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     PROPOSAL FOR A RESOLUTION [2.2] OF THE UEF FEDERAL COMMITTEE REGARDING THE 
DEMOCRATIC LEGITIMACY IN THE GOVERNANCE OF THE ECONOMIC AND MONETARY 
UNION. 

 Presented by François Mennerat 

Whereas  1 

 the need is acknowledged to entrench democracy throughout the European Union, the most 2 

vivid manifestation of which should be to strengthen and develop democratic processes across 3 

EU institutions; 4 

 a lasting and sustainable European Union needs to be firmly established on the basis of 5 

subsidiarity; 6 

 it is currently generally acknowledged that any temptations to resort to treaty amendments 7 

and creating new institutions should still be delayed at least until the next legislature of the 8 

European Parliament; 9 

 in a fast changing world, he who does not advance recedes, and until all the Member States 10 

are politically and economically ready to move forward at the same pace, temporarily resorting 11 

to differentiated integration is unavoidable; as a result, a vanguard should be granted the role 12 

of scouting new paths; 13 

 this does not preclude that those Member States who seem to be provisionally lagging behind 14 

should continuously benefit help and assistance to catch up with the most advanced ones, in 15 

order to maintain consistency within the whole Union, as well as a matter of solidarity between 16 

European peoples; 17 

 the most prominent group of Member States that needs to start moving forward again are 18 

EMU members, the so-called “Euro Area”, in order to strengthen its governance with regard to 19 

both its democratic legitimacy and its effectiveness; 20 

 provisions on enhanced co-operation in TEU (Title IV) and TFEU (Title III) are deemed irrelevant 21 

to help provide a framework for the internal governance of EMU; 22 

  one of the most urgent moves to be undertaken is to set up a democratic control of the EMU 23 

governance by a parliamentary mechanism; 24 

 the Members of any Parliaments are handed over a remit by their voters, to whom they are 25 

accountable in the limits of that remit, which, at the same time, supports and delineates their 26 

democratic legitimacy. As a consequence, just as the respective remits of regional, national, 27 

and European parliamentary assemblies differ by essence, so do their respective democratic 28 

legitimacies. Therefore no fuzzy and anarchic interference can be accepted between different 29 

levels of democratic representation; 30 

 while the democratic legitimacy, hence the remit, of the European Parliament is both extended 31 

and restricted to all European matters, i.e. those regarding the common good of citizens within 32 

the European Union at large, those of Member States’ Parliaments are, by essence, restricted 33 

to the common good within each of those Member States and for the sole sake of their own 34 
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citizens. Each specific realms of democratic legitimacy are reflected in distinct remits on behalf 35 

of different electorates; 36 

 the subsidiarity principle has to be accounted for in the governance of the EMU, their role must 37 

be acknowledged, at the right level, for Member States’ Parliaments. 38 

 

The Federal Committee of the Union of European Federalists, meeting in Madrid, Spain, on 17 June 39 

2017 adopts the following statement: 40 

 

1. The democratic legitimacy in the institutional system governing the Economic and Monetary 41 

Union must be supported by a first Parliamentary Assembly composed of those Members of 42 

the European Parliament who have been elected within the Member States pertaining to that 43 

Economic and Monetary Union. In that Assembly, those Members of the European Parliament 44 

having been elected in the other Member States must be granted a Permanent Observer 45 

status. 46 

2. With due respect to the principle of subsidiarity, its implementation in the governance process 47 

of the Economic and Monetary Union must be supported by a second, distinct and specific 48 

Parliamentary Assembly, to be composed, according to the demographic sizes of the various 49 

EMU Member States, by politically balanced delegations of their respective Parliaments.50 
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT BY THE PROPOSER 

 

1. The primary goal of this initiative is to spark off a necessary debate on a typically federalist 

matter. 

2. The Treaty on Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) being a pan-EU treaty (Maastricht 1992), 

and given that the euro, the “single” currency, is to be eventually adopted by all 27 Member 

States (Denmark provisionally excepted, see Protocol 16 TFUE). Therefore, decisions made 

within and for the Euro Area are potentially relevant for them all. And because the whole EU 

is concerned, it cannot be considered a mere intergovernmental affair for a group of Member 

States. The European Parliament is and must remain the major player in charge of EMU issues, 

including its governance. 

3. The need for an enhanced governance of the EMU (the “Euro Area”), including its democratic 

control, had already been stressed in the years 2013-2014 by several groups of economists 

under the more generic header of “A Political Union for the Euro Area”. All those groups 

insisted on the need for democratic accountability of the decision-making processes to at least 

some kind of Parliamentary-like assembly (see the short overview hereafter). The concern 

seems to have been stored and little if any has been done since. Recently, however, while 

acting as the chief adviser for economic matters to the socialist candidate who was running in 

the French Presidential election, Thomas Piketty published a book (Piketty T. et al. “Pour un 

Traité de démocratisation de l’Europe”) in which, again, he suggests setting up such a structure. 

