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Chapter 4

Europe

“1 belong to the party of civilization, the party of the twentieth century: from it
will spring the United Sates of Europe, then the United Sates of the World.”
Victor Hugo

In congdering how to design and build any new system, it is dways useful to refer to
some modd or prototype. Supposing that our purpose was to build a democratic world
federation, what previous models could we find?

There are many federd systems to choose from in the world today. William Penn in
1692 quoted the example of the United Provinces of Holland. For the past two centuries,
however, the most obvious model has been the federation of the United States of America
This was discussed in the ingpirationd little book Planethood by Benjamin Ferencz and
Ken Keyes, for instance. It took some five years after the War of Independence had been
won, from 1783 to 1788, before the founding fathers could hammer out a new Congtitution
for the United States and get it ratified: the fascinating story of those times has been re-told
recently by Carl van Dorenin The Great Rehearsal. Y et the federation of the United States
was an easy task compared to world federation, since it only involved the union of thirteen
amadl and rdatively homogeneous ex-British colonies.

Since the end of the Second World War, a new example has dowly been unfolding
before our eyes, as the great and ancient nations of Europe gradualy move towards some
sort of European federation. This process is still going on, and nobody can be sure exactly
what its end-point will be. But it is a process full of promise and hope for the world, and
surely provides the best example for our purposes. Let us examine it more closdly.

The Schuman Plan

The firgt organized movement for European union was begun by Richard Coudenhove-
Kdergi, who was hdf Jgpanese and haf Hungarian, and a Count of the old Holy Roman
Empire. He published his book Pan-Europa in 1923. We have aso seen how Aristide
Briand made an abortive proposal for European Union to the League of Nationsin 1930.
By the time the Second World War began, the movement was well established in most of
the countries of Europe. Branches of the PanEuropean Union were founded in Germany,
France, and the United Kingdom. In 1929 Ortegay Gasset published another famous book,
The Revolt of the Masses, calling for a greet nation to be constructed from the peoples of
Europe. In Britain the Federd Union group was established in 1939.

Then the Second World War intervened, bringing death and disaster to many millions of
people. This had been the fifth mgor war between France and Germany in 200 years, and
the people of Europe collectively resolved that this nuisance should henceforth cease. It was
widely recognized that the way to prevent war in the future was by some form of European
integration, and a great dedl of discusson and correspondence dong these lines was carried
on within the Resstance movement and among the governmentsin exile, even while the war
was dill in progress. In July 1944, delegates from various nationd resstance movements
issued a Declaration of the European Resistance Movement, which stated in part that
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“Federd Union done could ensure the preservetion of liberty and civilization on the
Continent of Europe, bring about economic recovery and enable the German people to play
apeaceful rolein European affairs™

After the war public support for both European federation and world federation swelled
rapidly. The European Union of Federdigts, led by Professor Brugmans of the Netherlands
and Henri Frenay of France, soon claimed a membership of 150,000 in France, Italy, the
Netherlands and Belgium. European federdists dso figured prominently a the grest
conference in Montreux in 1947. Count Coudenhove carried out a survey of European
parliamentarians in 1946, and found more than haf of those in France, Itdy, Belgium and
Holland favoured some form of federation, while only 3% opposed federation on principle”
This groundswel of public opinion was now given politicad expresson by a gdlery of
remarkable European statesmen.

The firg was Wingon Churchill, a soldier, statesman, historian, amateur painter and
bricklayer, and descendant of the great Duke of Marlborough, who had led Greet Britain
through World War 11. He hardly needs any further introduction. A second was Robert
Schuman, who hailed from the border region between France and Germany. Smdl and
gpare, he was born in Luxembourg, and became a lawyer in the town of Metz, in the
debatable land of Alsace-Lorraine. In World War | he worked in the German civil
adminigtration; wheress after the war, when Alsace-L orraine became part of France, he was
elected a member of the French Chamber of Deputies. In World War |1 he was arrested by
the Gestapo, but escaped and went into hiding. After the war ended he re-entered
parliament and became Foreign Minister in the government of Georges Bidaullt.

In Ity the leader was Alcide De Gasperi, another man of the frontiers. Born in the Tyral,
he became a member of the Austrian Parliament in 1911, and then a Catholic member of the
Italian parliament after World War |. He was arrested by Mussolini in 1927, and afterwards
took refuge for many years as a librarian in the Vatican. He re-emerged into Itdian politics
after World War 11 as leader of the Christian Democrats, and became Prime Minigter in
1945. A foundation plank of the Chrigtian Democrat platform was a cdl for a ‘federation of
freedom-loving Europeans, and Article |1 of the 1947 Itdian Congtitution declared that:

“ Italy consents, on condition of parity with other states, to limitations of
sovereignty necessary to an order for assuring peace and justice among nations; it
promotes and favours international organizations directed towards that end.” *

In Belgium there emerged the commeanding figure of Paul-Henri Spaak. A powerful and
emotiond speeker, he bore a striking resemblance to Winston Churchill. He determined to
enter politics while 4till a school, following a family tradition. In 1916, at the age of 17, he
tried to escape from occupied Belgium, and was imprisoned by the Germans. After the war,
he became a lawyer and joined the Belgian Socidist party. In 1932 he entered Perliament,
and in 1938 became Begium's first Socidist Prime Miniger. In World War 1, he took
refuge in London, and acted as Foreign Minigter of the Belgian Government in exile. “I am
often told”, he sad later, “that | look like Wington Churchill and speak English like Charles
Boyer. But | wish it were the other way round.” *

Spask and his colleagues in exile believed in European unity, and as a first step they
envisaged a cugoms union linking Holland, Begium and Luxembourg (the Beneux
countries). In 1946, Spaak went to see the Dutch Prime Minister, and together they told
their officias to settle the technical problems within Sx months The Bendux customs union
was duly established, and marked the first concrete step towards European union. The
Bendlux countries have remained in the vanguard of European integration ever snce - which
is naturd enough, since they have been crushed underfoot every time the greater powers
went to war.

In Germany the driving figure was none other than Konrad Adenauer, the ‘old fox’, who
became the first post-war Chancellor of Germany. He was born in Cologne in 1876, studied
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law, and entered politics, becoming Mayor of Cologne in 1917, and President of the
Prussan State Council in 1921. He was aways an internationalist by conviction, and put
forward a proposd as early as 1923 for a ‘ Franco- German Economic Community’ leading
to a ‘European Common Market' and even a‘Cod and Sted Union’!® Between the wars
he was a prominent member of the Catholic Centre Party, detested by the Nazis. He was
deposed as Mayor in 1933 and arrested, and after his release was forced to live quietly near
Bonn. After the Stauffenberg plot in July 1944 he was again imprisoned for severd months.
Then the war ended, and he became leader of the Christian Democratic Union. In 1949 he
became Chancellor of West Germany, after a cliff-hanger dection which hewon by asngle
vote, having characteridicaly voted for himsdf. There he remained for fourteen years, until
he retired in 1963 at the age of eighty-seven.

The guiding spirit behind most of the mgor developments, however, was Jean Monnet. It
was fitting, perhaps, that a Frenchman should lead the way towards a united Europe,
following in the grand tradition of Pierre Dubois, Sully, the Abbé de S. Pierre, Rousseau,
Saint-Simon, Hugo and Aristide Briand. Jean Monnet was the son of a brandy merchant in
the town of Cognac. He was short and sturdy, and was said to resemble Hercule Poirot in
appearance. He was not a strong speaker, and preferred to work behind the scenes. He
had been everywhere, and knew everyone, and was an organizer and ‘fixer’ (in the best
sense) of absolute genius. The dtory is told that a one stage he bought a converted
farmhouse outsde Paris with a thatched roof. A fidd owned by a neighbouring peasant
farmer intruded into the property, but the previous owner could not convince the farmer to
sl it, and neither could Monnet at first. He solved the problem by buying a better field
elsawhere in the village, and offering it to the farmer in exchange. The offer was ingtantly
accepted.’

Monnet's career was one of amost incredible variety. After leaving school, he went to
the Canadian backwoods as sdesman for the family brandy company. Returning to France
in World War |, he found out that Britain and France were bidding against each other for
scarce raw materids. Aged only 26, he arranged a meseting with the French Prime Minigter,
René Viviani, and proposed a joint procurement system for the Allies. The idea was
accepted and Monnet helped to organize it as an officid of the Board of Trade. Thus his
reputation was made.

In 1919, while gill only 30, Monnet was asked to become a Deputy Secretary-Generd
of the new League of Nations by Britain and France, and was given an honorary knighthood
by the British. In the space of three years, he helped to settle a dispute over Upper Silesia,
and to implement arecovery programme for sarving Austria. He then resigned from the
League of Nations, to rescue the family firm from bankruptcy. He became an investment
banker, and helped to stabilize the Rumanian currency. He made a fortune on Wall Street,
then log it again in the 1929 crash. He helped to reorganize the Chinese railways. He was
sent by the French government to the US in 1938 to buy American warplanes.

