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The European Coal and Steel Community

According to the Schuman Declaration, the proposed coal and steel commu​nity, centered on France and Germany, would be "open to the participation of the other European countries." That was a bit disingenuous. Eastern Europe was excluded by virtue of the Cold War; the Scandinavians had rejected supra​nationalism in the late 1940s; and Spain was isolated because of Gen. Francisco Franco's support for Hitler during World War II. Effectively, the pro​posal was open to only a small group of countries—Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Italy—tied to France and Germany for economic and strategic reasons. Alcide de Gasperi, Italy's prime minister, embraced the pro​posal not only because he was a fervent Eurofederalist but also because it might help to strengthen his government's position vis-a-vis the strong Com​munist opposition. Although well aware of the proposal's strategic signifi​cance, most politicians in the Benelux countries were not much inclined toward Eurofederalism (Paul-Henri Spaak of Belgium and Joseph Bech of Luxembourg were notable exceptions). But they knew that their countries could not afford to stay out of a Franco-German economic organization.

Britain's Position

The proposal was open also to Britain. Although Robert Schuman made his declaration without consulting London, he hoped that Britain would over​come its reticence and play a leading role in European affairs. Other prospec​tive members hoped so as well. The Benelux countries especially wanted Britain to act as a counterweight to France and Germany. Yet the British were uninterested in participating. Only a month after the Schuman Declaration, Britain's chancellor of the exchequer (finance minister) torpedoed in the Organization for European Economic Cooperation three relatively limited proposals for closer economic integration (the so-called Stikker, Pella, and Petsch plans).1 Monnet's insistence that countries accept the principle of supranationalism in order to enter the negotiations precluded British partici​pation in the ensuing intergovernmental conference. As Alan Milward noted in his official history of Britain's involvement with European integration,

The arguments that weighed in the balance against joining the Schuman Plan negotiations came from the Foreign Office: that by entering into the commit​ment to supranationality the United Kingdom would be accepting obligations to its European neighbors which would reduce its independence from, and thus its status and influence with, the USA, while at the same time weakening its links with the Commonwealth and thus even further reducing its influence over the USA. The foundations for Britain's post-war national strategy would have been shattered by accepting the concept of supranationality.

Britain's concern about sovereignty was understandable but seemed excessive. The contemporaneous case of the Netherlands is revealing. Although as skeptical of supranationalism as the British, the Dutch reluctantly paid Monnet's price of admission. Despite its small size, in the course of the negotiations the Netherlands managed to dilute Monnet's original suprana​tional idea almost beyond recognition. As the outcome of the negotiations would prove, in practice supranationalism was not nearly as frightening as it looked in principle. As Monnet himself conceded in July 1950, "the translation of this principle [of supranationality] into reality can be amended an undoubtedly improved."
In a blistering indictment of Britain's reaction to the Schuman Plan Edmund Dell, a prominent British academic, politician (in the 1960s), an member of the European Commission (in the 1970s), argued that Britain political and economic circumstances did not preclude participation in th negotiations. Britain could have been "a global power ... at the center of the Commonwealth and sterling area, and still [have subscribed to] the Schuman Plan." Dell also asserted that Britain never assessed the plan adequately an that "the handling of the issue by the Attlee government and, in particular, h [Foreign Minister] Bevin and the Foreign Office, was governed too much h resentment at lack of consultation by France and too little by attention to tt national interest." This is similar to the conclusion of a leading British journalist that "at bottom there was [in Britain] a mysterious visceral hostility [toward European integration] great enough to transcend any amount of coi calculation."
As the title of his book suggests, Dell believed that Britain's rejection ( Schuman's proposal amounted to an abdication of leadership in Europe. ] fact, Britain had already taken a back seat. For that reason, France launched by itself "a diplomatic revolution in Europe." In political terms, the Schuman Declaration was nothing less than "a dramatic reassertion of French leadership on the Continent." Fearful of Germany's recovery, France finally responded with a creative and courageous initiative. Indifferent to France plight and complacent about the future, Britain pursued an unimaginative foreign policy. Nor did Britain's position change after the election of October 1951, when the Conservatives replaced Labour in government and Churchill again became prime minister.
Although Britain did not participate in the negotiations, its presence was keenly felt around the table in Paris where the others feared that Britain, for reasons of policy or pride, would attempt to derail the talks. In the even Britain did not do so, not least because the United States made its interest in the success of the negotiations abundantly clear. If anything, the British helped the negotiations by not floating alternative proposals and by pressuring Adenauer to reach agreement when it seemed in early 1951 that Germany's interest in the plan was waning.
The Intergovernmental Conference

In June 1950, negotiations began among representatives of France, German Italy, and the Benelux countries to flesh out the Schuman Plan and establish what became the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). The out break of war in Korea overshadowed the negotiations almost immediately.

