD ECONOMIC POLICY GUIDELINES (BEPGs) – 2003





Project period: October 2002 – January 2003

Project no: IV/2002/05/01 (rev.)

Project conducted for: European Parliament (Directorate-General for Research)



In addition to the project on the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines 2002, TEPSA has carried out a follow-up study for the European Parliament’s Directorate General for Research on the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines for the year 2002. The aim of this study was to assist the Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee of the European Parliament in providing its own contribution to the analysis of the current economic situation of the EU in the year 2002, and the outlook for the future. The final study was submitted on 20 January, 2003.



The project has been jointly organised by TEPSA and the TEPSA member institutes. The interdisciplinary (economic as well as political) analysis was carried out by an interdisciplinary project expert group from several member states, combining specialist knowledge of specific dimensions of economic policy covered by the BEPGs with familiarity with the policy process in their respective countries. The expert group included the general rapporteur, Prof. Iain Begg (London School of Economics and Political Science), Prof. Dr. Jacques E. Le Cacheux (Director, Observatoire franēais des conjonctures économiques – OFCE, Paris), Prof. Dr. Jacques L.M. Pelkmans (College of Europe), Dr. Kerstin Jacobsson (Score, Stockholm), Dr. Stefano Fantacone and Lisa Rodano (both Centro Europa Ricerche CER, Rome), Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Wessels and Ingo Linsenmann (both University of Cologne and TEPSA), and Dermot Hodson (South Bank University London).



During the course of the project period, an interim report of the study was presented to the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs of the European Parliament on the 3rd of December, 2002. The presentation was made by Profs. Iain Begg and Jacques Le Cacheux. The final results of the study were presented to the same Committee on the 27th of January 2003 in Brussels.



Overview on the final study

Economic policy co-ordination in the EU is on the threshold of significant changes that are due to be presented to the 2003 Spring European Council. Within the recasting of procedures, the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines (BEPGs), which have been at the core of co-ordination, will be of critical importance in shaping the overall direction of policy. The elaboration of the Guidelines for 2003 will take place against a background of disappointing and uncertain macroeconomic conditions, with recovery from the downturn of 2001 proving slow to take hold and continuing difficulties being experienced by a number of Member States, especially Germany, the EU’s largest economy. However, the underlying macroeconomic ‘fundamentals’ of the EU economy are mostly sound, with low inflation, generally sound public finances (despite the concern about some countries) and few signs of serious imbalances. The current priority should be to restore growth.



The study provides an appraisal of current and prospective trends in key areas of the supply-side of the EU economy, together with an assessment of the current macroeconomic position. It presents the judgements on the progress the EU has made in responding to the challenges of structural reform and links these to the observed developments of the macroeconomy. To set the scene, the macroeconomic context and the changes in it revealed by the Commission autumn forecasts are laid out in the introductory section 1, then the main points of the Commission assessment of the implementation of the 2002 BEPGs are briefly summarised and reviewed.



Section 2 of the study concisely describes and comments on the objective of economic policy co-ordination, and changes in the procedures for co-ordination, generally, and the BEPGs in particular. The following section discusses the scope for structural reforms and the difficulties that can, or might, arise, in trying to achieve more rapid change. Public and private investment are appraised in section 4, then internal market measures in section 5. Progress on developing the European financial area and its potential for enhancing the underlying performance of the EU economy are discussed in section 6. Sections 7 and 8 look, respectively, at the labour market and at the role of tax policies in economic performance, linking these to the Lisbon targets. The last section looks in more detail at the problems with the policy mix, how they bear on the disappointing macroeconomic trajectory revealed by the Commission’s autumn forecasts and discusses possible reforms of policy rules.



The final study was published by DG4, the Directorate-General for Research of the European Parliament: “A background to European economic policy”, ECON Working Paper Series, ECON 133, 2003.

�



2.3 From the European Convention to Public Discourse: Debating our Common European Future (EUCON)





Project period: 1 September 2002 – 31 September 2003

Project no: C-339-21-E4-EN-29-03-02

Project conducted for: European Parliament (Directorate-General for Research)



Summary

The project "From the European Convention to Public Discourse: Debating our Common European Future" (EUCON) - supported by the European Commission - has been one of the major projects within the TEPSA network in the years 2002/2003. Its major aim was to promote trans-national debate on the main issues concerning the future of the European Union. With the end of the November 2003 this project has come to an end and we can look back on a very successful project performance, which will be presented in detail below. 



The following aspects have been of particular importance for the success of the EUCON project: 

( A series of altogether 35 conferences in 17 member- and candidate countries, focused on the European Convention and, more generally, on the proposals for reform aimed at making the Union more efficient, legitimate and transparent. 

( The Convention Barometer that has been used by participating institutes to register the opinions and preferences of the conference participants with regards to the work, results and prospects of the European Convention as well as the performance of the EUCON project. 

( The Convention Watch on the state of the European constitutional debate in the various European countries was drafted on the basis of a specific questionnaire which was answered by the institutes participating in the project. Two editions of the report have been carried out in which we examined the debates under way and the most important speeches and documents regarding the Convention in each country. Particular emphasis was thereby given to the positions of governments, political parties and their leaders, as well as the contributions and proposals of the myriad articulations of civil society. 

( Various instruments for the diffusion over the Internet mainly by our own project homepage (www.euconline.net), but also by a specific section on Tiscali’s Europe Channel that is available in 13 countries and four languages. Additionally, more traditional forms of public outreach has been used, such as newspapers, radio, television and various institutions’ publications.

Via EUCON we have been able to provide an open framework in which the questions of the Laeken declaration were raised in a broad public and in which it was possible to follow the proceedings of the European Convention closely. EUCON can thus be regarded as one step in the development of a broad European discourse on the future development of the EU. 

Within EUCON, the Trans European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) has offered its capacities as a well established pan-European network to promote a truly trans-national debate about the future of the European Union and the priorities of its citizens. Thereby, we made use of TEPSA’s genuine method, namely to valorise decentralised activities in various European countries and to bring them to a  synthesis at the European level. The project EUCON therefore created multiple platforms for debate in various countries – bringing together citizens, experts and disseminators from all levels of education, learning and training in Europe as well as NGOs, practitioners in politics and the media. EUCON has promoted public-oriented, interdisciplinary and truly transnational discussions about the European Union’s political, institutional and especially constitutional future in order to reach the following goals:  

To promote and develop on the basis of our trans-national network a pan-European debate and understanding on the key issues of the future of Europe by a series of conferences and discussion fora all over Europe.

To promote discussion and understanding of the political dynamics of the different national debates on the basis of reflected information in our Convention Watch

To actively involve citizens and crucial multipliers from the civil society, universities and the media by a series of structured opinion polls in our Convention Barometer

To encourage joint evaluation on the key issues of the debate and to focus discussions closely at the actual work of the European Convention by our flexible project plan.

To make use of creative dissemination strategies based on an interactive homepage



Method: Linking the National and the European Levels of Debate 



A wide debate within an established trans-national framework

The project EUCON has been jointly organised by the TEPSA secretariat general in Brussels and the TEPSA member institutes as a set of conferences all over Europe (including the new member states) linked by a broadly organised Internet strategy. The TEPSA has thereby provided the institutional and thematic framework organising a common kick-off and final wrap-up conferences. To ensure that the EUCON activities followed very closely the debates within the European Convention and in the various countries an intermediate conference was organised where the thematic priorities were reviewed by the TEPSA board.



The decentralised conferences

Between the TEPSA lead activities, the member institutes have organised decentralised events in which the core issues of the constitutional debate have been dealt with. Thematically, we have thereby closely followed the actual discussions within the Convention and the national debates. However, in order to cover a wide range of issues in the future of Europe debate we have organised conferences to the following issue areas:

The European Convention: Events within this set of priorities were designed to increase the knowledge about the European Convention itself, its mandate, its composition and its work progress.

Constitutional Questions: Within this set of priorities questions of the Laeken declaration; concerning the division of power, the simplification of the treaties and the format of the Convention’s output have been tackled, especially in light of the upcoming enlargement.

Legitimacy / Transparency: Debates held within this issue area have been concerned with questions of representation, the institutional interplay, the role of national Parliaments, governance and participation in the enlarged European Union. 

In each of the two project phases (before and after the intermediate conference) we have organised events to each of these issue areas. The format of the events was chosen by TEPSA’s member institutions in order to take into account their respective environment and needs. To follow the ongoing work of the Convention closely, the organising institutes not only invited members of the Convention itself but also ministers, officials as well as representatives of the civil society and academics.



Our Partners 

Within EUCON, TEPSA has been able to broaden the scope of its network. Not only TEPSA members have been involved in our common activities but also partners that are not formally linked to our network. Within EUCON we have been able to establish new ties and contacts on which we can rely in future activities.