When war broke out in 1939, he was appointed to co-ordinate French and British ams
purchases. He was one of the prime movers behind Wington Churchill’ s eeventh-hour offer
of union between France and England, just before the fall of France. Afterwards he went to
America again to buy war supplies for Britain. He became a close friend of John J. McCloy,
Harry Hopkins, and many others, and was credited with a mgor part in promoting the
‘Victory program’ of arcraft production in the United States, and also the Lend-Lease
scheme. After the war, he persuaded Generd de Gaulle to agree to his ‘Monnet Plan’ for
the postwar modernization of France, and was gppointed ‘Commissaire au Plan’ to help
cary it out. His record in establishing international co-operation was dready an astonishing
one.

A firg step towards European unity was made by Wington Churchill in a speech at the
Universty of Zurich in September 1946. “We mugt build a kind of United States of
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Europe”, he said. “The first step must be a partnership between France and Germany.”’ He
paid a handsome tribute to the earlier work of Count Coudenhove and Aristide Briand.
Four months later, he became chairman of the United Europe Movement in the UK.

In 1947, an ‘ Internationad Committee of the Movements for European Unity’ was set up,
and it organized a grand ‘Congress of Europe a the Hague in May 1948, which was
attended by 750 delegates and statesmen from dl over Europe. Wington Churchill presided
a the Congress, and resolutions were passed cdling for politicd and economic union in
Europe, with a European Assembly, and a European Court of Human Rights. It was agreed
to found a group called the European Movement to press these ideas, with Duncan Sandys
as its fird Presdent. After many negotiations, these initiatives led to the Treaty of
Westmingter in 1949, which established the Council of Europe.

Despite Sr Wingon's initiative, the attitude of Britain towards the idea of federation
remained ambivaent. England had not experienced the full horrors of war, such as invason
and occupation by a foreign power, since the days of William the Conqueror. Whereas
Germany had lost 3.75 million killed in the war, representing 5 percent of her entire
population, Britain had logt only one-quarter as many in proportion, and had emerged the
find victor.? She was siill firmly wedded to what remained of the British Empire, indluding
her many colonia possessions and the countries of the British Commonwesdlth, and she was
gill atached to her ‘specid relaionship’ with the United States. She was not ready to
contemplate a full political union with the other nations of Europe. The most she would
accept was a ‘confederation’, or a glorified aliance with the other European powers, and
not a true federation. If the others wanted to go further, they would have to do it on their
own.

This was reflected in the eventud Statute of the Council of Europe. Two bodies were
edablished, a Committee of Minigters consigting of the foreign minisers of the member
dates, and a Consultative Assembly congisting of representatives appointed by the various
national parliaments, providing a ‘means through which the aspirations of the European
peoples may be formulated and expressed.” They met once a year a Strasbourg. Ten
nations were included at first: France, Britain, the Bendux countries, Denmark, Norway,
Irdland, Ity and Sweden. Ten more were to join later on, namely lcdand, Germany,
Greece, Audtrig, Turkey, Cyprus, Switzerland, Madta, Spain and Portugd, making twenty in
dl. The fird meeting in August 1949 was a grand affair, with Churchill and many other
powerful dignitaries among the delegates. Paul-Henri Spaak was elected as first President of
the Assembly.

Unfortunately, the new Council of Europe had no legidative power: it was a sort of mini-
United Nations within Europe. The Assembly could only make recommendations to the
Committee of Minigters, and so became just another ‘talk-shop’; while the Committee of
Ministers was empowered only to make recommendations to the member governments.
Like the UN, the Council performed some useful technical tasks, and edtablished a
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights, and a European Court. But as a
politica body, it was dl but usdess. Within two years, Spaek had resgned in disgust.
Regarding the Committee of Ministers, he wrote: “Of dl the internationa bodies | have
known, | have never found any more timorous or more impotent.” It was clear that
something more was needed.

The Americans, led by people such as George Kennan, Senator Fulbright, General
George C. Marshdl, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, and President Truman himsdf,
were dl in favour of European federation. They were anxious to re-establish a strong
Europe, and if possble a united Europe, as an dly and a buffer againg the Soviet Union.
Since they were not themselves involved, they could see the nerits of a federation, on the
American model, to prevent future wars. From a distance, it dl looked easy. To help the
process, they set up the Marshal Plan in 1947, which channdled an enormous tota of over
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$20 hillion in grants and aid towards European recongtruction over a period of severa
years. To adminiger the plan, the Organization for European Economic Co-operation
(OEEC) was st up in 1948, which later became the OECD. A private American
Committee on United Europe was incorporated in 1949. In te same year, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was created, establishing a military dliance between
North Americaand Western Europe.

It was a thistime, while federaists were mulling over their disgppointment in the Council
of Europe, that Jean Monnet stepped in. The problem of Germany was now becoming
urgent. The Federd Republic had recently been created, with Konrad Adenauer as its first
Chancdllor, and industrial production was beginning to recover.

The question was how to integrate the new Germany into the polity of European States.
Adenauer himsdf proposed, in interviews and speeches a this time, that a politica union
should be formed between France and Germany, to be open dso to Britain, Italy and the
Benelux countries’® Monnet now came up with a more practical and carefully limited
proposal, which came to be known as the Schuman Plan.

The scheme Monnet put forward was to amagamate the coa and sted industries of
France and Germany, together with any other interested parties, under a Sngle authority.
These industries provided the basic sinews of war, and once they were amagamated it
would become virtualy impossible for the two countries to go to war againgt each other ever
agan. The functions of the common authority might bter be expanded in a gradua and
stepwise fashion, to form the basis of the hoped-for European federation.

Monnet sent a copy of his scheme to the French Prime Minister, Georges Bidaullt, but it
was midaid in adrawer. Meanwhile, he showed it to the Foreign Minister, Robert Schuman,
who accepted it dmogt a once. On 9 May 1950, Schuman presented it formdly to the
French Cabinet, who approved it, and that afternoon he announced it to the press.
Meanwhile, copies had been sent to Germany and the US, and Adenauer’ s agreement had
been obtained. The Benelux countries and Italy soon joined in. Britain, however, was not
initidly informed, and the Foreign Secretary, Ernest Bevin, was hodtile to the whole idea
Britain could not be persuaded to join.

The Schuman Declaration included the following passage, which announces the
underlying intention of the plan:

“Europe will not be made all at once, or according to a single general plan. It will
be built through concrete achievements which first create a de facto solidarity .. The
pooling of coal and steel production will immediately provide for the setting up of
common bases for economic development as a first step in the federation of
Europe.” ™

This is very much a ‘functiond’ gpproach, in accordance with ideas which were firgt
becoming fashionable about that time. The anniversary of the declaration, on the Sth May, is
now celebrated as ‘ Europe Day’ each year.

The following month, delegations from ‘the Sx’ gathered in Paris to draft a detalled
treaty. The work took nine months, under the leadership of Jean Monnet, and resulted in the
Treaty of Paris establishing the European Cod and Sted Community (ECSC) sgned in
1951. The Treaty was then the subject of long and heated debates in al six nationd
parliaments, but was eventudly ratified and came into force in 1952. It provided for a
common market in cod, coke, gted, iron ore and scrap, and established five main
organisms.

?7? a9-man High Authority, to run the organization from day to day;

?? aCouncil of Minigters from the member states, to approve overdl policy;

?? a 78-member Common Assembly chosen by and from the nationd parliaments, which
could make recommendations to the Council;

?7? a Consultative Assembly conssting of producers and users of coa and sted products,
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to provide technical advice;
?? asupreme Court of Justice with seven judges and two advocates-generd.

The ECSC was clearly over-engineered for a mere industrid associaion: the Common
Assembly and the Court were included in anticipation of its evolution into a full European
federation. Monnet himself was elected as the first Presdent of the High Authority, and
threw himsdf energeticaly into the task. The common markets in cod and sted were
opened in 1953.

Monnet did not rest on his laurels. Having set in motion plans for a European economic
community, he next began to formulate separate plans for a European Defence Community
(EDC) and a European Political Community (EPC).

The Korean War had by now begun, and the US was proposing that Germany should be
rearmed, in order to contribute to European defence. The French were darmed at this
prospect, and suggestions were made by severa people that German forces should only be
rased within the context of a common European army. Monnet sent a plan to the French
Defence Miniger, René Pleven, for an EDC very much aong the lines of the Schuman Plan,
with a European amy administered by a Commissariat, a Council of Minigers, and an
Assembly and a Court which were to be shared with the ECSC. This draft proposal was
presented to the French Nationad Assembly by René Pleven in October 1950, and became
known as the Pleven Plan. Again, a treaty-making conference was convened in Paris, and
the resulting EDC Treaty was Sgned in May 1952.

The ECSC itself decided to draft another treaty providing for a European Politica
Community, and by March 1953 the draft was ready. It envisaged a European Executive
Council, a Council of nationd Minigers, a Court, and a Parliament conssting of a Senate
chosen from the nationd parliaments, together with a People’'s Chamber eected by the
citizensasawhole. It seemed that afedera Europe was amost built aready.