The question of German remilitarization, already in the background, suddenly leaped to the fore. Adenauer could now link remilitarization, an urgent U.S. objective, to the restoration of full sovereignty, a pressing German objective. France feared that Germany would lose interest in the negotiations, but Ade​nauer was too sensitive to U.S. and French opinion to shy away from them. The Schuman Plan remained an essential building block of Germany's policy of rapprochement with France and full integration into the West.
The negotiations were the first in a series of intergovernmental confer​ences—lengthy diplomatic negotiations—in the history of European integra​tion. The Schuman talks set a procedural as well as a political precedent. A delegation of government officials represented each country. Working groups stood on the lowest rung of the conference ladder. Above them, the heads of delegation (most of whom went on to join the High Authority, the ECSC's executive body) met regularly in restricted session. At the top, the foreign ministers (including Adenauer, who was both chancellor and foreign minister of Germany) met occasionally to resolve particularly contentious problems.
Compared to later intergovernmental conferences, the Schuman Plan negotiations were atypical in two important respects. First, because a suprana​tional body did not yet exist, there was no supranational input into the negoti​ations. Second, whereas foreign ministries dominated the other countries' del​egations, the French delegation consisted mostly of Monnet's economic planners in Paris, with Monnet himself at its head. That gave the French dele​gation considerable flexibility and informality. Nevertheless, Monnet worked closely with Foreign Minister Schuman, who provided overall political direc​tion to the French delegation and to the talks themselves.
Monnet dominated the negotiations. He disliked large meetings, prefer​ring to work directly with delegation heads, either bilaterally or multilaterally. Participants remembered the conference fondly not so much as a set of nego​tiations but as a series of consultations with Monnet, in which all sides edged amicably toward an agreement. In fact, as in later intergovernmental confer​ences, there was intensive bargaining and occasional rancor. When things threatened to get out of hand, Schuman would reproach the delegates. Like a kindly uncle addressing unruly children, he would urge them to temper national interests for the sake of European union. Such was France's influence and Schuman's stature that the delegates invariably fell back into line.
Walter Hallstein, a former professor and university administrator and a future Commission president, led the German delegation. In the course of the conference Hallstein became state secretary (director) of Germany's new for​eign ministry and one of Adenauer's closest associates. His prestige, confi​dence, and assertiveness grew accordingly. So did his zeal for European inte​gration.
Although a spirit of reconciliation hovered over the conference, hard bar​gaining characterized the negotiations themselves. The prospect of European security through limited economic integration, rather than the ideal of Euro​pean unity, drove the proceedings. As Alan Milward observed of Belgium's approach to the negotiations, "there was no trace of idealism about the wider advantages to mankind of European integration. ... It was taken for granted that peace between France and Germany was essential for Belgium's security, and that this was the strongest reason for accession to the treaty."

An impatient Monnet thought that the negotiations could be completed in a few weeks. Typically, he wanted to focus on institutional issues to the exclu​sion of economic arrangements. Monnet's first draft treaty called for a High Authority, a parliamentary assembly, and a court. Monnet wanted to give the High Authority, the repository of shared sovereignty, virtually unfettered pow​ers within its field of competence. As a sop to democratic control, he accepted a provision in the treaty allowing the assembly to dismiss the High Authority by a two-thirds majority. Otherwise the assembly would be relatively power​less.

The major institutional battle in the conference concerned the role of the High Authority. The main protagonist was the Netherlands, a country that, in contrast to its later position in the European Community, deeply distrusted supranationalism and sought to limit the power of the High Authority by means of national control. Hans-Peter Schwarz, Adenauer's biographer, described the Dutch position generally as "an unfortunate mixture of trade calculations, aversion to French or German hegemony, openness to British influence, and deep concern about the prospect of being absorbed into larger units."

Dutch pragmatism irritated Adenauer and infuriated Monnet. But other national leaders, fearful of Franco-German dominance of the High Authority, shared Dutch concerns. Thus Monnet grudgingly acquiesced in the establish​ment of a Council of Ministers on the grounds that coal and steel questions could not be neatly separated from broader economic issues in which the High Authority lacked competence. The treaty supposedly established a balance between the Council and the High Authority, with the High Authority supreme in certain supranational areas. From the perspective of the original proposal, the institutional outcome represented a setback for supranationalism, as would the operational experience of the ECSC itself.