Our activities have been carried out with the following partners: 

Belgium: GROUPE D'ETUDES POLITIQUES EUROPEENNES / STUDIE GROEP VOOR EUROPESE POLITIEK (GEPE-SEP), Brussels

Denmark: DANISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS (DUPI), Copenhagen

Germany: INSTITUT FÜR EUROPÄISCHE POLITIK (IEP), Berlin

Greece: GREEK CENTRE OF EUROPEAN STUDIES & RESEARCH (EKEME), Athens

France: CENTRE D’ETUDES ET DE RECHERCHES INTERNATIONALES (CERI), Paris 

Italy: ISTITUTO AFFARI INTERNAZIONALI (IAI), Rome 

Austria: AUSTRIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES, Vienna

Portugal: INSTITUTO DE ESTUDOS ESTRATEGICOS E INTERNACIONAIS (IEEI), Lisboa

Finland: FINNISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, Helsinki

Sweden: SWEDISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, Stockholm

United Kingdom: FEDERAL TRUST FOR EDUCATION AND RESEARCH, London

Hungary: INSTITUTE FOR WORLD ECONOMICS OF THE HUNGARIAN ACADEMY, Budapest

Poland: FOUNDATION FOR EUROPEAN STUDIES - EUROPEAN INSTITUTE, Lodz 

Slovenia: CENTRE FOR INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, Ljubljana

The Netherlands: NEDERLANDS INSTITUUT VOOR INTERNATIONALE BETREKKINGEN, CLINGENDAEL, den Haag 

COLLEGE OF EUROPE, Bruges 

COLLEGE OF EUROPE, Natolin/Warsaw (and the Sussex European Institute)

France: Movement Européen de France, Lille



Decentralised conferences

The decentralised conferences had been planned as the main element of our project. Therefore, it has been of utmost importance for the success of our project that  with 35 conferences we could even expand our expected number of activities (30). The additional conferences that even involved new partners had been notified in time to the Commission and the relevant reports as well as the budgets are annexed to this report. However, some additional changes had to be made due to the somewhat delayed start of the project. Instead of the originally foreseen common kick-off conference in June 2002, the project was started in September 2002 after the project contract with the European Commission was signed. Therefore, a few activities had already taken place before the first common Conference in Athens. Nevertheless, the overall structure of the project, namely to combine decentralised events with common TEPSA led activities could be uphold as the following work plan shows: 

�

Calendar of Events 2002



�Date�Location�Institute�Title��1�6-7 September�Natolin (PL)�College of Europe ��Federalism in the EU��2�12 September�London (UK)�Federal Trust�EU enlargement and the Convention: (I): External and internal challenges��3�15 October�Brussels (B)�GEPE �Delimitation of Competences��4�24 October�Stockholm (S)�UI �Sweden and the Convention��5�30

October�London (UK)�Federal Trust�The European Convention��6�31

October�London (UK)�Federal Trust�European Question Time on the Future of Europe��7�11-12 November�Lisbon (PT)�IEEI�Twentieth International Lisbon Conference

The Future of Europe. Views from Outside.��8�14-15 November�Athens (GR)�EKEME �Structuring a new Europe: steady foundations and fresh concepts��9�14 November�London (UK)��Federal Trust�EU enlargement and the Convention (II): How safe is it inside the European House?���11 December�Ljubliana (Slo)�CIR�Democracy within the EU and/or how to democratise it��10�16 December�Helsinki (FIN)�FIIA�The impact of the enlargement on EU's northern dimension and external relations��11�18 February�Lisbon (PT)�IEEI�Which Economic Union, Competitiveness, Competition and Innovation?��12�25 February�Braga (PT)�IEEI�The Institutions of the New Democratic Europe��13�26 February�London (UK)�Federal Trust�Perspectives on the European Convention (III): Poland��14�27 February�Brussels (B)�GEPE�Multilevel governance��15�7 March�London (UK)�Federal Trust�Europe's future Constitution��16�7/8 March�Lisbon (PT)�IEEI�Portugal and the future of Europe

��17�19 March�Paris (F)�CERI�De la Convention ą la Constitution Européenne��18�24 March�Copenhagen (DK)��DUPI�After Copenhagen - an ever larger and closer Union? : the future of Europe: which Treaty, what borders?��19�1 April��Bruges (B)�College of Europe�The future of the European Union: what finalité politique��20�29 April�Budapest (H)�IWE�Perspectives on the European Convention: Hungary��21�19 May�London (UK)�Federal Trust�Europe´s south eastern future

EU enlargement and the Convention��22�30 May� �Portoroz (SLO)�CIR�Small states' perception on the European Convention��23�5 June

�Clingendael, The Hague (NL)�Clingendael institute�An assessment of the European Convention: the political dynamics of constitutional reform��24�16 June�Stockholm (S)�UI�Perspectives on the future of Europe��25�23 June �Lisbon�IEEI�Participation in “Hearing from Europe

��26�27-28 June

�Rome (I)��IAI �TEPSA Presidency conference: "Towards the finalisation of the Convention"��27�2-4 July�Ljubljana (SLO)

�CIR�After the European Convention and before the Intergouvernmental Conference��28�10 July�London (UK)�Federal Trust �What's in a Convention: process and substance in the project of European constitution-building��29�16 July �Lisbon (Pt)�IEEI�From the Convention to the IGC: Debate on the Future of Europe��30�19-20 September�Lodz (PL)��FES�Enlargement and Convention on EU Reform��33�22-23 September�Vienna (A)��Austrian Academy of Sciences �The constitutionalisation of Europe��34�24 September�Lille (F)�TEPSA�Résultats de la Convention ��35�26-27 September�(D)��IEP/AEI/TEPSA�The Draft European Treaty: analysing the results of the Convention��

Phase I

TEPSA/EU-wide conference in Athens (November 2003)

During the Common Conference in Athens, a first assessment of the results of the deliberations was undertaken after the Convention had ended its reflection phase. Parallel to the public oriented events, TEPSA members and the project’s steering Committee did also reorganise the project timetable according to the exact provisions of the contract with the Commission and in view of the Conventions work. Additionally the set-up of the homepage, the questionnaires for the first issue of the Convention Watch, and the Convention Barometer were finalised during the Athens conference. 







Decentralised Conferences (first round)

In the first project period from September 2002 to June 2003 a first series of altogether 25 decentralised events have been organised in the three above mentioned priority areas. 

The European Convention 

Constitutional Questions 

Legitimacy / Transparency 



Intermediate Conference (June 2003) 

After this first round of decentralised events, member of the EUCON network met for a second time during the intermediate conference in Rome in June 2003. Here the ongoing debate within the European Convention was reviewed by the steering committee and topics and issues for the second round of decentralised debates were discussed and revised. To this end, intensive discussion were undertaken with representatives of the European Convention, the EUs institutions, and the civil society (such as the Permanent Forum of the Civil Society, ETUC, UNICE, BEUC etc). In order to secure a further well functioning of the project, a representative of the European Commission’s “Future of Europe” task-force (Mr. Massimo Gaudian) was also invited with whom we discussed the progress of EUCON.



Phase II

Decentralised Conferences (second round)

Based on the thematic recommendations of the Intermediate Conference and the progress of the Convention’s work member institutes have carried out a second series of events between July and October 2003. Thematically, it was divided as well in the three issue areas. However, due to the finalisation of the Convention’s work and the presentation of the Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe the project partners concentrated their activities mainly on the results of the European Convention. 



Final Conference

The final EUCON conference which was organised as a major event in Berlin delivered a detailed analysis of all four parts of the Draft European Constitution. Prominent speakers who were member of the Convention as well as national and European institutions and the Civil Society were invited. They discussed with a broad public the outcomes of the Convention’s work and the next challenges ahead, namely the Italian presidency and the proceedings of the IGC. 

Additionally, the contributions of EUCON to the Future of Europe debate, in particular the second issue of the Convention Watch were presented and were welcomed with great interest by the participants.



The active involvement of the European public: the Convention Barometer

In order to create an active involvement in the future of Europe debate during our events, citizens were directly asked to express their opinions, preferences and hope for the future of the EU. For that purpose, EUCON organised a “Convention Barometer” as a series of structures polls. In the questionnaire we have asked the citizens about: 

their opinions regarding crucial questions of the Laeken declaration (role of national parliaments, direct election of the President of the Commission, and the division of competences)

the work of the Convention itself 

their personal priorities of the outcomes

and their views with regards to the EUCON project. 



Originally the survey was planned to be carried out during each of the EUCON conferences. However, it turned out that participants in the events were more hesitant than expected in filling in the questionnaires. Therefore, the EUCON steering committee decided already during the first Common Conference in Athens that the Convention Barometer could be used by the participating institutes as an additional, not a compulsory element of the EUCON project. Some of the participating institutes which were very successful in collecting the date used the Convention Barometer with great success. The results were even published in various journal issues and newspapers . 



EUCON-Evaluation

The completed forms of the Convention Barometer also served as a major source of evaluation. In the last question of the Convention Barometer the participants of the various EUCON events have been asked to put down their opinions about the project itself, the event they were participating in and the chosen speakers. The result of this part of the Convention Barometer suggests that participants were mostly very content with the organisation of the event. The charts below show the aggregate data of the Convention Barometer forms that have been collected. Since not all of the participating partners made use of the Barometer the results are not fully representative. However, the results clearly show a successful record of the project. More detailed evaluations of the Convention Barometer can in the full project report on the TEPSA website.



Informing the Public: EUCON Homepage, Convention Watch and Media

In order to reach the attention of the greatest possible number of citizens, practioners, politicians and academics three different approaches were applied both separately and integrated. 

Firstly, a major part of EUCON has been a broad dissemination strategy based on our project homepage: www.euconline.net. 

Secondly, with the purpose of providing deeper and reflected background information nearly all participating institutes have contributed to our Convention Watch in a common effort. 

Thirdly, the participating institutes have published their analyses and comments on the Convention on their websites, in their own publications as well as in the national media. 



Convention Watch

A core element of EUCON was the common effort of most participating research institutes to create a detailed overview of  the various national debates in Europe. National rapporteurs from within the institutes have intensively followed the national debates in their countries and drafted their report on the basis of a specific questionnaire. 





The Convention Watch Questionnaire I

State the positions within your country to the following issues:

a. European Council and Council of Ministers�b. European Commission�c. European Parliament�d. National parliaments�e. Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)�f. European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)�g. Justice and Home Affairs (JHA)�h. Economic governance�i. Social Europe�j. Mandate of the Intergovernmental Conference�k. Timing of the Intergovernmental Conference�l. Ratification procedure and entry into force of the new Treaty�m. Parliamentary initiatives�n. Social partners�o. Public opinion trends�p. Media coverage�q. The role of local authorities�

The Convention Watch Questionnaire II

1. Evaluation of the work and results of the European Convention 



1.1 Overall assessment of the results of the Convention 

1.2 Convention method 

1.3 Performance of national representatives 



2. National debate and public opinion trends 



2.1 Public opinion trends 

2.2 The role of Parliament 

2.3 Other relevant initiatives 

2.4 Media coverage 



3. Prospects for the Intergovernmental Conference 



3.1 Link between the Convention and the IGC 

3.2 Organisation of the IGC 

3.3 Controversial issues 

3.3.1 Elected President of the Council 

3.3.2 Composition of the Commission 

3.3.3 Definition of qualified majority voting 

3.3.4 Extension of qualified majority voting 

3.3.5 Minister of Foreign Affairs and EU diplomatic service 



4. The ratification process 



4.1 Eventual obstacles 

4.2 European Parliament elections 

4.3 Referendums 

4.4 What to do in case of failed ratification



Two editions of the report have been carried out in which we examined the debates under way and the most important speeches and documents regarding the Convention in each country. Particular emphasis was thereby given to the positions of governments, political parties and their leaders, as well as the contributions and proposals of the myriad articulations of civil society.  