It was now that the wheels began to fall off the process, and opposition began to be felt.
The EDC Treaty was at length approved by the legidatures in Germany, Holland, Belgium
and Luxembourg, but not in Itdy or France. The British would have nothing to do with it.
Opposition came from both the Left and the Right. The Communists objected to the
creation of a European army which could only be amed at the Soviet Union; while the ultra-
nationalists, such as the Gaullists in France, objected to the loss of sovereignty which would
be involved in committing part of the nationa forces to a European army. The war in Korea
had now ended, and the need for an integrated defence force seemed less urgent. De
Gasperi’ s government in Italy had falen, and in France a more conservative government was
in office, which included severd Gaulligts. The EDC Treety was presented to the Nationa
Assembly by the new Prime Minigter, Pierre Mendés-France, but he was himsdlf lukewarm
about it. In the event the Assembly voted to reject the Treaty by 319 votes to 264, with 43
abstentions incdluding Mendés-France himself. The idea of a common European defence
force had been dedt a morta blow, from which it has gill not recovered forty years later.
The EPC Treaty made even less progress. The draft treaty was not approved by the
Foreign Minigters of the Six, and after the defeat of the EDC it was tacitly dropped.

A less ambitious plan for defence co-operation was prepared by the British, and signed
in October 1954. It created the Western European Union (WEU), which amounted to a
military dliance of the European nations. It has acted essentidly as a forum for discusson,
and has been completely overshadowed by NATO, to which al the actua forces were
attached until recently.

The Common Mar ket

European federdigts were generdly dismayed by the defeat of the EDC Treaty, but
Monnet and Spaak were not discouraged. They determined in early 1955 that Europe must
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be relaunched. The Bendux countries prepared a memorandum suggesting that the cod and
ged community should be extended to form a common market covering the whole
economic fidd. Spask arranged a meding of the Foreign Minigers of the Six, who
supported the idea, and they set up a Committee to work out detailed proposals, headed by
Spask himsdlf. Meanwhile, Jean Monnet stepped down from his Presidency of the High
Authority of the ECSC, and formed aprivate ‘ Action Committee for the United States of
Europe to push things dong. This committee was to continue its campaign for another
twenty years, until 1975.

Spaak’ s committee began its meetings in Brussels in July 1955, and produced a report
by March 1956 which was approved by the ECSC Assembly and the Foreign Ministers of
the Six. The Committee was then commissioned to draft some actua Treaties. Spaak drove
them hard. On one occasion, when the experts could not agree on the tariff to be gpplied to
imported bananas, he lost his temper. “I give you two hours’, he said. “If it's not settled by
then, | shal cdll the press in and announce that Europe won't be built after dl, because we
can't agree about bananas!” ™

By March 1957 the two Tregties were ready, and were sgned in Rome. By January
1958 they had been ratified by al the Six, and entered into force. One of the Tredties
established the European atomic agency Euratom, and the other established the European
Economic Community (EEC), usudly cadled the Common Market. The EEC was based in
Brussels, and its first president was Walter Hallstein, a protegé of Konrad Adenauer who
had been Rector of Frankfurt University before being appointed head of the German
Foreign Office. He was another ardent pro- European.

The gtructure of the EEC followed what was by now the standard European pattern. It
conssted of:

?? a9-man Commission, headed by Walter Hallstein, to run the day-to-day operations,
?? aCouncil of national Minigters, to gpprove overdl policy;

?? aCourt of Judtice;

?7? the European Parliament of 142 members.

The Court and the Parliament were shared as common ingtitutions
between the ECSC, Euratom and the EEC.

As a means of promoting economic growth, the Common Market was an immediate
success. By mid-1961, the tariff barriers between the Six had been dmost halved, trade
between them had increased by 70 percent, and overall production was up 20 percent.”® An
‘economic miracleé’ was occurring, and the practical benefits of European integration were
becoming obvious for dl to see.

Britain had il been reluctant to take part, and had refused to join the Treaty of Rome.
In 1960 she formed a riva organization, the European Free Trade Association (EFTA),
made up of Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden and Switzerland. This was a
much smaller and more widely scattered group than the Common Market, however, and it
did not have the same striking success.

Britain now began to reconsder her pogtion. Selwyn Lloyd, the Foreign Secretary,
actudly admitted in 1960: “I believe we made amistake in not taking part in the negotiations
which led to the formation of the coa and steel community.”** John Kennedy had become
Presdent in America, and he gave strong encouragement for Britain to join the Common
Market. At lagt in July 1961, Harold Macmillan announced to the House of Commons that
Britain would begin negotiations to join the EEC, and Irdand and Denmark quickly did the
same. The British negotiators were led by Edward Heath.

There were some difficult obstacles to overcome. Britain was concerned about her
Commonwealth partners, and wanted to preserve access for their products such as New
Zedand butter, at least to the British market. She was aso concerned about the farm
support program, one of the mgor priorities of the EEC, which was likely to be adrain on
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the British taxpayers, and of little bendfit to the efficient British farmers. Negotiations
dragged on for over a year, until they were brought to a sudden hdt by the even more
formidable obstacle of Charles de Gavllle.

Generd de Gaulle was a towering figure in French politics. He had been leader of the
Free French during the war, and served briefly as the first French President after the war;
and in 1958 he was dramaticaly returned to power during the Algerian criss. He was a
nationalist first and foremogt, and stood dways for the power and glory of France, and he
had no sympathy for supranationdist ideas. He and his party had opposed the Schuman
Pan, the Common Market, and Euratom. He was impatient with the British hesitations, and
suspicious of their ties to America. He was dso offended when Britain purchased American
Polaris missiles ingtead of collaborating on a missile development program with the French.
On 14 January 1963 he announced that Britain was not ready to join the Common Market
because of her links with overseas countries, and ingtructed his Foreign Minister, Maurice
Couve de Murville, to bresk off negotiations. One German delegate is said to have sat
weeping at the table as the negotiators |eft the conference in Brussels.™

De Gaulle was to stifle further progress towards European integration for the best part of
a decade. In 1965, the European Commission proposed some improvements in the EEC,
conssing of a fam finance package, independent financing for the EEC, and greater
powers for the European Parliament. The French wanted the farm finance package, but not
the rest, which would have extended the supranationd powers of the EEC. Once again,
Couve de Murville broke off the negotiations, and the French actudly boycotted the
mestings of the Council for severd months. Again in 1967, the British under Harold Wilson
applied to join the Common Market. Once more the proposal was vetoed by Charles de
Gaulle. The only forward progress occured when the European structure was rationalized,
and the ECSC and Euratom were merged into the EEC in 1967 to form a sngle entity,
which was henceforwards smply called the European Community (EC).

In 1969 Generd de Gaulle findly resigned, to be succeeded as President by the much
more progressive Georges Pompidou. Pompidou caled a summit meeting of European
leaders a the Hague, where it was agreed to widen the community by inviting Britain and
others to reapply for membership. Here and at a subsequent meeting in Parisin 1972 some
important new gods were laid down. It was agreed to degpen the community by aiming for
full economic and monetary union, and eventudly politicd unification as wel. The
Community was given its own independent sources of revenue, made up from agriculturd
levies, customs duties, and value added tax, and the budgetary powers of the European
Parliament were strengthened.

In 1970 the British under Edward Heeth gpplied for the third time to join the EC, dong
with Ireland, Denmark and Norway. Their applications were approved, and Britain, Ireland
and Denmark were findly admitted in 1972. The Norwegian people, however, voted by a
narrow mgjority at a referendum not to join, whereupon their government promptly resigned.
In later years, Greece (1981) and Spain and Portugal (1986) were adso to join the EC.

Further progress was impeded by the economic crisis caused by the OPEC oil shock.
Attempts had been made to limit fluctuations between the European currencies, in
preparation for monetary union, but these had to be abandoned in 1974. Britain was dso
unhappy about the scale of her contributions to the Common Agriculturd Policy (CAP), and
did not fed she was getting enough in return. Her conditions of entry to the EC were re-
negotiated by Harold Wilson in 1974, and her continued membership was put to a national
referendum in 1975, which approved it.

Ancther important summit meeting was held in Paris in 1974, a the invitaion of Vdéy
Giscard d’ Estaing, who had become President of France after Pompidou’ s degth, and had
previoudy been a member of Monnet’s Action Committee for the United States of Europe.
Three notable decisons were taken. Firdly, it was agreed to indtitute direct eections for the
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European Parliament: this was finadly implemented in 1979. Secondly, it was agreed to
explore idess for European Union: this led nowhere for atime. Findly, it was agreed to hold
regular summit meetings to discuss community policy, forming a European Council of Heads
of Government (not to be confused with the earlier Council of Europe!). Thisin itsdf was a
recognition of the increesingly important role of the EC. From this point on, al important
decisions about the future of the community were to be taken a mestings of the European
Council.

In 1979, moves towards monetary union were restarted by Roy Jenkins, then President
of the Commisson. The monetary ‘snake was reindtated, restraining currency fluctuations
within a narrow band. The European Monetary System (EMS) was set up, and a European
Currency Unit (ecu) was established, based on a basket of currencies of the member States.

The European Union

One of the members of the first dected Parliament in 1979 was Altiero Spindli from
Italy. Spindli had early in life been a member of the Itaian Communigt Party, and was
interned by Mussolini’ srégime for atota of sixteen years. He was one of the founders of the
‘Movimento Federdista Europeo’ in Milan in 1943, and was later Secretary Genera of the
European Federdig Movement from 1948 to 1962. He sarved on the European
Commission from 1970 to 1976, before being eected to the Parliament. He was keen to
promote reform of the EC, aiming towards a complete union.

