
The Secretariat 
Convention on the 
Future of Europe

Background Guide



2 Delegates,
Welcome to the seventeenth installment of GatorMUN! My name is Sloan Stephens, and I am 
honored to be your committee director for this year’s conference. This year, my committee is 
the Convention on the Future of Europe, and I hope that it will be an incredibly educational, 
competitive, and fun experience for all delegates.

Before digging into the specifics, here’s a little bit about myself: I am a senior at UF majoring in 
International Studies (with a Europe concentration) and music, and minoring in European Union 
studies. My love for European politics stems from my study abroad experiences in Brussels, 
Belgium, and Salzburg, Austria, and I have been following along across the pond since then. With 
UF Model United Nations, I also serve as a crisis director at our college conference, FLCS, and as 
Director of Member Development on our Executive Board. Some of you may remember me from 
last year’s GatorMUN, where I directed the wildly exciting GA Plenary: Special Summit 2040! I 
only started Model UN during my senior year of high school and attended one conference, but 
since joining the UF team, I have traveled over ten times and have loved every single experience. 
I myself never attended GatorMUN as a delegate, and am jealous of all of you! In the rare 
occurrences when I am not doing MUN things,  I like to spend time playing the French horn, 
napping, and watching my favorite soccer teams Orlando City and Chelsea.

The Convention on the Future of Europe, which took place in 2002, is a perfect example of this 
year’s theme, Untold Stories. From my memory as an AP European History student in 10th grade, 
very little time was spent discussing the European Union, and considering the impact the EU has 
on global politics, I think that it is vastly underrepresented in US education today. Furthermore, 
within the EU historical timeframe, this convention itself is often forgotten among Europeans, 
despite the incredible significance it maintained at the time and the impact it would have on later 
reforms of the EU. It also sets up to be a fantastically exciting Model UN committee, considering 
the nature of the resolutions adopted and the characters represented were never seen before in 
European politics.

Delegates, your mission during conference weekend is deceptively simple: write a constitution 
for the European Union. Now, EU legislation is infamously long and boring to read, so instead 
of going from start to finish, we are going to focus on a few important topics to rewrite the 
governing laws of the Union. This committee will have to deal with several topics over our five 
sessions, so buckle your seat belts and get ready for a fast-paced conference weekend!
 
For those of you who have researched the EU, you’ll know that this convention fails in our 
timeline. So, without compromising your ideals, be ready to learn from the mistakes of the past 
and try again. And in case you forgot, all EU treaty revisions must be ratified by all member states 
individually, so get ready for a crisis update or two during the ratification process to be mixed in 
with our specialized committee!

Good Luck delegates, and I cannot wait to get started in January!

Sloan Stephens
Director
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Quorum
A majority of voting members answering to the roll at each session shall constitute a quorum for 
that session. This means that half plus one of all voting members are present. Quorum will be 
assumed consistent unless questioned through a Point of Order. Delegates may request to be 
noted as “Present” or “Present and Voting.” 

Motion to Open Debate
This opens the floor for debate, allowing other points or motions. 

Motion to Set the Agenda
This motion determines the order in which the topics of a committee will be debated. 
Permission to speak will be accorded to one speaker for and one speaker against, and a two-
thirds majority is required for the motion to pass. 

Motion to Open the Speaker’s List
Opening the Speaker’s List requires a simple majority to pass. A delegate may only be present 
on the Speaker’s List once, but may re-enter after he/she has spoken. If the Speaker’s List 
expires, debate then closes. 

Motion to Set Speaking Time
Speaking Time must be indicated by this motion from the floor before any members of the body 
may speak on the Speaker’s List. This motion must also accompany any motion for a Moderated 
Caucus. In a Motion to Set Speaking Time for the formal Speaker’s List, a delegate may also 
specify a number of questions or comments to automatically affix to the Speaking Time. These 
designated questions or comments may also have Speaking Time or Response Time (in the 
case of a question) limits, but these are not required. The Director may rule any Motion to Set 
Speaking Time dilatory. This motion requires a simple majority. Any delegate may make this 
motion between formal speakers in an effort to change the Speaking Time.

Motion to Close the Speaker’s List
The Speaker’s List may be closed upon a motion from the floor. Permission to speak will be 
accorded to one speaker for and one speaker against, and a two-thirds majority is required for 
the motion to pass. 

Motion to Suspend the Rules for the Purpose of a Moderated 
Caucus
This motion must include three specifications:
    a. Length of the Caucus
    b. Speaking time, and
    c. Reason for the Caucus.
During a moderated caucus, delegates will be called on to speak by the Committee Director. 
Delegates will raise their placards to be recognized. Delegates must maintain the same degree 
of decorum throughout a Moderated Caucus as in formal debate. This motion requires a simple 
majority to pass. 

Rules of Procedure



4 Motion to Suspend the Rules for the Purpose of an 
Unmoderated Caucus
This motion must include the length of the Caucus. During an unmoderated caucus, delegates 
may get up from their seats and talk amongst themselves. This motion requires a simple majority 
to pass. The length of an unmoderated caucus should never exceed twenty minutes. 

Motion to Suspend the Meeting
This motion is in order if there is a scheduled break in debate to be observed. (ie. Lunch!) This 
motion requires a simple majority vote. The Committee Director may refuse to entertain this 
motion at their discretion.

Motion to Adjourn the Meeting
This motion is in order at the end of the last committee session. It signifies the closing of the 
committee until next year’s conference.

Motion to Table the Topic
If a delegate believes that the flow of debate has become stagnant, he/she may make this 
motion. To Table the Topic is to halt debate on the present Topic, save the speakers’ list and 
all draft resolutions, and move on to the next Topic on the Agenda. The delegate making this 
motion may also choose to specify a previously tabled Topic. This motion requires a two-thirds 
vote to pass. The Topic may be returned to at any time by tabling the present Topic and adding 
the phrase “for the purpose of returning to Tabled Topic ____,” to this motion. If no Topics have 
been previously tabled, debate must follow the established Agenda. This motion is to be used 
sparingly.

Points of Order
Points of Order will only be recognized for the following items:
    a) To recognize errors in voting, tabulation, or procedure,
    b) To question relevance of debate to the current Topic or
    c) To question a quorum.
A Point of Order may interrupt a speaker if necessary and it is to be used sparingly.

Points of Inquiry
When there is no discussion on the floor, a delegate may direct a question to the Committee 
Director. Any question directed to another delegate may only be asked immediately after the 
delegate has finished speaking on a substantive matter. A delegate that declines to respond to a 
question after a formal speech forfeits any further questioning time. The question must conform 
to the following format:
 Delegate from Country A raises placard to be recognized by the Committee Director.
 Committee Director: “To what point do you rise?”
             Country A: “Point of Inquiry.”
 Committee Director: “State your Point.”
 Country A: “Will the delegate from Country B (who must have just concluded a substantive 
speech)            yield to a question?”
 Committee Director: “Will the Delegate Yield?”
            Country B: “I will” or “I will not” (if not, return to the next business item)
             Country A asks their question (it must not be a rhetorical question.)



5           Country B may choose to respond or to decline.
If the Delegate from Country B does not yield to or chooses not to answer a question from 
Country A, then he/she yields all remaining questioning time to the Committee Director.

Points of Personal Privilege
Points of personal privilege are used to request information or clarification and conduct all other 
business of the body except Motions or Points specifically mentioned in the Rules of Procedure.