The Convention Watch has proven to be a highly useful tool to make the national debates easily accessible for a broad European public and thus to enrich and inform the discussions not only within our project framework. It has been used in by the participating institutes, by other think tanks and even by national ministries to raise attention for the different perspectives within the various national debates. A copy of the two Convention Watch issues can be found in folder four.



www.euconline.net - The EUCON Web Site

The use of web-site dissemination was an important tool for informing the public. We were able to provide systematic and continuously updated information on the major events and activities that have taken place within the project as well as within the national and European public sphere. In order to guarantee the widest and most effective dissemination possible, the project homepage was developed by a team of experienced experts in our partner institute in Rome (IAI) in collaboration with a major international Internet Portal: Tiscali Europe (http://europa.tiscali.it/) . There has been a direct link to the EUCON website from Tiscali’s Europe Channel which is simultaneously available in 13 countries and four languages (En, Fr, It, Ger). 

An important aspect of the dissemination strategy was to integrate as many sources of information and groups of audience as possible.  At the same time information has been disseminated via the various homepages of the participating institutes and the TEPSA web site. EUCON’s homepage was also linked to the open discussion fora of the Convention and the Commission in order to guarantee a continous flow of information.



Traditional Media Coverage

In addition to our co-ordinated and interlinked dissemination efforts, each of the participating institutes has covered questions raised within the project and provided academic analyses in their own publications. Furthermore, they have attempted to attract the widest media interest possible for their activities within the project. In folder four we present a collection of media coverage of some of our events including newspaper articles, radio programmes and television reporting as well a selection of publications (especially those that have been co-financed by the EUCON  project).



Conclusion

EUCON has thus contributed to the development of a broad European discourse on the future development of the EU with a strong multiplier effect. Thereby the project relied on TEPSA as the co-ordinating body, that provided an established and experienced, well-functioning trans-national network of institutes apt to stimulate debate and analysis as well as to attract this wide range of audience. 

EUCON has contributed to satisfying the need for more public debate about Europe’s future. The Convention was a part of this debate. EUCON has provided an open framework in which the questions of the Laeken declaration have been raised in a broad public and in which it has been possible to follow the proceedings of the European Convention closely. 

The great interest and enthusiasm which is witnessed in the reports from the more than 30 seminars and meetings in almost 20 countries show that EUCON to a great extent has fulfilled its ambition to promote a pan-European debate.  The positive experiences and strong network that has emerged even beyond our current TEPSA members will secure longer lasting co-operations and thus the sustainability of our common activities. 











2.4 FOREIGN POLICY GOVERNANCE IN EUROPE – RESEARCH NETWORK:

MODERNISING, WIDENING AND DEEPENING RESEARCH ON A VITAL PILLAR OF

THE EU (FORNET)





Project period: January 2003-31 December 2005

Project no: IHP-KA1-2001-1

Project conducted for: European Commission (5th Research Framework Programme)



About the project

FORNET is a network of 25 partner institutions specialised in Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) issues. Professor Christopher Hill at the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE) acts as coordinator of the network. The core group is composed of Professor Esther Barbé at the Universitat Autonoma de Barcelone, Professor Christian Franck as Secretary General of TEPSA, and Professor Wolgang Wessels, Jean Monnet Chair at the University of Cologne. The members of FORNET include institutions from the EU as well as from major candidate countries.



The following list of activities gives an overview of the content of the different conferences and meetings during the year 2003. 



8 January: First Steering Group Meeting

The first steering group meeting was held in order to start the FORNET project and included discussions on the working groups, CFSP Watch, the web-site and the general goals of FORNET.



21-22 March Conference : CFSP and the Enlargement

The 2004 accession of the new member states will require deeper analysis and research on the impact and consequences for CFSP in institutional as well as in policy terms. The efficiency of the CFSP system will be a major topic, but so will the new role of an enlarged EU in the world, especially in its geographical neighbourhood. This working group will try to give answers to these questions and to trigger off a broader public debate about the foreign policy of a new and 'greater' EU.



25-26 April : Plenary Meeting

The members of FORNET discussed a presentation by Prof. Hill on the IR theory and the CFSP/ESDP/global power perspectives. Dr. Smith went on to shed light on the importance of norms/ideas/values in the foreign policy-making process and in the substance of EU foreign policy. Dr. Ben Tonra looked at the contributions of integration theory and Europeanisation vis a vis EU foreign security and defence policy. On the Saturday Dr. Ojanen and Professor Neuhold analysed the CFSP and enlargement: problems of mutual adaptation.



2 October : Steering Group Meeting

The progress on the deliverables (CFSP Forum, CFSP Report, dissemination, state of the art report and the web-site) were discussed. Furthermore, the question of the evaluators and the preparation for the working groups were debated. 







7-8 November: Workshop: Theoretical and Conceptual Approaches to CFSP

The first meeting of the working group on Theories and Approaches was held at LSE on 7-8 November 2003. The working group analysed and discussed major CFSP developments from a theoretical perspective, taking up recent discussions about approaches such as institutionalism, intergovernmentalism, transgovernmentalism and constructivism. It also tried to link the field of CFSP studies more closely to the broader concept of 'European governance' and identify its specific features. The session was attended by a mix of FORNET members, interested researchers from the wider academic community (specifically from the UK and Belgium), plus a number of research students from around the UK.



19 December: Steering Group meeting

The discussion from the October meeting was continued. 



Main objectives

The central objective of FORNET is the establishment and development of a European-wide network of research on European Governance in the field of CFSP based upon close academic interaction, common and comparable methodological approaches and the use of new techniques of « virtualisation » (i.e. the creation of virtual networks).In this framework, a number of more detailed tasks and scientific objectives will be pursued:A deepening of research and studies about CFSP in the wider European context in order to gain new insights into different modes of EU governance; The setting-up and development of an academic infrastructure in and around the existing EU for facilitating joint research on CFSP through regular meetings and conferences and the establishment of a website;The systematic and cross-national collection, categorization and analysis of empirical data on CFSP in a database, improving European-wide access to data and knowledge on CFSP;The elaboration of models for the virtualisation of CFSP-related knwledge as part of an efficient and sustainable research infrastructure through a website and virtual study units;The integration of – especially young – researchers from candidate countries into the European academic community.



How does FORNET work?

The network’s activities will be divided into several work packages for different tasks and activities. These work packages will be implemented by the partners of FORNET in a structured and differential way. The main activtities of FORNET include:- “CFSP Watch”: includes regular reports on CFSP developments, a database of relevant documents and legal texts as well as a synthesis of the ‘acquis académique’;- “Virtualisation of CFSP”: includes a website (“FORNET CFSP Web Forum”) and the elaboration of virtual study units;- “Analysis and Discussion of Core CFSP Issues”: organized in and around a series of workshops and conferences which will deal with different CFSP-related subjects like the impact of enlargement, the evolution of ESDP, or crisis management and conflict resolution.



The outreach of FORNET

FORNET is not intended as an “huis clos”, but tries to reach out to the broader public and academic community. Therefore, the events and activities in the network will address all those interested in the subject of CFSP and EU external relations. Especially via the website, a central point of reference will be created which tries to serve as a forum for all relevant CFSP-related research in the EU and the candidate countries. Whoever is inclined to participating in the framework of FORNET should feel invited to do so.







Project programme

The FORNET project was officially launched at the first steering group meeting in Brussels on 8 January, 2003. It will allow building up a unique research network on CFSP covering nearly all countries of the larger European Union. The first plenary meeting will take place on 25 and 26 April 2003 in Brussels. The main activities of FORNET which are of relevance in this year, in particular with a view to the plenary meeting in April, are presented here below. The different kinds of activities are structured along “workpackages”.



Workpackage I: CFSP Watch

Under this workpackage, we try to establish a collection (“CFSP Watch”) of three components: - an acquis académique (academic book list);- a CFSP database on key CFSP documents; and  - a CFSP Report (including national reports from the FORNET members). 



Workpackage II: Virtualisation of CFSP Research

We plan to establish a website (FORNET CFSP Web-Forum) for which a pilot version will be prepared in time for the Plenary. There we intend to discuss it with all members. In mid-2003, a reduced version of the website is scheduled to become operational. The pilot version will show the structure and functions of the website. It will provide a unique opportunity for communication and mutual information, but also for reaching out to the wider academic and political arenas.



Workpackage III: Analysis and Discussion of Core CFSP Issues in the FORNET working groups

Under this workpackage, you will have the opportunity of attending meetings and workshops in the context of the FORNET working groups dealing with different issues of CFSP research; members are endowed with sufficient means for covering travel and accommodation costs so that participation in the working group meetings should not pose a financial problem. 



Workpackage IV: Internal Communication and Dissemination of Results

The first FORNET plenary meeting in Brussels will not only contain technical sessions (in which we inform you about the working of FORNET), but it will also have thematic sessions on different subjects of CFSP (theoretical and conceptual approaches, the reports in the Convention dealing with the EU’s external dimension, enlargement, and the current crisis on Iraq). This workpackage also includes the dissemination of information about FORNET to interested circles in Brussels and in your home country as well. As many interested persons as possible should be involved in the project. In particular engaging younger researchers so that they might meet and develop their own activities. A forum should be provided for presenting FORNET via participants who are members of editorial boards of journals, reviews, or other forms of regular publications.



Workpackage V: Sustainability of the Network

FORNET is envisaged as a long-term project reaching beyond the lifetime of Commission funding. Therefore, if participants have ideas for projects for which you need partners, you can regard FORNET as a privileged network for addressing other scholars and colleagues. A pool of expertise should be built which enables further activities and facilitates the search for additional sources of funding in the future.