In 1980 Spindli founded the * Crocodile Club’, a group of parliamentarians named after a
restaurant where they went to dine in Strasbourg. They succeeded in having a Draft Treaty
for European Union drawn up, which was adopted by the Parliament on 14 February
1984 by 231 votes to 31, with 43 abstaining. The structure it proposed was much more far-
reaching than the one recently adopted under the Maadtricht Treety. It gave the Union
respongbility for foreign affairs and defence, and dso education, research, and culturd
meatters. It was thus a rather ‘maximalist’ proposd, dthough it did adopt the so-called
principle of ‘subsidiarity’, according to which the union “shal only act to carry out those
tasks which may be undertaken more effectively in common than by the Member States
acting separately.”™ It caled for free movement of people, goods, services and capital
within the union. The Council of Minigters and the Parliament were to be given equa weight
in making decisons. The Parliament had no power to put this Draft Treety into operation
itself, but the European Council agreed to set up an Ad Hoc Committee to study the
proposals.

Attitudes towards European integration followed a consstent pattern within the European
Council throughout the 1980s. The origind Six were condstently in favour of further
integration. A srong bond was formed between the giant figures of Helmut Kohl of
Germany and Frangois Mitterand of France, which provided the engine for progress,
seadily supported by the Bendux countries and Italy. The latecomers to the community
were much less enthusiagtic, particularly Britain, Denmark and Greece. The leader of the
oppostion was Margaret Thatcher, the ‘Iron Lady’ from Britain. She was a true-blue
Consarvative, who saw hersdf as cast in the Churchillian mould, charged with restoring
Britan's sdf-respect and economic prosperity after decades of decline. Like de Gaulle, she
wanted nothing to do with further supranationa adventures, and attended European Council
meetings with her famous handbag at the ready. In the early 1980s she campaigned strongly
for a reduction in Britain's financid contributions to the Community, and Succeeded in
obtaining agreement for a substantia rebate in 1984.

Another force for progress was Jacques Delors, who became President of the
Commission in 1985 and moved immediatdly to revitdize its somewhat decayed
bureaucracy. He proposed a sevenyear timetable for removing the remaining trade barriers
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within the Community, in order to achieve a sngle market. He aso oversaw the drafting of
the Single European Act, which provided the first mgor changes to the EC structure since
the Treaty of Rome. Both measures were approved by the Council, and the Act came into
forcein 1987.

The Single European Act gave formal status to the European Council, and gave grester
voice and influence to the Parliament. The member dates agreed to harmonize ther
economic and monetary policies, and to standardize policies concerning taxes, employment,
hedth and the environment. A Court of Firg Instance was established to hear appeds
agang EC rulings. Most importantly, a system of weighted voting on some issues was
introduced into the Council of Minigersingead of the previous unanimous voting rule which
had given an effective power of veto to each member state.

In the late 80s, the Common Agricuturd Policy was rationdized. It had previoudy
accounted for fully two-thirds of the entire EC budget, resulting in the accumulation of huge
surpluses of agricultura products: the ‘butter mountain’, the *wine lake', and so forth. Under
a new scheme introduced in 1988, payments under the CAP were limited, and agricultura
subsidies began dowly to decrease.

As preparations continued for the coming single market, cdls for greater European unity
in other areas were made. The Commisson prepared a three-stage plan for achieving
economic and monetary union (EMU), and proposed a socia charter on human rights. West
Germany and France proposed an intergovernmenta conference (IGC) to discuss these
ideas, and to begin work on a treaty to incorporate them. Margaret Thatcher voiced strong
opposition to any further European integration, but in so doing she split her own
Conservative party, and this was partly responsble for her being voted out of office and
replaced by John Mgor in 1990.

The Treaty on European Union was signed in Maadtricht on 7 February 1992. It was
then put up for ratification by the member dates. A referendum was held in most countries,
and in some cases the result was very close. In France the treaty was approved by a thin
margin of only 3.4%, while in Denmark the first referendum was actudly lost, and a second
vote had to be engineered later to get the treaty through. In Britain the government did not
dare to put the issue to a referendum, and John Mgor had to battle the treaty through the
parliament clause by clause. Nevertheless, by October 1993 the treaty had been ratified by
al twelve member states, and cameinto effect.

The Maadricht Treaty transformed the EC into the European Union (EU), and
established the single market. All trade barriers were iminated, so that for example the
customs post at Dover was removed and 500 Customs inspectors were put out of work.
European citizenship was granted to the citizens of each member sate, with freedom to live,
work or study anywhere within the Union. Provison was made for full economic and
monetary union by 1999. Enhanced powers were given to the European Parliament, and
commitments were made towards a common foreign policy and defence policy for the
Union. Thetreaty aso included a Socid Chapter, which Britain decided not to rtify at fird.

The Treaty was aso designed to reassure the Member States that their sovereignty was
not threstened. Article F of the Treaty states: “The Union shall respect the nationa identities
of its member $ates” The principle of subsdiarity is enshrined within the Treaty, and is
interpreted in arather sronger sense than in the Draft Treaty, so that whatever can be done
locdlly, regionally or nationally should not be done a community level.*®

New states have since gpplied to join the Union. Austria, Sweden and Finland were
admitted to membership a the beginning of 1995: thus the Union now has a totd of 15
member gates. Switzerland and Norway were invited to join, but ther citizens voted to
rgiect membership a a nationd referendum in each case. There is dso a long queue of
further dates in the Mediterranean and Eastern Europe who have applied for membership.
Turkey, Cyprus, Malta, and Morocco have been granted associate Status, but their
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aoplications for full membership have been deferred. In the case of Morocco, the
gpplication was reected outright, on the grounds that she is not a European date. The
goplicaions of the former Soviet satellites Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania, the Czech
Republic and Sovakia have been regarded favourably, but some agppropriate economic
criteriamust be met before they can be accepted.

The Current Stuation

The years sSince 1993 have largely been occupied in attempting to digest the provisions of
the Maadtricht Treaty. A certain amount of public disenchantment with Europe has st in.
The drict financid criteria required by the timetable for monetary union have been blamed
for causing budget cuts and unemployment. The parliamentarians in Strasbourg are seen as
overpaid and underworked (quite unfairly), and the bureaucracy in Brussels is blamed for
officous interference in the affairs of everyday life. Regulations from Brussds have dictated
the shape of dectricd plugs, the type of gpples which can be grown in Denmark, and even
the gpproved shape of cucumbers. Such pettifogging restrictions cause a good dedl of public
resentment, whereas the huge but rather intangible benefits of European integration are
harder for the man in the dtreet to see. Could it be that Europe won't be built after dl,
because they can’t agree about cucumbers?

The deadline for monetary union, with the establishment of a European Centrd Bank and
a common currency (the ‘euro’), is 1 January, 1999 a latest. A recent public opinion poll
has shown public support for a sngle European currency is presently 67% in France, but
only 40% in Germany, with 52% opposed. In Britain, 58% are opposed.”” Britain hasin
fact reserved the right not to join in the third phase of EMU (i.e. the single currency), and
Denmark has aready decided not to join it. On the issue of an eventua United States of
Europe with a federd government, there is substantial support but not a mgjority, with 41%
in favour in Germany and 45% opposed, 38% in favour in France and 52% opposed, and
only 27% in favour in Britain, with 57% opposed.”’

The present lack of any common European policies on foreign affairs and defence was
garkly exposed by the recent criss in Yugodavia The United States for a long time left
Europe to sort out this problem in its own backyard. The Europeans, however, could not
agree what ought to be done, and gpart from sending envoys to try and mediate a
settlement, they completely faled to find any effective measures to hdt the conflict. It was
only when the US and NATO stepped in that the war in Bosnia was ended by means of the
Dayton accords.

Britain remains politicaly divided over Europe. Oppostion to Europe has hardened
within the Conservative Party, but the new Labour Government of Tony Blair appears more
sympethetic to the European idedl.

A new Inter-Governmental Conference on EU Reform began in Turin in March 1996. Al
aspects of the Maadtricht Treety were open for discusson, except the provisons for
economic and monetary union, which are supposedly aready settled. A centra topic wasto
be moves towards a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), as cdled for under the
Maadtricht Treaty. Should Europe continue to rely on NATO for its defence, or should it
creste an independent European force? There have been proposas to merge the old
Western European Union with the EU, and make it the military arm of the union, but thereis
aso strong opposition to such a move. Britain and Holland fear it would undermine NATO;
and Austria, Finland, Ireland and Sweden argue it would threaten their neutrlity.*® France
has also proposed the appointment of a high diplomatic representative to act as spokesman
for the Union on matters of defence and foreign policy. In the end, very little progress was
made on these issues in the new Treaty of Amsterdam, dthough Britain did end her opt-out
on the Socid Chapter of the Maastricht Treety.
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The European Commission, under its new President Jacques Santer, prepared a report
for the IGC entitted Reinforcing Political Union and Preparing for Enlargement. Its
proposals included provisons for mgority voting on interior and justice policy as well as
increased powers for the Commisson, especidly in the area of human rights, and an end to
Britan's ‘opt-out’ over the Socia Chapter. It dso proposed more mgority voting on
foreign policy, and establishment of a common military policy.