Please note: The Director may refuse to recognize Points of Order, Points of Inquiry or Points of 
Personal Privilege if the Committee Director believes the decorum and restraint inherent in the 
exercise has been violated, or if the point is deemed dilatory in nature.

Rights of Reply
At the Committee Director’s discretion, any member nation or observer may be granted a 
Right of Reply to answer serious insults directed at the dignity of the delegate present. The 
Director has the ABSOLUTE AUTHORITY to accept or reject Rights of Reply, and the decision IS 
NOT SUBJECT TO APPEAL. Delegates who feel they are being treated unfairly may take their 
complaint to any member of the Secretariat.

Working Papers and Draft Resolutions
Once a Working Paper has been submitted, approved, distributed, and formally introduced to 
the body, it can and will be referred to as a “Draft Resolution.” In order for a Working Paper to 
be submitted to the Committee Director, it must be in correct format and bear the names of a 
combination of a number of Sponsors and Signatories necessary to introduce, as determined by 
the Committee Director. 

Sponsors are the writers of the Working Paper, and agree with it in its entirety. They should 
be able to vote ‘yes’ for the paper during voting procedure. Signatories are those delegates 
interested in bringing the Working Paper to the floor for debate, but do not necessarily agree 
with its contents. 

A delegate can motion to discuss the working paper during a moderated caucus or 
unmoderated caucus. A delegate can also motion for an author’s panel, which is essentially 
a moderated caucus moderated by the authors. It is the chair’s discretion on the maximum 
amount of authors allowed on the author’s panel.

Friendly Amendments
Friendly Amendments are any changes to a formally introduced Directive that all Sponsors 
agree to in writing. The Committee Director must approve the Friendly Amendment and confirm 
each Sponsor’s agreement both verbally and in writing.

Unfriendly Amendments
Unfriendly Amendments are any substantive changes to a formally introduced Directive that 
are not agreed to by all of the Sponsors of the Directive. In order to introduce an Unfriendly 
Amendment, the Unfriendly Amendment must the number equivalent to 1/3 of Quorum 
confirmed signatories. The Committee Director has the authority to discern between substantive 
and nonsubstantive Unfriendly amendment proposals.



6 Plagiarism
GatorMUN maintains a zero-tolerance policy in regards to plagiarism. Delegates found to have 
used the ideas of others without properly citing those individuals, organizations, or documents 
will have their credentials revoked for the duration of the GatorMUN conference. This is a very 
serious offense.

Motion to Close Debate and Voting Procedures 
A motion to close debate may only pass with a two-thirds majority. Once this motion passes, 
and the committee enters Voting Procedure, no occupants of the committee room may exit 
the Committee Room, and no individual may enter the Committee Room from the outside. A 
member of the Dias will secure all doors.

Once moving into voting procedures chair can only accept these motions:
• A point of order to correct an error in procedure
• An appeal of the decision of the chair
• A motion for division
• A motion for roll call vote
• A motion for adoption by acclamation
• 
No talking, passing notes, or communicating of any kind will be tolerated during voting 
procedures.

Each Draft Resolution will be read to the body and voted upon in the order which they were 
introduced. Any Proposed Unfriendly Amendments to each Draft Resolution will be read to 
the body and voted upon before the main body of the Draft Resolution as a whole is put to a 
vote. The Committee will adopt Directives and Unfriendly Amendments to Directives if these 
documents pass with a simple majority. Specialized committees should refer to their background 
guides or Committee Directors for information concerning specific voting procedures. Unless 
otherwise specified by the Secretariat, each Committee may pass as many resolutions as it agrees 
are necessary to efficiently address the Topic

Delegates who requested to be noted as “Present and Voting” are unable to abstain during 
voting procedure. Abstentions will not be counted in the tallying of a majority. For example, 5 yes 
votes, 4 no votes, and 7 abstentions means that the Directive passes.

Roll Call Voting
A counted placard vote will be considered sufficient unless any delegate to the committee 
motions for a Roll Call Vote. If a Roll Call Vote is requested, the committee must comply. All 
delegates must vote: “For,” “Against,” “Abstain,” or “Pass.”

During a Roll Call vote, any delegate who answers, “Pass,” reserves his/her vote until the 
Committee Director has exhausted the Roll. However, once the Committee Director returns to 
“Passing” Delegates, they must vote: “For” or “Against.”

Voting with Rights
During a Roll Call vote delegates may vote “For with Rights” or “Against with Rights.” Delegates 
will be granted 30 seconds to explain their reasons for voting for or against a draft resolution. 
This time will come after the tabulation of votes.



7Delegates should use this option sparingly. It is meant for delegates who feel that their vote 
may seem off policy, despite it being correct. The acceptance of rights is up to the director’s 
discretion. If a speaker goes off topic during their allotted time the director will rule their speech 
dilatory and move to the next motion in order.

Accepting by Acclamation
This motion may be stated when the Committee Director asks for points or motions. If a Roll 
Call Vote is requested, the motion to Accept by Acclamation is voided. If a delegate believes 
a Directive will pass without opposition, he or she may move to accept the Directive by 
acclamation. The motion passes unless a single delegate shows opposition. An abstention is not 
considered opposition. Should the motion fail, the committee will move directly into a Roll Call 
Vote. 

Committee Mechanics 
As an introductory note on the mechanics of this committee, I am aiming to run it as a fast-paced 
General Assembly-style committee. This means, as I will elaborate below, that we will be going 
through the resolution writing process about once per session on a few different topics. I per-
sonally am a fan of this setup, as it allows us to get the best of both the GA and Crisis worlds: a 
body that aims to agree and legislate on realistic solutions to contemporary problems, but at 
the same time a body that has to make quick decisions and debate on a wide variety of issues. 
As someone who primarily competes in crisis committees, I can find the back-to-back 45 minute 
long unmoderated caucuses sometimes found in GA committees sort of a drag, so don’t worry, 
we won’t have time for that here!

1. Setting the Agenda
When it comes to the agenda, delegates will have four topics to tackle through the course of 
the weekend. The first topic will be dealing with institutional structure, which will be automati-
cally set by the dais on the first session. This topic is important to lead off with in committee, as it 
can have massive ramifications on the topics that follow. However, once the first topic is closed, 
delegates will be given the chance to set the agenda from any other topic. We will have a short 
(under 5 minutes) moderated caucus on the decision and then immediately enter a vote. 

2. Speakers List
The committee will open a speaker’s list similar to standard parliamentary procedure, and at the 
beginning of each topic of debate, several names will be called from the list. However, due to 
the fast-paced nature of the committee, there will not be a large number of names selected for 
the list, and the debate will mostly flow through caucuses. Should a delegate want their name 
added to the list after the first round of selection, they may send up a note to the dais requesting 
to be added. 

3. Debate 
The debate in this committee will mostly take place in moderated caucuses and unmoderated 
caucuses. During moderated caucuses, a single delegate has the floor for a predetermined 
amount of time and may speak about the topic at hand until their time is up. During an unmod-
erated caucus, everyone is free to speak with each other, walk around the room, and form work-
ing groups. During this committee, we will try our best to make sure there is a healthy balance 
of moderated and unmoderated caucuses, and the dais may occasionally give suggestions to 
delegates on what may be a good motion to make. 