Just as one small country thwarted Monnet's hopes with regard to institu​tional design, another small country dug in its heels on economic issues. Bel​gian industry generally loathed the Schuman Plan. Industry and unions feared the consequences of competition. The Belgian government saw the ECSC as an opportunity to replace national subsidization of the steel sector with Euro​pean-level subsidization and to undertake painful industrial restructuring. The struggle inside Belgium, and in the negotiations between Belgium and its part​ners, was a harbinger of struggles within and among future ECSC member states on a wide range of issues. The outcome of the Belgian case was indeed prototypical: a complex regime of transfer payments, concessions, and transitional measures in the treaty to cushion the inevitable economic blow to cos​seted national industries.

The plan's overriding economic objective was to create a single market in coal and steel among participating countries. That meant removing a plethora of tariff and nontariff barriers, such as price fixing, turnover and sales taxes, subsidies, and differentiated freight rates, in order to facilitate the free move​ment of coal and steel across national frontiers. But the single market would not be an unregulated market. Using a variety of instruments and measures, the High Authority and Council of Ministers would try to improve productiv​ity, rationalize distribution, safeguard employment, equalize working condi​tions, and minimize economic dislocation. The treaty's most innovative pro​visions were in the area of competition policy. Largely to allay U.S. concern, the treaty included tough measures against restrictive practices and monopo​lies, including the possibility of fining companies up to 10 percent of their annual turnover. The treaty covered a period of fifty years (the ECSC came to an end in 2002, fifty years after it came into existence).

Outstanding Issues

The treaty was all but wrapped up by December 1950, six months after the negotiations began. Yet it was another four months before the treaty was signed. The reason for the delay was German foot dragging due to French insistence on the deconcentration of the coal and steel industries in the Ruhr. The big Ruhr conglomerates were to have been broken up under the terms of the Potsdam agreement, but the allies had not pressed the point. It was only in early 1951, with the ECSC hanging in the balance, that the French government launched an offensive. Afraid that the conglomerates would prove impervious to the treaty's antitrust provisions and sensitive to growing domestic unrest about the relationship between the Ruhr and German rearmament, France linked deconcentration to a successful conclusion of the negotiations.

France's last-minute insistence on industrial reorganization in the Ruhr aroused additional ill feeling in Germany, where many industrialists saw the Schuman Plan as a French plot to weaken German industry. French action and German reaction placed Adenauer in a dilemma: How could he reconcile eco​nomic interests at the national level and political interests at the European level? By backing France wholeheartedly and insisting on deconcentration, the United States resolved the dilemma for him. Even the most recalcitrant Germans acknowledged that Adenauer would have to bow to U.S. pressure. Accordingly, Adenauer reached agreement with U.S. high commissioner John McCloy on the terms of deconcentration at the end of March 1951. This paved the way for the signing of the ECSC treaty in Paris in April.

Adenauer and Schuman decided that the International Ruhr Authority, which Adenauer abhorred, would cease to operate as soon as the ECSC came into being. The special status of the Ruhr, a bitter bone of contention in post​war Franco-German relations, would therefore come to an end. Yet the future of the Saar, a region of Germany controlled by France since the war, remained unresolved at the end of the conference. The French-controlled government of the Saar wanted the region to become the ECSC's seventh member state. That was too much even for the French government in Paris, which signed the treaty on behalf of France as well as the Saar. Adenauer insisted that, by sign​ing the treaty, he was not abandoning Germany's determination eventually to reacquire the Saar. He and Schuman attached to the treaty an exchange of let​ters on the issue, affirming each side's position.

The foreign ministers had to resolve three other difficult issues, of a kind that would recur throughout the history of European integration, before the ECSC became operational. The first concerned the weighting of votes in the Council. Should Germany have more votes because its coal and steel sectors were the largest in the Community? Not surprisingly, France proposed equal​ity of voting weight with Germany. Not surprisingly either, Germany agreed.

The second concerned the language regime in the Community. Speaking in German, the common language of the foreign ministers, Schuman proposed that French be either the sole or the preponderant language of the ECSC. The ministers finally agreed that each country's language would have official status, but French would be the working language within the ECSC's institu​tions.

The third issue was the hardest to resolve. It concerned the location of the institutions. A protracted row erupted at a foreign ministers' meeting in Paris in July 1952, with each minister insisting on the location of one or more insti​tution in his own country (Adenauer avoided chauvinism by championing the cause of Saarbrucken, the capital of the French-occupied Saar). The row seemed to make a mockery of the underlying purpose of the whole exercise. Dirk Stikker, the Dutch foreign minister, described what happened:

For many months we had based our discussions on high principles of supra-nationalism and the exclusion of selfish, purely nationalistic interests. . . . The meeting [on the seat of the institutions] began at nine in the morning. . . . Questions of national prestige began to rise in importance. Proposals began to wander ever farther a field. No one was prepared to give way on any point before he had obtained another advantage. Europe was lost sight of. ... As the confusion grew the discussion dragged on to midnight. At one point I rose in my place, ostensibly in wrath, told my colleagues in no uncer​tain terms what I thought of their high supranational principles, declared that I renounced any special position for the Netherlands, and walked out. . . . After some hours I returned, but it was still four o'clock [in the morning] before every national desire was satisfied.