�

2.5 THE DEBATE ON THE finalité politique OF THE EUROPEAN UNION IN THE APPLICANT COUNTRIES FROM CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE - MEASURES ACCOMPANYING OTHER EU ACTIVITIES TO PREPARE THE IGC 2004 (CEEC-DEBATE)





Project period: November 2002-June 2004

Project no: HPSE-CT-2002-60061 

Project conducted for: European Commission (5th Framework Programme for Research)



About the project

The CEEC-Debate Project inspired by the Declaration of Laeken from December 2001 and launched seven months after the beginning of the deliberations of the European Convention is aimed at completing scientific activities initiated in the current Member States to stimulate an academic debate on developments of EU integration, institutional reforms and good governance. The project focuses on the attitudes and positions of governmental and intergovernmental actors in the acceding countries in the debate on Europe’s future and monitors the developments of the Central European Countries on their way from pre-accession to a fully fledged membership.



The project is situated in a broader context of deliberations of the European Convention on Europe’s future, the Intergovernmental Conference 2003/2004 as well as the ongoing wave of EU enlargement. Analyse of the debate as such, its perception in the new Member States and comparison between attitudes of “new” and “old” EU members are key elements of the project. Are the acceding countries only passive actors on the EU scene or will they play an active role in the European decision shaping? What is their vision of the future of EU policies? The project looks at the performance of CEEC representatives at the Convention and at the IGC and it tries to answer the question in how far proposals and initiatives coming from the new members can influence the future shape of Europe.



Main objectives

The main objective of the project is to raise awareness about the importance of a substantial and deep debate on Europe's future among Central European elites, politicians, and civil society. The “CEEC-Debate” focuses on monitoring and analysing the debate in selected applicant countries from Central and Eastern Europe: Hungary, Poland and Slovenia. These countries were chosen because of their representativity i.e. Hungary for its generally “federalist approach”, Poland because of its rather intergovernmental attitude and Slovenia as the smallest, but also economically the most prosperous candidate country, which had a representative in the Praesidium of the Convention. After the first year of the project lifetime this choice has been confirmed with respect to the most interesting positions on Europe’s future. At the same time, the project findings are not limited to the three above-mentioned countries. The research in the framework of the CEEC-Debate project involves all ten Central European Countries which have a candidate status for EU membership: the eight new members as well as the candidates for the next round of enlargement in 2007: Bulgaria and Romania.









Further project’s objectives include: 



Stimulation of the debate in applicant countries on issues related to EU institutional reform and post-Laeken developments; i.e. debate on the institutional arrangements (above all the Council of Ministers and the Commission), a “constitution for European citizens”, a better division and definition of competences in the European Union, good governance, simplification of the Union’s instruments to improve democracy, transparency and efficiency in the European Union. 

Stimulation of the participation of the civil society in this process.

Reflection on historical and cultural dimension of political culture (values, identity, social experiences etc.) in the CEECs and their impact on the institutional reform.

Integration of universities and research institutes from the applicant countries in the EU research activities as well as opening of a new model of scientific dialogue between the applicant countries.



Preliminary findings

The Copenhagen Summit (December 2002) has been a crucial moment for the whole process of Eastern Enlargement. At this precise turning point, the candidates for accession became fully-fledged players at the European level, able to be partners and no more “customers” of the European Union. “CEEC Debate” shows a strong involvement of the acceding countries in the deliberations of the Convention. At least at the level of political declarations, the new members seem to be prepared to participate in EU bargaining.

The new members generally subscribed to the final product of the European Convention, namely the Draft of the Constitutional Treaty, which redefines the institutional equilibrium in the EU. In June/July 2003 all of them accepted the courageously reached compromise, which however partially rejected their proposals and concerns, mainly by abolishing the principle of rotating presidency (as a form of upgrading the status and strengthening the position in the EU for smaller countries), reducing the number of commissioners and reweighing the power in the Council. The course of the subsequent IGC starting in October 2003 showed an illusory dimension of the compromise, which encountered opposition of few countries willing to re-establish the institutional equilibrium defined in Nice. 

Apart from its closing phase, the deliberations of the European Convention raised neither a significant interest of the media in the acceding countries nor of the general public. Furthermore, the outcome of the accession negotiations and the referenda on EU accession dominated in the public discourse in 2002 and the first half of 2003 and substantial debates on the EU’s future have not taken place in most of the acceding countries. 

There is no homogeneity among the new members, not only in terms of preparation for accession and internal reforms, but also the debate on EU’s future (more intense in the Visegrad countries, than for example in Bulgaria and Romania, for which countries, the perspective of accession is more distant). 

Lack of interest in the Union’s institutional architecture is closely related to the weakness of the institutional capacity building in the CEECs. Public institutions, political parties, and governments suffer from a democratic deficit. Consequently, mistrust of CEECs societies risks to be projected onto EU institutions and politicians.

The beginning of the IGC 2003/2004 and the controversies of national positions, were at the origin of a deeper debate in some CEECs on Europe’s future, as well as on one country’s role and standpoint in the European and international systems. Therefore, a full involvement of the new members in a truly European discourse is expected only once they have joined the EU, and gained an insiders’ perspective.

In principle, all acceding countries progressively started to debate their role in the European Union in the future. They are concerned about belonging to the mainstream of integration and not the periphery of Europe. Above all, countries like Poland see its role in strengthening the transatlantic relations and redefining the Eastern dimensions of European integration. Near to the political declarations, the summit in Brussels in December 2003 showed the concern about preserving national interests and in some cases an inflexibility to make compromises.



Project activities

Discussion during the three workshops, national reports in the framework of the Analytical Survey and the Annual Report constitute the milestones of the project.



The project embraces four workshops/conferences: in Lodz in January 2003, in Ljubljana in April 2003, in Budapest in October 2003 and in Louvain-la-Neuve and Brussels in May 2004 (planned). 



Lodz: 25 January 2003

The workshop on the perception of the Convention in Poland and other applicant countries from Central and Eastern Europe took place in the European Institute Lodz (Poland) on 25 January 2003. This working meeting was mainly focused on Polish debate on Europe’s future.



The aim of this workshop was to detect key questions on Europe’s future and their perception by Polish decision-makers, academics and representatives of civil society. As a starting point, it was noticed that there are many Polish standpoints, rather than one single on the future of Europe.



The workshop agenda included an introductory part and three sessions on: 

Union’s developments from Amsterdam to Copenhagen

Polish standpoints on EU institutional reform 

Societal aspects of the debate on Europe’s future



Experts participating in the workshop touched upon several issues and concepts and their understanding in Poland. Some of them tried to explain Poland’s involvement in the debate on Europe’s future using such arguments as political system, historical experiences or today’s position of Poland in Europe as a candidate country. The following problems were highlighted: Poland’s political system and national preferences, political concept of an enlarged Europe, state of the debate on Europe’s future in Poland, weakness of the debate on Europe’s future and its reasons, main features of Poland’s position on issues discussed by the Convention, and the role of Polish Conventionnels. 



One of the main principles of the CEEC Debate project is its plurality and interactivity of three central European project partners. Therefore, Slovenian and Hungarian participants in the workshop commented standpoints and observations of Polish experts. Commentators stressed points of divergence between the three countries (political party system, national preferences, size of the country etc.), but also common points (formation of preferences, spin-doctoring).



The workshop in Lodz enlightened several main conclusions. The debate on Europe’s future which takes place in Poland is very weak, the main reasons of this situation are that the society is concentrated on other issues and that the Convention is not sufficiently covered by the media. Accession negotiations were a priority of Poland’s foreign policy and they left no room for analysis of the place of the country in an enlarged EU. Once becoming members of the Union, applicant countries will get an insider perspective and an idea of what it means to be member of the EU. Before ratification of the treaty, applicant countries are cautious in presenting opinions. One can expect that Polish politicians will feel even freer to pronounce their opinions when Poland will get a status of active observer between April 2003 and May 2004.



Ljubljana: 11 April 2003

The workshop on the perception of the Convention in Slovenia and other applicant countries from Central and Eastern Europe took place at the Faculty of Social Sciences, Centre for International Relations, University of Ljubljana on 11 April 2003. This was the second of four planned working meetings in the framework of the CEEC-Debate project. It mainly focused on three aspects of the debate on Europe’s future: 



Current state of deliberations of the European Convention and the position of Slovenia and other acceding countries on EU institutional reforms.

Slovenian approach to security and defence, with a particular emphasis on EU-NATO interaction and transatlantic relations. 

Questions of sovereignty, supranationality and national identity.



The workshop brought together around thirty participants from Slovenia, Hungary, Poland and Belgium. Involved were academics, representatives of Slovenian ministries and policy analysts from independent NGOs. 



Country’ specificity and particular national interests of Slovenia were fundamental in terms of choice of topics to be discussed and the run of the workshop. In fact, Slovenia is a small country, with almost two millions of inhabitants,, which makes it comparable in terms of population with none of today’s member states (Luxemburg 0,4 millions Ireland 3,8 millions, Finland 5,2 millions), but to some of the acceding countries such as Estonia 1,4 million or Latvia 2,4 millions. Due to Slovenia’s geopolitical position, historical experiences and size, the workshop enlightened in particular the question of legitimacy, equality and role of smaller and “less powerful” member states in the EU decision-making process and in the process of drafting the European constitution (constitutional treaty). 



Main conclusions of the workshop:



Ruptures in EU integration process do not occur between new and older member states (new and old Europe), but following independent interests of each particular country. In terms of EU institutional set-up, at the final stage of the deliberations of the European Convention, divergences between smaller and bigger countries have become manifest. A joint initiative of 16 smaller and medium Member States and candidates for accession, which was brought to the European Convention in March 2003 perfectly illustrates the occurred division. Slovenia aligns itself with smaller Member States and argues for maintaining and reinforcing the community method, which would strengthen its political power and allow defending its interests on international forum. 



On the institutions, official position of the Slovenian and Hungarian governments are similar on guiding general principles such as wish of preserving the institutional balance, maintaining the current number of institutions and ensuring more openness and transparency. Smaller and medium acceding countries are in favour of retention of the rotating system or a team presidency in the Council, “double hatting”, extension of the co-decision procedure and strengthening the role of the Commission. 



Also foreign policy preferences do not depend on the factual status of a country vis-ą-vis the EU (member or candidate), but on long-lasting national political security orientations, geopolitical position and interests. Alignment of the acceding countries - members and not members of NATO - on the side of the US in the Iraqi crisis demonstrates their dependence, but also reliance on the Atlantic power as a security guarantee for these countries, which recently regained their autonomy.