8 4. Bill Introduction 
If a working group has successfully completed the first draft of a paper with the requisite number 
of sponsors and signatories, it can be submitted to the dais as a Working Paper. From there, the 
dais will give back edits to the delegates, and once corrected, it can be resubmitted as a Draft 
Resolution. The number of sponsors and signatories will be determined by Quorum. Depending 
on how many submissions there are and the similarity of Working Papers, the dais may ask del-
egates to merge Working Papers and submit as one Draft Resolution. For the sake of time, there 
will be no author’s panel for each Draft, but if there are sufficient questions from the body, the 
dais may suggest a short moderated caucus to address them. 

5. Voting on Bills and Amendments 
Once all Draft Resolutions have been submitted, delegates can close debate and enter voting 
procedure. Each draft resolution will be voted on in the order of introduction, with a simple ma-
jority required to pass. Abstentions do not count as “no” votes and will be taken out of the total 
tally. Friendly amendments and unfriendly amendments will use the same procedure as is stan-
dard in General Assembly committees. 
Note: the European Union uses a system of “Qualified Majority Voting,” which is a system that di-
vides the total number of votes cast by a proportion taking into account equality between states 
and also the total population of each state. Because this is a complicated system (and potentially 
one that can be edited through a resolution), we will stick to a simple majority for this committee. 

6. Crisis updates 
While this is primarily a fast Assembly-style committee, the dais has decided to spice things up 
with some crisis updates. There will likely only be one or two throughout the entire conference, 
and they will be presented a little differently than an update in a crisis committee. Rather than de-
mand immediate action, the updates coming from the dais will instead prompt the delegates to 
incorporate its information into their current debate, and may even foreshadow potential conse-
quences that could result from certain decisions. 
An extra hint: we will also be incorporating a crisis update into the ratification process of the trea-
ty, which comes after a resolution has been passed and is then sent to national governments!

List of Acronyms
EU - European Union
ECSC - European Coal and Steel Community
EEC - European Economic Community
Euratom - European Atomic Energy Community
EUCO - European Council (heads of state/government)
CAP - Common Agricultural Policy
ECJ - European Court of Justice
SEA - Single European Act
EP - European Parliament
QMV - Qualified Majority Voting
CFSP - Common Foreign and Security Policy
CSDP- Common Security and Defense Policy
MEP - Member of European Parliament
EC - European Commission
CEU- Council of the European Union (rotating body of ministers)
NATO - North Atlantic Treaty Organization (non-EU body)
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The upcoming European Convention and its significance can only be put into perspective by 
analyzing the tumultuous history of Europe that preceded it, especially that of the 20th Century. 
Much of today’s political structures owe their current status and power to the radical ideas of 
the founders of the European project, and the constant struggle to continue and strengthen it 
has endured since those early days. To realize how far Europe has come in terms of maintaining 
peace and economic prosperity, all one has to do is look back 50 to 100 years in the past and 
see a totally different continent. While many citizens don’t realize it, the European Union has fun-
damentally changed their lives for the better in a variety of ways, and the upcoming Convention 
hopes to do just the same.  

Pre-existing International Systems and World Wars
In order to understand the context under which the idea for a more united Europe arose, it is 
best to look at the international systems and conflicts that dominated Western society for cen-
turies. Since the Peace of Westphalia in 1648 and the development of strong nation-states like 
France in the following centuries, the national level of governance was always held in the high-
est importance among leaders. Due to this political atmosphere, nation-states would often wage 
war against each other with little to no effort placed in mediating disputes before they became 
bloody. Thus, during the modern era, the European continent became embroiled in war several 
different times over a period of 300 years. Various attempts to organize the international system 
followed each of these, including the Congress of Vienna in 1815 and the League of Nations 
in 1919. The Congress of Vienna was simply a balance of power structure between the large 
nation-states and involved no supranational authority. When the League of Nations ultimately 
replaced that balance of power after World War I, it included supranational decisions by consen-
sus but proved to be a failure due to lack of enforceability and the absence of the United States. 
The League would meet its demise with the rise of Nazi Germany and the beginning of World 
War II. The war would mark the second time in 25 years that France and Germany would go to 
war and destroy large parts of Western Europe in the process. 

The Beginnings of European Integration
Shortly after World War II concluded, Western leaders once again tried to come up with a sys-
tem that would prevent destruction on that scale from occurring ever again. While the interna-
tional community drafted up the United Nations, European leaders began to think about taking 
it a step further. European integrationists began to appear within the governments of France, 
West Germany, Italy, and other nations, promoting the idea that Europe should take steps to 
grow closer together in order to prevent another disaster. 

The first significant growth in this area was the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), 
signed into effect in 1951 by the governments of France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, the 
Netherlands, and Luxembourg. These “Original Six” states took this first leap to integration and 
would be the cornerstone of future integration projects. The ECSC was essentially a high author-
ity created to oversee the industrial production of all six states, creating a unified policy among 
them. The ECSC consisted of the High Authority (made up of appointed members from each 
state), a Parliament (made up of representatives of each state), and a Court of Justice (with 
independent judges from each state), the three of which would form the backbone of future 

History of European Integration



10 institutions The idea behind the ECSC was to unify the means of production between the states 
that had so often used them against each other, so that lasting peace could be achieved. Consid-

ering that the French and Germans six years 
earlier were using coal and steel to wage war 
on one another, their cooperation under the 
ECSC was an incredible step forward. The 
ECSC also marked the first time that nations 
willingly gave up sovereignty to a suprana-
tional authority, which contrasted greatly with 
the nation-state model that had dominated 
Europe in the past. 

The next significant development in European 
integration was the Treaty of Rome, drafted 
in 1957 and implemented in 1958. Signed by 
the same six states as the ECSC, the Treaty of 
Rome established the European Economic 
Community (EEC), which along with the ECSC 
and the European Atomic Energy Commu-
nity (Euratom), became the three “European 
Communities.” The EEC proposed the grad-
ual elimination of customs duties between 

member states and the creation of a single market centered around the Four Freedoms. These 
freedoms, of capital (money), goods, services, and labor (people), were of pivotal importance to 
these European states in order to rebuild their economies during the Cold War era. The Treaty of 
Rome also proposed a variety of other joint ventures, including the creation of a Common Agri-
cultural Policy (CAP), a Common Transport Policy, and the European Social Fund. However, these 
projects were slow to take off compared to the economic reforms. Finally, the High Authority of 
the ECSC was reconstituted as the European Commission, and the ECSC’s institutions now had 
authority over each of the European Communities. 

Over the next two decades or so, there were little institutional changes within the European Com-
munities, but it was a time of rapid growth economically and politically for the bloc. European 
law began to take precedence in the political discourse, with the European Court of Justice (ECJ) 
establishing the principle of direct effect with the Van Gend en Loos decision of 1963. Direct 
effect essentially implies that any decision made at the supranational level is binding to all levels 
of government below it, requiring national and local governments to comply with European law. 
Such a concept would have seemed outlandish just 20 years prior, but the faith in supranational 
institutions was growing in Europe. 