The foreign ministers finally agreed to hold meetings of the Council in Brus​sels, locate the court and High Authority temporarily in Luxembourg, and put the assembly in Strasbourg, where it could share facilities with the assembly of the Council of Europe.

Proceedings to ratify the treaty in the parliaments of the signatory states began in late 1951. Ratification was not a foregone conclusion. Various vested interests deployed a battery of political and economic arguments against the treaty. Anti-ECSC steel producers nearly unseated Schuman in the parliamen​tary elections of June 1951 (Schuman's constituency was in the steel-produc​ing region of Lorraine). The biggest threat to ratification came not from busi​ness interests, which were often divided within and among the coal and steel sectors, but from political parties on the Far Right (nationalists) and Far Left (Communists). West Germany had only a small Communist party and an insignificant Far Right nationalist party. But the Socialists under Kurt Schu​macher, who were both Marxist and nationalist, strongly opposed the treaty. In France the Communists and the recently constituted Gaullist Party, the largest party in parliament, tried unsuccessfully to defeat the treaty.

Launching the ECSC

The ECSC began operating in August 1952, at an inauspicious time politi​cally. Adenauer's government was weak and unpopular. The French govern​ment was even weaker. The issue of German remilitarization, then at its height, cast European integration in a bad light. The political significance of the ECSC was lost in the bitterness of the controversy over the European Defense Community (EDC) and the relative complexity of the new treaty's institutional and policy provisions. Perhaps it was just as well that the ECSC received only sporadic media attention (including in the United States) and that the new organization had a relatively low public profile. Meetings of the High Authority and the Common Assembly went largely unreported. The ECSC had little impact on the everyday lives of most Europeans.

Behind the scenes the organization got off to a good start, thanks to soar​ing demand for coal and steel. That was due partly to the continuing Korean War and consequent rearmament in Western Europe and the United States and largely to the beginning of the postwar boom, epitomized by the so-called German miracle. Yet it is doubtful if the ECSC contributed much to Europe's rapid economic growth. The ECSC is barely mentioned in textbooks on national and European economic development in the 1950s.19 Tariffs and quantitative restrictions were indeed removed in the coal and steel sectors, but nontariff barriers proved more difficult to identify and eradicate. The market remained fragmented, competitiveness did not increase greatly, productivity was not much improved, and cartels crept back into being.

A benign economic climate obviated the necessity for hard decisions by the High Authority, whose nine members and their staff, drawn mostly from national government ministries with a few international civil servants andacademics thrown in, settled easily into Luxembourg. There was a great sense of excitement within the High Authority as the ECSC began its work. Despite the mundane reality of setting up a common market for coal and steel, most officials believed that they were serving the higher cause of European union. Monnet, at the head of the High Authority, missed Paris, but Paris did not miss him. His political shelf life was effectively over. Monnet's main use to the French government was close contacts with the Americans. But U.S. assis​tance was now less important for France as U.S. influence in Europe gradu​ally diminished. Monnet was no longer needed to direct the modernization plan, and the realization of the Schuman Plan reduced his value as an entre​preneur of European integration. Moreover, because of his authorship of the unpopular defense community idea, Monnet had become a political liability. It was better for the French government to have Monnet far away in Luxem​bourg at a time when opposition to the EDC was about to boil over in Paris. As usual, Monnet was indefatigable. Now in his mid-sixties, he worked day and night to put the coal and steel community in place. But he was frus​trated and bored: frustrated because the High Authority was too large and bureaucratic for his liking (in fact, it was a relatively small organization); bored because the political action was in Paris, not Luxembourg. It was not surpris​ing that, soon after the EDC collapsed in August 1954, Monnet announced his intention to retire from the High Authority and return to Paris to try to reinvigorate European integration. His staff and fellow commissioners were relieved to see him go. While acknowledging his brilliance and creativity, they had been ground down by his poor management and chaotic work practices. Those with families looked forward to going home at a reasonable hour and staying there without risk of being summoned back to work late at night.

A steady stream of academic visitors had enlivened Monnet's life in Lux​embourg. In addition to regulating the coal and steel industries, the ECSC spawned another industry: European union scholarship. The number of books and articles written on the ECSC in the 1950s and early 1960s is astounding. German academics were first on the scene, then French, then American. The three most important books of that epoch in English, by William Diebold, Hans Schmidt, and Ernst Haas, were based in part on lengthy observations of the High Authority in Luxembourg (before and after Monnet's departure). Despite their best efforts, none of the authors was able to show that the com​munity was economically significant. Even Haas, the father of neofunctionalism, later admitted that the ECSC had not had a marked spillover effect.

