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“to provide an initial stimulus for 6ur deliberations over the nextrfewfdays

. '*  REPORT OF U.A.C.E.S. STUDY GROUP ON EUROPEAN UN|ON

 [n September 1975 UACES set up a study group .to discuss ‘the TindeﬁaQs
Report and to prepare for.this present eonferenbe. The fol!owingirebqnfl

which surmarizes these discussions, is thus not meant to be conclusive but:

A. PHILOSOPHY OF UNION = | | Sy

;This seotion ié based upon the group's évaluation of the baéfe e
assumptions underpunnnng the various reports produced by the Commonrty _:
institutions (and the Spirenburg Group) as.part of the exercise that’

’led up to the eventual publication in January of this year of the» |
Tindemans'Reoort itself.
| it shou]d be said at the outset thaf'ghe study group as a wnole
was-eafremely dubious of the utility of the Tindemans exercise in fhet%ight :
both of the proposals that were made and the reoeption that they‘Were :, L
.njlikefy to receive from the nationalrgovernments both indiriduallyrand
E:si;trné cojiectively.as the European Council. The noticeable siiente . f'\xi{
i-that has fol!owed the Tlndemans Report to date suggests that this sceotlcsm h
e'was in fact Justafled Although there was general agreement that the -
tlne was rnpe for some sort of stocktaklng of the state of European o ? .
rfsntegratlon,_doubts were expressed as to the,llkellhood of the European
‘:‘Council bein§ orepared‘to accept anything in- the way:of either a realistic
appraisal or a radi;al reappraisal in any other than the most general
and tneommitting terms.- '
Instead of‘considering at length the nature of the prooosals pué
forward in these'various reports, ail of which perhaps wisely avoided bt
any attempt at a final definition of the exact nature of a future European

Union, the group decided to concentrate their attentions on the

philesophy and assumptions that lay behind them. |t was felt that the
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various suggestions for institutional reform and future development of
common poiicies and practices, whilst providing ample material for
academic discussion, were so out of touch {albeit by design rather than
ignorance)Awith ;he pgiitical réalities of fhé_day that they did not
form .the basis-for'fééi and immediate progress. The group was most
struck by the ready aéééptance; on the part of all those involved in
the Tindemans exercise,that the only possible way forward for Europe
was via a continued expaﬁéion of the Communities and the 'Community

method!. This is not to suggest that the conclusion we reached implied

~ the dismantling of the Brussels edifice as it now stands, more that

what was required was a closer examination of the realities of the

 current system and the reasons for its successes and failures. Allied

to this need for a more searching examination of the foundations of a

future European Union as perceived by the Commission and Tindemans,

. was the feeling that the positions of the current national governments

required both understanding and evaluation. The tendency to regard
all thé recent failures of expectations as beihg the product of some
ill-defined lack of 'political will' only serves to mask a number of

fundamental differences between the member states both in their approach

. to integration in-genéral and' to specific policies in particular. Simply

‘to regard these differences as being of attitude and not substance

is to ensure that proposals for action at the Community level will -

 continue to fail for lack of unanimous or even majority support. Thus

the failure of a number of member states to perceive the logic of

~Commission proposals for common action at the European level can not

be simply explained in terms of perverseness, for to do so is to surrender
é]lfhopes of immediate progress and to wait instead for certain adminis-

trations to 'see the light'. This indeed appears to be the basis of

the Tindemans proposals for the future development of the-currency 'snake'.
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Instead of addressing the realities of the position of the pound, lire
and perhaps too the franc Tindemans seems to be suggesting that those

governments at present unable to adhere to relatively fixed rates wil!

 somehow learn by the example of observing those better situated making

further advances: Although Tindemans rightly disputed the charges of
those who claimed that he was seeking te create a 'two-tier? Comﬁunity,
his proposals in this area seem likely to have that effect; whether or

th this woq]d be a good thing is again a subject that is better discussed
outside of the assumption that anything not undertaken.by the ﬁinc as

a whole is ‘uncommunitaire’ and thus by definition a bad thing.

Evotution and Change

.. Here, prompted by the tendency noted above to perceive future
progress ianurope rather‘striétly in terms .of the cpntinuaticn of the
established 'Community "method’or modei, we discuss the effects of
somé~f?~the'changes*thatﬂhave=ccb-rveﬁm&%th%n*Eurupews?ntevthE*esraB?isB"
ment‘éfnfhe‘Communities.

a) The Rofe of the Treaties:

It was felt that the role of the Treaties and the subsequent?
'Secoﬁdary‘Legislation, whilst having played & major part in the

‘”establishment of-fhe-Commoanarkeé,.would have to be diffefeﬁt in
‘the‘séarchrfor a European nion. It wésirecogniged that a,nﬂﬁber
of péopie stil}:fglt that the-wéy forward was vfa a series 6f legally
‘biﬁding obiigations-and that Ehis-was.indeed the basis:bf‘Tindemans
- suggestions for therfuture development pf’the politiﬁal co-ope}afion
machinery and for the eventual incorporation into the Treaties
of a clause'guaranfeeiﬁg fundémental human rights, but ft was also

argued that the distinction needed to be made between the utility

of legal obligations in the differing spheres of positiQe'and

negative integration {accepting that at the margins such a distinction



is not always easy to make), and that whilst the Treaties and their
- attendant timetables Had proved to be a successfulltool for removiﬁg
inter-staté barriers to trade and for pfoviding an initial stimulus
to integration thfs:did not mean to say that they could play the

same paft in the'deyelopmeﬁt of the common politieg now held to‘be

so fundamental to a European Union.

A good example of‘tﬁis distinction can be found in the field of
.competition.policy where a,certaih success has been achieved in
regulating various anti;trust activities under the provisions of
Artic}gs_SS and 86 but-whgre attempts to move into the ér;a of
positive iﬁtegration by the creation of a common merger policy
have-sé far proved to . be unsuccessful despite the fact that in its
prosecution of the Fontihental Can Company the Commission had
.égtablished that the freaties did in fact provide a légal basis fof
such a policy. Similarly in other policy areas there is very
little difficulty in finding a ]ega!‘justification for common
Communify action, the problem is more one of the incompatibility

‘ of-fhe interests and objectivés of the member-ﬁtates. Again the
objective of this discﬁssién is not to sﬁggest that law does not have
a part to play in thelfonwardiné of:tﬁe integfafioﬁ_ﬁféééss, merely
to.pfdmoge é'hore ratibnal_ana!*sis of exactly-ﬁhét fo{é;it Has;
the fact‘that'tﬁé Commiin i ty made considerable progresé fnrfhe early
years.via a éeries of legally bjn&ing agfeemenis‘doés not mean £hat
this hust inevftab]& be the case in the future, indeed it may well
be qhé_casé that antipathyAtowardethe EEC within the méﬁﬁer-states
wi]i be iﬁcreased.by the continued application of a legélistic and
at tiﬁgsrpolitically insensitive sétrbf procedures. It might be
added in ihis,contexf thét the'great strength of the North Atlantic

Allién;e over the last 25 years has to a certain extent been a
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product of the non-binding nature of the obligations. that its members
have undertaken. This has enabled the Alliance to react flexibly
and pragmatically and thus preserve a common interest in the face

of internal disagreements and disruptions.

The tentative conclusion of all this‘is that whilst the Treaties

and their intgrpreta;ion by the European Court have played an
importaﬁt role in establishing and maiﬁtaiﬁing the frame@ork of
European Union, the actual development and deepening of this structure
will require a more flexible and politicai approach in a nutsheli
the legallstnc approach is |deal for policing or regulating but hot

necessarily for.policy*making.

The Nature of the Treaties:

A second point of criticism of proposals for European Union that
kely primarily on “'the development of the existing

Communities is that the European situation both_internally and
exfernally has dramatically cHanged over the 20 or sO yeafs since
the Treaty of Rome was drgwn up and signed by the original Six.
Although the current pefiod of economic depression may (hope;ully)
be only another tow ina constantly fluctuating economiC‘cycle,so
that the criticism that the Treaties are essenffal]y‘;fair-weatherF
|nstruments may not prove of relevance in the long term, there is:

no questnonlng the fact that the economies of the European states
have changed both in structure and behaviour from those that.existed
in 1958. The Treaties 6f Rome were:drawn:up essentially to Ereate
and control a relatively laissez-faire economic system:encorporating
six countries at roughly the same stage of economic devélopmeﬁt wi th

roughly the same economic and social objectives. The role that

governments played in the management of these economies was not

5o great and the Treaties reflected this at the supranational level



The various eommon policies, wlth the sugnnf:cant exception of
agriculture (the CAP always being an exception and thus not a
useful.model),were not clearly delineated for two reasons, firstly,
and this is aeearent now, because of the difficulties of reaching
agreement betweeh .even these six states:and secondly becauee they
were regarded prnmarlly as adjustment mechanisms for a ]argely
self-contro]ling economy The posutlon today‘is very different
with government intervention playing a far more fumdamental'role -
in the central management of all the European economies and parti-

cularly so in the case of the largest addition to the original Six -

" Britain. Again the distinctijon between positive and negative

integration and the role of the Treaties becomes apparent for the

tasks of the European Executive in the present or future European

1 . .
Union are inevitably going to be at variance with those anticipated

by the Treaties. It is no longer possible to envisage a workable

uhiffed European economy operating in isolation from an equally ‘
unified and legitimate political.structure. 'The,Treaties are based,

as is much of the héo-functiona] theory that underpins them, on the

'assumptioh that economics and politics are separable to quite a

large degree because of the free worknngs of the market mechanssm
Indeed the Treatses are rather based on ‘the assumptlon that polltlce‘
and thus politlcal integration are essentially about the rarified
morkings of foreign and defence.pelicy and qnlm marginally eohcerned
with ‘economic management - the distinctien is.once'again-hetween

a Tréaty system designed for policing and the current'demand'for
policy makjng..

7

The assumption that with the creation of a large European market, the

benefits of the economies of scale could once again be enjoyed.

without the attehdant disadvantages- of monopoly and thus that

-



ecooomic growth eould be sustained at a healthy rate by ithe ooeration
- of the free market alone has not been justified in the face of ehe
changes rhaf'have occorred in the’ensuing years. In respoase to the
fallungs of the free market to satlsfy the demands of both European
and non-European societies, the role of government expendlture and
policy (or lack of it) has assumed an smportance second to none and thus led
to a renewed concentration on action af'ehe national level, for it

is only at 'this level that the budgets are of a size sufficient
enough'to be of significance in the management of the economy. Thus
the handling of ecooomies has become the stuffrof high.politicsrat
bo%h natiooal and internatfona! level wﬁiist the‘satisfactory ooer-
atlon of the Treaty system is still frozen in a time period when it
_ rational

was assumed that these thlngs could be managed by a/technocracy freed
from the lnhlbltlng burdens of political division and dogma. rh
short the.Treaties and the ' Communi ty method' were designed for'

a period that'no-longer exists and is unlikeiy to return. The
difficultiee of achieving a measore of'integration betweeo political
parties andlideas, employers and employees across‘national frontiers
which the Treat:es assume can be cnrcumvented by economic incre-
mentallsm are now those that must be faced |f Europe is to maintain

the progress made.to date,let alone.advance‘further.

In this area the study;group_feltrthat Tindemans went-some.way

towards reoognising these changes most partieUIar1y in his proposals
for the:estabiishment at the European level of the sort ofrTrioarfite
‘disouseions (between employers, workerseand government)»that play
'sUchaan important part in the running of the‘oarional economies of

the leOis. Again, however it needs to be noted that the increasingly

oorporate nature ( particularly in Britaih) of the relationshio

between business, labour and government is at variance wiith the
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plurastic model of the late 1950's.

Economic and Monetary Union

Alf the pérticipant; in the fiﬁdeméns exercise have placed a greétr
ehphasis on the fundémental place of an Economic and Mﬁnetary Union
wfthin any future European Union. Indeed it is difficult to envisage
anything other than the achieveﬁént of a unified European state‘if
such an EMU was to come about. Monetary Union presumably heans

an eventual single European currency and Economic Union implies

a common European budget and a series of common policies both of

_ whiqh would require a sfng}e decision making centre to exactly the

same extent as a common European defence policy. it seeméd to us
that the debate about Economic and Monetary Union was in much the
same sort Af chicken and egg taqgle fﬁat once surrounded the question
of the European Parliament (whethgr to have direct elections before
or‘aftér strengthening Parliament's p;ﬁérs). Now there seems to be
similar argument about whether monetafy‘union should come before,
é]ong with or afterreconomic unién. _Wérdid not go into the arguments
of_the économists, monetarists 6r adherents of the'Hanifesfo Groﬁp,
(althéﬁgh the participants at the conference may well choose to),
but instead looked at the whole idea of EMU in the 1ight of the
¢urrent rea[itfes ;hat Europe faces; most(partiﬁular!y the fact tﬁat
the Communify no }6nger consists of a grQQE‘Qf hcmogeneous states

té qufte the extent that it did in earlier tjmes and that with the

prospect of future enlargement looming on the horizon, ‘this tendency

,towards‘hefefogeneityris likely to increase.