The most controversa of the Commission’s proposas, however, was an end to the
power of veto over dterations to the EU’'s founding tregties. The Maadtricht Treety, for
example, would not have come into force if any one of the 12 member states had faled to
ratify it. As the membership expands, it will become harder and harder to achieve such
unanimity. As the report says “maintaining unanimity will lead to parayss. The European
Union must not be condemned to progress at the rate of its dowest member. If the Treeties
can only be chan%ed by unanimity, the chance of red progress in European congtruction will
be undermined.”™ Chancellor Kohl warned a one stage that if Britain continued to block
further progress, the others might go on without her, forming a ‘two-speed Europe’ . In any
case, the drive for further integration in Europe is dearly ill going on.

Structure and Functions
The reader will now have become totally bewildered by the blizzard of acronyms passing

under his (or her) nose. Let us pause to review the present structure of the European Union,
and the functions of its various bodies.

European
Courtof [ | Eggﬁf,';ﬁn
Judtice

Council of
Minigers

Figure 5. Principal organs of the European Union

The principa organs of the European Union consist of the following bodies™



Europe 89

The European Council

This congsts of the Heads of Government of the 15 member States,
together with the Presdent of the Commisson, who hold a summit meeting two or three
times a year. They are asssted by the Foreign Minigers of the member dtates, and by
another member of the Commisson. They make decisons on mgor issues confronting the
Union, particularly those concerning changes to the dructure and functions of the
community, or progress towards further integration. Structura changes have hitherto
required the unanimous assent of al members of the Council, as discussed above. The
European Council was given forma status by the Single European Act.

The Council of the European Union (or Council of Ministers)

Thisis the main law-making body of the EU, and is composed of cabinet ministers, one
from each member date. If the subject is agriculture, the agriculture ministers mest; if it is
trangport, the trangport ministers meet, and so on. It is thus quite possible for two or more
gttings of the Council to be going on smultaneoudy, concerning different subjects. The
Presdency of the Council is held by each member state in turn for a period of sx months.
The Council hasits own gaff of some 2,500 officidsin Brussdls.

The proposds before the Council are generdly prepared beforehand by the Commission,
and the Council then decides whether to approve or disapprove the proposal. The Council
may approve: @) regulaions, binding on the member ates; b) directives, which are binding
but leave members free to choose how they will comply; ¢) decisons on specific actions,
and d) recommendations and opinions, which are not binding. Unless there are provisons to
the contrary, decisions are reached by a smple mgority vote. More important matters
require ether unanimity, or a ‘quaified or weighted mgority vote. Under the qudified
voting rules, France, Germany, Italy and the UK receive 10 votes each; Spain 8; Belgium,
Greece, the Netherlands and Portugd, 5 each; Austria and Sweden, 4 each; Ireland,
Denmark and Finland, 3 each; and Luxembourg 2, for a totd of 87 votes. A qudified
majority requires the assent of 62 out of these 87 votes.

The Single European Act extended qudified mgority voting to matters involving the single
market, economic and socid cohesion, and technologica research and development.
Unanimity is gtill required on metters involving taxation, common foreign and security policy
(CFSP), and justice and home affairs. It is dso required where the Council amends a
proposa from the Commission, or overrides a rgjection by the Parliament. In al these cases,
asdngle member can thus veto a decision.

The European Commission

This is the executive branch of the EU. It conasts of 20 Commissioners, who are
appointed by agreement among the member states for aterm of five years, renewable. They
act as department heads for the EU bureaucracy, which conssts of some 17,000 staff,
located mainly in Brussds, with some in Luxembourg and other locations. The President and
two Vice-Presdents are gppointed from among the Commissioners. Decisons are taken by
asmple mgority of members.

The Commission is responsible for carrying out the decisions of the Council of Minigers.
It prepares new proposds and legidation for the Council of Ministers and the European
Council. It dso represents the EU in negotiations with other countries or internationa
organiztions. It manages the EU funds and programs, and ddlivers aid to outside countries.
The Commissioners undertake to reman completely independent of the nationd
governments and the Council. They cannot be dismissed by the Council.
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The right of the Commisson to initiate and draft new proposals gives it a very powerful
role in the union, which has been inherited from that of the High Authority in the ECSC. This
role has been exploited to the full by strong Commission Presidents, such as Water Hdlstein
and Jacques Delors.

The European Parliament

This consgts of 626 members, directly dected every five years by the citizens of the
member states according to their respective eectoral systems. The number of sests in each
date is based on population, with Germany having the largest representation at 99
seets.Turnout a the last eections in 1994 ranged from 90% in Belgium down to 36% in
Hoalland and the UK. The members are grouped by politicd &ffiliation rather than nationdity,
with the largest group being the European Socidists with some 220 sests, and the next
largest being the European People’s Party (or Christian Democrats). Other substantia
groups include the Liberds, the Gaullits and Consarvatives, the Greens and the
Communigs. The Parliament is headed by a Presdent and 14 Vice-Presidents eected by
the members. It meets in Strasbourg, France, and has its own staff of over 4,000 personndl.

The powers of the Paliament are limited manly to consultation and review. The
gppointment of a new Commission is subject to a vote of approva by the Parliament. The
asent of Parliament is required for the accesson of new members, for dl internationa
agreements, and for sundry other matters. The Parliament works with the Council on the EU
budget, and may regject abudget plan. If necessary, it can compe the Commission to resign,
by adopting a censure motion with a two-thirds mgority.

Committees of the Parliament review legidation before it goes to the Council of Minigers,
and may propose anendments at that stage. After the Council has approved a proposd, a
rather complicated decision-making process involving the Parliament comes into play. In
cases where the Council adopts a decision by a qudified mgority, a ‘co-operation’
procedure gpplies, by which the Parliament may decide to approve, amend, or regect the
proposdl. It then requires unanimous agreement for the Council to override the decision of
the Parliament. In some limited areas, such as matters involving the internd market, a * co-
decison’ rule gpplies, according to which the Council and Parliament attempt to settle any
disagreements through a Conciliation Committee, where necessary. In these cases the
Parliament acts on equa terms with the Council, and may finaly decide to reject a proposa
by amagjority vote.

The Parliament has little power to initiste community legidation or determine policy for
the community on its own account. It can ask for existing policies to be amended, or new
ones initiated, as in the case of the Draft Treaty. It may, by amgority vote, ask the
Commission to submit proposas in a certain limited number of lessimportant fields.

The Court of Justice

This consists of 15 Judges and 9 Advocates-Genera, gppointed for Sx-year terms by
the member states. It is responsible for the interpretation and upholding of the Treeties, and
for making sure that community law is observed. Cases may be brought either by member
dates or by individuals or organizations. A Court of First Instance was set up in 1989 to
cary out initid hearings of cases brought by individuas. The Court Stsin Luxembourg.

The decisons of the Court are binding on member dtates, and take precedence over
nationa laws in areas of community responghility. In the “Smmentha’ case in 1978, the
Court of Justice declared that “every naiond court mugt, in a case within its jurisdiction,
apply Community law in its entirety and protect rights which the latter confers on individuas
and mugt accordingly set aside any provison of naiond law which may conflict with it,
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whether prior or subsequent to the Community rule.” Failure to comply may incur pendties,

such as fines. Over 300 cases were settled one way or another by the Court in 1994.

Individuas may dso bring cases which involve Community law in ther repective nationd

courts.
In addition to the major organs listed above, there are dso severd lesser organs of the

Union:

?7? The Court of Auditors, responsible for monitoring the accounts and expenditures of the
community;

?? The Economic and Socid Committee, which has a consultative role on economic and
socia matters,

?? The Committee of the Regions, which enables locd and regiond authorities to have a
say in thework of the community;

?? The ECSC Conaultative Assembly il exidts, as the last separate remaining argan of
the origind Cod and Sted Community;

?? The European Invesment Bank, established in 1958 to finance capitd projects
according to community policy;

?? The European Monetary Ingtitute was set up in 1994 to prepare the way for monetary
union and for a European Central Bank, which is due to appear by 1999.

Budget

The total revenue of the Union in 1995 amounted to 76.5 billion ecu, or approximately
$100 hillion, of which 50% came from vaue-added tax, 17% from customs duties, and
30% from a nationd levy based on each member’s GDP. The totd revenue amounted to
1.2% of the community’s GDP.

Over hdf the total expenditure went to agriculture and fisheries, with the farm support
program teking the lion's share. Another 32% went on dructurad funds, to encourage
development in more backward regions of Europe. About 4% went to research and
technology, and 2.2% to aid for ex-European colonies under the Lomé Convention. A
further 6% was committed to externd measures such as development finance and ad for
countries of the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and in other regions.
Adminigtration, carried out by atota of 28,500 officias, takes up 5% of the budget - quite
an efficient operation.

Economicaly, Europe is the largest grouping in the world. Its population is 370 million,
about 6.5% of the world totd, but its GDP accounts for one-quarter of the entire world
economy, and its trade is 22% of the world totd. Its aid to Third World countries amounts
to about 40% of the world total. All these exceed the corresponding figures for the United
States.