Acceding countries are interested in the development of two of the dimensions of the CFSP: the diplomatic and the economic one (preventive and reconstruction programmes). The military dimension as determined by the Petersberg tasks (humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping and crisis management forces) is not perceived by the acceding countries as a guarantee of security. In this respect, they relay above all on NATO and the transatlantic relations.



Reviving ideas of a common defence policy, raises scepticism in Slovenia and other acceding countries In particular initiatives such as enhanced cooperation between the group of four (France, Germany, Belgium and Luxemburg) provoke a reluctance. Also Poland is very unwilling as to a further development of the ESDP. 



Accession to the EU implies constitutional changes to enable a transfer of competencies to international organisations. For the acceding countries, polling of sovereignty is on one hand a positive argument in favour of modifying national constitutions, but on the other hand, eurosceptics in Central Europe use this case to claim lose of national sovereignty.



Referenda in Slovenia and Hungary in favour of EU accession, even if the turnout was very low in Hungary (under 50 % of population eligible to vote).



Budapest: 18 October 2003

The Conference “From the European Convention to the IGC: assessing the constitutional process in Europe” took place in Budapest on 18 October 2003. It was divided into three major topics:

A general assessment of the Convention by representatives of different countries who presented also the interests and expectations of their countries on the IGC (comparative national positions). 

Strengthening of high politics at EU level (CFSP, CSDP, AFSJ), 

Simplification, democracy and transparency in the Draft Constitution (EU and the citizens).



The Conference in Budapest, which brought together ca. 50 academics, civil servants, journalists and students, tried to tackle with all three basic challenges underlined by the Laeken Declaration, namely how to bring the EU closer to its citizens, how to organize European politics and institutions in an enlarged Europe, and how to develop the Union into a stabilizing factor in the world. In her view, the Convention itself, and its Draft Constitution made a landmark in facing these challenges. Nevertheless, the game is not over: the IGC opened up the text and it seems that the government representatives are going to modify the institutional reforms, and there is also discussion on the new CSDP arrangements. At the same time, the achievements regarding simplification, transparency, subsidiarity and even greater internal security have better chances to remain intact (of course with some of the legal inconsistencies the legal experts mentioned). The speakers at the conference underlined the dynamic of the constitutional process in Europe. In this light, the CEEC-Debate project has the best chances to monitor national attitudes and evaluate constitutional developments starting with the Nice Treaty and the Laeken Declaration.



The speakers at the conference underlined the dynamic of the constitutional process in Europe. In this light, the CEEC-Debate project has the best chances to monitor national attitudes and evaluate constitutional developments starting with the Nice Treaty and the Laeken Declaration.



The Conference tried to tackle all three basic challenges underlined by the Laeken Declaration, namely how to bring the EU closer to its citizens, how to organise European politics and institutions in an enlarged Europe, and how to develop the Union into a stabilizing factor in the world. In her view, the Convention itself, and its Draft Constitution make a landmark in facing these challenges. Nevertheless, the game is not over: the IGC opened up the text and it seems that the government representatives are going to modify the institutional reforms, and there is also discussion on the new CSDP arrangements. At the same time the achievements regarding simplification, transparency, subsidiarity and even greater internal security have better chances to remain intact (of course with some of the legal inconsistencies the legal experts mentioned). 



Analytical survey

In February 2003 the analytical survey on the Convention and its perception in all ten Central European applicant countries has been launched. The survey touched upon questions debated by the European Convention (e.g. institutional set-up, competences and policies) and concerned the analysis of public discourse, and in particular of the positions of the Central European governments, political parties and civil society on the debate on Europe's future. 



This questionnaire offers a range of aspects and options which should serve as a guidance for your answers. In answering the questionnaire, please refer to positions of government, political parties, pressure groups, wider public or academia/think tanks in your country. Please name sources and materials whenever possible.



Results of work of the European Convention



What should be the result of the work of the European Convention (Option paper presenting different solutions or single document adopted by large consensus or even unanimity? Should a completely new treaty be drafted or should existing treaties be rearranged and streamlined?)?

What will be the structure of the probable new or rearranged treaty? Should the Charter on Fundamental Rights be fully incorporated, or partly (what should be changed?)? Should the treaty represent a single document without differentiation as to the constitutional quality of its parts, or should it be subdivided into part A (of constitutional quality) and part B as secondary (e.g. policies) with lower barriers for revision and change?

Is the proposal of Giscard and the presidium (the skeleton) a good starting point?









Institutions: Please comment on preferred reforms of the following institutions:



European Council/Council: Should a full-time “president” chair and prepare meetings of the European Council? Should this president hold at the same time the position as president of the European Commission? Should the rotation principle of the Presidency be continued? If not, which alternatives and modifications of the present system of Presidency are preferred?

European foreign minister: What is the position of your country in this regard? Should he/she be member of the Commission (Vice-president) and be accountable to both the Commission (and also the European Parliament) and the Council? What would be the relationship between a probable president of the Council and the European foreign minister?

Commission: How should the president of the Commission be nominated and elected? Should he/she be strengthened in his competencies? If yes, how? Which size do you foresee for the Commission in the EU of 25 or more members?

European Parliament: Which reform steps seem urgent (e.g. strengthening the European Parliament through the extension of majority voting; full budgetary competencies; abolition of differentiation between obligatory and non-obligatory expenditure)?

Institutional balance: Should the present power equilibrium in the institutional triangle (EP-Council-Commission) be reformed in favour of one or the other institution, or should the present relationship more or less be maintained? What is the most important institutional reform and why? Do you envisage an overall trend towards a more presidential or parliamentarian political system for the European Union or do these categories not fit with the EU system?



Decision-making



Unanimity: In which areas does your country want to preserve unanimity? In which areas does it prefer an extension of qualified majority voting and co-decision procedure on behalf of the European Parliament?

Which procedures for ratification of treaty changes are preferred?

Differentiation: What is the position of your country on giving room for more differentiation (“enhanced cooperation”; avantgarde; concepts for a “core Europe”) between member states with regard to the present acquis and its further development?



Which other important issues are discussed in your country in the context of the European Convention (e.g. strengthening of the Common Foreign and Security Policy/European Security and Defence Policy, relationship between smaller and bigger countries, etc.)?



Awareness of the European Convention



Does your government actively follow and contribute to the European Convention? Is it a priority of European policy?

Does the public (media, interest groups, parties, etc.) take notice of the work of the Convention? What are their expectations and concerns?

Is there a connection between the preparations for a referendum on EU membership and the Convention?



The second edition of the Analytical Survey has been launched in December 2003. The report will be finalised and available online in May 2004. The second questionnaire mostly focuses on the progresses of the IGC 2003/2004 and the evolution of the position of the new members from the European Convention onwards. This questionnaire offers a range of aspects and options which should serve as guidance for your answers. 



Content of the second questionnaire

In answering the questionnaire, please refer to positions of government and political parties, pressure groups, wider public or academia/think tanks in your country (if their position differs from the governmental one). Please name sources and materials whenever possible.



Outcome of the Intergovernmental Conference



What should be the final outcome of the Intergovernmental Conference (Adoption of the European Constitution by maintaining the draft proposed by the European Convention or by amending the draft Constitutional Treaty, Postponement or Rejection of the European Constitution)?

Does the position of your country changed in the first three months of the duration of the IGC? How does you country participate in the coalition building? If yes, who are the main allies?

What is your country’s position on the outcome of the Summit in Rome on 12/13 December? It is perceived as a failure or success at national/European level? Is there any relationship observed between the perceived failure of the IGC and the possible failure of EU enlargement as such?



IGC: controversial issues 



President of the Council/EU Minister of Foreign Affairs: What are the opinions in your country on the division of competences between the two positions? Shall the President of the Council play a co-ordinating role with regard to the presidencies of the other Council formations. Where shall be the executive structure of the Foreign Minister placed (in the Council or in the Commission)?

Commission: Does your government back the Convention’s proposal to reduce the number of commissioners or does it support the rule “one commissioner one country” proposal or is in favour of a different solution? What is the position of other actors? 

Definition of the qualified majority voting: Is your government satisfied with the provision introduces in the Draft Constitutional Treaty or is it in favour of keeping the Nice system? What is the position of other actors?

Extension of qualified majority voting: Does your government support an extension of QMV to policy fields other than those indicated in the draft constitutional treaty, such as taxation and CFSP? What is the position of other actors?

European Parliament: What are the opinions in your country on the extension of budgetary powers of the European Parliament? 



3.     The ratification process



Which options are envisaged in your country if it comes to the ratification of the Constitutional Treaty (e.g. national referendum, voting in the Parliament)? Which arguments may by perceived as obstacles for adoption of the new Treaty in your country? 



Elections to the European Parliament



Who are the actors - candidates for the EP elections in your country? 

Do they rather belong to the group of high profile politicians or junior/less known politicians? 

Do they have a certain expertise on EU affairs? 

What are/will be the central issues and arguments of the electoral debate?



Awareness of the IGC



Does your national Parliament actively follow the IGC? Was the draft constitutional treaty approved by the Convention discussed in your national parliament?

Does the public (media, interest groups, parties, etc.) take notice of the discussions of the IGC? What are their expectations and concerns? Does the presentation of the constitutional treaty and the negotiations of the IGC have an impact on public opinion trends vis-ą-vis the EU?

How is the media coverage of the first three months of the IGC? Which issues have been covered the most?



Annual report

On the basis of the information collected (workshops, analytical survey and analysis of the press), and taking into account the final result of the deliberations of the European Convention, the first annual report has been drafted in June-July 2003. The first annual report included an evaluation of all major research points, which were analysed in a comparative perspective.
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The first Annual Report demonstrated above all, that it is not possible to consider the 10 Central European Countries as a homogenous group. Each country has its own political and strategic preferences and interests. At the same time, official positions of most Central European governments are similar on guiding principles such as the wish of preserving the institutional balance, maintaining the current number of institutions and ensuring more openness and transparency. On the institutions, national positions represent many similarities such as rejection of the idea of a permanent President of the European Council (with the exception of Poland) and a support for team presidency (e.g. Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia). Basically all of the applicant countries follow the same line of argumentation and their representatives have participated in common initiatives, such as the "group of 16”, a joint initiative of 16 smaller and medium Member States and candidates for accession on the reform of institutions.