Significance of the ECSC

Nevertheless the ECSC was important politically and institutionally. The High Authority forged a good working relationship with the Council of Ministers and the member states' permanent representatives. According to Duchene, Monnet's initial "narrow, technocratic view of relations between the High Authority and the industries and governments [developed into] a political sys​tem, which is substantially that of the Community today [1994]." Thus a blend of supranationalism and intergovernmentalism characterized the func​tioning of the Community from the beginning.

The ECSC achieved both its immediate goal of resolving the problem of the Ruhr and its long-term objective of overcoming entrenched Franco-Ger​man enmity. Robert Marjolin, a contemporary observer who was far from starry-eyed about European integration, described the ECSC as "estimable on two counts. First, it represented a step forward, a new start on the road to a united Europe. Second, it represented a revolution in Franco-German relations. Nearly a century of wars, of attempts at domination, of an antagonism that had come absurdly to be called hereditary, had given way to a will to cooperate on completely equal terms." Milward, the arch-revisionist of European integra​tion, saw the Community's significance as having "ended eighty years of bit​ter and deadly [Franco-German] dispute and made the reconstruction of West​ern Europe possible. It did so by avoiding all major questions of war and peace and creating instead a formalized network of institutional economic inter​dependence. International regulation of the economy was institutionalized as the alternative to the formal diplomatic resolution of major areas of political conflict."

The ECSC set a profound historical precedent. It represented a reversal of Europe's recent misfortunes. John Gillingham, author of one of the best stud​ies of the early years of European integration, characterized the Paris Treaty as a de facto peace treaty between France and Germany:

This was no grand settlement in the manner of Westphalia or Versailles. The agreement to create a heavy industry pool changed no borders, created no new military alliances, and reduced only a few commercial and financial barriers. It did not even end the occupation of the Federal Republic. ... By resolving the coal and steel conflicts that had stood between France and Ger​many since World War II, it did, however, remove the main obstacle to an economic partnership between the two nations.

The European Defense Community and

the European Political Community
Speaking in a debate in the French National Assembly in July 1949, Robert Schuman made a statement that soon came back to haunt him. The question of Germany's admission to NATO, Schuman said, "cannot come up, either now or even in the future. Germany still has no peace treaty. It has no army, and it must not have one. It has no weapons, and it will have none." Yet in little more than a year the question of Germany's NATO membership was on the agenda, thanks to the outbreak of the Korean War. Schuman had sincerely believed what he said in the French assembly in 1949; he could not have fore​seen that events would proceed as swiftly as they did in 1950.

Even before the Korean War, Adenauer wanted German remilitarization. His motive was less political (a quest for full sovereignty) than strategic (a quest for self-defense). Across the as-yet unfortified border between the two Germanys, the East German government, with Soviet support, had established an armed force, the Volkspolizei. Allied occupation forces in West Germany were small and weak. Adenauer feared that West Germany would be easily overrun in the event of an invasion by the Red Army or an incursion by the Volkspolizei. The answer, surely, was to build up allied forces and raise a West German army.

Adenauer knew only too well how controversial this idea was. Following a backlash against a statement about remilitarization that he had made in a newspaper interview in December 1949, Adenauer moved extremely care​fully. Circumstances changed suddenly with the outbreak of war in Korea. If the North Koreans had invaded South Korea, might not the East Germans invade West Germany? Improbable though it now seems, many Europeans feared that war with the Soviet Union was imminent in the summer of 1950. The British and Americans spoke openly about the prospect of German remil​itarization. At a meeting of the Council of Europe's consultative assembly in August 1950, Churchill called for German rearmament in the context of European integration. Matters came to a head at a NATO ministerial meeting in New York in September 1950 when U.S. secretary of state Dean Acheson made it official: the United States wanted German military units to be raised and integrated into NATO forces in Europe.

Schuman cannot have been surprised by Acheson's announcement, but Acheson was surprised by the vehemence of Schuman's reaction to it. France was utterly opposed to German remilitarization in any shape or form. Bring​ing the issue into the open greatly strengthened Adenauer's diplomatic hand. Inevitably, Germany's negotiating position in the coal and steel negotiations hardened. Inevitably also, Adenauer linked Acheson's call for German remil​itarization to Germany's desire for abolition of the Occupation Statute and restoration of full sovereignty. France's policy of controlling Germany's post​war recovery was again endangered.