Shortcomings and Future Prospects

From our comfortable position as armchair critics, how are we to assess the progress
made towards a democratic European federation?
On the podtive Sde, it is clear that the required pieces of the jigsaw are dmogt dl in
place. The European Union possesses.
?7? an executive, in the form of the European Commission;
?? ademocraticaly dected parliament to represent the people, in the European Parliament;
?? an assambly to represent the member gtates, in the form of the Council of Ministers. The
European Council can be consdered as an extension of the Council of Minigers,
corresponding to the case when the ministers happen to be Prime Minigters,
?7? acourt to adjudicate community law, in the European Court of Justice.
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The only missing item is a European security force to defend the federation and enforce
the law, if necessary. So far, Europe has got on reasonably well without it.

Unlike the United Nations, the EU has gained the power to make legidation, and to make
legd judgements which are binding on its members, based on that law. Economic union has
been achieved, and monetary union is moving towards completion, athough there may yet
be some hiccups on the way. The Union dso disposes of a budget commensurate with its
obligetions.

The mgor shortcomings of the Union arise from the fact that the pieces of the jigsaw do
not quite fit together properly. They include the following.

The Parliament

The Paliament has not yet been given sufficient power or responsbility. As the
democraticaly eected assembly, it should have the power to initiate legidation, and at least
equa power with the Council to approve legidation. It should also have greeter control over
the executive, and idedly the executive should be eected from within its ranks. The battles
over future policy and directions in Europe should be fought out primarily in debates within
the Parliament, rather than outsde it. Only then will true democratic accountability be
achieved within the European government. Only then will European citizens develop any
gopreciable interest or loyaty towards the Union.

A number of these issues were addressed by the Parliament itsdf in the lead-up to the
Maadtricht Treety. It produced a report entitled 1993: The New Tregties, which contained
its proposals for Maastricht.”” The report refers to the “democratic deficit” within the
community, and cdls for “reform of the Community in the context of a federdly-based
European Union.” It includes proposals whereby the Parliament:

?? “Cdls for Parliament and the Coundil to be given equd rights and equa weight in the
legidative process”; >

?? “Cdls for Paliament dso to be given the right to initiate legidative proposds in cases
where the Commisson fails to respond within a specified deadline to a specific request
adopted by amajority of Members'™ (this would essentially give the Parliament the right
to initiate legidation whenever it wanted);

?? “Cdls for Parliament to be given the right to elect the President of the Commission on a
proposa from the European Council; the President should, with the agreement of the
Council, choose the Members of the Commisson; the debate and the vote of
confidence in a new Commisson, which Parliament has held since 1981, should be
formdized in the Treaties’; and later “a new Commission shall be appointed at the
beginning of each parliamentary term.” The Parliament did not go o far as to say that
the Commission should be sdlected from within its ranks, but these proposas would
certainly makeit possble to do so in the future.

In the event the member states did make some concessions in the Maagtricht Treaty. The
Parliament was given a somewhat more equa say in the legidative process via the co-
decison mechanism, while the Commission’s term of office was changed to five years to
meatch the Parliament, and the right to vote gpprovd of a new Commission was formalized.
The other points were not conceded.

The Parliament had also proposed that a single seat should be chosen for the Parliament,
the Council and the Commission. This would put an end to the present absurd Situation,
where the Parliament Sts in Strasbourg, but its committees meet in Brussdls, while its
Ssecretariat is based in Luxembourg. As a result, much time is wasted while everyone
perambulates around the countryside.
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The Council

The Council functions effectively as an assembly representing the member states. It is not
an dected body, like the Senate in the United States for instance, and thus does not conform
to the classica pattern of a states house. Instead, it has been set up to provide direct
representation of the governments of the member states, and as such it arguably performs a
more useful function than the classicd *senate’. The need for such an assembly has been felt
in other federa systems. in America the state governors hold regular meetings, for ingtance,
while in Audrdia the state premiers now hold periodic round-table meetings with the
Federa government.

The difficulty with the Council of Minigters and with the European Council concerns the
age-old problem of the veto. In cases where the unanimous voting rule holds, a angle
member dtate can frudtrate the will of the mgority, and paralyze the organization. But the
Council has dso shown the way out of the dilemma, in the form of the qudified maority rule.
Once this has been extended to dl the norma areas of business of the Council, the veto
problem will be largdly resolved. The Parliament, for instance, included in its 1991 proposds
adeclaration that it “believes that unanimity should no longer be required for decison-taking
in Council, except for conditutionad matters, accesson of new Member States, and
extension of the field of Community responsibilities” *°

The Commission has made the radical proposa, as we saw previoudy, that the power of
veto should be ended even for dterations to the EU’ s founding tredties, i.e. for condtitutiona
dterations'® At present, Article N of the Maastricht Treaty talks about “determining by
common accord the amendments to be made to those Treaties’, and provides tha “The
amendments shal enter into force after being ratified dl the Member States in
accordance with their respective constitutional reguirements.”*®

Now a sovereign state cannot be forced to accede to atreaty againgt itswill - that would
only lead to disaffection and rebellion of some sort. But it might be possible to provide that
amendments can proceed if some sort of quaified mgority of member states agree to it,
with the states opposed to them being alowed to ‘opt out’ of the amended sections. We
have aready seen how Britain opted out of the Socia Chapter of the Maastricht Treaty, and
Denmark opted out of the third stage of EMU. No doubt this would lead to a ‘two-speed
Europe for atime, but it would remove a mgor impediment to further progress.

The Commission

The European Commission acts as the executive of the European government. It is a
powerful body, and seems to have operated effectively hitherto. There are dangers,
however, in having the executive and legidative branches of government separated. This can
lead to disputes, and a budgetary or legidative deadlock between the two branches of
government, as was shown recently in the United States in the stand-off between Bill Clinton
and Newt Gingrich. Even American dudies, such as tha by Everett Millard's group
CURE?, have recognized the advantages of cabinet-style government. The Commission
needs to be made more accountable to the Parliament, and idedlly should be eected from
within it, S0 as to provide leadership from the indde. This would aso raise the gatus of
parliament, and lead to higher qudity among the parliamentarians themsdves. The change
involved would not be enormous: a number of people have dready served both as MEP' s
and Commissoners, such as Altiero Spindlli, for example.

An dternative would be to move towards the American modd, with the President of the
Commission being directly eected by universd suffrage, and then gppointing the remaining
members of the Commission himsdlf.
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Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)

Perhagps Europe's greatest shortcoming is its lack of a common foreign and security
policy, which is one of the core areas of responghility of any government. This problem was
crudly exposed by Europe' s complete failure to resolve the recent crisis in Yugodavia and
Bosnia. It is often remarked that Europe at present is an economic giant, but a politica
dwarf.

The Maadtricht Treaty declares that its members are “RESOLVED to implement a
common foreign and security policy including the eventud framing of a common defence
policy, which might in time lead to a common defence, thereby reinforcing the European
identity and its independence in order to promote peace, security and progress in Europe
and in the world.”® It isalittle vague about exactly how thisisto be put into effect, but gives
the mgor responghility to the European Council and the Council of Minigters, which must
act unanimoudy in these areas (meaning the veto applies). The Parliament is given only the
right to be consulted.

The CFSP was one of the main topics of discusson at the recent inter-governmenta
conference, but the many contentious issues involved in aress of such vitd importance are
unlikely to be settled at one blow. Let us examine the two aress separatdly:

a) Foreign policy

The mechanisms for agreeing on common foreign policies are dready in place. As part of
the Council of Minigers organization, the Minigers for Foreign Affairs dready meet
regularly once a month, in what is dubbed the ‘Generd Council’, to ded with externd
relations and mgor political questions. If there was sufficient mutua confidence between the
member dates to dlow qudified voting rules to goply in foreign affars then common
policies could be arrived at in the General Council and the European Council.

On some matters, the union is aready obliged to reach a common policy. Concerning
foreign trade, for example, Europe nmust have a single policy because she forms a single
market, and her policies are spoken for by the rdevant Commissoner. In the same
functiona way, sheis bound to develop over time a common policy in other areas of shared
responsibility, such as research and technology, the environment, transport and foreign aid,
to choose a few examples. The one mgor area where a coherent foreign policy islacking is
that of defence and security, where she has not put her own house in order.

The French have proposed that the Union should appoint a senior representative dubbed
“Monsieur PESC” (Politique Etrangére et de Séourité Commune) to act as its officia
spokesperson in forel gn affairs and defence, to help give the community more presence and
stature in these aress.”

b) Defence policy

In the area of defence and security, Europe is faced with a choice between two basic
options:
?? To continue to rely on NATO for her collective defence, as she has done for amost 50

years since 1949,

?? To edtablish her own joint forces for security and defence, possbly merging the old

Western European Union with the EU to become her defence wing.

Some possible nucle for ajoint European force aready exist. France and Germany have
established a joint brigade-sized force caled Eurocorps, based on Strasbourg; while
France, Itdy, Spain and Portuga have created a rapid intervention force called Euroforce,
together with its aeronava wing Eurmarforce. These are quite small a present, however.

There is strong oppostion to any proposal to undermine NATO, as remarked
previoudy.'® President Chirac announced in 1995 that France would resume operational
membership of NATO, after boycotting the dliance ever dnce the time of Generad de
Gaulle. Discussions are likely to centre on ways of building a ‘ European pilla’ to NATO,
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and indeed the North Atlantic Council met in June, 1996, to condder the crestion of a
European defence capability as part of the organization. One EU source has described the
idea of a completely independent European army as “becoming ever more fanciful”.”
Objections to the NATO option, on the other hand, are likely to centre on the dominance of
that organization by the United States.