Given the new political situation induced by the outcome of those elections, it is expected that 

the French government will express a revival of interest for the future of the European Union, 

making the issue of topical interest again and very likely to be tabled soon. 

4. With the fallacious pretext of subsidiarity, entrusting a Parliamentary assembly exclusively 

composed of Parliamentarians designated by the Member States’ governments with a 

supposedly better democratic representation of the citizens in EMU governance than by MEPs, 

as some people do would sent us back to the initial steps of the European integration, before 

the EP was directly elected. This is precisely what Thomas Piketty does in his recent book. 

Indeed a deliberately intergovernmental attitude, it would in fact paradoxically lead to a denial 

of true democracy. Curiously, this proposal is now much more restrictive than others he had 

previously made at the time when he was a member of “Le Manifeste pour une Union politique 

de la zone euro”. In fact, those who suggest that the Parliamentary control should be placed in 

the hands of an assembly composed of delegations of “national” Parliaments do so on the 

ground that those Parliaments would be the only legitimate ones when it comes to budgetary 

matters. This stresses how intricate the current issue is with the other one of own resources 

and budget for the EU, or – at least provisionally – for the Euro Area. 

5. In spite of the role of “National” Parliaments being in part already addressed in Protocol 1 TFUE 

(“On the role of national Parliaments in the European Union”), there is an insistent and 

recurrent claim, particularly by Eurosceptics, for a deeper involvement of Member States’ 

Parliaments in all European matters, up to the EU level. This claim is particularly vocal regarding 

EMU matters, although protocol 1 TFUE includes no specific provisions for the Euro Area. 

6. Likewise, Protocol 2 TFUE “On the application of the principles of subsidiarity and 

proportionality” does not apply to EMU specific matters because its provisions address 
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legislative acts introduced by the Commission, not projects of internal specific decisions (for 

the Euro Area) introduced by the “Eurogroup”, the European Central Bank (ECB), or the Board 

of the European Stability Mechanism (ESM). 

7. Time may have come to grasp that opportunity of designing specific institutional arrangements 

for law-making, democratic control and accountability in EMU and organise a well marked 

framework facilitating the permanent and stable cooperation between the European 

Parliament and Member States’ ones. 

8. In nearly all democratic systems, particularly federations, the way by which ‘lower’ level 

entities (local, regional, etc.) are granted a role in decision-making is by the means of a specific 

representation. In nearly all European Member States, this is achieved by a ‘High Chamber’ 

(Senate, Bundesrat, etc.). 

9. The issue may be informed by the particular example of how the constituent entities are 

represented at the federal level in the German Bundesrat. Art. 51 (1) of the Fundamental Law 

provides “The Bundesrat shall consist of members of the Land governments, which appoint 

and recall them. Other members of those governments may serve as alternates.” (“Der 

Bundesrat besteht aus Mitgliedern der Regierungen der Länder, die sie bestellen und abberufen. 

Sie können durch andere Mitglieder ihrer Regierungen vertreten werden”); Art. 51 (2) and (3) 

provide guidelines for the number of votes and members according to the population in the 

Länder. It is also noticeable that the whole Art. 23 includes provisions on how the Bundestag 

and the Budesrat are involved in European Affairs without being directly part of a new specific 

structure at the level of the European Union. 

10. In the current pattern of EU institutions the way how the subsidiarity principle is implemented 

is not fully satisfactory. No-one can object Member States’ legitimate interests will for ever 

rightly need to be considered. It is so far and inevitably the natural role of Member States in 

the European integration process to promote and support the European Integration process, 

and to sign and ratify all European Treaties according to their respective constitutions. 

However, once this has been done, they should not interfere with the supranational institution.

In the European Union, not a federal State yet, the issue is blurred by the long-lasting 

precedence provided by the Treaties to the Member States’ governments (not the Member 

States’ Parliaments) over the supra-national institutions. The Council of the European Union 

(“Council of Ministers”) is but an offshoot of the governments, to say nothing about the 

European Council: supposed to just provide the inspiration and the impetus for the European 

policies, in practice it blocks overdue evolutions in the EU, due particularly to its lack of 

transparency and also because it keeps sticking to the unanimity rule. 

11. Placing the European Parliament and the Member States’ Parliaments on an equal footing 

regardless of their different democratic legitimacies would infringe this basic principle 

according to which any Parliaments’ democratic legitimacy is based on their respective remits, 

the limits of their constituency and their electorate. It would be confusing and undemocratic 

to mix up various levels of remits and legitimacy by gathering MEPs and Member States’ MPs 

whose democratic legitimacy have nothing in common into a single hybrid Parliamentary 

Assembly. In practice, for instance, how would their different legitimacies be weighed to be 

synthetised in a vote? Hence the need, if both MEPs and MPs are to be involved in the 

democratic control of the Euro Area, for two different and distinct Parliamentary assemblies: 
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 a subset of the EP composed of MEPs elected in EMU Member States; 

 a separate assembly composed of delegations from EMU Member States’ Parliaments. 