To protect the Schuman Plan and the overall strategy toward Germany of which it was a part, France needed a new initiative. Monnet provided it in the form of the Pleven Plan of October 1950: a scheme in the name of the French prime minister for a supranational European army, conditional on a successful conclusion of the ECSC negotiations. The difference between the Acheson and Pleven plans for German remilitarization was stark: Acheson wanted Germany to raise large armored units, if necessary as part of a reconstituted German army; Pleven wanted Germany to integrate small infantry units directly into a European army, without forming a German army. The original Pleven Plan wasboth politically inequitable and militarily infeasible. Acheson rejected it out of hand. Adenauer was more circumspect, protesting the plan's concrete propos​als while welcoming its acceptance in principle of German remilitarization. Adenauer also assured Schuman that, despite changing strategic circum​stances, Germany remained committed to negotiating the ECSC treaty. Still sensitive to French security concerns, the United States in any case pressured Germany to stick with the ECSC, threatening otherwise not to restore full sov​ereignty.

The Trauma of the EDC
Thus began a four-year drama that traumatized France politically, tested Franco-German relations to the limit, and deeply alienated France and the United States from each other. In February 1951, the six participants in the concurrent ECSC negotiations began a parallel intergovernmental conference to establish what came to be called the European Defense Community. Ever suspicious of supranationalism, Britain declined to participate. For France and the Benelux countries, this was a serious setback. Britain was the leading military power in Western Europe and a traditional guarantor of the continen​tal balance of power. Britain's membership in the EDC would have helped to allay French and Benelux concerns about Germany's military resurgence. In the hope that Britain might still join the negotiations, the Netherlands post​poned its full participation in them until November 1951.

The prospect of German remilitarization reopened deep political wounds in France and energized the Communist and Gaullist opposition. The Gaullists made sweeping gains in the parliamentary elections of June 1951. Opinion in Germany was equally divided, with the Socialists tapping into a groundswell of pacifism epitomized by the slogan Ohnemich (without me or, colloquially, count me out). The EDC would not win Adenauer any votes, but the restoration of full sovereignty might. Hence, for domestic political con​sumption, he linked the negotiations to establish the EDC and rescind the Occupation Statute, the former taking place in Paris, the latter just outside Bonn.

Despite the French government's postelection weakness, the EDC nego​tiations gathered speed in the fall of 1951. In the preceding months, Monnet had worked his magic on U.S. high commissioner McCloy and Gen. Dwight Eisenhower, the newly arrived NATO supreme commander. In return for French concessions on the size and equipment of German military units, McCloy and Eisenhower, whose influence in Europe was unrivaled, champi​oned a revised version of the Pleven Plan, which they saw as a means of strengthening the European contribution to NATO. Acheson, in Washington, soon fell into line. Adenauer dropped his reservations about the plan's seem​ingly discriminatory proposals. He and the Americans still wanted the EDC toserve as a vehicle for German entry into NATO, but this was too much for the French. Nevertheless, with wholehearted U.S. support, the negotiators in Paris gradually put the EDC's institutional and organizational elements into place: a nine-member Commission, a Council of Ministers, a parliamentary assem​bly, German groupements (the word division was anathema to the French) of 12,500 troops, Germany's contribution not to exceed one-third of the total force, and no German defense ministry or general staff.

A Soviet diplomatic note of March 1952, calling for Four Power talks to conclude a German peace treaty, "burst like a bombshell" into the EDC nego​tiations. By raising the prospect of German unification and neutrality, the Soviets sought to prevent German remilitarization within the Western alliance. The prospect of German neutrality filled Adenauer with dread. Vulnerable to Communist subversion, a neutral Germany might slip into the Soviet sphere of influence. The Americans were aware of the danger. Accordingly, the Western powers decided to press ahead with the modified Pleven Plan. The six negoti​ating countries signed the EDC treaty in May 1952, in Paris. On the previous day in Bonn, Britain, France, Germany, and the United States had signed an accord replacing the Occupation Statute with a number of contractual agree​ments, thereby effectively restoring sovereignty to Germany.

A debate on the EDC in the French National Assembly in February 1952, three months before the treaty was signed, signaled that ratification would be difficult. Changes in the international situation, notably the cease-fire in Korea and the death of Josef Stalin in March 1953, emboldened opponents of the treaty. With a possible thaw in the Cold War, was German remilitarization necessary? Adenauer had no doubts on that score and pushed the treaty through a restive German parliament. The Benelux countries and Italy also ratified the treaty. That left France, the originator of the Pleven Plan, as the sole holdout. Eisenhower, now president of the United States, and John Fos​ter Dulles, his secretary of state, pressed France unrelentingly to ratify. So did Adenauer and Spaak, the zealous Eurofederalist foreign minister of Belgium.