The European Communities brought massive economic growth to its members, especially West 
Germany, and other states became eager to join. The United Kingdom notably did not join at 
the beginnings of the project, and France under Charles de Gaulle was always wary of British 
presence on the continent and tried to keep them out to the best of his ability. However, once he 
left office and the political scene shifted, the UK, along with Ireland and Denmark, was admitted 
to the European Communities in 1973. Pushing the number of members to nine, the inclusion 
of these countries was the first of a series of enlargements for the bloc, and enlargement policy 
became a key issue for the bloc in the years going forward. The next round of enlargements took 
place in the 1980s, with Greece joining in 1981 and Spain and Portugal joining five years later in 
1986. The inclusion of these countries was a watershed moment for the European project, as for 



11the first time it included countries that had not yet established a stable norm of democracy and 
economic progress. Greece, Spain, and Portugal all had authoritarian regimes for large parts of 
the 20th century and did not benefit from the early economic growth in the EEC, and thus, upon 
entry to the bloc were well behind their fellow nations. In a theme that would become standard 
as the European project continues to enlarge, they would have to catch up to the rest via heavy 
assistance from the richer nations within the EEC. 

One of the biggest turning points in Euro-
pean integration was the adoption of the 
Single European Act (SEA), which was a 
major revision of the Treaty of Rome. The 
SEA included a specifically stated goal that 
the bloc would aim to create a “single 
market,” were all movement of goods, 
services, capital, and labor was free within 
the bloc. This principle was established in 
the Treaty of Rome decades earlier, but the 
SEA was the first time it was set out as a 
policy objective, with a completion dead-
line of 1992. It also vastly increased the 
power of the European Parliament (EP) 

through the cooperative legislative procedure, which required the EP to approve legislation 
passed by the Council (unless the Council had a majority). At the same time, many policy areas 
were switched from consensus voting in the Council to a system called Qualified Majority Voting 
(QMV), which accounted for both the size of each member state and trying to distribute repre-
sentation evenly. The QMV proportions that are required to pass will be discussed later, but the 
switch away from consensus voting in many areas signaled an increased faith in the European 
project by member states. 

The formation of the European Union and Post-Cold War Eu-
rope
While the European integration project had existed in several forms up until the end of the 
20th century, it officially became known as the “European Union” (EU) with the ratification of the 
Treaty on European Union (also known as the Maastricht Treaty or TEU) in 1992 and its start date 
in 1993. Several major changes were made to the European political system that entrenched 
integration between all member states and set forth new goals for the bloc. The first was the 
adoption of the pillar system to organize the EU’s main policy areas. The first pillar was every-
thing that had existed before, now known as the European Communities (ECSC, EEC, Euratom). 
The second pillar, which was based on informal agreements but had never existed before, was 
based on Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) between the member states. The third 
pillar, also a new addition, was based on Justice and Home Affairs that would be shared be-
tween member states. 

Another extremely important aspect of the Maastricht Treaty is the goal of adopting the euro 
as the common currency. Many within the single market thought that it would be considerably 
more effective without separate currencies for each state, and thus the Maastricht Treaty put the 
single currency plan into motion. The first step was to lock all currencies together in terms of 
comparative value, which created the European Exchange Rate Mechanism the previous de-



12 cade. The Maastricht Treaty took this a step further by establishing the Euro Convergence Crite-
ria, which outlined the financial situation countries had to have in order to adopt the euro. These 
qualifications were: inflation rates no more than 1.5% higher than the EU average, total govern-
ment debt must not be higher than 60% of annual GDP, and the country must have long-term 
interest rates 2% above the rates of the average. Once several countries had met these require-
ments, the Euro would be officially adopted in 1999 in financial markets across the world. Anoth-
er major change in the Maastricht Treaty would include the introduction of the Advisory Commit-
tee of the Regions, which allowed for regional representation at the EU level. 
The Maastricht Treaty faced some objections from Danish voters, who narrowly rejected the refer-
endum, and the French, who barely passed the referendum, so the treaty had to undergo some 
revisions to appease all member states before coming into effect. 

Two other treaties created minor changes in the EU governing structure in the decade that fol-
lowed the Maastricht Treaty. The first one, the Treaty of Amsterdam, was signed in 1997 and 
offered substantial changes to the legislative process within the EU. The main change was the 
expansion of European Parliament powers through the co-decision legislative process, which 
requires both the Parliament and the Council to agree on the language of legislation through 
several steps. This gives the Parliament a more equal footing in the legislative process and cre-
ates something closer to a bicameral system in the EU’s “legislative” branch. Another important 
introduction in the Amsterdam Treaty was the new High Representative of Foreign and Security 
Policy, similar to a Foreign Minister role for the EU as a whole. This new position put a name and a 
face on EU foreign policy, which was a symbolic gesture to highlight the bloc’s increased empha-
sis on the policy area going forward. 

The Treaty of Nice, signed in 2001 but not yet put into effect, was written to prepare for the up-
coming accession of several Eastern European states into the bloc It transformed the voting rep-
resentation system of the Council into a double majority of Member states (with each represent-
ing one vote) and with total proportional votes cast (with number of votes being determined by 
the population of each state). The treaty also created subsidiary courts to the European Court of 
Justice, increased the member count of the European Parliament, and created a sanctions mech-
anism to punish national governments that act against the values of the European Union. The 
Treaty of Nice was seen as a watered-down compromise on a number of issues, and although it 
has yet to go into effect at the time of the committee starting, many across Europe are looking to 
revisit some of the developments in the Treaty to come up with better solutions. 

After the introduction of the Maastricht Treaty, many states across Europe were eager to join the 
EU thanks to its track record of economic prosperity. Around the same time, the Soviet Union and 



13its satellite states all abandoned Communism, which 
brought the end of the Cold War. As these gov-
ernments switched to capitalism, they were eager 
to join the European Union, which left the current 
EU members with a daunting task to incorporate 
so many new states. The first wave of new enlarge-
ments was in the 1990s, starting with East Germany 
as it was incorporated into West Germany in 1990. 
The first new independent states post-Cold War to 
join were Austria, Finland, and Sweden, formerly 
neutral states who were in a relatively strong eco-
nomic position at the time. At the time, several other 
nations were eager to join, and the EU began to 
prepare for its biggest enlargement ever. It adopted 
a guideline called the Acquis Communautaire, which 
is the total amount of policy adjustments that coun-
tries must make to join the EU and meet its stan-
dardized practices. The total list of countries that are 

being heavily considered for accession imminently is Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia. Bulgaria and Romania are also being 
considered but are expected to join later than the aforementioned countries. While not officially 
in the EU just yet, many candidate countries are actively consulted on political happenings in 
order to facilitate an easier transition when they join in the years to come. 

Call for a Convention
The European project has taken several different forms in its history and has grown increasing-
ly integrated within existing political structures on the continent. However, one idea has been 
consistently thrown around by European leaders, but not brought into practice: the creation of 
a European Constitution. In its current state, the EU is bound together by the agglomeration of 
treaties that its leaders have passed and amended (mainly the Treaty of Rome and the Maas-
tricht Treaty and their revisions). However, many have clamored for a single, unifying document 
that sets the role and powers of the EU similar to the constitutions that exist for nation-states. In 
practice, the treaties that currently exist function as such, but many see the adoption of a Euro-
pean Constitution as an important symbolic undertaking on top of the political ramifications. 