Europe's present weakness in the area of security and defence can be illustrated by a
hypothetical ‘wargaming’ example. Suppose that Spain were to announce that on historical
and geographica grounds Gibrdtar rightfully belonged to her, and began to mass troops on
the border. Suppose that Britain rglected the claim, and began to reinforce the garrison by
ar, while sending arcraft carriers seaming towards the area. Suppose that both sdes
refused to negotiate, and rejected the jurisdiction of the World Court, so that fighting was
imminent. What could the European Union do? Does she have the legd right to intervene,
and demand that the Court of Justice adjudicate in the dispute? The answer is no, the
Tresties give the Court of Justice no right of adjudication in territorid disputes. Does the EU
have the military resources to intervene and prevent or hat any conflict? The answer is no,
the EU has no subgstantia forces of her own. Her only recourse would be an gpped to
NATO, which would aso be highly embarrassed since Britain and Spain are both members
of the dliance. Hopefully this example is highly unredlidtic, but it does serve to highlight the
present weakness of both the European and the world security systems.

Federalists versus Nationalists

The future shape of the European Union is clearly going to be determined by the outcome
of the ongoing struggle between the ‘ supranationaists or European federadists on the one
hand, versus the ‘nationaists on the other hand. The federdidts, represented in recent times
by Ddors, Kohl and Mitterand, have fought for a stronger union; while the nationdigts,
represented by de Gaulle and Thatcher, have fought againgt it.

The disagreement between the two campsis probably due largely to their different visons
of the end-point of the federation process. Margaret Thatcher, for instance, has referred to
the threat of a future “European super-gate’. She envisages a United States of Europe in
which Great Britain has been reduced to the status of a mere province, like Massachusetts
or Rhode Idand in the USA, with her armed forces and her independent voice in world
affairs gone, and her glorious history running from Drake through Marlborough, Trafagar
and Waterloo dl forgotten. She would probably imagine England being run by squads of
jack-booted inspectors from Brussels, and ingtinctively rgjects any such frightful prospect.

The federaists, on the other hand, see a greet vison of the nations of Europe living and
working in harmony, with their citizens able to travel and do business in complete freedom
anywhere in the union, bringing guaranteed peace and increased prosperity for dl. If in the
early days some of them may have envisaged the nation-states reduced to mere provinces,
that has now changed. The events of the last fifty years have made it abundantly clear that
the ancient nations of Europe will indst on kegping much more of ther distinctive cultures
and nationd identity than that. They may decide to contribute to a ‘European pillar’ of
NATO, for ingtance, or to an independent joint security force, but they will dso ingst on
preserving independent armed forces of their own, far into the foreseeable future. The
Minigtry of Defence and the Minigry of Foreign Affairs will remain in Whitehdl, and may
even have to be expanded to cope with the demands of European co-operation. Any
European federation is going to be a much looser association than in the American modd,
and it is perhaps a mistake to keep on referring to the *United States of Europe’. All the
recent emphasis on the principle of subsidiarity is designed to reassure the member states
that their nationa identities and cultures will indeed be preserved in the new Europe.

This raises the question: what actudly defines a federation in the firgt place? Some ussful
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comments have been made in a recent discussion paper prepared for the Fabian Society by

Stephen Tindale and David Miliband.*® They define the key features of afederation as:

?7? the existence of two or more tiers of government, with the powers and existence of
lower tiers guaranteed and immune from arbitrary interference from the higher tier;

?? an agreed divison of competencies between tiers with, again, defences againgt arbitrary
changesin the divison;

?7? a written conditution enshrining the above, and a Conditutiona Court to adjudicate
between tiers.*

On this sort of definition, one could dmost argue that the EU is a federation dready. It
has two tiers of government in the EU and the member states, both with legidtive authority,
and with an agreed divison (temporarily, at least) of competencies between them; but the
Maadtricht Treaty does not redly quaify as a formd written condtitution guaranteeing the
divison of powers. That will have to awat a more find determination of responghilities
between the two levels.

Tindde and Miliband discuss the concept of ‘layered identity’. People may identify
themsdves amultaneoudy with a city, a county, a country, or a continent, and fed loyaty
towards al of them. A man might be a Liverpudiean while watching his loca footbal team
on the tdlevison, but an Englishman while waiching the nationd cricket team play the
Pakiganis (he will probably not fed much loydty towards the entity cdled ‘Merseysde).
The federdigts do not propose that he should lose or abate any of these fedings, but only
that he should aso consider himsdlf a ‘ European’ when wetching the Ryder Cup team play
the Americans at golf.

The European Union, like Merseyside, has not generated much loydty amongst its
citizens up till now. It has a flag, blue with gold stars on it, and it has an excelent anthemin
Beethoven's ‘Ode to Joy’. But it is hard to fed any loydty towards a bunch of faceess
bureaucrats in Brussels. That is one of the reasons why the EU needs to be made more
demoacratic, in order to present a more human face to its citizens. It could probably also do
more in the way of promoting sports festivas, sporting teams, and the like.

Theoretical Discussions

Many books have been written which have analyzed the process of European integration,
and have attempted to produce a genera theory of regiond integration based upon the
European example. | have neither the space nor the competence to do proper justice to
these discussons here, but we may get some idea of the arguments from surveys by other
authors.

The date of integration theory drca 1974 was surveyed by R.J. Harrison in Europe in
Question. He classified the various approaches into three categories, namely ‘functiond’,
‘federd’ and ‘neo-functiondist’. Let us say afew words on eachin turn.

The functionalist approach

The principd originator of this gpproach was David Mitrany in A Working Peace
Sysem. Theideais that a working international community will be built up piecemed out of
a network of functional agencies like the Postal Union, each one more or less autonomous
and performing a specific technica or economic function, and each one involving the transfer
of agndl piece of nationd sovereignty to the internationa system. Eventudly this functiona
network will become 0 extensve, and people will identify themsaves so strongly as
members of the internationa community, that no nation will be able to bresk the peace.
Mitrany sees this as hgppening dmost automaticaly, and sees no need for the congtruction
of rigid condtitutiond gructures. “No fixed rule is needed, and no rigid pattern is desirable
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for the organization of these working functional drata .. the function determines its
appropriate organs. It aso reveds through practice the nature of the action required under
the given conditions, and in that way the powers needed by the respective authority .. Not
only is there in dl this no need for any fixed conditutiond divison of authority and power,
prescribed in advance, but anything beyond the origind forma definition of scope and
purpose might embarrass the working of the practical arrangements ..”*

The functiondigs are generdly not in favour of regiond integration, particularly European
integration, seeing it as a pogtive obstacle to world integration. Johan Galtung, for instance,
wrote in The European Community a warning that Europe might become just another
superpower, the greatest of them dl, and thus produce new divisions between the peoples
of the world. Europe might become involved in wars againg the other superpowers, or
engage in capitdist exploitation of the Third World. These fears would appear to be rather
exaggerated a the moment, however. Europe currently possesses no forces of her own, and
is no threat to anybody. She is aso the single largest source of foreign ad to Third World
countries.

Functiondids are generdly digrustful of ‘big government’ in any form. They tend to
ignore or discount political processes, and belong perhaps to the more left-wing or anarchist
tradition of political theory. Harrison concludes as follows. “ Functiondism, in other words, is
virtudly a mono-causd explanation of socid activity, summed up in the dictum that a
community may be regarded as the sum of the functions performed by its members. Like dl
mono-cauisal explanations of societal phenomena, it is inadequate.”*

The federalist approach

The federdist viewpoint is of course the one taken in this book. It postulates that peace
and order among men can only be secured by good government (recall William Penn's
satement: “Peace is maintained by Justice, which is a Fruit of Government”), and that the
naturd form of government for a union of sovereign dates is a federd one. One federd
theorist of European integration was RW.G. Mackay, aleader of the Federa Union group,
who wrote: “We can hope for red economic and socid progress in Europe only if thereisa
political authority with power to bring it about.”* He envisages a federd authority, where
federaliam is defined as “a method of dividing powers of government so that the centrd and
regiond governments are within a limited sphere co-ordinate but independent. The test of
the principle is. does it embody the divison of powers between centra and regiond
authorities, each being independent of the other?>> A smilar definition was quoted in the
preceding section. Other prominent federd theorists were Guy Héraud of France, and
Professor Brugmans of the Netherlands, aleader of the European Union of Federdists.

Harrison draws a distinction between the ‘moderate’ federaists, who accept a gradua
and incrementa approach to federation like that adopted by Jean Monnet and Paul-Henri
Spaak, as opposed to the ‘radicd’ federalists, who demand that federation must be
achieved in one revolutionary lesp. An example of the latter was Alexandre Marc, who
clamed that incrementalists had done more harm to integration in Europe than its declared
opponents. They have been satisfied with “little nothings’, he said in 1968.%° But it is dearly
only the moderates who have had any effect in practice. We have adready recounted how
the federdist movement has provided the driving force, step by step, towards European
unification.