Fifstly of course when EMU was initially proposed the original
members of the EEC enjoyed surpluses on theirAbalance of payments -

and were able to take fixed exchange rates. somewhat more for granted




than they can now. -Progress towards both monetary union and common
economic policies was both more feaéible and poésib]e incrementally
under these conditions than it is under the present floating
"~ arrangements, particularly in view of the havoc wrought on ‘payments
bafances by the quadrupling of oil prices and by the non-oil defecits
ihat several members are currently running. Whilst it is easy to
accept thé logic of the érgument that common economic policies are
Both es;entiai to thg satisfactory workings of a monetary union and
: the;selves unworkable without currency stability this still leaves
thé problem of a;tainabilify and timing. Tindemans solution dbes.
not seem tb‘take us véfy much further than the nbw redundant Werner
proposals and the study group was surprised that He concentrated SO
much of his attention on the 'snake' and so little on fhe suggestions.
.that abound for the eéféblishment of a parallel curfency, That would
give the Community leverage but not control over members' moﬁetary
bﬁlicies-and might also prove to be a means of'dealing both with dollar
surpluses or deficits and the ﬁroblem of petro~dollars. Secondly

it must be recognised that the combination of enlargément and
a_shift‘in economic fdrtunes has brought about. a fundamental éhahge
in both the demands‘on the Community and thg balance of power.within
it éﬁd there must be consfderable doubts about thé contiﬁued wiltling-
ness of the more prosperous countries to bay the price that will
inevitably attend Economic‘and Monetafy Union. . Thir&ly the deter-
miﬁation_tp centralize at the European supranational level needs to
be placed in the context of the way tEat'in particular monetary‘
issués are currently being handled. In part this relates to the

next section and the question of the use éf forums widér than the
present tommunity but it is aléo of significance'that'the progress

"that has been made to date has occurred essentially within an



intérgovernmental_rather than a supranationa} framework. Given the
dependence of hétional goVernménts 6n - manipulation of economic
and”moﬁetary pdlicies for their own politfcal survival and inenl
the interdependence of so many economic policies previously thought-
to be at least partially separable the 'Community method' surely
requires at a minimum soﬁe sort of re-examination. Certainly ft is
difficult to see how in the current climate the objectives of EMU
can be sougﬁt'by the building block princfple as it is that much
harder to envi%age hal f-way supranational measures. In Tindemans'
terﬁs there fs_either a common currency or there isn't and eﬁonomic
poliLies are now so intertwined both with themselves and the managément
of the ecoﬁomy as a whole that their separate development; one by
‘one és in the ideal 'Community model',does not seem‘realistic. Thus
_the-Commission's plans for a merger pol}cy make very little sense

in the absence of either a large regional fund or more important.

a common industriai]policy which in turn would réquire ﬁuch greater
harmony on the 50cial; particularly employment front. In a sense
part of the old Commﬁnity logic still holds,lprogrésé in one area
will lead to demands for similar_advénces in other.areas,1what is

in qUestidn,is the ability to haﬁdle tﬁese problems oﬁ;:atla time

over and extended period.

Thus the problem with Tindemans is that, despite his determinatibn
to deal with cUrrént'prob}ems rather than future ideals, there is

littte in his report, other than the demand that the Council studies

the problem, to suggest how one goes about integrating economies
b i . '

which despite their obvious fnterdependence show increasingly idio-

+

syncratic tendencies. OQur conclusions were best summed up in an
[

article that recently appeared in International Affairs (October 1975).

i B

"The Community @ould move aHead further and faster if Eurocrats and
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other ardent Europeans took their eyes off the distant horizons and
kept them ins%ead on the rocks, puddles and pitfalls that lie ahead."”

THE NATURE OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY AS A UNIT

In its own submission to Tindemans the European tommission éuggested
two-broad alternatives for a future European Union. One, of Federalist
origin, envisaged a single over-arching institutional framework, not
dissimilar to the old EPC and developing out of the existing Communities;

‘the, other in tune with functionaliét thinking saw Union as develdping in

2 variéty of European organizatigns covering differring geographical areas
in a number of possible tasks and via institutional arrangements appropriate
to those tasks. Not surprisingly the Commission chose to reject the latter
and interpfet union as mean ing unitf in every sense of the word. Neverthefess
it would seem Jegipimate to pursue the question of whether the EEC as it

is now constituted and even more as it might be cdnstituted'iﬁ\fhe‘future‘
remains the only basis for European Union, indeed whether in some areas

the Eﬁropean level, however it is defined, makes sense for the ménagement
ofrthe po]it};al and economfc affairs‘of its constituent parts. The

group was sfruck by the varfety of forums that have emergéd in recent

years for the discussion and attempted management of the problems:that.
beset ﬁé. Thelﬁhclélquestion of energy és a good‘ekample where in addition
to;-ih some cases in advance of , the Communities efforts, organisations
such as the OECD and the International Energy Agency have:-concerned-
themselves with the problems that havg‘arisen'in this area particularly
since 1974, Simi]aflyAin monetary matters the IMF and the Groups of

5 énd 6 sometimes appea} to be more successfu} fn their attempts at
managémentland ;onffol than the European Communities. In the whole'combiex .
question oflEuropean andiAtlantic defence‘tﬁe‘EEC does not form a coherent
unit particularly in view of the fact that the ﬁajor security probiems

in Europe are increasingly perceived as occurring on the (as yet) non



EEC flanks (Greece, Turkey and Norway). Within the forums such as the
UNCLOS fhe general Commﬁnity interest partiéularly over fishing and the
exploitation of the sea bed is not always obvious. Whilst this may seem
to be a pariicularly British view, it is not born, as so many.purists

of the EEC perceive, out of a natural cussednéss or a desire to be'non
communitaire but out of a real clash oflperspective if not of interests
and it is a problem that must be practically faced, not defined awéy

in térms of a lack of political will. The traditional response to thi§
problem on the part of the Commission is to say that the existence of
these alternative forums only serves to increase the need for prior

EEC consu]tatibn and agreement if member-states interests are to be most
effectively p;otected and;there is indeed a certain truth in this; the
questicn remains as to whether this applies to all bolicy areas for all.
time. The most striking recent example that has raised doubts about the
nature of the European unit has occurred in the aerospace field where

the Commission has recently puf forward proposals to the Counci! for a
common European aerospace programme. One of the early motivations for
establishing the EEC wés the hope mosf Fefvent}y hetd by the French that

- European firms might be created capable of successfully competing with

- those of the United States; but the recenf experience of colléﬁarafidn

in Europe has not been an entirely happy one partly becapse of the lack

of policy at the national let alone the European level; it is significant
that where collaboration has been most successful, within fhe space sector
(ESRO) it_has-been partly because of the close links that individual
companies and states havé with the U.S. indusfry. It is noticeable . that
at the very time that the EEC is trying to plan a future European aerospace
industry the European companieé in league with their respective governments
_are in the midst of negotiations with the U.5. for participation in future

projects. Indeed the French are rumoured to be desirous of developing
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a new generétion of the European airbus with American wings instead of
those that are at present manufactured by a British company and the
British themselv&s have recently been negotiating with Boeing for similar
future projects. All this seems to ihdicate not that the member—étates
are conducting a subﬁersion of the EEC, merely that in certain areas of
advanced technology the appropriate unit of analysis does not coincide
with the frontiers of the EEC. )t may well be that there are other areas
where the Nine do not constitute the most appropriate level and where

a variety of differing forums are called for. On the other hand a number
of the proposed common policy areas seem over ambitious when one observes
the'lacL of similar policies at national level. Thus the frequent calls
for a .Community industrial policy tend to ignore the fact that the |
difficulties of creating such a policy have so far proved to be too great
at the national quite apart from the European level. Government is in
crisis at all levels within the EEC and it is- by no means clear that the
answer to the problems that it faces are 6niy to be found at the Community
level. In this context it may well be the case that a refusal to consider_
the stru;¥ure of an eventual European Union at this early stage is less
of a pragmatic advantage than wés initialfy assumed; Now may well be the
time for returning, albeit in.less theoretical and dogmétic terms, to the
debates of the past aboutrthe relative advantages of fedérai o? functional
systems of goVernment‘particularly in view of the fact that despite their
formal reticence all those fnﬁolved in the Tiﬁdemans exercise céme up
with solutions that are essentially federal in character. The question
for the conference is basically whether for the problems that we face
therpresent rather artificial boundaries of the EEC constitute a viable

unit.

One of the major changes that has occurred within the EEC in recent

years has been a move away from a comparative homogeneity amongst the
. i 1




member-states to produce what at preseﬁt_fs a more heteroggneous_collection
- a pfocess tﬁat is iikely to continue if the Community isr
further enlarged. The original Six were boundrtogether by a common
objective borﬁ out of a common experience which they all wished to avoid-
in the future. In many ways the success of the EEC in contributing to
or coinciding with their mutual economic recovery has led to an uﬁderf
standabie ebb in the tide of doctr{nal enthusiasm for European Integration
for its own sake. There is a very real sense in which all the members
of the Community are now pragmatists in their dealings with it and this
situation has become the more obvious since the last enlargementralthough
it does not stem from it. The member-states are not now progressing at
;hé same réte, indeed some are not progressing at all, and although all"
have been hit by the ravages of inflation théy have not all been hit
at the same rate and it is the difference between rates which has proved
to have been of more impdrtance than the shared experieﬁce} Similarly the
pdlitical systeﬁsrof the member-states whilst just about continuing to
share a belief in liberal democracy are beginning to show marked differences
of interpretation and thus increased frustration with one another. The
sharpening of the political distinctions between teft and right within
the European countries is not yet reffected in Brussels -.sdﬁé Qoﬁld say that
this is one of the problems of the present Community system - but they
_are reflected in inter-state relations. .Despite the warm reception that
Mrﬁ. Thatcher received_af the CDU congress this year and despite the
expfeséions'of solidarity between the various Socialist parties in Europe
rthe'dIVESiohs_betweén'the national political parties seem in reality to
be greater than ever as they become submerged in their own national
éroblems and in their national reactions to each others broblems, particu-
larly in a period of elections and fluctuations in leadership,‘all of

which are in part a product of declining economic fortunes. The concept
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of strength during periods of crisis which plaved so important a part in
the foundat ion of the Communities and whith contributed so much to the
sense that the_EEC was a natural unit would appear to have been reversed
-in the 1970's. Instead a great deal of effort which might be better
directed towards the solution of real problems is concentrated on what
can be regarded as a doctrinaire insistence that the Community must
always be seen to ttink and act as one. In a recent edltorlal The Times,
whxlst sympathizing with the feelings of for instance Belgium and Holtand
about  the planned participation of Britain, France and Germany in the
coming ~  economic conference in Porta Rica, nevertheless pointed out
that whilst it was unlikely that no direct harm would be done to the
interests of'non-participants,-there was more chance of generally
beneficial results coming. from a small forum than from some of-the
-posturing that often attends meetings of large numbers of states.

hThé whole question of the nature of the European unit is broaght
more sharply into focus when one consnders the p;ssibilities of future
enlargement partlcularly in view of the fact that future possnble applicants
to a much greater extent than Brltaln, Denmark and ltaly are attracted
far more by |ndIVIdua! economi ¢ benefits. than the common polltlcal V|SIon

that cemented the initial experiment and which supplied so much of its

original 'raison d'etre’.

2. ENLARGEMENT

(i) From Six to Nine, Nine to (?)
‘ Aithbugh as Willfam Wallace (WOrld Today Mérch‘1976).has pointed
' out the European Community was neter intended to Be an exclusive
club it is nevertheless the case.that many of the ricre ambitious
‘integrétion objectives are rendered that more attainable by

a degree of eXclusiyity. Regardless of who the actual new
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members are it is quite obhviously easier to envisage the progressive

harﬁonization of the political and economic activities of 6 states

than.it is of 9 or possibly 13. The study group approached
the.queétion of future enlargement very much mindful of the

Cbmmunityfs experience since its expansioh'in 1973 but with

greater doubts as to whether the element of choice which existed
then will be as prevalent in the future. If there is a real

" choice to be made about future enlargement then one of the

determinjng factors must be the extent to which édditiqnal membefs
wiilxadvance or delay progress towards the still undefinéd_goal

of European Union. |If on the other hand, as we tended to suspect,
the Community is likely to be constrained into accepting'new
members Qhether it iikes it or not then if may well be that-
thergoal of eventual Union will have to be modified or at a

mi h f mum reconsidered. The most obvious and immediate example of
ihis question of choice occurs with the Greek application,where
de;pite the hesitétion and qualifications expresse& by the
Commigsion in its Opinion of Januaryrl976,'the Council of Ministers
felt it necessary, whatever thefr private reservatioﬁs, to

publicly fespond to concerned Greek comment by unanimously and

-enthusiastically endorsing the Greek application.’ It is difficult
to see, given the commitment of all‘thg ﬁember-states‘to the
-advance of democracy in Greecé-and the'ektent to.whigﬁ the
rKaramahlis-governhent has'stakéd ifs politica] future on a

successful application, how the Council would have acted otherwise. a

It is nevertheless the case that_the‘probtems raised by the -

Commission;  the Cyprus queétion, the relationship between Greece

- and Turkey;-the adjustments required of the Greek economy and the

disrupting effect on the Community institutions, have in no way
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- been faced or solvéd by the Council's decision. It ié cfear

thét in the none.toﬁ distaﬁt future Spain, possfbly Portdgal and
‘less probably but more confroversially Turkey are also going

to be in a position to claim that they too fulfill the twin,

as yet still loosly defined, criteria of economic compat;bility
and political acceptability. Far more thaﬁ was the case with

the accession of Britain, Denmark and lreland, the‘Cbmmunity
countries.are going to have to consider the implications both

for Europe as a whole and for‘tHe future of’thé app]icanf‘
countries of a ﬁegative.response. ]t is ‘argued here thatlas with
.fhe Greek case it is-likely that the nature of these impfications-
will be such as to presentlthe Community with no real,chofce

other than to begin negotiations.
)

Although the likelihood of eventual enlargement is thus great

it is not likely to take placé‘Lnder the same circumstance§ or.

in the same way as the previous exbansion from 6 to 9 wben three
countries traditionally more.intimately related to the\qrigihal
members all joined at‘tﬁe same time. It is highly probable,
indeea_the process can be said to have already étarted, fﬁét the
 Community'is going tolBe_inVOIVed in the enlargément procéssl
continhously over the next 20 odd years and that negotiations

ére going to take place on én *ad hoc' one at a time basfé.