At the 2001 European Council meeting in Laeken, Belgium, the body decreed the creation of 
the Convention on the Future of Europe to be held the following year. The meetings would be 
chaired by Valery Giscard d’Estaing, former President of France, and vice-chaired by Belgian 
Jean-Luc Dehaene and Italian Guiliano Amato. Delegates would consist of Members of Europe-
an Parliament (MEPs), ministers from each national government, Representatives from the Euro-
pean Commission, and ministers from candidate countries that have yet to join the union. This 
meeting is seen as a potential turning point in European integration, but there is still consider-
able debate to be had on potential reforms and new policies that can be implemented. 
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When doing your research for this committee, it may be confusing to map out the exact struc-
ture of the European Union’s political systems due to the fact that they are constantly evolving. 
Try your best to find information centered on the period between the mid-1990s and 2001 as a 
starting point, and the overview of several institutions below can help to summarize some of the 
most important functions of the EU. For this section, any reference to “current” or “present-day” 
will mean the structure of the EU in 2002, when the Convention starts. 

European Commission
The first major institution to discuss in the EU is the European Commission (EC). Starting off as 
the High Authority of the ECSC, it was later merged with similar bodies of the Euratom and EEC 
to create a single institution and has been located in Brussels ever since. The Commission con-
sists of “Commissioners,” usually one per member state, each assigned to a portfolio similar to a 
national cabinet. Among these Commissioners, there is an elected Commission President (elect-
ed by the European Parliament) and a couple of Vice Presidents. Commission terms last for five 
years, and they can be re-elected once. The Commission was set up to be a supranational body 
that “thinks European,” in that its members and staffers should leave national interests at the door 
and work to develop policies with pan-European interests in mind. 

The Commission currently has several different responsibilities that make it a unique institution. 
For one, it has the sole right to introduce legislation at the EU level, meaning that any new laws or 
regulations must originally be proposed by the Commission for the other institutions to debate. 
While the other institutions often request the Commission to initiate legislation (which is almost 
always obliged), the EC’s sole right to initiate is kept in order to facilitate a common backdrop 
of EU law. Additionally, the Commission holds the responsibility to enforce the adoption of the 
treaties and EU policies with the national governments. Since EU policies often take the form of 
directives, where national governments are told to meet certain objectives by whatever means, 
the Commission is then responsible for upholding these goals. Through this role, it is sometimes 
referred to as the “Guardian of the Treaties.” The Commission, through the President, is often 
seen as a figurehead for the EU at international meetings and also has control over proposing 
the EU budget to the other institutions. 

Council of the European Union
The Council of the European Union, also sometimes called the Council of Ministers, is often con-
sidered one of the legislative bodies of the EU. The Council was created during the ECSC days 
and has grown with the addition of more policy areas to the EU portfolio, ultimately taking the 
name of the Council of the European Union upon the introduction of the Maastricht Treaty. The 
Council consists of representatives from the national governments of Member States in different 
“formations” based on the policy area being discussed. For example, if a bill involving agriculture 
is proposed, then the Minister of Agriculture from each Member State is the representative in 
the Council, but if it deals with economic issues, it could be the Minister of Finance or Trade from 
each country. 

Structure of European Union (circa 2002)



15The main powers of the Council come in 
the form of legislative amending and 
vetoing, as they must approve the propos-
als of the Commission. Once a commission 
proposal is introduced, it enters a process 
known as the co-decision procedure, which 
after the Treaty of Amsterdam became the 
legislative process for a majority of policy 
areas. In this scenario, the Council and 
Parliament then debate back and forth on 
amendments and attempt to pass each 
other’s proposals. If, after two readings, 
there is no agreement, a Conciliation Com-
mittee is formed between both bodies to 
adopt a joint text. Additionally, the Council 
plays a role in Common Foreign and Secu-
rity Policy by adopting “common positions” 
that help to define EU stances on foreign 
policy issues. The Council also technically 

holds the executive power of the EU, which it bestows onto the Commission. 

An important distinction is that the Council of the EU can also meet in “heads of state/govern-
ment” formation, with each Prime Minister or President attending on behalf of their country. 
These meetings originated informally during the early years of the EEC but became more orga-
nized over time and now regularly occur: in this formation, it is often called the European Coun-
cil (EUCO). These informal summits often serve to give direction and policy initiatives to the EU 
at large but are not currently formalized as in institution on its own. 

European Parliament
The European Parliament (EP) is the other legislative body of the European Union and is the 
largest transnational democratic electorate in the world. Over the course of European inte-
gration, the EP has seen more growth in its power than the other institutions. Initially, it served 
merely as an advisory body but gradually gained more power in legislation after it began to 
have direct elections in 1979. The EP consists of elected representatives from each member 
state, either for the whole state or sometimes divided by regional subdistricts. The amount of 
representatives per state is determined by total population, but with smaller states gaining a 
slightly higher amount of seats than would be proportionally exact. EP elections take place every 
five years, with the last round taking place in 1999. If new states join the EU, the amount of seats 
in the EP is expected to grow substantially to accommodate new voices. Members of European 
Parliament (MEPs) often divide themselves by party groups, which consist of alliances between 
like-minded domestic parties. 

The European Parliament, like the Council, is mainly focused on amending and agreeing on 
legislation from the Commission. To some extent, the two can be seen as the two houses of a 
bicameral legislature, but the lack of right to initiate legislation is a key difference. Throughout 
their history, they have gained more and more power, leading up to the introduction of in-
creased co-decision procedures (as explained under the Council section). Additionally, the EP is 
responsible for shared control of the budget with the Council, following the same procedure as 



16 legislation. The EP is responsible for confirming the candidate for European Commission Presi-
dent, and in practice, has never voted against the nominee but theoretically could. Another pow-
er that exists but has not been used is the power to censure the Commission, which by two-thirds 
majority would require the entire Commission to resign from office. 

European Court of Justice
Another important cornerstone institution of the EU is the European Court of Justice (ECJ). 
Founded in 1952, the ECJ is the highest court in relation to EU law and operates on the import-
ant principles of direct effect (that EU law directly empowers and affects citizens) and primacy 
(that EU law supersedes national law). The Court consists of one justice per member state, which 
serve for six-year renewable terms. National law cannot be brought up for appeal at the ECJ, but 
EU law at the national level can be appealed up to the court. The ECJ often sees cases involving 
a Member State failing to comply with EU directives or the annulment of an action by another EU 
institution. 
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European Council
Many Europeans are clamoring for the formal introduction of the European Council (EUCO) as a 
European institution. While heads of government have met for decades informally to discuss the 
future of the EU, many see it as necessary to formalize the structure to better coordinate integra-
tion efforts going forward. While it has met in the past as a formation of the Council of Ministers, 
many see the separation from that body as a symbolic move that will showcase the importance 
of executive leadership within the EU as a whole. Due to the informal nature of past summits, 
many details need to be worked out as to what the body will officially look like. 
 
While generally agreed upon that Council meetings will be attended by the heads of govern-
ment of each country, other factors are very much up for debate. How often the council meets 
is a pertinent issue, as each leader has their own separate government to run as well, but an 
infrequent meeting schedule could potentially lead to miscommunication between leaders 
and a lack of a public image. Meanwhile, the presence of other EU institutions at the meeting 
table is up for debate as well, with the likes of the Commission and Parliament Presidents be-
ing potential attendees, voting or non-voting. There is also the debate on how to equally share 
the responsibility of drafting the agendas of Council meetings, with sample ideas being thrown 
around, such as a rotating country presidency period or an independent EU staff that guides 
the agenda. Additionally, the potential for a “figurehead” leader of the Council has been thrown 
around, who would represent the EU internationally and whose goal is to build consensus 
among heads of government. 