The positions taken by representatives of governments and national parliaments at the European Convention show that divergences in the EU integration process do not occur between new and older member states (or between “new and old Europe” representation), but following sovereign interests of each particular country. Representatives of the applicant countries spoke at the Convention with a clear voice, although they tended to follow mainstreams which dominated inside the Convention. All Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECs) argued for maintaining and reinforcing the community method, which would strengthen their political power and allow defending their interests in international fora. They are mostly concerned about the role and representation of small and medium sized countries in an enlarged EU.



The “CEEC-Debate” shows that the debate on Europe’s future in political circles (elites) has not necessarily been followed by a public debate. The apparent weakness of an open debate on Europe’s future in the CEECs has – as stated in CEEC-Debate Annual Report - several reasons. First of all, debate on EU referendum and the outcome of accession negotiations have been prioritised in all applicant countries, which has also been mirrored in the media coverage. Debate on the quality of membership has, at this stage, been considered as secondary. The debates – if any – at this stage of pre-accession were limited to the elites and did not concern the societies. This was partly due to inefficient information campaigns and general lack of interest in politics. In some countries, fora on Europe’s future have been set up. They were generally active in the first stage of their functioning, but lost the dynamics later on. The role of think tanks has not been similar in all acceding countries: e.g. in Czech Republic and in Poland research institutes have had an impact on the government’s position and have proposed some guidelines, whereas in some other countries, this influence is much more limited. 



The CEECs’ representatives at the Convention stipulated that the IGC should not be finished before the ratification process comes to an end in all current Member States, and the new states actually become full fledged members themselves. In fact, the first three months of the duration of the IGC and above all the Summit in Brussels showed that the acceding countries are not only concerned about the timetable of the IGC, but also some of them are keen on vigorously defend their interests and positions (Poland defending the achievements of the Treaty of Nice).



The second Annual Report will look at the progresses of the IGC and its possible outcome, if any, achieved until June 2004. It will be drafted in June 2004.
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2.6 ENLARGEMENT WATCH 2003





On the project

By Barbara Lippert



The future development of the European Union will be determined by two processes: the accession of then even more countries, and the ongoing process of internal reform and deepening of European integration, known as Agenda 2000 and the European Convention. Both processes are closely linked and will change the Union in the 21th century. 



The 17 TEPSA institutes in the old and new member states initiated this semi-annual stock-taking in order to monitor the main features and problems of the accession and negotiation process as well as positions and bargaining strategies of the actors involved.  A standardizes questionnaire was used by all institutes. Due to the specific position of the applicant countries, country reports from the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia are presented in a section of this survey. 



The survey was conducted on the basis of a questionnaire, sent out in February 2003. 



Results for 2003

On 1 May 2004 the EU will enlarge to 25 member states. In Copenhagen, in December 2002, after long and often protracted negotiations, the EU met the “historic and opportunity and political challenge” (Madrid European Council) and changed the political landscape of post-communist Europe. It decided to include eight countries from central and Eastern Europe that successfully managed transformation of politics, economy and society. Moreover, the accession of Malta and (divided) Cyprus strengthens the EU’s presence also in Eastern Mediterranean. Thus, the EU and the candidates had come full circle from the Copenhagen summit in 1993. At that summit, the EU declared its readiness to take in countries that fulfill all political and economic criteria of membership and thereafter launched a pre-accession strategy to direct and monitor adaptation processes in the candidate countries. On 16 April 2003 in the Ancient Agora of Athens 25 Heads of State and Governments as well as foreign ministers signed the accession treaty and closed the chapter of Europe’s post-war division.



However, shadows of the future (the war in Iraq and the transatlantic tensions over the new world order) and shadows of the past (the postponed reforms of EU institutions and policies) made this long prepared moment appear less spectacular and also less joyful than it deserve. Member states are uncertain what they will gain or lose from enlargement and they are concerned about the implications for the functioning of the EU. Talk is even of enlargement as a “leap in the dark” (the French country report). All eyes were on the European Convention which shall mend division over basic outlooks on integration and which shall address all those problems of the EU’s architecture that have been dealt with dilatory and half-heartedly over the nineties. Today, representatives from 28 countries and the EU institutions are involved in writing a constitution for an ever larger EU. The co-incidence of the biggest enlargement in the history of the Community and the leap towards a more fundamental revision and rewriting of the treaties stirs up governments but so far has not unleashed powerful reform strategies.



The Enlargement/Agenda 2000 Watch from 2003 covers the period of the endgame of accession negotiations in autumn 2002 and the signing of the treaties in April 2003. It evaluates the outcome from the perspective of 13 member states and four acceding countries.



The reports show that the governments of the member states and the acceding countries think tha the overall deal, i.e. the terms of accession are a good compromise. Of course, double standards in the CAP remain controversial although the EU will gradually introduce direct payments for farmers in the CEEC, however below levels for the current EU-15. Earlier critique is repeated vis-ą-vis transition periods that have been claimed by current member states (e.g. in chapters like transport, movement of workers etc.) and where the EU used its superior bargaining power. Still Austria is dissatisfied with only partial extension of the eco-point system for road transport of heavy goods. In quantitative terms transition periods claimed by acceding countries by far outnumber those claimed by the member states. However, the transitions granted indicate different economic capacities and also diverging political preferences of both negotiation parties.



In Copenhagen, the EU made concessions with regard to the financial package of enlargement. It remained below the Agenda 2000 ceiling but introduced some special arrangements (the cash flow facility; temporary budget compensation; the increase of quotas to top up direct payments; the reshuffling of money from structural funds to the CAP) to meet the immediate interests of the candidates.



Thus Agenda 2000 survived in Copenhagen; but the real test case for the EU’s enlargement capacity is the next round of budgetary negotiations. Fear of overstretch and overburdening of the EU-25 is the subtext of may statements which say “Yes, Copenhagen was a reasonable deal, but…”. Despite the overall success of the enlargement process the decoupling from the process of EU reforms is now regarded as a crucial weakness of the EU’s policy over the last years. However, no problems are foreseen with regard to the ongoing ratification process in old and new member states including referenda. Many reports praise the Commission which played a key role in the whole enlargement process. 



There is a general expectation that the conclusion of negotiations with Bulgaria and Romania will be a routine matter so that the two countries will be a routine matter so that the two countries will be members in the year 2007 or so. Specific implications of their membership are rarely discussed, e.g. in terms of migration or the budget. Most controversial is the further treatment of Turkey. The commitment of the EU to decide at the December summit in 2004 on the opening of negotiations puts time pressure on the political class and public opinion which is in many member states largely divided (as in Germany, France and also Finland) on the issue. Most countries see accession of the countries of the Western Balkans as a problem of the ot so near future, perhaps a delusion at least as far as Croatia is concerned.



There is also a growing awareness that the EU must develop a more strategic and effective approach towards the new neighbours. The Polish country report outlines the initiative of the Polish Government for an Eastern dimension of the EU’s foreign policy. Compared to reports of other new and old members it seems very outspoken in terms of warnings against a “Russia first policy” and for giving the Ukraine a membership perspective. Here the EU still has to develop a common approach of the 25.



Given the concerns of overstretch and overburdening the items on the post-enlargement agenda are quite clear and must soon be addressed: 

Negotiations fro a new financial framework for the period 2007-2013 will probably see return of the debate on the British rebate. More original proposals for a reform of the won resources system are rarely mentioned. There are doubts whether the “Agenda 2007” will be discussed in a different framework set by provisions of a European Constitution (e.g. on obligatory/non-obligatory expenditure; power of the EP; EU taxation). Enlargement will affect the net payer/recipient positions of member states which could provoke more openness to examine reform proposals on the revenu and the expenditure side of the budget. In Nice, under pressure from Spain it was agreed that decisions on structural funds would be taken by unanimity up to 2007. Consensus on the financial package in an  EU of 25/27 will be expensive as long as the veto power of governments determines bargains.

Apparently, reform of CAP is imminent and member states examine already reform elements presented in the Commission’s mid-term review (modulation; decoupling of production and subvention; milk quota etc.) in light of their interests. Moreover a solution for regions which will – after 2007 in the enlarged Union – lose their objective-1 status must be found in the context of a comprehensive reform. Overall, quite conservative approached to policy reforms prevail.

The problems of a two class EU and scenarios of a core and a wider EU as well as the relationship between small opposed to big countries are frequently mentioned in the country reports. The big/small countries-cleavage could influence intergovernmental bargaining, also with regard to a new financial framework more directly than in the past where issue base d political coalitions prevailed. Interesting observations are made in reports on current member states (Spain and France) on their expected increase or more often decrease of influence in the enlarged EU.

As to the effectiveness and legitimacy of policy-making in the EU-25 hope rests mainly on the European Convention and the upcoming Intergovernmental Conference. For a more detailed insight into the national debates on these issues we also refer to two recent projects of TEPSA “CEEC-Debate” and “Convention Watch” (www.tepsa.be) 



Finally, public opinion in the EU-15 is still relaxed and rather cool towards enlargement. Knowledge of an interest in new members is mostly limited to direct neighbors. Perceptions are influenced by historic national stereotypes and recent tourist experience. Ther is little enthusiasm or curiosity as to the new EU partners. As the EU enters thrilling times this will certainly change.



The country reports presented in this issue show a strong convergence in assessing the enlargement process as a joints political success and in identifying future problems. Admittedly, the picture is more diverse when it comes to preferences for solving these problems. Here domestic political constellations and restrictions, national idiosyncrasies and priorities play an important role and highlight differentiation between member states. In the enlarged EU it will become even more important to learn more about European topics are discussed in the member states and how to find common ground for EU- policy making.



















3. MEETINGS AND CONFERENCES







3.1 GOVERNANCE AND CHALLENGES IN THE POST-ENLARGEMENT EU 



5 March 2003, Brussels, Fondation universitaire

Conference organised by the ESCR “One Europe or Several?” Programme (OEOS) in cooperation with TEPSA





Chairpersons: Prof. Wolfgang Wessels, Prof. Tim Rollo, Jörg Monar

Speakers: Prof. Anthony Forster, Ms. Karen Henderson, Mr. Nikolaus Meyer-Landruth, Mr. Matloob Piracha, Mr. Günter Grosche, Prof. Jean-Victor Louis, Dr. Simon Hix, Prof. Christopher Lord, Dr. Joe Painter, Mr. Philippe de Schoutheete



Welcome by Prof. Jim Rollo, Co-director, One Europe or Several? Programme and Sussex European Institute and Prof. Wolfgang Wessels, TEPSA Chairperson.