If the experience of the pasf enlargement is anything to go-by,
“this wil{ ingvifab}y involve a disruption of the on-going activities
of the Communities as the present members jockey for position
- vis-a-vis the applicants, énd as considerable amounts of fime

and efforf are expended 6n-the long and complex negotfations which
will have to take place. vaen this it is particu]aklyl}mportanf

that the EEC has a‘much clearer sense than it has now of exactly




"hhow‘It wishes to develop and how this development might be inhibited

':,-or assisted by‘the addition of new members. Some might argue that

this process has to a certain degree been initiated by the
Tindemans_exercise. others that Tindemans really only serves to
itlustrate the fact that there is indeed no clear and agreed

. 3o . .
conception amongst the Nine of their eventual preferred destiny

" and the means of achieving it.

It does however seem fairly clear that, despite the tremendous
problems that enlargement will create both for .the Common Market
and its institutional structure, unlike the previous experience,’

there will-berlese doubts about the enthusiasm of new members for

‘the active pursuit of the objectives associated with further

integration.. Thus already the Greekgovernment_apparently
supported by a significant majority of its population, has expreseed

its acceptance of all the eventual goals of Economic Union and
. : {

‘has pledged itself to an active and constructive role within the

Community once admitted. All of this contrasts quite markedly

'W|th the internal debates in Brltaln and Denmark partlcularly

with thelr general reluctance to’ accept any other than the most

llmuted |n:t|atlves towards further lntegratlon. Ironlcally it
. may well‘be the case that desplte the criteria of 'proven democracy"
. those new members whose experience of the above is most recent,

'w:ll prove to be somewhat easier to absorb polltlca!ly,‘lf not

economlcally, than those wnth ]ong establashed democratnc tradltlon'

-have been.

Although, as we have stated above, the enthusiasm for the Communltles

is potentlally greater within the new appllcant countries than it

was in 1973, the - problems that lie ahead for the operatlon of the
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Common_ﬁarket and its institufions are probably greater because

of the still relatively backward nature of their economic systems
and particularly because in the production pf Mediterraneén-typé
agricyl&ural'goods the Community‘; as it now sfaﬁds, is well on
‘the way towards Becoming self-sufficient. The consequencezof this
Is that initial1y andrfor é considerably adjustment period new
applitants are going to require protection either by special

terms or compensating common-po}icies if they are not to suffer
‘ecénomic set-back; from membership. An increased demand on éither
“the Regional Fund or the Agricu]tufal Guidance Fund will create
pregsures either for‘an increaée in funds from the current net
cénffibutors or a reductfon in the benefits‘that cerfaiﬁ existing
members (Britain, ltaly and 'reland in particular) cufrentl& enjoy.
Alterationsof this nature will inevitably reverberate'throughout
the Community system as so many of the present arrangements repre-
seht complex compeﬁsating package deals. The Community is fhus
likely to be faced ' less with the sort of adjustments required
in 1973 and mofe with fundamental élterations in its existing
policies, most obviously of course the Common Agriculfurai Poii;y.
The increased diversity that will follow from further enlargement
will make it even haraer‘to devise acceptable agreehents on new
or revised common pélicies, which in their presentrstété are
probably incapaBTe of absorbing new -adherents. The ]ikely-con-
,séquencerof this pressurelon common policies is ‘the emergence of

a two, three or four-tier 6ommunity wifh differing sets ofrrules
for differiné'members and issues. Whilst thé-désirabiiffy of
such an evojution is perhaps worth discussing, even though it is
quité specifically rejected by most advocates of European Union,

it is undoubtedly the case that as far as the present basis of the




EEC is cbncerned some sort of limit was reached with the eélargement
of 1973 and any further expanéion is likely to have a far more
fundamental effect; the nature 6f the Community is such that it

is just not capable of producing 'more of the same' for an

increasing membership.

Finally the institutional implications need to be considered in
the light of the past experience of enlargement. ‘Here much the
same arguments can be made if one is to insist on the attempted
extension to 12 or 13 members of thé current institutional syStem.
Many people argue that the Commission itself has already become
too 3érge to effectively operate as a collegiate body although
it‘is difficult to see how either the larger states could

be persuvaded to accept less than two members or indeed whether é
counfry tike Spain with a population of 35 million can be reasonably
expected to accept the sahe repfesentation as Luxemburg. f thé-
'experience-of the past éniargement-is anything ﬁo go by the appli-
" cation of the principle of juste retour is likely to be‘rigidly
applied with all its imp]icatioﬁs for the efficiency of the
Commission and the morale of its staff, who find their promotion
blocked by their nat}onality. rThisrproblem is likely to be-enhanced
by the calibre 6f national quotas from countries without a large
reservoir of experienced civil servants, that can be easily spared
frqm pressing natidnai needs.erhe.difficulties in feach?ng
aQreemént on. common policies are likely to be reflected in a
Council of Mihisters, whjcﬁ is already severely incapacitated by
"the‘éxisténce Qf-competing and éeemingly incompatible-inferests.
The result }s likely to mean more pressure either for an inner

;Councfl;for some sort of Gaullist-type 'directoire'. Again whilst



C..
.

- 21 -

it may well be that such adjustments are desirable ;they do not
accord with the stated objectives of many of those currently seeking

an all-embracing European Union and they may well lead to frictions

not only between new and old members but also between the original

participants. The tentative conclusion of all this is that

~ there are'}ike]y to be fundamental differences between future

enlargement and thatof 1973 and that the Community structure

as it now stands is probably not.capable of absorbing Greece, Spain

Portugal and Turkey in the way that it did Britain, Denmark and

lreland. Before further enlargement can take place, a reassessment
more fundamental than the Tindemans exercise is called for; the
greatest danger to the Community probablyllies not in enlargement
per se, for many would argue as théy did in 1973 that new members
have much of great worth to offer the Community, but in an unplanned
ad hoc attempt to simply squeeze new residents into a housé that

is already badly in need not of demolition but modernization.

The North/South Syndrome

This queétion proved to be surprisingly contentious within the

study group for some members felt that whilst further,enlgrgement

- ‘."
in any form made the work of building Europe that much harder, .

i

enlargement that specifically related to the countries of the

Southern European flank rendered the objective of European Union

unattainable. It was felt for instance that if any enlargement

had to take place, and some were concerned that given the recent
experience any such move was inadvisable, then it was the countries

of the northern tier, Norway, Sweden and perhaps even Austria and

Switzerland that should be considered both because of their more:

-advanced and prosperous economic structure and because it was t b'”g
e , : JF %

felt that their political and social systems would be.more easily

44
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- absorbed into-fhe'Community structuye; -The opponents of this line
of argumeﬁt in the first instance objected to the idea that this
was a matter of choice for the Community given the nature of its
an criieria\fcr membership and .its constant avowals that'it‘was
not ﬁeént'to be a rich man's club. It was also pointed out that
the_neutrallstatus-of Austria and Sweden and particularly Switzerland
“was likely ﬂoproduce just'as }arge a barrier to the formation of_‘
a Européaﬁ Union with a supranational foréign and defencé'policy

as that of 'southern' applicants.

With reference to thé title of this section others afguéd thaé it
was difficult to imagine in reality thé existence of any reat
conflict between advocates of a northernvor-southern-based'Commuﬁjty.
It is certainly true that the French government has for many years
keenly Rursued the id§a of a 'Mediterranean' Communiﬁy especially
és.a counter-balance to the recent 'AnQIOphone'-enlargement; It
is-also the case that in the past countries like Britain, Denmark
and Holland havé displayed greater ideoidgicai hostility to tﬁe
political systems that existed in Greece, Portugal and Spaip.
;However, ;hé pdint'sureiy is that thése structures are now changfng,_
_hencg the raising of the qﬁestion_of_furthéf enlargemént at.this
time, and as they change so will the nature of much social democratic
~opposition. . |t would be particuiarly unfortunate if such opposition
to the southern states were to be carried over into this.new |
period,of political éiperience for fhem aé guch opposition éould

be tﬁen ihterpreted perhaps incorrectly but anyway Qith'dis;sterous

- results as in some way racial in origin.

In direct opposition to the idea of a north-south split within

the Community, David Rudnik (WOr]duToday April 1976) has argued
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that ratﬁer than the countries of the northern tier it -is more
likely that ltaly for both politicalrand econémic‘ |
reasoﬁs will be opposed in'pérficular to Spénish memberéhip énd
it shéuld befrepeated that regardless of its political ahbitions'
it is France rather than Britain, Germany and others that has

most to cope with economically in the case of enlargement to the south.

Hugﬁ Thomas (New Euroﬁe, Spring 1976) has pointed out that there

is as yet no clear conception of the geographical basis of a future
united Europe. To the extent that a 'hofthern tier! conception can
be identified,fhis stems from‘the original incentive for establish;
ing the Communities, namely thé desire to prevent in the future
another war between France and Germany. This specific fafiénale
he‘argues is now anachronistic as the chances of such an event are
: indeed'slim;:neveftheless thg question of security is still
rpredominant,and taking the worst pos;ible case of awtotal‘American
withdrawal from Europe he points to thé.immense strategic‘signi~
ficance of Spain, Portugal, éreeéeiand Turkey in advocating the
desirability of their association with any future Eurpbean Union.
Even if ﬁne régards this anficipation of an American withdrawal

as pessimistic in the extreme it may well be: that those countries
traditionéliy most closely associatéd wifhlthe‘U;S. (and firmly
based in the north) will come to regard Greek and Spanish member-

' ship‘e5pécia11y asrﬁecessary for the-presérvatibn'of that con-
necgion.f it has.already been widely reported that the German

- government far from opposing an expansion of the Community towards
the 50uth perceives membership bf the EEC as an incentive for

a Greek retonsidefation.of her attitude towards NATO.

Those who oppose. enlargement towards the Mediterranean basin

tend to specifically argue that cultural and sccial'differences
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allied with the inevitable requirements of major economic support
will serve to, at the worst, destroy the Community system and

its hopes for an eventual Union and.at best limit its developmenf
to that of a Free Trade area. Those who favour such enlargement
point-out with some jusﬁification that the potential applicant
rcountfies are already closely associated with Community Europe
both in the provision of labour (usually under conditions of
emeloyment that fEuropeans; would regard as unsatisfactory for
their own_nationals) and,of increasing importance, of lefsure |

and vacation facilities.

fhe questjen for this confereece is firstly whether or not parti-
cipants feel thaf a potential split within an enlarged Community
on north/south Iinesris “likely in the future and allied to this
whether the aspirations expressed for instance in the repoft

of Mr. Tindemans are compatible wfth the eventual membership‘of
Greece, Turkey, Portugal and Spain or appficab]e only to those

countries of the 'northern tier'.

EUROPE'S FOREIGN AND DEFENCE POLICIES

i. Co-operation or 1ntegra£}on
Much of what we wish to discuss under ehis heading is summedhﬁp in
the paper on Political Co-operation by W|lliam Wallace and DaV|d Allen,
The follmanng represents a summary of the study group' S_own d:scuss%on

of the foreign policy issue and raises a number of additional points.

The discussion of fore:gn policy in the context both of the present
Communlty and a future European Union has become extremely popular in
recent years, representing quite a shnft in focus from the 60°'s obsessnon

~ with the :nternal dynamlcs of |ntegrat|on - an indulgence which in
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economic is rapidly becoming one that
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its most extreme form seemed'narequire the rest of the world to mark
time whilst the great expefiment wasrcarried out. Thege are several
explanations for this shift in focus of which the most obvieus is the
pover and economic size of the Comnunuty itself, which by the end of

-

the 1960's ensured for it a significant place in the world even if it

was as several'writers have put it, the place of "an economic giant

but a political dwarf". Part of the manifestation of this external

emphasis was the creation of the political cooperatien:machinery,

a formula originally designed to enable the member-states to dﬁscuss
those aspects of foreign policy that fell outside fhe speeific‘provisions
of the T;eaties - the so-called eubstance of 'high polities'. The
consequence of having tWo possible forums, one supranational the other
intergovernmental was that an artificial and in the long run unteﬁable
distinction arose between the two areas, a distinction which achieved

the peaks of funacy in November 1973, when the.foreign ministers of

the Nnne flew first to Copenhagen to discuss po!nt;cal c00peratton

'-matters and then at lunchtime got in . a plane and travelled to Brussels
'sn_order-that they might-reconvene as the Council of Ministers of the
EEC. The significance of the d:stlnctlon has of course recently been

'greatly reduced particularly now that the French government -has ceased

toregaﬁd the‘separation of political cooperation from the Brussels
operation es being a .matter of eoctrinél principle but mainly becauee
as-In ether areas the distinction between matters political and matters
is fmposeible to make’ with
the result that often the same subject comes up for discussion in

both settings.