A public debate raged in France on the merits of the treaty. It was likened at the time to the conflict-ridden Dreyfus affair of fifty years earlier, except that divisions over the EDC "were perhaps even more complicated and more irra​tional." Charles de Gaulle, then in retirement, gave a celebrated press confer​ence in November 1953 denouncing the treaty and Monnet, its unnamed "inspirer." Indifferent to European integration and ambivalent about the EDC, Pierre Mendes-France, one of the most able politicians of the Fourth Republic, decided when he became prime minister in June 1954 to settle the issue. Hav​ing just ended France's disastrous involvement in Indochina and brokered an agreement with the nationalist rebels in Tunisia, Mendes-France was in a stronger position than most prime ministers of the hapless Fourth Republic.

The much-awaited parliamentary debate took place at the end of August 1954. Opponents of the treaty appeared less concerned about the fact of German remilitarization than about the implications of the treaty for France itself. Edouatd Herriot, an influential old politician and former prime minister, claimed that membership in the EDC would mean "the end of France." Oth​ers emphasized the danger to France's two most cherished institutions, the army and the empire. One deputy spoke of "the acute danger that touches the hearts of all of us, the danger that the French Army might disappear, the Army which, through all changes of regime, we know to be the permanent artery of the fatherland." As for the empire, a deputy representing an overseas con​stituency wondered how a country about to make a large-scale "abandonment of sovereignty" could possibly retain its colonies. Concern about France's future international stature also infused the debate. As one deputy put it, "we are still a nation . . . with rights equal to those of America and Great Britain. ... The ratification of the EDC would put us on the level of two defeated and three tiny countries." By implication, Britain and the United States were eager to see France reduced in rank, so that they could deal "from now on with world strategy in an Anglo-Saxon tete-a-tete."

It was almost impossible in the face of such emotion to make reasonable arguments in favor of ratification. Pro-EDC cedistes—Christian Democrats, centrists, and some Socialists—were outnumbered and shouted down. In a final insult, the treaty was defeated not in a straight vote but on a procedural motion. By a majority of 319 to 264, the French parliament threw out the treaty "in an atmosphere of riot."

Anthony Eden, the British foreign secretary, then suggested turning the old Brussels Treaty Organization (consisting of Britain, France, and the Benelux countries) into the Western European Union by the addition of Ger​many and Italy. Through the Western European Union, the former Axis pow​ers could join NATO. The idea was fleshed out at a conference in London and reached fruition in the Paris agreement of October 1954. Consisting of a Council of Ministers and an assembly, and covering cultural and educational as well as military issues, the Western European Union was an intergovern​mental rather than a supranational organization. That fact, together with the reassurance of British membership in it, won over many French parliamentar​ians who had voted against the EDC. Nevertheless, it took a vote of confi​dence (meaning that the government would stand or fall on the result) to get a majority of deputies to back the Western European Union in December 1954. As a result, within a year of the collapse of the EDC, Germany was remilitarized and a member of NATO.

The European Political Community

The collapse of the EDC resulted also in the collapse of a related initiative: the launch of an overarching political community. This originated in a pro​posal by Italy's fervently federalist prime minister, Alcide de Gasperi, to attach to the EDC treaty a provision (Article 38) calling for the EDC's assem​bly, within six months of its inauguration, to consider establishing "a perma​nent organization ... of a confederal or federal structure." At the urging of the Council of Europe's consultative assembly, the foreign ministers of the EDC's prospective member states agreed in September 1952 to ask an ad hoc assembly to carry out the terms of Article 38 while awaiting ratification of the EDC treaty. Presided over by Spaak, the ad hoc assembly (in effect the assem​bly of the Coal and Steel Community) adopted in March 1953 a draft treaty to establish the European Political Community.

The Political Community was to have provided an organizational um​brella for the Defense Community and the Coal and Steel Community. Thus the EDC's and ECSC's institutions would have been replaced or superseded by a bicameral parliament (consisting of a directly elected Peoples' Chamber and an indirectly elected Senate), a European Executive Council whose pres​ident would be elected by the Senate, a Council of National Ministers, and a Court of Justice. Subject to swift ratification by the six prospective member states, the Political Community would have become operational at the same time as the EDC.

Spaak described the draft treaty as "neither the work of the maximalists nor the minimalists" in the ad hoc assembly. As for the polity he proposed to create, it was "neither federal nor confederal." By quoting George Washing​ton on the draft constitution of the United States, however, Spaak revealed his federalist ambition. Nor can the first sentence of the first article have reas​sured intergovernmentalists: "The present Treaty sets up a European [Politi​cal] Community of a supranational character." Heinrich von Brentano, a lead​ing German politician and chairman of the ad hoc assembly's constitutional committee, which drafted the treaty, enthusiastically described a community that would "be able to take on a more and more precise form... until it devel​ops by a natural process into a real Federal State or Confederation. This appears particularly clearly from the fact that the supranational Community possesses one of the attributes of a State:... a directly elected Peoples' Cham​ber."