This one day conference examined and opened the debate on the following issues:



Security governance: 

- Civil-military relations in the new Member States and their implications for EU security governance

- The new Member States internal security governance: Problems and opportunities



Economic governance:

EMU governance and the dynamics of enlargement

Labour market governance in the enlarged EU



The Institutional context:

The evolution of the European Parliament

Prospects for the Institutional balance after enlargement

The dynamics of regionalisation



On the project

The One Europe or Several? Programme, which finished at the end of April 2003, was a five year research programme, funded by the British Economic and Social Research Council. It examined contemporary processes of political, security, economic, social and cultural change across the European continent, as well as issues of convergence and divergence and prospects for integration and fragmentation. The Programme was concerned with: (a) boundaries, affiliation and identities; (b) social adjustment, wealth creation and distribution; and (c) institutions, citizenship and governance. The Programme aimed to strengthen links with the research and practitioner communities in the UK and elsewhere in Europe.









Key Themes and Topics

The One Europe or Several? Programme covers political, economic, social and security developments across Europe. Thus many projects deal with central and eastern Europe and the challenges of transformation, while others examine the dynamics of change in western Europe. Most projects are comparative and look at several different countries, as you can check by clicking on the country buttons. Some projects deal with the links to globalisation. 

All projects pay some attention to the ways in which transnational European regimes influence these developments, or are shaped by them. These regimes include those managed within the framework and institutions of the European Union, but also look at the changing role of NATO, as well as some of the activities of the Council of Europe and the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe. In addition several projects address more local or informal relationships between neighbours. 

Some of the projects deal with established areas of European co-operation, such as economic and monetary union. Other projects deal with newer policy initiatives, such as those in justice and home affairs, or European defence autonomy, or the Lisbon strategy to promote the ‘open method of coordination’. Contemporary policy issues such as internal security, migration – and the demographic deficit – and transnational organised crime, or the adaptation of European social models are addressed. 

Projects address the changing public policy frameworks, their strengths and limitations, for example relating to institutional capabilities and democratic performance. Some deal with societal change and issues of identity. Others deal with economic change, in relation to economic and monetary union, economic policy or monetary policy, labour markets, regional development, and industrial adjustment, as well as trade flows or investment patterns. There is also coverage of the roles of private organisations: firms, financial institutions, non-governmental organisations and so forth. 

Recurrent questions that cut across the projects include the enlargement of Europe’s multilateral frameworks, such as the European Union – or EU - and NATO, as well as the developing relationships with other European countries and neighbours and cross-border contacts. An important underlying issue is how the process of Europeanisation operates. 





3.2 PRESSURES OF EUROPEANISATION:

FROM POST COMMUNIST STATE ADMINISTRATION TOWARDS NORMAL PLAYERS IN THE EU SYSTEM 



3 April 2003, Fondation universitaire, Brussels

Workshop organised by the Institut für Europäische Politik, the Jean-Monnet-Lehrstuhl für Politikwissenschaft (Universität zu Köln) and TEPSA

Funded by the Volkswagen Foundation



Chairpersons:Prof. Wolfang Wessels, Dr. Mathias Jopp

Speakers: Dr. Barbara Lippert, Ms. Marjeta Jarga, Ms. Maciej Popowski, Mr. Matthias Ruete, Ms. Gaby Umbach, Ms. Marja Rislakki, Ms. Isabelle Verschueren, Ms. Dorota Pyszna-Nigge, Mr. Christian Danielsson, Ms. Zsolt Becsey, Mr. Libor Bohac, Ms. Michaela Küchler





Summary of the conference

In their welcome address Prof. W. Wessels and Dr. M. Jopp introduced the overall research project "Europeanisation of public administrations in Central and Eastern Europe in the process of transformation and integration" funded by the Volkswagen Foundation. They emphasised the importance of the analysis of the impact of EU accession on the CEEC and the implications which the transformation of the political system and the public administration has on the acceding countries. 

Dr. Jopp emphasised the twofold challenges CEEC were facing in this context: the democratic transformation and the parallel process of EU-Europeanisation. Both processes influence each other and thus partly go hand in hand.

Furthermore, the question of the existence and relevance of certain administrative models would be of interest when analysing the developments in the CEEC-5. Have special models of public administration been developed, have the countries taken up pre-communist traditions or are they integrating themselves into the scope of European models?

The three themes which structured the workshop were:

Panel 1: Stages and critical junctures of EU-Europeanisation in the candidate countries: historical overview and developments over the last ten years.

Panel 2: EU-Europeanisation and national differentiation

Panel 3: Unconsolidated EU decision-making systems? 



Within her concluding remarks Dr. Lippert once again highlighted the shift of focus, which the research project experienced during its lifetime and that it was underlined by the participants during the workshop. In the beginning, the project team focussed far more on post-communist legacies of the past as relevant intervening factors for the development of the public administrations in the CEEC-5. At the end of the project, aspects such as the evolution towards normal players and the ‘shadow of the future EU membership’ gain more importance, locating the problems of the CEEC-5 directly into the scope of the future problems of all 25 EU member states. Thus, enlargement will not only challenge the new members, but also change the decision-making procedures in the EU and thus create adaptation pressure for all member states.







3.3 EU ENLARGEMENT AND THE BALTIC SEA REGION



24 November 2003, Stockholm

Conference organised by the Swedish Institute of International Affairs





Chairpersons: Dr. Gunilla Herolf, Prof. Olav Fagelund Knudsen, Dr. Maria Karasinska-Fendler

Speakers: Stéphane Rodrigues, Prof. Iain Begg, Mr. Atis Lejinsm, Prof. Evaldas Nekrasas, Prof. Wolfgang Wessels, Associate Professor Andres Kasekamp, 



This conference is part of the project "Mot ett nytt och större EU" (Towards a new and larger

EU), supported by the European Commission, the Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the

European Parliament and others. It is organized in cooperation with the Trans European

Policy Studies Association (TEPSA).



The conference was articulated around three aspects of the topic: 



 Some Crucial Issues of the Enlargement 

- Why are internal security and immigration issues so important for the new member states?

- Quick EMU entry for the new members - A good or bad thing?� 

Impact of the Enlargement on the Baltic Sea Region 

- The twin enlargements in the Baltic Sea Region: A three-way street? 

- The EU Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Baltic Sea Region.



Impact of the Enlargement on Europe and the EU

- Enlargement effects - more integration or disintegration?

- Effects on EU cooperation - view from a new state



With the kind participation of Laila Freivalds, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Sweden, who held a speech on “The Baltic Sea Region and the Future” 





3.4 ENLARGED EU AND EU-JAPAN RELATIONS 



24-25 November 2003, Brussels

Conference organised by the Studiegroep voor Europese Politiek/Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européennes (SEP-GEPE) and TEPSA 





Chairmen: Prof. Alain De Crombrugghe, Prof. Em. Sylvain Plasschaert, Prof. Reimund Seidelmann, Prof. Em. Jacques Vandamme, Prof. Laurent Van Depoele



Speakers: Dr. Fraser CAMERON,Mr. Pierre DEFRAIGNE, Mr. Jos DELBEKE, Dr. Pal DUNAY, Prof. Kjell ELIASSEN, Professor Jim FOSTER, Mr. Seamus GILLESPIE, Prof. Maria KARASINSKA-FENDLER, Dr. Radek KHOL, Mr. Takayuki KIMURA, Dr. Arkady MOSHES, Prof. Shigeo MUTSUSHIKA, Prof. Hiroshi OHTA, Prof. Marc PALLEMAERTS, Prof. Eric REMACLE, Prof. Mario TELO, Prof. Takakom Dr. Willem VAN DER GEEST, Prof. Luk VAN LANGENHOVE, 



Summary of the conference

Opening session by: Prof. Jean Victor Louis, ULB, President of the Study Group for European Policies and Ambassador Kazuo Asakai, Head of the Mission of Japan to the EU.



The signing of the Accession Treaty with 10 candidate countries on 16 April 2003 changed the nature and the role of the European Union in world affairs.  The conference discussed two main objectives of the 2001 Action Plan signed between the EU and Japan, namely Promoting Peace and Security and Economic Partnership and Trade, in the context of the uniting of Europe and the EU constitutional reform.  The conference dealt with the question how the dynamism of enlargement increases peace, security and stability in Europe and how this affects the relations with the new European neighbours. Furthermore, the conference discussed the impact of an enlarged EU on the economic and trade relations with Japan.





Session 1: Promoting peace and security



The building of a European Security and Defence Policy 

The divided response of European leaders to the Iraq crisis proved once more that it is impossible to create an EU Common Foreign and Security Policy out of 15 separate national policies.  It was ironic that this happened at the moment that the Convention, which was working at a draft of a new EU Constitution, was trying to construct the machinery for such a common policy.  



The achievement of the Convention in this field is a rather disappointing set of provisions for the Common Foreign and Security Policy. The proposed creation of a Union Minister for Foreign Affairs, albeit with limited powers, may however increase the visibility of the EU in world affairs.



The panel was asked to examine the feasibility and consequences of a Common Foreign and Security Policy after enlargement and of possible enhanced co-operation in particular on EU-Japan relations as referred to in the 2001 Action Plan.



New neighbours

The draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe foresees in art. 56 (Part I, Title VIII) the possibility of special agreements with those countries which will become new neighbours of the EU after enlargement.  The panel was asked to reflect on the question of the possible content of such agreements and the impact on EU-Japan relations.





Session 2: Economic Partnership and trade



Enlargement and the Doha-agenda

Although the European Commission was not in a position in Cancun to negotiate formally on the trade issues of the Doha agenda on behalf of the enlarged EU, it is clear that the perspective of the forthcoming enlargement was implicitly taken into account.  The panel discussed about the consequences of enlargement on the initiatives concerning the reinforcement of co-operation in multilateral trade as lay down in the aforementioned 2001 Action Plan and about how the EU and Japan see the future of the WTO after the failure of Cancun.