External relations have also risen high on the European agenda for a

nember'of other reasons; a basic principle of foreign affairs has been



P W T = = -

for a long time that in periods of internal stress or stagnation,
a;tenéion can often be shifted to-the outside world as a restééative
and this is certainly the céée with the Europe.of the 70's; frustrated
by jntérnal étagnation and lack of agreement on the nature of‘future
policies, the development of an external stance has.been attractive
simply because it has represented merment if not progress. Europe
has alsoﬂbecome.that much mére aware of its own Vulnerabil{ty,
particularly auring the crisis of 73/74 and the member-states have
begun to seek collective ;ompensatioﬁ for their individual weakness

towards both the producers of essential raw materials in the déveIOping

“world and the two super powers who in their discussions of detente .

and arms control agéin appeared to Be-capabfe of ignoring the West
(and East) Eurbpean interests. Finally of course, foreign policy
is attractive to integrationists at a time when the internal process
appears to be slowing ddwn becauge most of the essential dynam{cs

come from the outside world - much of foreign'policy or external

relations is reactive, activity in the area at either the European

or national level is not dependent on the prior establishment of

a common or coherent policy; in fact, a certain amount of incoherence

-and uncertainty has often been perceived as advantageous in external

bargaining situations.

\

- Biven this'ma}ked shift from the internal to external focus the

study group viewed the Tindemans proposals on external relations

which were central to the whole report, in the light of what has

already occurred. S$ix questions dominated our deliberations:
i . . A

i
1) Does the development of the Political Co-operation
machinery in particular represent an advance in substance

" or merely in procedure? This question is important in

view of the desife of both'Tindemans énd the Commission
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3)

to, as it were, bring political! co-operatiion back into the

Community fold and to base its future development on the

[

same sort of legal obligation that exists for certain
economic matters within the framework of the Treaties.
What is the nature of the relationship between internal

t

and external affairs in the search for a European Union? .

. In particular are the external pressures that the Community

i§ curreﬁtly facing leading to more or less internal cohesion
and in some caseg is the achievement of a common pdlicy:

that represents the Iowest common denominator a desirable
objectfve? The Group‘discusged the positioh‘of the
Community'at the United Natféns and bther internatfonal

forums where it was argued that when a common position

- represents a weak compromise there are definate advantages

in also having nine . strongly supported positions, which

may differ on certain points of substance, but whose

~overall impact, vis-a-vis the Group of 77 in the UN for '

instance, is likely to be much greater.

Allied to what was said‘aboveAfs the qﬁegtion‘ﬁf whether
develdpmeﬁts in the external field are the sole broduét‘

of pressures in the éxterna]lénvironment and fhﬂs éssentially
reactive or whether a morelconsfructive andfpdsitjve

external pﬁTicy mighf_nor arise from the necessity to

relate fnternal develdpments to the outside wquﬁ; Whilst
the:internglfexterna! relétionshjp is obvious in the case

of the Lome arrangemenfs or the GATT negotiations an
awareness of the potential combétition from the rest of

the world:is also én important stimulant for  common action

at the industrial and monetary level. In an increasingly

' interdependenf world the Community is less likely to be
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able, as it was tb'certain-extent in the 60's to conduct
its internal experiments in private.

Related to the discussions above about the nature of the

European Unit is the question of the relévant circle for

the adyancemeﬁt of individual Eurcopean interests in the-
world. The EEC is ﬁot a self-contained:unit and the broader
framework of the vqrious intérﬁationa] conferences that

have sprung up recently needs to be considered in its own
right;.not simply as a challenge to the Community system.

it may well be that there are greater advantages to be had

" in a network of intra and extra EEC alliances than in an

insistence thét,in alllmaftefs-the EEC should present a
uﬁitéd front. THi; argument takes us back to a consideration
of the‘médel for European Union rejected by the Commission

in its réport, namely that‘of a greater spread of functionaf

institutions and forums. it is clear for instance that

‘regardless of the presént state or future development

~of the 'snake' a sort of two-tier Community already exists

whén'mpnetaky'mafters are discussed at the global as
opposeg to the European iévél.

Because fhe q;estion of direct elections and powers to the
Parliament bhad apparently been settled the Tindeﬁans'Report
placéd less emphasis than might have been expected on’the

strengthening of the demdcratic process within the Community.

V_This is a pafticularly difficultrquestion in the field of

external relations which at the national level along with

~defence policy is not noted for its parliamentary control.

Although there are sound reasons of secrecy and negotiating

flexibility to explain this feature it is nevertheless
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the case that at fﬁe European level and especialiy as far
as the political co-operation machinery is concerned,
demcratic control is neglfgible. The political directors
afe not.accountable to any demo;rafic forpm, indeed the_
whole basis of their w&rk some hight say their énqhusiasm -
and relative success, is this non-accountability and
confidentiallty. Even within_thé Community. framework

the difficulties of making the activities of-the Council

of Ministers and thé.Europeaﬁ Couﬁcil accountable to

either the European Parliament or national parliaments is
well knqwn and this becémes a greater problem wﬁen so much
of our internal life is conditioned by the suécess of

our governments in external negotiation.

Finaily there is the question of the extent to which the
development of an external posture can be advanced byrthe
application of the 'community method'. As we have seen

the Tindemans proposals envisage an incorporation of the
foreign policy process into the Treaties. of Rbme,

leading to the development of a legal ob}fgation to achfeve

a common posftion in advance on all Community matters if

hecessary by majority voting. Is foreign policy a suitable

area for this sort of mechanism or does its essentially

pragmatic and reactive nature preclude the formation of
common positions in advance? One of the problems. that the

Community has fated'in external negotiation‘has been the -

_frag:]lty of the common posntlons that it has snternally

" pre- negot:ated It has often been the case partlcularly

in deallngs with the Amerlcans that negotlat|on from a

- common position has proved difficult because of the
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inability to make concessions and alterations that might

affect the delicate balance of a pre-agreed stance.

With regard to the Tindemans proposals themsetves the Group found itself
in sympatﬁy with the 4 broad areas that he delineated namely a) the
establishment éf a new world economic order, b) relations with the
United-Sfates, c) security (see below) and d) the crisis occurring
within Europe's immediate geographical surroundings. It was less happy
aboﬁt—his prOpogalé for 'legalising; the poiitica! cooperation machinery
and whilst accepting the arguments for a much greater division of

Iaboﬁr in foreign policy did not think that the suggestion of appointing
one mehber of the Council to handle relations with the US was likely |
to receive much ‘support from the Council as a whole. .As far as the
div{sion.of labour -is éoncerned, this is an appropriate fopic for
diséuésion at a time when the budgets of several European foreign
offices aré under fair]y élose scrﬁt}ny. It is certainly the cage that
iﬁ the_area of political reborting and to a lesser extent that of
representation there are a number 6f activities that no one foreigﬁ
service can afford fo continue to do independently But which_mfght

be athievéb]e under a system of divided ]abour.‘_The problem here is
thaf in a number of count}ies‘of the world where common representation
mgiht be envfsaged (i,e; Séuth America) the member-states are direct
coﬁmercial rivals (as ig only proper within the framework and logic

of thé Tréaties) and the jpb of representation is primarily concerned‘

with the advance of individual national commercial interests.

.-Finafly although fhEy have been treated séparateiy,here, foreign and
defence poIiCy-are'inevitany inter-related and any future EurOpean

" Union.will have to take account of this relationship.




The Defence Issue

In ﬁis report Mr. Tindemans stétes that "during the gradual development

of the-Eurbpéan Union, the member-states will have to solve the

Ergblems of ﬁaintaining their external security. European Union wilt

not be complete until it has drawn up a defence policy". Hé goes on

to recognize.that at present the member-states are not in a positioq

"to determine the general guidelines without which no common defenée

policy is possibfe'-I and proposes as an intermediary measure thét, as

well as exéhénging views on defence problems, the mémber-states concentrate

- - L] ' l
their efforts on cooperation in the manufacture of armaments,

]

The question of armaments and their currently wasteful production

within the Alliance as a whole,but particularly in Europe has already

been seized on by the Commission as a way into the defence issue in

the light of the recent controversies over the so-called ;arms sale
qfithe century'. There have been suggestioné recently for the Qetting
up of an European Arms Procurement Agengy. Such a suggestion raises

a number of'probleﬁs,many of which have dogged the Europeans in their
thinking about defence matters for a number of years, Firstlylthére-is

the question, related to our previous discussion on the nature of the

'European Unit, of which states are to be included in any such agency,

indeed in ‘European' defence thinking as a whole. Here all the old

problems of French participation, Anglo-German desire not to weaken

the‘Americah connection and the neutrality of lreland are raiséd. At
leaét three possible forums have been advqéated; a) the Eurogroup;

which with a different memﬁership to that of the Communitfes nevertheless
functions in many ways as a sort of defence equivalent of tbe ﬁolitfca]
co-qperatiOﬂ machinery. On 5 Novemberllast year the ministers of the
Eurogrouﬁ met af the Hague and proposed the establishment ﬁfra Defence

Procurement Secretariat and commissioned a study into the tasks that .
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a Edropean defence procuremén; organizatiép might undertake. b) The

‘ Stahding Armaments Committee of WEU‘was suggested in 1973 By M. Jobert
as a possiblelorganizational basts, a suggestion that was nevertheless
rejefted by the other-6 memberS- c) It miéht‘prove possible to adapt the
Davibnonrprbcedure and establish a-Commuﬁity Arms Procurement Aéeﬁcy.

It should of course be added that solving the problems of participation

~ and Qrgahization'would stili leave the far more complex question of what-
any such agency might actually ° procure, for the difficulties of
reécﬁing_a cohmohspecificationfor arweapon system that is desired by

a number of countries at about the saﬁe period of’time are likely to

t

prove even more intractable.

A]l.theserposs{biIities réise the ciitical question of French partici-
pétion which in the light of the current outcry in France about Giscard's
defénce proposals (which some claim imbly‘a move back_fowards NATQ and
awaylfrom the previously independent line) will have to be héndled

with extreme bragmatism. Eqﬁa]ly any future proposals will be critically
dependen£ on thé,way thattheEuropéans perceive.the American posiéion
Yis-g-vis Europe-to be deﬁeloping; For a numbe%of years the Europeans
Seem-td have been in a situation where too 1ftt1e effort on defence

has raised the Qpectre of Américan withdrawal in diéguét,whilst at‘the
'same time - the bossibility of a viable and adéquately fﬁnded European

- defence policy has raised fears that the Amerfcans will thankfully
coﬁé]uée’thét Europe is-nqw capable of taking cafe of itself. Many

of fheﬁelfgars Qould appear to have been based on a m?sundefstaﬁdiné of
Ameriﬁan interests in thé defence of Eufope‘for—of course US security

too is involved; indeed one_mfght argue, and tHis was certainly the
probilem over the fiexible response docfring; that the Americans héve

‘fohhd it much harder to convince the Europeans of the credibi]ityrof
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the deterren; than they have the Soviets. Perhaps one of thé major .
question§ for thg conference is an evaluation of likely US action with
regard to NATO and Europe over the next 20 yeéfs; Lntil some clear ideas
on thfs‘éré“esfabjished it Is extfeme]y difficult to envisage the
futufe shape and nature of the defence element of European Unién, Are

we for instance talking about the Defence of Europe or European Defence?
Jultian Critchley in a recent artiﬁle (NATO Review 1976 No. 1) has posed
a]number of guestions all of which are worth consideration byjiher
p%rticipants at this conference. He points out that the Defence of
Europe'rélates to the task that NATO has adopted: the physical ﬁrevgﬁtion

of invasion by armed forces. European Defence on the other hand, is a

" more speculative subject still. Will a common defence precede or

follow, the achievement of European unity, of a Confederation of Europe?

Would Europe if it had the choice remain allied to the United States?

. A reversal for all but the French,of the choice that has worried us

for so long. What'peculiar European responsibilities would Europe adopt

“in. any division of tasks between the US and Europe? In the advent

of aﬁ American_withdrawal would Europe éollapse or respond by forging

unity? Vould the Soviet Union react aggressively to the prospect of .

‘European unity with Germany its ma jor - component?

Finally, to conclude on a'pessimistic'but hopefully prbvocative note,

is defence really an -issue? Have we not lived too long under the |

. protection of the American deterrent to pay the political and economic
' pfjce of a separate identity, particularly at a period in our economic
* history when the competing demands on government expenditure have never

been greater and in our political hisfory when we have never felt more

secure? -

D.J. ALLEN

UNITVERSITY OF LOUGHBOROUGH
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Politicél‘co-operation: procedure as substitute for policy

'Politidai-cq-operation at its birth fepresénted a landmark in

fthé continﬁiﬁé debate about the cnaracter of political ihtegration

and the fbfmél or iﬁformal nature of FEuropean institutions. 'If was
éntifelyfoutsidgfthéTéompetence of the Treaties; without any legal
‘framework beyond the fext of the Commuriqué of the Hague Summit at
rwhich_it ﬁaé conceivéd,1  Itihad'@o'definite institutibnal'baéis;

it had no -.sec‘xf.eta-i"iat, at best tenuous links with the existing instit-
wutions of_the'Eﬁropean Communities; and no‘fixed_meeting place -
.condemned instead to travel in succession round thecapitals of the
member stétes: :Thg objectives it was to pursue were couched 1in the
cloudiest rhetdiic,_thin1y7disguising the underlying disagreements
.aﬁout its pﬁrpose and its future dévéiopﬁent. There was nc mention of
'ﬁcomﬁén policy“ even as a distant aim; no hint of deadlines for the
completion of intermediate or final stages of an outline plan, as

in the Werner Plan for Economic and Monetgry Union or in the original
progrémme for the customs union set out in ﬁhe Treaty of Rome - indeed,
no plan at all, and oqu tﬁe flims#est of guidelires for activity. As
set out inrparagraﬁh:ls 6{ the Hague Communiqué and in the "Luxembourg
_Repért" of‘July 1970 on "The Prbﬁ;?ms of Poli#ical Unification“,‘poli£ical

co-operation represented the reductic ad absurdum of the lowest common

i

denominatqr principle in Eurcpean gi_ntegration.2 Unable to agree ahcut
poliey objectives or about the insgituticnal framework apprcpriate to

co-operation in this new issue area, but accepting the need to give an
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added impetus to the "relaunching of Europe", the Heads of Siate or |

Government at the Hague agreed to establish a new procedure instead.