European Parliament
Always known as the most democratically legitimate institution of the EU, the European Parlia-
ment has changed significantly over the years and some wish to reform it even more. Adding 
new powers to the EP’s portfolio is often seen as a good way to give the people of Europe more 
say in EU matters, and there are several proposed additions. One idea thrown around is the 
potential to add the right of popular initiative to the options for legislation, meaning that large 
groups of citizens could band together and request a solution to a potential problem. Wheth-
er this goes through the Commission like all other legislation or directly to Parliament is up for 
debate, but nonetheless many people wish to see this action taken to give the people a more 
direct voice in EU legislation. There also is a proposed initiative to more closely involve national 
parliaments in the EU legislation process, making it easier for the national bodies to then adopt 
EU policies. While the exact level of involvement is up for discussion, some have suggested the 
right of national bodies to scrutinize and consult potential bills, express their discontent through 
objections or vetoes, or even work on co-legislating with the EP. A third area of debate concern-
ing the EP is the control of the EU budget. While the Commission is in charge of proposing a 
budget, the Council and the EP currently have different responsibilities when it comes to ap-
proving and reviewing the budget. Some wish to see the two bodies share the responsibility for 
approving the budget, while others wish to see the EP gain sole control of approving the bud-
get. 

Topic 1: Institutional Structure



18 Legislative Procedure
One of the most complicated parts about the European Union institutions is the legislative proce-
dure, which defines how laws are passed through each branch of the EU. Currently, the co-deci-
sion procedure, which sees the Council and the EP as equal negotiating partners, is the standard 
for many policy areas, but some still operate under the consultation procedure, which sees the 
Council have an upper hand on the EP in power. Many have suggested that the EU should move 
entirely to the co-decision procedure in order to balance the two bodies more equally and cre-
ate more comprehensive results, while others maintain that certain areas (such as foreign policy) 
should be maintained under the Council’s control for legislative matters. 

Another big question to be considered is the use of Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) within the 
Council, which is also used for many areas but not all. QMV contrasts with unanimous voting, 
which has traditionally made it harder to move forward as a body and also increases the pressure 
on smaller states to succumb to the interests of larger ones. While some value the united front of 
unanimous voting, others see QMV as a way to balance out the interests of big and small states, 
and finding a proportional system that accounts for both population size and the representation 
of smaller states will be key to setting up a successful voting system going forward. 
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Criminal Justice
 
When talking about potential new competences for the European Union to integrate on, crim-
inal justice is often one of the first mentioned. For a bloc of countries to be so integrated eco-
nomically and politically, yet have relatively low amounts of judicial cooperation seems almost 
criminal in itself. While the European Court of Justice has given out many different reforms, it 
currently is the supreme body for EU law and not national law (meaning, decisions made at the 
national level without EU involvement do not reach it). While not everyone agrees the ECJ is the 
way to go for increased judicial cooperation, some could see them taking an increased role in 
disputes going forward. There also is an increased desire to see more types of criminal justice 
being cooperated on between EU states, such as human trafficking, fraud, corruption, and drug 
trafficking, to name a few. Setting up a system in which national courts can cooperate and/or 
work on similar standards is an additional goal of criminal justice reform. 

International Presence/Legal Personality
As the EU’s economic and political might grow over time, many have called for the bloc to be 
able to represent and negotiate on behalf of itself. This would involve giving the EU a “legal 
personality,” meaning it is a non-human entity that itself has rights and competences when put in 
front of a court. If given a legal personality, an extremely important function the EU could carry 
out would be to sign international treaties on its own accord, join international organizations like 
the World Trade Organization, and participate in increased amounts of negotiations with other 
countries and blocs. The EU has often been a signatory on major international agreements, but 
the ability to negotiate as part of them would give Member States increased levels of influence 
as they are now negotiating as one unit. What specific policy areas this could pertain to is up for 
debate, but many are clamoring for the EU to take on some form of legal personality so it can 
represent itself on the international stage. 

Another important aspect of representation involves giving the EU the infrastructure to repre-
sent itself on the world stage. While all countries have their own diplomatic corps who utilize 
embassies around the world to negotiate on behalf of their governments, the EU has very lit-
tle ability to do so on its own accord. Some within EU circles believe that giving the bloc more 
diplomatic capabilities could enhance trade interests with close allies and new partners. There 
are several ways that this could be accomplished, whether it be further integrating EU agendas 
with individual member states’ diplomacy, creating an EU diplomatic corps in its own right, and 
expanding the role of the EU High Representative for foreign and Security Policy to look more 
like a traditional Foreign Minister for the whole bloc. 

Other New Policy Areas
As Europe continues to grow towards “an ever closer union” as the treaties say, many are ready 
to increase integration in other policy areas not focused on in the past. The general breakdown 
of policy areas within the EU is “exclusive competence,” in which the EU alone has the right to 
make policy over national governments, “shared competence,” in which either the EU or nation-
al governments can make policy, or “supporting competence,” in which the EU only supports 
national policy initiatives. Some policy areas, such as health policy, education policy, and culture 

Topic 2: New Competences



20 policy are maintained at the national level, but integration efforts in these competences could 
significantly improve the quality of life on the continent. While some political parties are hesitant 
to give up some national services, middle grounds of enhanced cooperation have also been 
considered. Other areas, such as scientific research and space exploration, exist as shared com-
petences but could be Europeanized in order to achieve much greater success in their respective 
fields. While this section should not go into extreme detail for new policy areas, the Constitution 
is a good place to set a broad framework for any competences the committee agrees could ben-
efit from more integration across the continent. 
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Common Defense
While the European integration project has spilled over into many different policy areas, de-
fense policy has consistently been deprioritized for other pursuits by European leaders. Before 
the Maastricht Treaty, defense policy cooperation was simply a matter of verbal agreements 
and informal meetings between leaders, often in the shadow of NATO. However, as the world 
evolves past the Cold War dichotomy, it has become more tricky than to simply unite along clear 
ideological lines. The failures of European nations to actively deal with the Yugoslav Wars in the 
1990s led to many calling for a more unified and effective European defense policy. Thus, in the 
Maastricht Treaty, the Common foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) pillar was created to account 
for that. Despite this, much of the EU’s foreign policy cooperation is rooted in intergovernmen-
talism within the Council’s Foreign Ministers meeting arrangement, and the other institutions 
have little say over foreign and defense policy. An important addition to this area was the Com-
mon Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) introduced in 1999, which functions as the defense arm 
of the CFSP but has yet to be fully developed.

What a more integrated defense sys-
tem would look like is up for debate 
among European political groups. 
Those who want to resist further in-
tegration maintain that it should be 
limited to common self-defense, while 
others wish to take several different 
steps to achieve a more united de-
fense policy. One area of focus is 
structural integration of military forces 
across the continent, something that 
takes place to some extent through 
NATO but could be greatly increased 
through EU-wide measures. Addition-
ally, another area of potential defense 
integration is a unified command 
center to make cooperation between 

militaries much easier. The big-name idea in defense policy is of course some form of a unified 
EU military force and the ability to carry out operations with these forces, and this is a highly 
controversial yet salient topic with those involved in the policy field and should be discussed by 
the Convention. 