The implementation of the Kyoto Protocol

The 2001 Action Plan foresees co-operation to seek the effective participation of all countries to ensure the entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol.  How could this EU-Japan co-operation be more effectively organised?   How will the EU guarantee sustainable development in an enlarged Union and how will it monitor the implementation by the Member States of all relevant environmental requirements?

These questions were debated at the conference



Concluding Session

The concluding session was an open debate on how Japan and the EU, in the perspective of a new Europe, emerging from enlargement and constitutional reforms, are facing common challenges. The following general conclusions were drawn:



Building a European Security and Defence Policy

Europe is progressively uniting the continent and contribute as such to peace and security.  The EU should be a more global actor (Prof. T. Ueta)

The EU and Japan share common interests as "civilian process" (as defined by Prof. M. Telo) and are "strategic partners" (former Ambassador T. Kimura)



New neighbours (Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova)

These countries may be economically insignificant for the EU and are probably NOT on its priority list.  But Russia is "incontournable".  The EU should however, develop an active policy to its eastern neighbours in order to avoid:

the widening of the "wealthy gap"

to live next to undemocratic, corrupt and potentially unstable countries

In that sense the EU may contribute to peace and security, which is equally to advantage of Japan



Enlargement and Trade

Enlargement will not disrupt trade relations with Japan but on the contrary will give Japan an extended market. However, this needs time. (M. S. Gillespie)

Enlargement will affect the decision-making structure of the EU, its major policies such as the CAP, Structural Funds and may lead to internal instability.  At the level of the WTO negotiations we have witnessed the start of an EU-Japan alliance



Environment

Enlargement will not affect the EU engagements undertaken in Kyoto.  The Kyoto protocol is an excellent example of close EU-Japan co-operation and both will have to join forces in working for better balance between economy and ecology at world level.



General evaluation of the project

The aim of this project was to discuss two main objectives of the 2001 Action plan for EU- Japan co-operation in the context of the uniting of Europe and the EU constitutional reform.

On 24 and 25 November 2003, an international conference was organised at the premises of the Institut d'Etudes européennes of the Free University of Brussels. The conference brought together Japanese academia and academia from the current and future EU Member States, as well as European students at ULB and Leuven university and some European and Belgian officials.  On the first day the theme of 'Promoting peace and security' was discussed.  This theme was split up in two topics: the building of a European Security and Defence Policy and Future Members and New neighbours. On the second day of the conference, the matter of 'Economic partnership and trade' was on the agenda. Discussion focussed on two topical subjects: the Doha agenda and the Kyoto protocol. The conference was concluded by a lively debate on the common challenges the EU and Japan are facing.

As was the case last year, the conference was more academic than business orientated. Mostly students, officials and academia attended the conference. Although Japanese business circles in Belgium were invited there was relatively little response. The conference is an excellent opportunity for the mainly Belgian audience to get acquainted with the Japanese perspective on important European issues.  The informal contacts that were laid during the lunch and reception will surely contribute to a better understanding of the way in which the EU and Japan deal with the challenges they both are facing in the field of peace and security and in the economic sphere.  Therefore this conference has been a perfect example of "people-to-people" dialogue, as foreseen in the EU-Japan action plan.





Difficulties and follow-up

As pointed out, the main difficulty lays in mobilising Japanese business circles in Belgium.  

As to the follow-up of the conference, a book is being prepared.  This book will not simply summarise the conference proceedings, but will be a really integrated book about EU-Japan relations after the enlargement. The book will be edited by Prof. Eric Remacle of the Institut d'Etudes européennes of the Université Libre de Bruxelles and Prof. Takako Ueta of the Social Science Research Institute and the COE Programme of the Christian University of Tokyo.  Contributors of the book are panelists of the 2002 and 2003 conferences and some additional experts selected by the editors.  The formal contract with the editing house will be signed soon and the publication is expected by September 2004 at the latest.  This book will refer to the series of conferences, TEPSA/SEP-GEPE academic contribution and the Japan Foundation funding.



The signing of the Accession Treaty with 10 candidate countries on 16 April 2003 changed the nature and the role of the European Union in world affairs. The conference discussed two main objectives of the 2001 Action Plan signed between the EU and Japan, namely Promoting Peace and Security and Economic Partnership and Trade, in the context of the uniting of Europe and the EU constitutional reform. The conference dealt with the question how the dynamism of enlargement increases peace, security and stability in Europe and how this affects the relations with the new European neighbours. Furthermore, the conference discussed the impact of an enlarged EU on the economic and trade relations with Japan.













































4. TEPSA-FRIENDS MEETINGS

Four years ago TEPSA created a Brussels-based group, “TEPSA-Friends”. Our aim is to make TEPSA’s activities more accessible to a broader audience of interested civil servants, business and socio-economic circles through a series of friendly gatherings around timely EU issues.



These gatherings deal with current topics of European integration such as Eastern enlargement, the role of the EU in the international and regional systems, the Presidencies of the Council, Common Foreign and Security Policy, etc. We have also organised debates on a number of publications by our members. 



These events have continued to prove the need for a European and multi-disciplinary forum of discussion on current EU affairs. We hold 6 or 7 meetings each year and keep members informed of other TEPSA conferences taking place in Brussels. 



The 2003 Programme:



4.1		26 February L’état de la Convention�with: Giuliano AMATO, Vice-président of the Convention and Andrew DUFF, MEP, Member of the Convention



4.2	17 March Wider Europe: a Ukrainian Prospective 

	with: Marek GRELA, Ambassador, Head of the Mission of Poland to the EU, Hans-Josef SCHWARZ, Managing Director of Westdeutsche Landesbank AG and Viktor YANUKOVYCH, Prime Minister of Ukraine



4.3	19 June First Assessment of the Convention�with: Franklin DEHOUSSE, IRRI, Giovanni GREVI, EPC, Jean-Victor LOUIS, SEP & IUE Florence and Christian FRANCK, TEPSA



Hardly a week after the approval of the draft constitutional treaty by the European Convention, TEPSA organised a debate aiming at a first assessment of the Convention.  The aim of this evening was an exchange of views between the different European institutes that are based in Brussels.  

Prof. Grevi compared in his lecture, the draft constitution with the challenges that were put forward in the Laeken Declaration: to bring the institutions closer to the citizens, policy making at European level and the reinforcement of the EU's foreign policy.

Prof. Dehousse analysed the constitution in terms of true progress, evident progress, decline and status quo domains.

Prof. Louis compared the results of the Convention with the challenges which were put forward by the Nice Summit.

Prof. Franck concluded the evening with a critical note on the co-operation between the Benelux countries.



4.4 	23 October Free Trade: Too much or too little?�with: Karl FALKENBERG, Director DG Trade, European Commission, Ferinando RICCARDI, Chief Editor, Agence Europe and Laurent VAN DEPOELE, Former Director European Commission and Executive Vice-President SEP



The three discussants agreed that a progressive (instead of total) liberalisation of world trade is one of the most important stimuli for economic development, but is in itself not a solution to poverty and hunger in the world.  Poverty and food shortages in development countries are mainly rural phenomena which are due to a shortage of income, for which the agricultural sector has to be central in the struggle against under-development.  This presupposes that these countries become less dependent on monoculture.  Total liberalisation will only increase their dependency on the production of one product because in a completely open market they will do anything to produce more, which increases the risk of a collapse of the world market price and works only for the advantage of the multi-national agro-food industry.  The dramatical hara kiri of a Korean farmer in Cancun was a scream against the full opening of agricultural markets.  Because of the full opening of their borders, Korea is overwhelmed with imported rice. On the basis of a recent reform of the CAP (June 2003), which foresees a de-linking of agricultural subsidies and production, the EU went to Cancun with a clear conscience.  Unfortunately this did not help.  To get out of the current 'impasse', the EU and the USA will have to make additional efforts.  The developing countries need a development policy which goes beyond commercial preferences.  

There was also consensus on the fact that there is no alternative for the World Trade Organisation and that bilateral agreements are no alternative for multilateralism.  The deadline which was put forward by Doha, end 2004, does not seem realistic and a prolongation of the negotiations until 2006 seems very likely.�

4.5		20 November Les Relations Chine-UE au lendemain du sommet de Pékin

		with: Mr Chengyuan GUAN, Ambassador, Mission of China to the EU



The Chinese ambassador, Chengyuan Guan started his presentation by recalling the important meeting between China and the EU which took place in Peking on 30 October 2003.  Preceding this summit, China had for the first time made up a strategic document with the EU as subject.  In this document, objectives to come to a closer co-operation were drafted for the next five years.  Ambassador Guan summed up the successful results of the summit: a common action plan for the deepening of the strategic and global partnership between the EU and China, concrete goals in the political and economic field and the signing of co-operation agreements (a.o. the participation of China in the Galileo programme of the EU).  He predicts a durable relationship between the EU and China for the coming years.



4.6 		2 December Belgian European Policy : from the report-Tindemans to the IGC

		with: Leo TINDEMANS, Karel VAN MIERT, Jacques SIMONET



At the occasion of the 80th birthday of Prof. Jacques Vandamme, honorary president of SEP and TEPSA, a conference was organised on 2 december, with the topic "the Belgian European policy:  from the Tindemans report to the IGC 2003."  

Three generations of politicians spoke about their experiences and ideas about past, present and future of the EU.  First speaker was Minister of State and former Prime Minister Leo Tindemans, who honoured the workings of Prof. Vandamme during the starting years of the European Community.  Next was Minister of State and former European Commissioner Karel Van Miert, who expressed his worries about the current crisis situation in the EU.  State secretary for European Affairs Jacques Simonet let his light shine on the state of affairs at the intergovernmental conference which started at 4 October.  A week before the Rome summit, troubles are not yet over.







4.7			15 December	Transatlantic Relations

with: Gūnther BURGHART, Head of the Delegation of the European Commission to the US



The ambassador started his lecture about transatlantic relations with mentioning that at this time there are many negative reactions of Washington on the European policy.  However, never have there been more contacts between Europeans and Americans on different levels.  Much can be explained by the pre-electoral atmosphere.  The ambassador pointed out the importance of trade between the continents and also spoke about NATO-ESDP.  He ended his discourse with optimism and referred to the document of the Transatlantic Policy Network "A strategy to strengthen Transatlantic partnership" which was recently discussed in Washington.
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