The confusion and suspicion which surrounded its birth owed
much to the cenflicting motives of its parents, as well as to their.
memories of earller attempts at co-operatlon in the area that has
'g.become known as hlgh pollcles. The very first conference of the Heads
-of State or Government and Forelgn Mirnisters of the six member states,
in February 1961 had clalmed as 1ts object "to discover suitable means
of organizing closer;polltlcal co-operatlon“ as a basis for "a

3

' progresolvely developlng union" amorg the six.” There followed twelve
months of argument prlmarlly between the French Government and its
partners, about the shape of the proposed "Political Committee! or
l"Commission" the status of its sec“etar1a+ and its relationship with
the existing 1nst1tut10ns of the Communities., Behind these, there

was dlsagreement_about the shape of the "political uniean" to which it
fwas intended to lead; about whetyer its'creation should precede or
should follow the admisSion.of Great Britain and its'fellow applicants;
about the 1nc1u51on of defence qpestlors, and about its future assce-
1at10n wlth NATO and the Unlted ?tates. The Communlty crisis of 1965-6
which had ended in the "LuXembourg Compromise" raised 51m11ar issues
abont the future shape of Furopean co-operatlon, and left them 51m11arlj
unresolved, For many of those at the Hague, therefore, polltlcal co-
operation.was less a novel departure than an already familiar subject,
whlch carried w1th it a larve nuTbe* of sen51t1ve and contentious 1osuee -

- raiging again the threat posed in earlier discussions to the "Community

method" and the Community themselves. Pierre Werner, the only statesman
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at the Hague who had attended the Paris and Bonn summits of 1961, voiced '

his own doubts as to whether the time had yet come "to reopen:

u
‘the d0531er on polltlcal co—operatlon as such,

The Luxem\sm.rr. Re peit_and the, crealion, QF e <huclure.
chertheless, the subject was reopened The Hague Conference

deolared its 1ntent10n to pave "the way for a united Europe capable
i of assumlng its respon31b111t1es 1n the world of tomorrow and;of maklng
a contrlbutlon commensurete w1th 1ts tradition.and its m1331on'......
and - "1nstructed the Mlnlsters of Forelgn Affalrs to study the best
way of achlev1ng'progrees in the matter of political unification with-
: in-éhe context offenlargemenf" and "to make proposale beforerthe'end |
or,iuly‘1970e5 The Ministers, in their own report, nine months later,
nfelt that elfforte ought firgt to concentrate specifically.
on co—ordinetion of foreign?policies in order to show the.whole
world that ﬁhrope has a politlcal m15310n....De31rous of . maklng

'progress in the field of politloal unlflcatlon, the. governments

decide to co-operate 1n‘the-epherero£jfore;gn policy."

. "The objectives of‘this co;ogeretion are as follows:-

- to ensure, through regular excharges of information and consu‘taulons
“a better mutual understanéing on the great international. problems;.

-- to strengthen thelr solld%rity by promoting the harmonieation of
their‘viewe;'eheyco—erdinétion of their yositions, and,;wﬁere it

appears ‘possible or desirable, common actions."®

The modesty of these proposals iq'evident in ecomparison with'ihe language

of the draft treaty presented by the French during the earlier discussicns
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of 1961; which had declared that: "It shall be the aim of the Union...
to bring about a common foreign policy in matters that are of common

interest to member states“.T'

The objectives of the different member governments were just

~as mixed. For the French Government, adjusting its European policy
slowly after Prestdentlde Gaulle's resignation? the scceptance of
enlsrgement.needed to be balanced by a renewed emphasis on other
articles of the Gaullist covenant: resistsnoe to any expansion of
:?ithe roles of thé Commission snd the Buropean Parliament, the creation,-
1nstead of an 1ntergovernmental structure for Buropean co-operation
and. the purSult of a common pol:cy for Europe dlstlnct from f@nd if

J necessary opposed to) that of the United States. The Dutch and German
Governments were prepared to yleld to the French on this point in order

‘to galn acceptance of the pr1nc1ple of admittinz the four applicant

. _states, hoplrg that 1t would prove only & temporary arrangement which

could in tlme be brought closer and clogser to the establlshed 1nst1tutﬂons.
All of the 31x saw the advantages of moving towards a commen policy
towards th1rd countrles, 1n terms of greater 1nf1uence and status for
the Communlty members 1n thelr relat1ons with the Unlted States, with
the Sov1et UPlOH and Eastern Europe, and with the Arabdb countrles of North
Africa and the Mlddle Ezst. All were painfully aware of the major
obstacles whlch lay 1n the psth cf a common policy. The West Germsn

| Government also had other 1nterests in promoting politieal co-operatlon'
Pat a tlme when.we are- trylng to brlng East and West together", as

:Herr Brandt emphaslsed at the Hague, the Germans were concerned both

with balanclng thelr Ostpoll 1k w1th -an’active Westpolitik and with

creatlng a vehlcle fcr the more sctlve forelﬂn pollcy they now aimed to

pursue.
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‘gThé modesty of the stated objectives of consultétibn, c@-brdinatioﬁ
and "where possible or désirabi?\common action"” also stood in sharp
contrast to another of the decisions taken-at the Hague, the
ambitious( commitment to Econom%c and Monetary Union. The Foreign
Ministers' procedural proposals%(formuléted by a committee of the Political
Directors of .the six Foreign Offices, under the chairmanship of j;'he
Belgian Polifical Director, Vicomie Davignon) were similarly less
-j‘ambitious than those of the Weréer Plan. Foréign Ministers wéré to
- meet "at least efery six months?...."on the iniiiative of their chairman.”
The main institution proposed wgs a Political Committee, composed of
'rsenlor offlc1als from national forelgn ministries, They were g;yen
fhe}qosest of mandates, to "meet, al least four times & year to prepare
- thé ainisterial meetings and‘carry ocut any tasks delegated to them by
the Mlnlsters," and to have authorlty to set up "working groups" and
-"groups of experts", or to 1nst1tute "any other form of consultaticon"
',.necessary.. Secretarlal and organlsatlonaT arrangements for meetings -
'-were "as a general rule" to be the responsibility of the country holdirg
;:the Pr651dency of the Counc11 off. Mlnlsters. Meetings would take place
-1n that country's caplta ,'rathqr than in Brussels, with the host country
prov1d1ng the chalrmarshlp. Diﬁagreeménts about the Parliament weTe
ltempergd?by:g-commltmentutq‘invite‘the Commission "to mzke known itz
1viéwé";§hen-éﬁestioASfbf'6§é¥1aﬁﬁgﬁé.competénce with the Communities
“wére discussed It was also agreed to hold an informal "biannual colloguy"
‘wlth the Polltleal Commlttee of - the “uropean.Parllamen+ which would
not however report to the full szllamer+ in plenary session. As a
procedurse, 1t promlsed every+h1ng or nothln There was no commitment to

agree, but 51mp1y to.qungult_Qn'all 1mportant questions of foreign pelicy"
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or on “en&-duestion of bheir choice” which membe: states might propose.
:National governments might thus, in the words of one sceptical observer,
"hoth have their cake and eat it" -~ both to pursue common polieiee ard

; to prese*ve the-fneedenfbe-obbjout when it suited them. Scepticism, |
1ndeed seemed to be a falrly wldespread reaction, Maurice Schumann,
'summlng‘up as chalrman the second of these new "Conferences of the.
Foreign Mlnlsters of the E. E.C. countries", concluded defensively that
‘"far from spllttlng (as had been expecfed) we have, on the contrary,’

con51derab1y narrowed the gap between our p01nts of view",

"Both nationel anddbommundty eftdtudes 1o bhis new procedure webe
¢oloured by the sespicion that.pplitical coeeberation was es much 2 threat
to the establiehed pnocedures of the Communitiee as 8 means of widening
the area of collaboretien‘among member éovernnentse its'iink with
the idl-defined concept of "political union" reinforced the fears of
those who gaw. this as a renewed Gaullist onslaught on the Community
method and on the Qommunity strueture as the basis for a future BEuropean
undon. In the first three yearﬁ tboee-involved were therefore coften
jusb ae concerned with questionsaof instibntional status and procedural
detail as wibh the substantive problems under-discussion. The distinction
between "polltlcal" and "economlc" essues, between those within the
competence of the- Communltles and those that went beyond it, was funda~-

' mental to the establishment of political co-operation as & separete
procedure. It was to deal with'dssues oﬂfhigb pelitics in the traditional

Gaullist sense, rather than with technical problems falling within the
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feéal framework of the treatiesi Thé Commission's reactien'eas g

at first defeﬁsive; concerﬁedrtq mainfain the boundaries of its 1eéal

'competenCesragainst any attemptq-at encroachment end to ineist that

it alcone was ¢éntitled to reﬁresent the common interest in areas .

of established Commup;ty policy; For some within the Commission

~ the term "political"rsti11 had.gejorajive connotations, implying a

threat to all tﬁat the Communit%es had so far achieved. The French

eGovefnment wasijuef ag coucarneé to keep the new procedure uhteinted

by the insidious atmosphere of Qrussels and to prevent the COmmenities

from encroachlng‘on an area of pollcy 50 ceﬁtral to naticnal sovereignty.

The dlspute over the p0351b1e creatlon and 1ocat10n of a political

_secretarlat and 1ts relatlonshlp w1th the ex1st1ng Communlty instit-

utions distracted attentlon froq the questlon of what sach a

secretariatl might dofs‘The:dlfferentlatlon between the "Conference of

Foreign Minisfe;s'of the E.E.C. Countriee" and Couneil of Mﬁnistere

wes seen at its most aBsu?d in the mid-da& trek from Cepenhagen to

' qussels beeween meetinge in November 1973, Mereover, it prejudiced

the chences‘of achieving'cohereqce with related areas of Commﬁhity ectiﬁity.
The rigidity of this distinction was cpnsistently oppesed-by both

10 The Eurepean Parliament, too,

 the Dutch and German Gevernments.
soon -began to express its 1rr1tat10n at the formallst1c refusal of
suoce331xe forelgn ministers,. wblle holdmD the Pr951dency, to discuss
with the full Parliament matters.ehich "do not fall within the competence

of the Couneil".l1 The Parliamentt's anger reflected agdetermination te

extend its competence and its representativeée role to this new area of
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. eollaboration, and a continuing feeling that political co-operation

‘.repreSented a threat to. the Communities. Some Danish representative:,

the .

in contrast, lnulStEd at the same time on[pr1nc1p1e of - democratlc

control and: on’ llmltlng the Communltles' competence to economic

. and welfererlssues.‘ They argued rather that political co- cperatlon

n;shéuld_beiﬁadefsnbgect‘tc the:control of national parliaments - an

alternatiﬁe'which woﬂi&ih&#efrieged_therdisclcsure of confidential

_multilateral discussicnsilg -Although several member governments did

not. fully accept the distinction between polltlcal and economic
relatlons or between high and 1ow policy on whlch the p011t10a1 co-

operatlon procedure rested, their foreign ministriesled little

-djfficulty in adjusting tc them._nThroughqut the Six, the division

of foreign relations into "politieal"™ and “economié'categories wasg
institutionalised in these ministries' division into = . Political

and Economic Directoretes, withlﬁhe latter responsible for Commuriity

‘matters. - a division most marked in the French and German Foreign

Ministries. Political Directors were already accustomed to the pfinciple

of multilateral consultation within the N. A T.O. framework. mhey were ,

.however, not 1nvolved in the network of relations through which-

governments coordinated national policy towards the Communities. This

also meant that they had little or no contact with the Permanent Represent-

ations in Brussels. Political cp-operation for the first time gave

Pclitical Directors and their staff an opportunity tc play a role in

the Community arena. The readiness, even enthusiasm, with which officials

in Poreign Ministries and Embassies abroad toogxtc the development of
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political co-oPefation may also ﬁave refle;ted a bureaucrafic
~instinct to'expaﬁd their funetions. Within the Community frame-
work the traditional ForeignlMigistry role of overseeing the:whole
spread of external relatibns, of acting as gatekeeper bgtweén national
policy-making and interhational co-operation, had been threatened
and eroded by the direct involfgment of domestic ministries in the
Comﬁunity process. The politicgi co-operation procedure, in‘ contrast,
focussed upqn.theicénfiai éénCééns‘of'diplbmaCj;rand_Fbreign Ministry
‘control of that.prbcedure was'néither challenged by any'other b@werful
ministry:por threatened by any garticularly powerful domestic constituency.
As 1ong as'the French Govefnmenf maintained-its formal resistance to
any blurrlnv of the boundarles between p01¢tlcal oo-operatlon and the
Communltles‘ it was easy for otger governments to assume that this was
the main barrier. to closer co—ordlratlcn of the two frameworks. They
ere however, to dlscover, during 1974, that the lacP of contact
between Permanent Repreaentat1vqs and Polltlcal Directors and betveen
dlfferen* sections within *he1* own Foreign. Ministries serlously 1mpeded
such a conveTgence. An 1nforma1 dlplomatlc style rapldly stamped 1tse1f
upon pclitical co-operation. "For diplomats", one of those involved
remarked,"it's not the erd resalf that ccunts, but the atmcsphere and

the sense of mutual understandiqg."