Relationship with NATO 
An extremely important aspect of European defense policy is the potential relationship with the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), a military alliance with a very similar member base. 
Also born in the aftermath of World War II, NATO served as the primary “western” bloc during 
the Cold War and includes the United States, Canada, and many European countries. Once the 

Topic 3: Common Foreign and Security 
Policy



22 Soviet threat diminished after the Cold War, some Europeans wished to see the continent grow 
more independent of NATO and American influence, while others wish to maintain extremely 
strong ties with the American-led alliance. This common “Europeanist” versus “Atlanticist” debate 
is a key player in the development of a European defense policy. Any attempts made to increase 
the power of common European defense must have a plan as to how to either co-exist or supple-
ment existing NATO efforts. 
 
One problem on the EU vs NATO divide is that while most of their member states are the same, 
there are a few states that are only a part of one group and not the other. Notably, (as of 2002), 
Austria, Finland, Sweden, and Ireland are a part of the EU only, while Hungary, Poland, the Czech 
Republic, Turkey, Iceland, and the North American countries are a part of only NATO only. This di-
chotomy makes it extremely difficult to completely match up policies, as in some cases countries 
on each side share some animosity towards each other (Greece/Cyprus and Turkey), and others 
wish to remain completely neutral (Austria and Ireland). Balancing these priorities and making 
exceptions for states which have existing grievances with some policies will have to be decided 
by committee. 

Future Enlargement
 
Since the end of the Cold War, enlargement has been a key point of discussion for the EU as 
several states wish to join either imminently or farther in the future. As several Eastern European 
states transition to democratic forms of government and yearn to extend their ties with the rest of 
Europe, the EU faces several challenges to incorporate them successfully into existing structures 
and to decide which states to let in. Several countries are already in advanced talks to join and 
could be official members as soon as 2004, and the goal with these states is to implement mea-
sures that ensure their economies can fully integrate into the EU and their political institutions 
can effectively carry out EU directives. The second important topic within enlargement policy is 
the criteria which states have to meet in order to successfully apply for EU membership. In the 
1990s, a set of guidelines known as the Copenhagen Criteria was suggested, but these measures 
have yet to appear in any EU treaties. To further clarify enlargement policy, the EU must decide 
how to best articulate these criteria within a constitutional context and figure out who decides if 
countries fit these standards during their applications.   
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Discipline against States
One of the constant struggles for the EU is keeping all of the Member States aligned with its 
founding goals of human dignity, freedom, democracy, etc. Should a national government start 
to stray from these ideals, it has been debated to what extent the EU should be able to intervene 
within national matters. Currently, if a “serious breach” by a Member State is determined by a 
unanimous vote in the Council on whatever policy area it pertains to, the Council can vote by 
qualified majority to suspend certain rights of that state, including voting in the Council itself. 
There has been debate on what level of sanctions the EU should be able to place on its Mem-
ber States, and whether these should be punitive (meaning the state is punished in some way) 
or conciliatory (meaning the state is rewarded for getting back on track). On the more extreme 
end, the idea of expulsion of a Member State has been thrown around considerably but has not 
made its way into any EU policy. Expulsion has been a controversial topic, with some believing 
it to be a necessary clause should an individual state fall so far behind the standard and others 
seeing it as contradictory to the ideals of the EU and difficult to exercise in practice. 

Secession from a Member State
 
A potential issue that has yet to arise in any EU country is a secession of a region from its nation-
al government. If a subnational area were to declare its independence, such as Catalonia from 
Spain or Scotland from the United Kingdom, its relations to the EU have yet to be defined in any 
legal context. While seceding from their former parent country, the new state would be de facto 
leaving the European Union, thus likely creating an instant economic crisis in the newly inde-
pendent state and possibly the EU as a whole depending on the economic might of the seced-
ed area. Important things to consider when dealing with newly independent states include the 
process in which that state could apply to the EU (is there a separate process or is it just like any 
other country), the relationship between the new state and the old state should the new state 
be admitted, and the role the EU should play if basic human rights or freedoms are violated by 
either the independent state or the original state. 

Path to Secession from the EU
 
One of the most highly debated ideas for the new Constitution is the ability to leave the Europe-
an Union voluntarily. Prior to 2001, no country had ever tried to leave, and no language explicitly 
existed on the subject in previous EU treaties, making the legality of such a move ambiguous 
at best and illegal at worst. Most Member States had seen such exponential economic growth 
and integration that the thought of leaving seemed improbable and disruptive anyways, and 
thus many Europhilic countries and politicians thought that an exit clause was not needed at all. 
Despite this, many Eurosceptic parties and MEPs thought an exit clause would be necessary just 
in case, as the European project was above all a voluntary agreement. Additionally, members of 
the incoming Member States from Eastern Europe wished to add an exit clause, just in case the 
EU ended up working against their economic interests. 

There are several important questions to consider when talking about a possible path to Seces-
sion from the EU. The first step is to decide how a member state, once it decides to leave the EU, 
is able to negotiate with the EU and who on the EU side is leading the negotiations. Some gen-

Topic 4: Disciplinary and Secession Policy



24 eral guidelines as to how both the Member State and the EU reach agreement on the withdrawal 
should be set, as well as the approval process by institutions on both sides. There should also be 
some parameters set on the timeframe in which this process can take place, if extensions of the 
negotiations can be handed out, and who these extensions can be given by . Finally, the body 
should also consider the EU’s policy towards a state that previously left the EU, but wishes to join 
at a later date. 

QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER
1. Should the European integration project move forward, backward, or remain in the status 

quo?
2. How does your country, institution and European political party feel about the future of Euro-

pean integration?
3. Should there be any change in the institutional makeup of the EU, and how will that affect 

national governments?
4. Should the EU expand its competences into new policy areas?
5. How should the EU represent itself on the international stage?
6. How can the EU keep its Member States in line?
7. Should a member state desire to leave the EU, what would be the best way for them to do so? 
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Members of European Parliament
The European Parliament, the EU’s only directly elected transnational body and the largest of its 
kind in the world,  consists of a large portion of the Convention’s attendees, and the delegation 
draws members from across the political spectrum. Members of European Parliament, or MEPs, 
all have domestic allegiances as well as European Party blocs, which consist of alliances of do-
mestic parties at the European level. While holding to their domestic agenda, MEPs must also 
advocate for the interests of all of Europe, as they are bound to transnational service. Below are 
some of the largest European parties represented:

The European People’s Party (EPP) is the largest bloc in the EP and forms a union of the Christian 
Democratic and other Center-right parties across Europe. They advocate for a strong, free inter-
nal market within EU states, but also wish to see European integration move forward.

The Alliance of Socialists and Democrats (S&D) is the largest center-left party in the EP and cur-
rently the second-largest bloc overall. They are generally Europhilic and advocate for the rights 
of workers and the prosperity of the welfare state, both at the domestic and European level

The Alliance of Liberals and Democrats in Europe (ALDE) is a centrist coalition of liberal parties 
dedicated to the preservation of the free market and limited government intervention when 
possible. It is important to note that the European context for “liberal” is considerably different 
than it is in America!

The European Green Party (Greens) is a coalition of left-leaning, Europhilic parties that put an 
extreme focus on preserving the environment and making climate policy a salient issue in the 
public sphere. Greens in Europe would love to see the EU contribute more to the environmental 
sector, and otherwise tend to lean left on most issues. 