Then, their respective legitimacies can be prioritised, with a natural precedence assigned to 

the European Parliament over the Member States’ Parliaments. What needs to be organised is 

the organic relations between both assemblies. And an answer is to be given to how Member 

States’ Parliamentary delegations should be composed: should there be common European 

rules shared across all Member States, or should it be left up to each one of them to decide? 

12. If EMU Member States are to be granted a “vanguard” status, this could be an excellent 

occasion to test a kind of bicameral representation that, by hypothesis, could later serve as a 

model for evolutions on a broader scale. 
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REMINDER OVERVIEW OF PROPOSALS MADE FOR A PARLIAMENTARY STRUCTURE IN A 

POLITICAL UNION OF THE EURO AREA 

 

The following short study is an excerpt of the more complete document “The role of the European 

Parliament and of national governments for a fiscal, economic and budgetary union of the Euro Area 

and EU Treaty reform”, written in 2016 as a basis for a presentation made in the Ventotene 

International Seminar. 

 

“Die Glienicker Gruppe” (October 2013: 11 German economists or political science academics) 

Towards a Euro Union. 

“The Euro-government must be chosen and scrutinised by a Euro-Parliament. It stands to reason to staff 

this body with deputies from the European Parliament representing Eurozone countries, since its purpose 

is the provision of public goods in the Euro Area. There are also voices in our group, however, that prefer 

the Euro-Parliament to be made up from members of national parliaments, to ensure that control over 

governmental spending remains in their hands.” 

 

“Le Groupe Eiffel Europe” (February 2014: 12 French well-known economists), and its “Appeal for a 

political community of the euro”. 

It suggests among others that the Euro Area becomes a ‘Political Community of the Euro’, with a specific 

executive body meant to conduct the policies it would be in charge of within its competence domain, 

controlled by a specific parliamentary assembly whose members could also be members of the 

European Parliament, with a specific budget, and its own resources. National Parliaments shall keep 

controlling national governments. The ESM should no longer be funded by national resources, but 

instead by the Euro Community’s own budget, and therefore be placed under the control of the 

Community’s Parliamentary Assembly. The basic principle should become: for a European decision, a 

European democratic control, for a national decision, a national democratic control. “It must be avoided 

that the democratic control leans on structures that dilute responsibilities, just as for the fiscal compact 

(TSCGEMU), which associates in an imprecise if not allusive manner members of national Parliaments 

and of the European Parliament. Citizens rightly request to understand who is responsible for what.” 

 

“Le Manifeste pour une Union politique de la zone euro” (two days later: 15 signatories, well-known 

figures, dominantly economists, e.g. Thomas Piketty). 

In order “to vote the basis for corporate tax assessment, and more generally to debate and adopt 

democratically and sovereignly those fiscal, financial, and political decisions that will be shared in the 

future”, it brings out the need for a Parliamentary Chamber for the Euro Area. In support to the  

“Glienicke Group” views, it works out a rather detailed proposal worth looking at. Either a Euro Area 

Parliament gathering MEPs elected in Member States of that area (thus a subgroup of the EP), or a new 

Chamber – indeed a mere parliamentary assembly – based on quota of members of national 

Parliaments, proportional to the populations of the Member States, similar to Joshka Fischer’s ideas of 

2011. “It is the only formula to allow moving forward to a political union. It is impossible to divest 

national parliaments of their power to vote taxes. On the contrary, it is by leaning on national 

parliamentary sovereignties that a shared European parliamentary sovereignty can be built up”. 
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“In such a scheme, the EU would have two Chambers: the current European Parliament, directly elected 

by the citizens of the (now) 27 States, and a so-called ‘European Chamber’ representing the Member 

States through their national Parliaments. That European Chamber would as a first stage concern only 

those countries in the Euro Area who wish to proceed towards a greater political, financial, and fiscal 

union. But its scope would be to gather all EU member countries who accept following that way. A 

Minister of finances of the Euro Area, and in turn a true European government would be accountable 

to the European Chamber. That new truly democratic architecture would permit getting out of the 

current inertia, as well as of the myth according to which the European Council could be a substitute 

for a second Chamber representing the States. This ugly tale illustrates the political impotence of our 

continent: it is impossible to have a country represented by a person alone, except if we keep resigned 

to the persistent blockage that unanimity imposes. To move at last to the majority rule for financial and 

fiscal decisions that the Euro Area members choose to share, a true European Chamber must be created, 

where each one of the countries would be represented by elected members of parliaments from all 

political sides, not merely by their head of State.” 

Besides, in May 2015, Sigmar Gabriel (Germany), together with Emmanuel Macron (France), both left-

wing Ministers of economy and finance, vigorously and repeatedly called for a relaunch of the European 

integration project. Hesitating about the need to reform the Treaty, conscious that this would imply a 

ratification process deemed difficult, they kept fuzzy about the institutional structure to be introduced, 

and preferred centring their declarations on the inevitable necessity to go for a two-speed Europe (“ein 

Europa der zwei Geschwindigkeiten”). 

 