‘For all that, the character of political co-operation as it came to

rescmbled closely that of pol¢cy-maK1ng in. many areas within tbe
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competences of the Treatles. The Political Commitfee, like dOREPER '
propared the agenda for mlnlsterlal meetlngs, like COREPER and the

,Comm1951on, it spawned sub-committees and working groupsron '

‘.spe01flc topics, Although politicel oo-operation was not constrained
by the 1egal framevork of the Treatles, its working- methods were
51m;1ar_to the process of 'concejt;atlon' used to co-ordinate othe;
areeeoof policy not yet eubsumed“to‘the authoxity‘of fhe-Commission.
Thetmoet,noticeeble difference between political co-operation pfocedures
ahd tho e‘offtﬁé Communities was jI§confidentiality. News of meetings,'
let alone thelr content rarely 1eaked to the press, and dlsregard for
the confldentlal natule of the dellberatlons were seen a8 intruding on
lthe general rule of secrecy.l3 Indeed as the French Goverument's

) re31stance to 11nP1ng the two orecedures began to weaken it was arourd
thel'leaklness' of the Comm1351oe‘aod the Council that arguments‘for

" their ccntlnued separation revolved.

"'Tne \SSueS er the cyenda, '
The firsi “topice for consultatlon were imposed as much by external

developments as by the lnltlatIV? of the member governments. "The

most detailed;exchenge of views"ﬁat the fifst Ministers' conference in
November 1970, was on ﬂle Middle;East'sitﬁgtion, Procedural guestions
_oecupied much of the discussion. The other.major to@ic was the question
of pfeparing-fof the propoeed European Security Conference - orESSed

on the att entlon of ‘the mlnlstere both by the concern of the West Geman
‘Government to‘provide a multilatgral context for the Ostpolitik, and

" by the repeated loobyihg of the Boviet Union in each .of their capitals.l4
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.The secbnd tﬁo?day cdnférence in May 197i devoted one day eéch to

the Middle East and to "matters connected with the possible holding

of a édnference on European Secu:%rity".15 The thifd, in Novemher 1971,
was primarily concerned with preéarations fof the Summit then planﬁcd,
for March 1972, including a sexi§s of proposais for "stréngthening"
'the Coﬁhunities. Pierre Hafmel introduced a list of "basic guidglines"
for the Summit agenda,calling-fo%'ﬁa constructive defirition of E.E.C. -
U.5.4A, relétions" and the "adoptéon of a common policy towards_thg

Conference on Security and Co—opération in Europe."16

Relations with

the United‘Statéé, at the heart of the disagreements about a common

foreign policy in 1961, were amoﬁg the disputed issues which led to

the postponement of the 1972 Summit from March to Cctober. President
Nixon's "Initiative" of Aﬂgust 1971, which hadrcalled for a redefinition

of US/European_relations, demanded & more political response from the
Commuﬁities than fheir first rea?tion, couched in primarily econcmic

terms. The threg majogttﬂemes‘bé Europeanrpolitical co~operztion, through-
out its-firsf five yéars, weréit%;s;established atrfhe outset, less at -

the choice of the member governm;nts than cn the insistence of third

countries.

The invol&emeﬁt‘bf the politﬁcal co—opérétion machinery_in thé
preparations for the 1972 Paris ?ummit marked the firststep towards the
development‘offité wider role in‘the Communitiest! slow progress towards
political uﬂion. Alfhough in this instarice preparatory discussions
were primarily concernéd_?ith qggéfiéhs_ofifpreigﬁ policy, its contribuéicn
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" 1o the preparations for the 1973 Copenhegen Sumﬁit and - much more.
Viiﬁportantly - for the December71974 Summit in Paris also touched on

‘questions of institutionel development. 1In the autumn of 1974

these included direct'elections, the'proposal for regular meetings

.of Heeds of Gevernment,majority woting and the strengtheping of the
”ffpeiifieal co-operetion precedure itself., The preliminaries to the
i:19%475ﬁmhitlwere thus divided between two sets of committees, in a
H‘patte%e5ﬁhieh became the norm for.Eufopeah Councils thereafter. The
first ﬁas.anfﬁéﬁjﬁeeﬁ-g:oup wﬁicp”dealt with.matters of "substance",
_such @ reéionelland commercial ?olﬁcy. If met in Brussels within

tﬁe COREPER framewofk and reportedrto the Foreign Ministers both
~.threﬁgh”COREfER and through the ?olitical Directors. 'The gsecond
coneisteasef thsz Political Directors themselves, with a Commission
representetiﬁe; Several polltlcal co~operation meetlnge in the
perlod before the Summlt were glven over almost exclu51ve1y to insti-
 tut1ona1 questlons. Thls two~pronged approach to;the preparatlon of
Summlts at flrst causod a- number cf dlfflCthles at natlonal level, w1th-
in those admlnlstratlons where re1a+1ons between polltlcal dlrectors
and permanent represenua+1ves (an :uhelr_sgbordlnates) were not always
D of the beat. Thls may have eontglbuted:to tﬁe’adjustments made within
”the French,ardxcerman:foreion minist"ies to the relationship between
thelr economlc “and p011t1ca1 dlrectorateo during 1975, as the Eurocpean

Counc11 becamgé four-monthly eveﬂt

‘ The CSCE presented the most 1mmed1ate -issue for consultation, and

arguably the mﬂst 1ncent1ves for co-cperation, The Six - and the

fo1r applzcant members - al '"ed,a common interest in ensuring -
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thatispecifioally Buropean concerns, yhe interests of small and medium countries

- in West and East Europe, were fully aﬁd effectively represented alongside those
i’of éhe two super-powers. There were ?o fundamentai differences of national policy
towards Eastern Europe comparable to ?hoée which then existed on policy towérds
the United States and the Arab countrées. There were potentﬁal gains to all of
 the mémber_govérnments in co-operatin% to maximise their influence-ovef-the shape
and agenda of the brojected conferenc?. Given the relative lack of pplicy
differences, few problems were to be éntici}ated. Furthgrmore, the division of
the agenda of the conference into separate "baskets" of issues neatly fitted the
distinction bétweén Community competence and political questions. The Danish
Chairman of the EEC Foreign Ministers claimed after the two opening sessions of
the CSCE, in July and’Sép#embér'1973,,that the nine had made "a decisive contributicn“

17 ‘He might equally well

to the develqpment and the tone of fhg conference so far,
have argued that the CSCE had made a decisive contribution to the development and
the tone of political co-operation. Aa one Irish participant remarked, "the

i

probleﬁ itself created the machinery"%

A working group was set up to p¥eparerfor the "confidence-building% sebgrity,
and humanitarian and cultural aspects of the CSCE, composed of the respénsible
officiaels from éach nationallforeign Tinistry, and reporting to lheir Political -
ﬁifecférs in,the.éoli£ical Committee.afThe fréqgenqy of the meétings of the Political
Committee rgpidly became more frgquen?zthan the Lﬁxeﬁfourg Report proposal of féur‘

a yeaf, rea%gng a_totél of nine in the tgglve months preceding the first session

of the CSCE, in July 19?3. Signoera%féfti, as Preéident of the Commission)had been
invited to join in the last'session o€ tﬁe first fOreign Ministers' Conference, in
Novémber 1970. He had ouflined the Cgmmission's point of view on East-West relations,
and emphasised the need for "the adti?e presence of the Community™ in all ccmmercial
relations with Eastern Europe. A sep%rate "ad hoc group" was therefore established
with Commission participatioq, t§ prepare a position‘dn the economic aspecis.

Qonsultations took place among the Embassies of the existing Community members and




11/14 | | _ R

“applicants in Helsinki, during the 1on% serics of preparatory seseions from November
i972,&nd among fhe deiegations at the dpening sessions of the Conference itself. This
extended the practice of polimical co-operation from the capital of the presiding’
government to.the capitele of third co%ntriee and-into multilaterel negotietions. The

series of.Committeee and sub-committees created in the opening sessions drew in more
natlonel offlclals and generated more act1v1ty. The focus for continuing activity

whlch the CSCE provided operated as a motor for the whole development of the political

t

co—operat;on_machlnery. Moreover daily contactmamong the Nine o. . the agenda for
the CSCE;in Helsinki and Geneva, made up for the lack of a secretariat. Both ministers

and officialeiof all the member governments drew great satisfaction from their success

in reaching end-maintaining common positions on the major issues of the conference.

Their consequent aﬁility,to influence the direction of the conference established

‘-‘.- .

political co-operatlon as a viable enterprlse, 1n eplte of the contlnulng inability”

of member governments to reach a comparable degree of agreement on other issues.

The contlnulng dlsagreement among the N1ne about their relatlons with the

United States wag agaln thrown in_to sharp relief by Mr., Klss1nger's proclaﬂmatlon, in

Eu‘tj’( he Uaiikd Staoes |
a8 speech in New. York on 23rd Aprll 1975, of "the Year broposes to its Atlantic
(Time Re Tresided Tavds Te Cwipe Toweds The end of Re !
partners" he declared "that by the(}ear we will have worked out a new Atlantic Charter

settlng the goals for the future" of the transatlantlc relationship. Such a blunt

challenge only emphasised the depth of the division between the French government and
‘ “Temponsiag, he Nine agreed T Re :
1te partners on relations with the USA. AFTench proposal " that they must first define

the nature of the European enterprlse before they embarked upon a new Atlantlc
declaration, Durlng the summer of 1973, therefore, natlonal officials hegan work upon
& document on "The European Identlty", to be completed 1n time for the Copenhagen Summit’

in Decembher.

From Luxembourg to‘Copenhagen _

The Luxembourg Report had argued that the applicant countries would "have to accept
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the goals and procedures of political co-operation"'as soon as they became Community-
_ members. In practlce all the new members (including Norway. until its referendum)
.hed been. partlclpatlng in polltlcal co-operatlon as "observers" for: some months
hefore. - Paradoxlcally, the Brltlsh and German Governments suddenly became the most
enthusiastic about further development with the French Government apparcntly
urging oautlon because it found 1tself EO often isolated. 18 The Parls Communlque :
directed that consultations should ‘be intensified at all levels", with the Forelgn
Mlnlsters in future meeting quarterly.}g The"aim of the1r co-operation was now
more ambitiously stated as ™o deal with‘problems of current interest and, where
poSsible, to formulate common medium and long~term positions "-Ihey were able alsc
to keep in-mind iﬂiﬂﬂ_ﬂl&é"the 1nternat10na1 political implications for and
effects of Communlty policies under construct1on", and to maintain “close contact"
w1th Communlty 1nst1tutlons on matters "which have a dlrect bearing on COmmunlty
aot1v1t1es" The Forelgn Mlnlsters were asked to prepare by June 1973, a second
report on methods and procedure for 1mprov1ng polltlcal co-operatlon. Although

ag before, 1t was p0s51b1e

-
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to agree on procedural measures, tholParis-Suﬁmit recorded continuing
disogroement on most other polio;os, The pnaamblo asserted that
"Europeimust be aole to mako.its voice heard in wofld offoirs, and...
must affirm its own views in infefnatioooi reiafions' as befifs its
m1531on to be open to the oorld and for progress, peace and co-operation.”
This opaque language maﬂked the contlnulng 1nabllitj of the member
povernments to agree on what that v01ce should afflrm 1n its dealings

with the Unlted States or wlth the Mlddle Easter1 countrles.

The "Copeqhagen Report" approved one month late by the Foreign |
Mlnlsters in. July 1973, set out %s much to descrlbe an already~developed
machinery as to lay down plans fqr its further development This |
atudled generallty contrasted w1th the deta11ed proposals for future
progress ]ald down in many Commuqlty plans in other fields. It notzd
that "the oharacterlstlcally pragmatlc mechanisms set up by the Luxembourg
Reporthave-shown thelr flexlblllty and effeotlveness." - The "habit of

worklng together"alt clalmed had - become "g 'reflex' of co-ordination....

which has profoundly affected the relatlons of the Member States between

each other and with third countrlos. This collegiate sense in Burocpe

is becoming a real force in-interpationalf:elatiohs.ﬁzo Confugingly,

many of its !'proposals" for improvirg co-opéiationrhad olready been
‘ attained - as the report ifself noted in an Annex entitled "Results

obtained from_Politioal Co—operatéon". Thus, for instance, the group

5
of "Correspondany" which the Report amnnounces is to be established had

already begun to meet regularly. It was to follow through the implementaticr

~of decisions,to meet the absence of a secretariat by dealing with "problems

of organisation and problems of a general nature”, and to provide a link

e
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between the growlng number of "eroups of experts" and working part14ﬂ
Slmllarly,_the proposal to increase the frequenCy of meetlngs of
foréignrministers and ﬁf the Political Committee fofmalised éxisting
practicé;-:ln_additicn, in each c?pital of the Nine, officials from

‘the embassiéé éf.the other Memberlstates were designated as "correspoﬁdonts"
" to the Forelgn Ministry of the country to thCh they were accredited. |
In thlrd countrles, co-operation among the embassies and missions of the
Nine was to be encouraged. A speglal network of communlcatlonu amoné
‘_Foréign Ministriés wasg established, based on the COREU system.of telegﬁams.
Gﬁideligeé forrelations with the ¢ommission, tﬁé Council, and the
Eurquan Parliament were iaid dowﬁ; emphasisiﬁg still that

_"the Political Co-operafioh ﬁacﬁinery, which deals on the-iﬁter-

- gdvar;ﬁental level with'broblémsféf iﬁtérﬁational_pqlitics,is o
‘disf@nct fromrand additional to theiactifitiés of the iﬁétitutions
of the Comﬁunity."