Lastly, the  Union for Europe of the Nations (UEN) is a catch-all party (meaning it consists of 
members from across the political spectrum) focusing mostly on eurosceptic ideology and the 
maintenance of national sovereignty in the EU system. While some fringe members are focused 
on dissolving the EU entirely, most members wish simply to limit the EU’s overreach into national 
government responsibilities and promote a Europe of many nation-state cultures as opposed to 
a unified Europe. 

Jens-Peter BONDE 
Country: Denmark
Constituency: Denmark
Domestic Party: June Movement (Eurosceptic)
European Party: EUDemocrats
 
Elmar BROK 
Country: Germany
Constituency: Germany
Domestic Party: Christian Democratic Union (Center-right)
European Party: EPP

Positions



26 Andrew Nicholas DUFF 
Country: United Kingdom
Constituency: East England
Domestic Party: Liberal Democrats (Center)
European Party: ALDE

Olivier DUHAMEL 
Country: France
Constituency: France
Domestic Party: Socialist Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D

Klaus HÄNSCH
Country: Germany
Constituency: Germany
Domestic Party: Social Democratic Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D

Sylvia-Yvonne KAUFMANN 
Country: Germany
Constituency: Germany
Domestic Party: Social Democratic Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D
 Timothy KIRKHOPE 
Country: United Kingdom
Constituency: Yorkshire
Domestic Party: Conservative Party (Center-right)
European Party: EPP

Alain LAMASSOURE 
Country: France 
Constituency: France
Domestic Party: UMP (Center-right)
European Party: EPP

Linda McAVAN 
Country: United Kingdom
Constituency: Yorkshire
Domestic Party: Labour Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D

Hanja MAIJ-WEGGEN 
Country: Netherlands
Constituency: Netherlands
Domestic Party: Christian Democratic Appeal (Center)
European Party: EPP



27Luís MARINHO 
Country: Portugal
Constituency: Portugal
Domestic Party: Socialist Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D

Íñigo MÉNDEZ DE VIGO
Country: Spain
Constituency: Spain
Domestic Party: Peoples’ Party (Center-right)
European Party: EPP
Cristiana MUSCARDINI
Country: Italy
Constituency:’ North West Italy
Domestic Party: National Alliance (Center-right)
European Party: UEN

Antonio TAJANI 
Country: Italy
Constituency: Central Italy
Domestic Party: Forza Italia
European Party: EPP

Anne VAN LANCKER
Country: Belgium
Constituency: Flanders
Domestic Party: Socialist Party Differently (Center-left)
European Party: S&D

Johannes VOGGENHUBER
Country: Austria
Constituency: Austria
Domestic Party: Austria Green Party (center-left)
European Party: European Green Party

European Commissioners
The European Commission also sent some of its Commissioners to the Convention to repre-
sent its interests. The Commission is the bureaucratic arm of the EU and one of two entities that 
is considered the “executive” of the EU. Each Commissioner, hailing from one of the Member 
states, is given a specific portfolio to coordinate EU civil service workers and create policy for. 
Their closest comparison in American politics would be that of a Cabinet Secretary. As Commis-
sioners, these members advocate for the continued prominence of the Commission in the EU 
power balance and the interests of the entire continent above their own nationalities. 



28 Michel BARNIER
Country: France
Title: European Commissioner for Regional Policy
Domestic Party: UMP (Center-ight)
European Party: EPP

António VITORINO
Country: Portugal
Title: European Commissioner for Justice and Home Affairs
Domestic Party: PS (Left)
European Party: S&D
 

National Government Ministers
Each EU member state appointed a Representative to the Convention to advocate for their na-
tional interests when drawing up the new document. While many of these members are Foreign 
Ministers, others are Legislators, other Cabinet ministers, or even retired politicians and academ-
ics. Regardless of their role in government, their task at the Convention is to advocate for the in-
terests of their country and their Prime Minister. A good place to research in preparation for these 
roles is the European policies of each country’s head of government at the time. 

Louis MICHEL
Country: Belgium
Title: Foreign Minister
Domestic Party: Reform Movement (Center-right)
European Party: ALDE

Henning CHRISTOPHERSON
Country: Denmark
Title: Former VP of European Commission
Domestic Party: Venstre (center-right)
European Party: ALDE

Joschka FISCHER
Country: Germany
 Title: Foreign Minister
 Domestic Party: Greens (Left)
European Party: European Green Party

George PAPANDREOU
Country: Greece
Title: Foreign Minister
Domestic Party: PASOK (Left)

Alfonso DASTIS    
Country: Spain
Title: EU Advisor
 Domestic Party: PP (Center-right)



29European Party: EPP

Dominique de VILLEPIN 
Country: France
Title: Foreign Minister
Domestic Party: UMP
European Party: EPP
 
Dick ROCHE
Country: Ireland
Title: Foreign Minister
Domestic Party: Fianna Fail (Center-right)
European Party: ALDE

Gianfranco FINI
 Country: Italy
Title: Deputy Prime Minister
Domestic Party- National Alliance (Right)
European Party: UEN

Jacques SANTER
Country: Luxembourg
Title: Former European Commission President
Domestic Party: Christian Social People’s Party (Center-right)
European Party: EPP

Gijs de VRIES
Country: Netherlands
Title: Member, House of Representatives
Domestic Party: VVD (Center-Right)
European Party: ALDE

Hannes FARNLEITNER
Country: Austria
Title: Former Economic Minister
Domestic Party: Social Democratic Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D
 
Ernâni LOPES
Country: Portugal
Title: Former Minister of Finance
Domestic Party: Socialist Party (Left)
European Party: S&D

Teija TIILIKAINEN
Country: Finland
Title: Political Scientist
Domestic Party: National Coalition Party (Center-right)



30 European Party: EPP

Lena HJELM-WALLÉN
Country: Sweden
Title: Deputy Prime Minister
Domestic Party: Social Democratic Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D

Peter HAIN
Country: United Kingdom
Title: Minister of State for Europe
Domestic Party: Labour Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D
 

Representatives of Candidate Countries
These representatives are similar to the Member State representatives, but they come from coun-
tries that are in the Candidate stage of EU membership (meaning they are in the process of ac-
cession). For many of these countries, their admission to the EU is dependent on the acceptance 
of the treaty that comes out of the Convention, so it is important for these ministers to advocate 
for the best interests of their nations and of all Candidate countries. 

Peter SERRACINO-INGLOTT
Country: Malta
Title: Advisor to the Prime Minister
Domestic Party: Nationalist Party (Center-right)
European Party: EPP

Péter BALÁZS
Country: Hungary
Title: State Secretary for Integration
Domestic Party: Fidesz (Center-right)
European Party: EPP

Danuta HÜBNER
Country: Poland
Title: Head of Committee for European Integration
Domestic Party: Civic Platform (Center)
European Party: EPP

Lennart MERI
Country: Estonia
Title: Former President
Domestic Party: Pro Patria Union (Right)
European Party: EPP

Dimitrij RUPEL
Country: Slovenia



31Title: Foreign Minister
Domestic Party: Liberal Democracy of Slovenia (Center)
European Party: ALDE

Jan KOHOUT
Country: Czech Republic
Title: Deputy Foreign Minister
Domestic Party: Social Democratic Party
European Party: S&D

Rytis MARTIKONIS
Country: Lithuania
Title: State Secretary for Foreign Affairs
Domestic Party: Social Democratic Party (Center-left)
European Party: S&D
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