The neofunctionalist approach

The originator of this gpproach was Ernst Haas, who made a detailed study of European
integration in The Uniting of Europe in 1958. Other prominent authors in this category
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include Leon Lindberg and Amita Etzioni. Ther postion is somewhere between the
functiondis and federdist pogtions, and David Mitrany hes labdled it ‘federdid-
functiondist’.

Studying the extenson of the Cod and Stedd Community into the Common Market, Haas
attempted to extract a generd propogition: that integration in a particular sector can lead to
broader integration by a “spillover” effect, provided certain conditions are met. The origind
integrative step must be inherently expangive, or advantageous, but not so far-reaching that it
affects the vitd interests of the state and threatens the power of ruling dites. The first step
will then get organized groups and poalitical parties involved in the integration process, and
lead them to perceive a Smilar need for integration in other sectors. The demands and the
loydties of the interest groups will then shift gradudly towards the central decisionmaking
bodies.

Neofunctionaists do not ignore or write off the forma structure of government, but rather
they recognize that centrd indtitutions with policy making powers have a critica role to play.
Like the functiondigts, however, they tend to argue that integration becomes an autometic
process, driven by the sdf-interest of national interest groups who perceive advantages to
themsalves in further union. “Perhgps the most salient concluson we can draw from the
community building experience is the fact that maor interest groups as well as paliticians
determine their support of or opposition to new centrd ingtitutions and policies on the basis
of a cdculation of advantage. The “good Europeans’ are not the main creators of the
regional community that is growing up; the process of community formation is dominated by
nationally condtituted groups with specific interests and ams, willing and able to adgust ther
aspirations by turning to supra-national means when this course appears profitable”’

This thed's tends to ignore the human eement in political affairs, and to predict that, once
darted, the integration process will roll on inevitably until complete integration is achieved. It
denies the crucid role played by people like Monnet, Spagk and Spindli in theintegration
process. As Harrison remarks. “The week link then, in the chain of action and interaction of
vaiadles, as it is visudized in the neo-functiondist theds is that it is governments, and
generdly spesking the leaders of governments, who mug, a least while unanimity
procedures for community decison making obtain, make the next moves dong the path to
unity.” > The check to further progress produced by General de Gaulle in the 1960s forced
some degree of regppraisa of the thess, and led Haas himsdf to admit: “Most neo-
functiondigts have not explicitly recognized .. the crucid question of whether .. this
incrementa style is not “foreseen” and manipulated by certain heroic actors (Jean Monngt,
Sicco Mansholt, Wdlter Hallstein, Raoul Prebisch) - and eventudly checked by certain
equally prescient national actors (Charles de Gaulle).”

The neofunctiondists were certanly correct, however, in identifying economic utility as a
vitd, if not essentid, factor in generating community support for further integration. Business
groups have recognized amost from the beginning the huge advantages offered by more
open markets within Europe, and have been strong supporters of integration. An illustration
was provided recently by one of Norway's largest enginesring firms, which moved its
headquarters from Odo to London after the Norwegians rejected membership of the EU:
the firm decided it could not afford to miss the advantages of the single market. Whether
these groups will continue to support further moves towards political and defence co-
operation remains to be seen. One prominent financier, Sr James Goldsmith, surfaced not
long ago as aleader of the opposition to the EU in Britain.

Amital Etzioni in his book Politica Unification made a comparative study of four different
regiona associations. Two of them, the United Arab Republic and the Federation of the
West Indies, were classed as unions that failed; one, the Nordic Association, was classfied
as dable; and the last one, the EEC, was classed as a successful, growing union. On this
bass, he formed a ranking of different functiond sectors as regards their potentia for
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inducing further integration. Bottom of the list he puts sarvice functions such as posta co-
operation, radio frequency allocation, police co-operation, and so on. Next come
organizations degling with labour, hedth and culturd affairs; third are those dedling with tariff
agreements and military organizations, and top of the hegp come economic unions and
common markets.

Neofunctionaism has remained the dominant academic theory of regiond integration in
subsequent years, in tha it seems to offer a sysematic explanaion of the integration
process.”® One recent study by Milward et d.** has criticized the theory on the grounds that
it has virtudly ignored the nation-date as the centra unit of political organization. In redity,
they argue, virtudly al power has remained with the nation-gtate in Europe, with only limited
surrender of national sovereignty being made to centrd indtitutions for narrowly defined
purposes. The authors contend that this limited integration has been driven mainly by the
percelved sdf-interest of the nation-tates themsealves. They do not venture much in the way
of future predictions, but the implication certainly is that nationd sovereignty is here to Say,
and integration in Europe will not proceed much further.

Summary and Conclusions

Whereas the movement for world federation was defeated and tifled by the onset of the
Cold War, the movement for European federation has flourished. Guided by men of
extraordinary vison and enterprise, such as Monnet, Spaak, Adenauer and Spindlli, the
Europeans have proceeded step by step to build the European Union. The process of
integration has taken much longer than the founding fathers would have hoped, some fifty
years dready, and thereis along way Hill to go. It might easily be ancther fifty years or even
more before the integration process is complete, and no-one can predict exactly what the
end-point will be. But dready it is possible to declare that some sort of European federation
will be established. By some definitions, it is dready here.

The European Union possesses an executive, a democraticaly elected parliament to
represent the people, and a council to represent the member dtates. It has the power to
make binding legidation in certain areas, and possesses a court with the power to make
binding legd judgements. It has completed the formation of a single European market, and is
moving towards complete economic and monetary union. It disposes of a substantia budget,
in the neighbourhood of $100 hillion.

Deficiencies which have been identified in the EU include its ‘democratic deficit’, or lack
of democratic accountability, plus the peremid problem of the veto in the Council, and the
lack of any substantia joint security forces. A mgor issue on the agenda a present is the
question of how to achieve some sort of common foreign and security policy for the
community.

A cetan amount of disenchantment with Europe, or ‘Euro-scepticism’, is becoming
evident, as the preparations for monetary union have been blamed for causng economic
hardship and unemployment. But many proposds for reform and further integration have
been raised, and remain on the public agenda. There is Hill a need for common foreign
policies and common security mechanisms, as agreed under the Maadtricht Treaty. This fact
alone ensures that, after al the debates are over and some reasonable compromises are
arived at, Europe will continue to move towards a closer union - there can hardly be any
going back now. The end-point is Hill unclear, but it will probably consst of a loosdy-knit
gructure in which the member nations will retain most of thelr present autonomy.

Englishspesking people, by the way, tend to get a dightly distorted view of public
opinion in Europe, because their information usualy comes by way of the British press.
Support for European union has aways been strongest and most consistent in the origind
Six, and tha remains the case to this day. Public opinion has been more doubtful and less
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positive in the latecomers to the community, and most particularly in the UK and Denmark.

The hot debates over Europe which go on in Britain are not a true reflection of the sate of

opinion across the Channel.

What are the lessons to be drawn from the European experience, which might hep usin
moving towards a world federation? There are a number of matters of principle, which will
be taken up in the next chapter. But there are dso some useful tactics which can be learnt
from Jean Monnet and hisfriends, asfollows.

?? A federation between sovereign nation-dates cannot be arived a in a single
revolutionary leap. The prospective member states will not accept any sidden and
dramatic transfer of sovereignty. Instead, it is better to approach the federation in an
incrementad and evolutionary fashion, with a stage-by-dtage tranfer of functiond
authority. Judging by the European example, the processis likely to take many decades.

?? It is not necessary to make the association universal from the outset, even if that is the
ultimate aim. One can begin with a nucleus of the more progressive sates, such as the
Six in Europe. If the association is a success, other states will join in afterwards.

?? The prototype association should be set up with dl the necessary organs at the
beginning, so that it forms a small but hedthy embryo of the eventua federation. It will
then be able to evolve and grow easlly and naurdly, even though it may look ‘top-
heavy’ to begin with. It is important to get the structure right at the gtart, if possble,
because political organizations show remarkable persstence once they are established.
The idea of the league of great powers has perssted with little basic change from the
Concert of Europe right through the League of Nations to the United Nations, and the
structures adopted by Jean Monnet for the ECSC have perssted largely unchanged
through to the European Union.

?? The prototype association, according to neofunctiondist theory, should involve
integration in an ‘expangve sector, which means an economic sector if possible, so that
there are incentives for the organization to grow. A purely military organization, such as
amilitary dliance for example, will amply remain gatic in most cases.

The European Union thus stands as a great beacon of hope and progress for the rest of
the world. Whatever the outcome of the present arguments over further integration, it has
dready achieved the magor ams of its founders. It has brought peace to Western Europe,
and made war between the European powers virtually inconceivable (despite our wargaming
exercise), dthough this does need to be cemented in place by a common security policy.
One can confidently predict that there will never again be amgor war between France and
Germany. This is an agonishing achievement, when one recdls that only fifty years ago the
nations of Western Europe were locked together in mortal combat. A huge transformation
has occurred, by amost imperceptible degrees.

The single market has adso brought unprecedented prosperity to the people of Europe,
and dlowed European firms to compete on equa terms with American and Japanese
enterprises. Findly, Europe is making greet effortsto lift living sandards in its more deprived
aress in the mountain uplands, the indudtria rustbelts and the outlying regions. In dl these
ways Europe is providing an enormoudy hopeful and indructive example for the wider
world to follow.