'The Presidency's responsibility for ensuriné "that the ponclusioﬁs
adopted at %eétings of Ministers énd of the Political Committee are
-implemented on a collegiate basis“ and foﬁ calling and Serviciﬁg meetings
at all levels was. reco*nlsed as Qn 1ncrea31ﬂg admlnlst“atlve burden,
':but nothlng concre+e was proposad to allevza+e it. With the rhetorlc
that so often camouflages contlnulng dizagreement about conten ’ the
report added that "the ministers consider that co-operaticn on foreign

policy must be placed in the perspective of PEuropean Union".

i

By the autumn of 1973, then, the machinery of political co-operation
had grown in an unplanned and “praﬂmatlc" manner 1nto ar extensive network

of consultation inside and_oq?Side.the capitals of the Nine, capable of
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feaching decisions 6ﬁ common'pol@cy én a limited nuﬁbér of issues,
ahd of narrowing the breadth of Qisagreement over a wide range of prqblems.‘
In éddifibn to the three major tﬁemés alreédy mentioned, officials (and
‘occa51ona1]y mlnlsteru) had dlgcqssed a wide variety of forelgn pollcy
‘top1cs, ran«mng from the civil war in Pakistan to the admission

ofrthna to the UN, the recognlt%On of Bangla Desh and the 1nternafional
,_pfqblemé qf-hijgckihg and drug-tgéfficking, Co;operation within the
United ﬁaﬁibns}ﬁas beginning to'ﬁake shape in thé‘19f5 Generai Assembly;

a workingqg;oﬁp hhdudispugééd;thdesian sanctions, ancther had considered
Maltg‘éhd in the fdilowinéTjear would consider the Cyprus crisis. On
average, one or two worklng groups met each week often for more than

one day at a tlme, 1n the six months of the Danlsh pr931dency, from

July to December 1973, there were no- 1959 than four Foreign Ministers!
meetings. But 1t 1s hard to 1dent1fy ary p031t1ve output from all thls
activity. The strength and the weakness of the whole network of
procedufésflayiln its 1nformalltyr The description of the Political
-iCommittée'é:info:mal lunches by one participant as "a comnitiee ;f gentle-
men, a little old-fashioned, taiking in French and raising a penéil»or
hand to speak" may#bé-féken as chgracterising a great deal of the asctivity
geherated, . The imége of a gentleﬁens"dining club, indeed, appeared to
-be wldespread among the Foreign Mlnlstrles ard Embas51e " of the Hine.

"So we meet, eat well, and exchange v1ews- and if we disagree, then

tant Rls, we will return to the question when we mee+ agaln." The“e wers
no dead11nes for decision, no legally-*mposed rnqulreme“ts for a definite

outcome; ‘the consultation brought its own reward,
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There were, of course, some‘tangible'gains, fer the participaﬁts

in this pufely ietergovernmental process. The quality of the informatioﬁ
about each ether's ettitude to-ferthComing_issees had been immeasurably
improved. "There arec no longer any surprises among the Ninehfn
"we all know each other's minds", were the reSpenses ffom'Fdreign Ministry
to Foreign 0ffice, One Embassy qfficiel in London in 1973 complained
that‘the desﬁ office; en Vietnam in the FCO was better informed than

:Qg was about thinking within his home Fofeign Ministry on South East
Asia.r But beyoed a eertain soeialisation‘of attitudes among national
dipiomats, a certain and intanéible sense of Eufopean idenfity uﬁaccompanied
by eny more definite transfer of allegiance, it wouldlbe hard to demen-
:s%rate anf real policy achievement outside the bounds of the CSCE
1tse1f wlthout a gecretarlat, w1thﬁut basis for ccmmon policy‘in an
agreed set of attltudes and prlorltles in reTataon to third countrles,‘
polltlcal co-operatlon ‘could not hope to impose any pattern on international
.events. Without the capaclty to plen shead or to act qulckly or |

. dec131ve1y in & C“lSlS, the Nlne were condemned to a reactive p0°lu¢0n,

struggllrg to agree on issues not of thelr maklng or their own def1n1+1nn.

Fvb\'ﬂ CQ‘?QF\\‘\%Q"{ 'Q C)_\{mr\\c.l\

L In July 19?3 the Italian and- Irlsh representatives had proposed that
the Polltlcal Commlttee sbould con31der its long-term position on the
Mlddle East They were everruled because of the 1mprobablllty that any
such p051t10n could be agreed The Nlne's reactlon to the October Middle
East war (thouph 1lstcd en a panphlet 1ssued by +he FCO in 1974 as amorg

the "common p051t10ns" 80 far T'ee,ched) was therefore ynavoidably weak
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RPN :
andzbrec1se. Communlty co- operatlon effectlvely dlslntegrated under .

the pressure of the Aradb oil emb?rgo, despite their modgst achicvement
in agreeing.on,a common "Declaration" of policy, for the first time
on this:dsdﬁé“area.2l The Copephagen Summit was a fiasco, with an
Arab oiifdépufation playing the Fdle of Banquo at the Peast, allegedly

on the secret and unilateral ihvitation of M. Jobert. It also witnessed

the final act in the parallel figsco of the‘attempf to define "The

Furopean Identity" without first defining the most important aspect

22

;ol that: IdentltJ, 1*3 'elatlonshlp with the United States. After
‘a great deal of draftlng ‘and: red;aftlng by nat10n31 OfflClalS (of whlch

‘the - British part301pants, 1n partlcular, were at the time very proud)

the Foreign MlnlStErS of the Nlne declared that they had "the pollt cal -
will to'succeed in the ccnstructlon of a unlted Europe" and that they
1ntended."to play an active role in world affalrs" as"the constructlon

of a united Europe" evolveﬁbin a dynamic wey". But it was hard to be

_ more precise about what sort of role they intended to play, .and on

the central 1ssue of the A+1ant1? Alliance they could only record their

contlnulng disagreemént.

The "dialogue" with the Uﬁited'Sﬁateé‘édachedrits most,dcrimonious
stage in the ear ly months of 1974 Yet it had been resolved by the beginning
of that summer: the,formallstlc §ttempt’to drandﬁfd'ﬁbeclaration of
Principles" dropped, Ame#ican de?ands:fora cldédr degrdee;of association
with the consultations of the Nide met by the compromisé agreed at
Schloss Gymnich, where the Foreign Ministers spent ar’ informal weekend

2
unencumbered by crowds of offlclals. 2 This was symptomatic of a sea-change
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i dn eoth tee etmosphere_end'effectifeness of poiifical co-operation in

ithe nine months between January and October 1974, The barriers‘ |

5etween the procedures of the Community aﬁd those of political
cp-opéfation were markedly lowefed. The Gommission, its initial‘suspicion
-mueh;aiiayed, was now increasingly encourage& to participate in meetings
renﬂ?ip,working groups with its Qesition ags a "tenth member" at last
accepted;- Foreign Ministers ceased to maintain therarbitrary distinction
‘betweenitheif roles within theeﬂramework of pelitical ce-operation -

and within fhe Council of Ministers,‘discuesing foreign peliey questiens :
1"within1the'ﬁargin".of Council @eetihgs and within the Couﬁcil building

in Brussels - and managlng 1n consequence to meet a gooﬁéeal mere
frequently. Re31stance to the often-repeeted efforts of the Europear
Parllament +to. extend its rlght of 1nformat10n and questlonlng beyond the
closed colloqules w1th its Polltlcal Commlttee on to the floor of the
eAssembly gave way to an acceptance that, in this forum as in others,l
Communlty issues and polltlcal qo-operatlon wers 1nterre1ated M. Sauvagnar as,
Tas’ PreS1dent in’ the latter hal% ‘of the year, even incorporated his report
on Community developments and.h%s references to polltlealico-cperauion
.‘into'a single speeehfzar Tﬁe Eu%e-Arab dialogﬁe, a poiitical resporse

to the oil peoducers;coeeheieie-eceﬁeﬁie eﬁﬁ-technical terms,eas
developed within tbe“fraﬁe;erk éf politicai co—epefation;and pursued,

in negOtiationsgyith Areﬁ reﬁreéentetivee in.Ocieﬁef and Noveﬁber 1974,
jointly by the'fresideﬁeuefrtheVConfefence of Foreign ﬁinisters and ihe
Pre51den+ of the Europenn Comm1351on. By early 1975 mlxed gvoups of

experts had been set up, and the 31ngle delegation Whlch the Communlty
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members fielded in Cairo was jojntly led..

The interpretation of the reasons for these remarkable changes-

'is crucial for one's understanding.of the sfgnificance of political -
. ! .

co-operation as an experiment iﬁ intergovernmental‘co;operation.and
ae the'basis for.a more integra?ed prcess of foreign policy-making
among the Nine. 1t is arguable?for instanoe, that the cumulative
Experience of the previous three yeers had laid the bagis for a
great leap forwara. This sprang:from the growing mutuel understanding,
the socialisation of a -large number of natlonar officials responsible
whith hed {QdTol

for managlng and maklng foreign policty 1rto thlnhlng "European"‘lthe

establishment of a pragmatlc consensus, even the emergence of a certaln ,

copinage dlnlomathue bypa551ng the domestlc constraints upon national

governments. The salutary lessons of the autumn and winter of 1973

fhad provided the shock necessary to translate this potential into -

’{;preefiee, jolting those involveq into realising the full-possibilities-

of'the.machinery they had alrea@y built. The emergence of another informal

1nst1tut10n, the discursive weegend gatherlﬂg of forelgn ministers without

‘ offlclals, flrst trled under thq German P osidency at Schloss‘Gymnlch

1n-Apr11.1974, further fostered an atmosphere conducive to coﬁseﬁsus.
It promoted a colleg1a1 sense aqong Mlnlsters parellellng what already
exlsted at Ofrlclal level markrng the emergenc of a foreign ministers?

fclub! as close‘ln 1ts personal relations and mutual understandings as

the parallel club of finance miristers.

An eiterhativevaxorwcompieqehferyﬁe”explanation'might'be'found in

the major issues and exzernal pressifes ;a01ng the Nlne. Throughout
and - oV

1973 the US Governmen+ made repeated Kﬁlmes contradictery, efforts to
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‘secure’ a ""atlsfactory" responge from the West European Gavernments

~to its demands for consultatlon and alignment of pollcy. During

the Spring"of 1974 both a reassessment of ﬁ%licy within the American
administration and the increasing domestic precccupations bearing in

upon the White House weakened the thrust of American demands, The

- Nine therefore found it easier to reconcile their differences over the

Atlantic reletiOnShip. The emergence of the Euro-Arab dialogue as . a
central issue in polifical co—operation credted new problems,in its

unav01dab}e overlap with Conmur;ty respon51b111t1es.‘ The CSCE had

.convenlently flttcd the arbitrany barrlers erected by p011t10a1 co-

operation; bgt the Euro-Arab dlqlogue unavoidably cut right across
theﬁ;- The Nine were rzluctant to deal‘direotly with the poliﬁical
issues at the heart of the Middle Easﬁjcooflict.r The§ lacked the
influence with either side to eocoufage a settlement. They risked
re-opening American suspicions gbout‘fheir precariooe eéreement on Re

Atlantlc relatlonshlp. Moreover, they could not agree upon'wﬁat

rpollcy to fotlow, as their disunity on the PLC issue at the UN pub11c1y

displayed. Equally, the oil issue was too explosive for-nxplicit

discussion, What they were left with was a hotchypotch of commercial,

'technicel and financial questlons which could be discussed safely and

which would erable them to play for time. Once the Nine had chosen to

conduct the dialogue in these terms, they had virtually no option but

toe involve the Commission. If the CSCE had set the patterﬁ fer political
co-operation from 1971 to 1973, then the Euro—A*ab dlalogue began to

impose a different pattern from 1974 onwards.
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None‘of theée factors, howqyér, provides a Sufficieht-explanatipn
.for thé suddenﬁess of the éhahgg; The tfansfbrmaticn can be dated fairly
p;ecisely_between Februapy and June. In PFebruary Herr. Scheel told the
- Pblitiéalfﬁffairs Comﬁittee of'the European.Parliament that.cb-operatioh
_wés prov1n0 difficult and that he saw no hope of an early rapproachme‘t
between France and the eight on relations with the United States. 1In
June he annoﬁnced tolé surpriséd press that the'Foreign Ministers had
?fourd agr ement on "all" issues so easy that they had concluded the
business of a two—day meetlng in one day. 24 The Gymnlch_meetlng had
clearly bléyed:;:fq}e in untying the tanglé of disagreements, and in
" persuading fﬁe'ﬁéﬁ'Bfiﬁish Poreign Secretary of the value of political
éo—opefétion.- an ihfefesting example of rapid socialisation. -His
enthu31asm removed a potent1a1 source of friction after the British
change of goverrment, part*cularTy with the prospect of renegotiation.
" But the‘deq131ve-eVent,,w1thout doubt, was the death of President Pompidou
on April 2nd. Two "pro-European” candidates were the front-runners in
_the Frcnch presldentlal nlectlon campalﬂn, *rom whlch Giscard d'Eotglnb
emerged victcrious on 9 May. " Tha charged taﬂe o* French pollcy was rapid
erough to throw its deloma+1c repre sentatlves 1nto some confusion.
M. Sauvagnargues, -the new farﬁlgn mlnlster, made 1t clear from the start
that he saw no harmrin blending pommun;ty igsues with peolitical co-operatlon.
The fruits c. French - and Briti;h - pragmatism were evident in the
handling of the Cyprus crisis during July, when for the firgt time Foreign
Ministers ccnferred informally on poiitical matters within the Council

chamber. This strongly suggesbsthaf_fhe decisive factors influencing
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the progress of pdiitical éo-operation_ were national pglicies and
~national attitudésjin spite of thé habits of consultétioh built ﬁp over
© - three and a half yeérs. 'The postures of governments were determinéd.
above all by domestic iﬁfluenées énd domestic politics, to which the
emergent\European consensus was only séconda;y. 4Political cbfoperétion
:;thus remained in 1974-5 an intergovernmental process, subgect to
Jgo;ernmental confrol, rather than a transgovernmental alliance, resting .

: - upon the mutual under tanding bu@lt up among embassies and foréign’offiées.
CQ“\Q l\.LS\ ons

Nonethéleos, 1t is clear that the achievements of political co-
operation in its first‘five years we;e in many Qays much more posltive
than its ofiginators-had dared tq.hope. A procedure set up.with only
the bare minimui of agrecment o objectives evolved, through e largely
incremental procesé= a‘limited,rqnge of common poiicies and a wider
span of co—ordinated'actiohsfénd‘constructﬁve consultations. The changing.
pressures of external developmenﬁs and the evolution of the individual
foreign policies of member goveféﬁéhts_providedan extra impetus. The
‘solidarity of éhe‘Nine within thé CSCE, from beginning to end, had

fclqarly been its. major achievemant so far, helﬁing to set the whole tone

 0£ the Conference énd‘to'ensure that West European‘interests were fully
represented. The troubled &ialogue with the United States was time-
.coﬁsumiﬁg aﬁé unprecductive. .But the déveiouing dialogue with the Arab
states surv1vcd 1n1t1a1 setbacks and by early 1976, had included a series
of meetings of expert "comm1581on§" cn technical and economic co—operatlon.
This had a]ready contributed to a more constiuctive atmosphere in political

relations, though it showed little in the way of concrete achievements.
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Cb-aperatiOnrwithin the United ﬁations, begun ﬁasfeadily during ther
1972 and ]973 Genggal Assemblles had created by 1974-5 a relatively
7 Suue:ﬂ&d l-ﬁ‘ PTt(e\‘

coh951ve West Europcan "bloc"z}n VOtlhg[Wlth increasing frequency,-
" in capturing the attention of other states and groups of statea, and
in proﬁoting Gaston Thorn as candidate‘for'Pfesident of the 1975
General Assembly.25 ‘-On the reiated issues of Cyprus and Greece over
the -summer of 1974 the Nine managed to present a united front and to

Tit.(wq\\ y .

exert a‘moderatlng influence, In retrospectﬁﬁhe main utlllty of.
consultatlons on Cyprus was to prov1de an appearance of act1v1ty wlthout '
maklng a substantlve commltmen ‘s thus enabling the British Government
as a signatory of the treaty of guarantee to adopt a low proflle. The
Unlted States by Qontrast played a much more 1ntervent10nlst role,
strengthenéq by ita military presence in the area and ifs economic
‘leveragé over both Gieeéa andnTﬁrkey.l Significantly, however, Greek
resentment at American interférenée both before and during the

Cyprus crisis infensified‘their~new'goﬁernment's commifment to apply
"for membershlp of the European Commun1tles, as an alternative source
of external support The effect of the cautious approachrof_the Nlne'

was‘thus to heighten the Greeks' favourable image of the Communities,

‘without giving offence to the Turks.

Politieal developments in Portugal were mcnitored from the overthrow

of Dr. Caetano onwards. A common attitude was adopted and maintained,
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.through which the Communities were ablé to exercise.both p01i£ica1

and economic léverage, and'tﬁe‘Nine were able. to speak with one voice
through their Preéident.26 On issueé‘of less iﬁﬁediate imﬁoffancé to:
the Nine - such as Latin America, or South and South East Asia -
political co-operation had achie#ed much less, Ministerial discussions
_were more ihfrequent, and the working groups met farlless often,
although co~ordination of the work of embassies in these areas did
appear to be 1mprov1nb. On sub- Saharan Africa there had in effect been
an agreement to dlffer,becau e of the sensitivity of well-established
‘natlonal interests. Some usefgl.discussions were held in 1973 and

1974 ox Rhodesian‘sénctioﬁs, at the insistence of the British, but
most other African iésues were ieft off the agenda until the-Angoian

" eivil war began to take on an international dimension in‘thé final
mqnths-of 1975, ihe ﬁine failed to. act together in extending'diplomaﬁic'
recognition to"the'fictorioﬁs MfLA, in February‘l976,lwith the French
Government again breéking ranks. ‘Yet-within a fortnight they were able
(on the 23rd Februa;y) to issue for the first fime a policy declaraticn

on Southern Africa Which'demonstrated a conéiderable degree of sdlidafity.

This record of achlevemcnt comparas very favourably with the

‘protracted debates in other sectors of Communlty policy. It is tempting

to conclude, as Mr. Callagnan, the British Foreign Secretary, from
T thed ) . .
time to tlmaf that pragmatlc 1ntergovernmentallsm offers the best

modelifor'Communlty co-operation in general, benefitting as it does

from the absence of legal structures or formal controls.z7 But cne
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must donbt how far fhe experlence of p011t1ca1 co—oneratlon could be
”_transferred to the spheres of economic or 1ndustr1a1 policy. There

:was somethlng for all the member states to gain in polltlcal co—operatlon,
and very llttle tanglble 1ose.r The German Government found a multi-
lateral endorscment for 1ts Ostpolltlk and a vehicle for the development
of iTs extra-European forelgn pollcy inside and ontelde the Unlted Kations
.ﬁo which 1t was at last admitted 1%374‘ The French and Brltlsh Governments
-found a new basis fer their diplomacy, to replace fhe world roles which
they had previously tried to sustain independently,‘ The smaller sfates
greatly exnanded their range of'foreign policy interesf'énd enhanced their
'international standing. The Irish experienee ie indicative; enabling

them for the first time to open direct relatlons w1th the. Arab states,

and dlscoverlng through thelr exercise of the Pr931dency a greater
independence of their British meighbour in forelgn:policy-making than

they had ever had before. _The costs, both in terms of,incurring'monetery
burdens and,in terms of provoking-donestic opnositien,were minimal., In
Bargeining over the,allocation‘ef the'Regional Development Fund nr-aver'
the realignment of agricnltnﬁal prices;.each government ean:calculate

the gains and;iesees,inveived; in fofeign policy,_tne-gains'end losses

are in the more infengible eurrency of prestige and influence, -

The case of political co-operation thus shows that the different

requirements of each sector of natiomnal policy-making imposes‘diffeiing
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forms of.inteégovernmental co-operation: and integration. This
'thrqws into gquestion the relevance of Buropean poiitical co-oberation,
‘as a modei for othef éreas of ﬁolicy. Tﬁe procedure so far eﬁelved,
méreover, is not self-evidently the most appropriate for attaining
tﬁe objectivgfalready ggreéd by the Niﬂe, or as the institutional
fdundation'for the future achievement of a common foréign policy. The -
inpuf pf time by national officials has been very considerable - |
ppévidinglaiﬁelcome neg SquCe‘of activity, ﬁerhaps compensating for
the aeclihiﬁg'demands 6f bilateral diplomacy. Officials in thelfiehwwvx‘Fﬁﬂﬁ .
WineTyy |
_Zand the Quai d'Orsay,for instance, used this as an argument to resisi
pressure for a réduétioﬁ in their budggts and-staffing. The lack of
a-secreta;iat may have increased-the sense of-collegiality and en-
couraged direct contact, but. it has unavoidably meant both a duplication
of work and a éertain inabiliﬁy'éither to look ahead or to respond
rapidly to chanrging external events.zs It is difficult to diszgree with
thélCommission?s sevére comment . in ifs 1975.Re§ort on Burcpean Union
that "hitherto;‘ﬁolitical do-dpération has seiﬁﬁm le& to anything more
fhan the Community reacting to‘evegféﬁlzsﬁ"'.' |
The continﬁing distinction between political and econcmic external
relations perhaps stillrserved the convenience of nationél bureaucracies
and foreign ministries. But it only confused and irritated third

countries, and appeared increasingly arbitirary as econcmic issues came

still closer to the centre of international relations. Paradoxicallj




11/30

enough, in spite of the original inténfions of the French'Gofernment
in_trying to establish pblitical co-operation clearly outside from
the'Community framework, the Commission ﬁad come to play a useful and
sighificaht role in co-ofdinating discussions between the two structures.
Natioﬁal governments still frequently sent different representatives,
from differént parté.of their administrative machinery, to parallel
meetiﬁgs within tﬁe political co-operation strﬁctﬁre and the Community
arena. _Bﬁﬁrincreasin- officials from the Commissionts General Secretariat
and_a 1iﬁited number of officialé from DGI were now iﬁvolved iﬁ both,
Thus thé dbmmission, having spent the early years of political co-
operation sténding in corridors waiting to be summoned in. for |
Community-related_bﬁsiness, now found itself upon occasion in the.
‘positioﬁ of informing thé_Pérﬁénen%"Represeptativéé'sr the Politieal
‘Direcfors of the.dterlaﬁéing content of each others! deliberaticns. The
comission's role, biiilt“up";rith" great care and with unusual attention
to -the need to maihtain'confidentiéiity, renained, howéver,la passive ones
én.observer.;éfhe? than a parficiﬁéﬁf,‘With a_sténding'which dwed as
much to thérpersénaliiies'éndiauaiitiésfdf,itéfiﬁdividﬁal répresenﬁatives
as to a change in governmentélzatiifﬁdésifo tﬁé‘Commissibn itself.

The crgatibn of thé Eﬁropeaﬁ Council"aé thé:pi56551é of beoth the
Community and the political co-operation strﬁcture further eroded the-
_ distinctioné'outlined in 1969-70, At its sessions the wﬁole'rénge of
relations between Burope and fhe outside‘world were discussed by Commission

staff, members of the Couneil Secretariat, the national administration




of ‘the government holding the Presidency, national officials and

"~ ministers. Prime Minister Tindemans, in the Report on European

" Union he presented to his colleagues in January 1976, called bluntly

for ﬁéﬁ end to the distinctign which still exists today between
ministerial meetings which deal with pdlitidal co-operation and those_"
whichldeal with fhe subjects covereﬁ by the Treaties", though he éiso :
madé it clear thatl"the currenf précedures for preparing the diplomafic
discussions of fhe Ministers" through the separate Political:éommittee

structure should in his opinion remain unaffected.ao His report

admitﬁéd the Commissionfé charge that in political co-operation Mwe

" are equipped to react rather - than to act". His only remedy, however,

wag that "the Ministers on Foreign Affairs will have to see that the
existing machinery is improved."31

The trend was therefore towards a closer association of the

political co-operation structure with the Commuhity institutions, fThis

might perhaps culminate in the creation of a permanent secretariat as

a new branch of the Council\Sécrétariat, and the gradu#l assiﬁilatibn .

of pelitical co-operation into the Community process - the opposite

outcome from that feared in 19639-70, Pdlitical-co-operation withinlits
limited éapécities bad won the esteem of all nine member governments.

VThe centﬁal importance théy now gave *o théif relations with other -
6ouﬁtries, and to the potential which their collabcraﬁion in.foreign
policy offefed in this sphére, ﬁés reflected in the emphasis placed

upon tﬁis in the Tiﬁdémans Report: indee@i the comment in its iﬁtroéuction

that "the development of the Union's eiférnallrelations cannct occur
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| without a parallel development of common policies internally" seemed

to imply an image of forelgn pollcy collaboratlon as a powerful

32 -

impetus for further 1ntegratmpn. But the requirements of rapid

reaction'and the ability to plan ahead ‘can. come; in this sphere as in
,others, only from a substantial transfer of authorlty from nat10na1
' _governments to a “declslon—maklng centre" " The’ pollthallco-operatlon-

- structure,‘as 1t has so far developed, offers 1ittlelfoundation for

such a centré. Perhaps the German Government's 1nterpretat10n of the
purpose of polltlcal co-operatlon at its blrth was better founded than
the thcn 1ntent10ns of the French. Political co-operation provided
a useful vehlcle to bypass French renlstance to allowing high forergn
pollcy to fall wlthln the Communlty framework But in the history of

European 1ntegrat10n it is more 11ke1y to merit description as an

interesting experiment. than as a model for the future.
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