In the increasingly anti-supranationalist climate of the EDC ratification debate, sentiments such as von Brentano's and aspirations such as Spaak's were both unrealistic and unnerving. Yet the other foreign ministers must have known what to expect when they asked Spaak to preside over the ad hoc assembly. If so, with the exception of Italy's Eurofederalist foreign minister, they could not have intended to take the draft treaty seriously. It was hardly surprising, therefore, that the foreign ministers allowed it to languish procedurally in late 1953 and 1954, until the death of the EDC resulted also in the death of the Political Community. By that time even Italy had lost much of its federalist fervor, de Gasperi having died only twelve days before the French Assembly rejected the EDC.

An Opportunity Lost?

For many proponents of European federalism, the demise of the EDC and the Political Community was the greatest lost opportunity in the history of Euro​pean integration. Like the revolutionary year of 1848 just over a century ear​lier, 1954 was a pivotal year, a turning point at which Europe failed to turn. Implementation of the EDC, they argue, would have brought defense policy under supranational control and resolved in the mid-1950s an issue with which the European Union only began to grapple in the late 1990s. Imple​mentation of the Political Community, in turn, would have established an integrative framework for specific industrial sectors and for European defense as well as for a growing array of socioeconomic policies. Yet the bitterness of the EDC debate in France suggests that, even if it had been ratified, the treaty could not have been implemented. Failure to implement the treaty would have left the question of German remilitarization unresolved. As it was, German remilitarization and membership in NATO through the Western European Union settled the issue in a manner acceptable to Germany and France and removed from the agenda of European integration an otherwise intractable problem.

Far from being a historical accident, the defeat of the EDC was, accord​ing to one of Mendes-France's closest colleagues, "a historical necessity." In his view, ratification of the treaty would have opened "a permanent civil war in France. Imagine the Sunday ceremonies at the war memorial in every vil​lage, with the Gaullists and the Communists united behind every tricolor? The [Gaullist-Communist] alliance institutionalized from that point on would not only have made France ungovernable, it would have put it in a state of uncon​trollable effervescence. It was this mortal danger, which ... perhaps Mendes ... did not see at the time, that we avoided."38 Alfred Grosser, an expert on France and Germany, concluded shortly after the event that defeat of the EDC benefited Franco-German relations and European integration. In addition to extremists on the Right and Left, most young people and many moderates in both countries generally opposed the EDC. Accordingly, ratification of the treaty could have alienated a constituency that was vital for the achievement of European integration and eventual Franco-German reconciliation. Far from enriching the movement for European integration, the proposed EDC had muddied the waters. The entire episode fueled fears that integration meant militarization, to the detriment of closer economic cooperation among the six prospective member states.

Although defeat of the EDC seemed at the time to deal a near-fatal blow to prospects for further integration—supranationalism was a dirty word, Franco-German relations were soured, and federalist hopes were dashed—it cleared the air and allowed the countries concerned to focus on economic pri​orities. A key provision in the treaty for the Political Community identified one of those priorities: the establishment of a common market. The Dutch government, which in the early 1950s became the leading proponent of eco​nomic integration, insisted on a commitment to establishing a common mar​ket in return for its lukewarm support of the EDC. That raised problems for France, then wedded to a policy of commercial protection. The inclusion of the common market clauses in the Political Community treaty suggests that, even if the EDC had been ratified, fundamental economic differences among the signatory states would have delayed or prevented implementation of the Political Community. As it was, it took another three years, including a new intergovernmental conference, before the Six negotiated, signed, and ratified the European Economic Community. The defeat of the EDC helped, not hin​dered, the road to Rome.

The European Economic Community and

 the European Atomic Energy Community

Andrew Moravcsik opened his masterful study of European integration with a bold assertion. The history of the European Community, he wrote, "begins with a failure." The failure in question was the defeat of the European Defense Community, which "crushed hopes that the European Coal and Steel Com​munity . . . would lead automatically to deeper integration."40 Regardless of the defeat of the EDC, the ECSC had little chance of leading automatically to deeper integration. The ECSC was politically important and institutionally innovative, but economically insignificant. It set an organizational precedent for postwar relations among the countries of Western Europe, but the peculi​arities of the Ruhr problem that gave rise to the ECSC, the unique nature of the coal and steel sectors, and a deep attachment to national sovereignty pre​cluded automatic spillover.

Even the most ardent supporters of further integration must have appre​ciated the limits of the ECSC well before the defeat of the EDC. There were not many hopes of automatic spillover left to crush when the EDC finally col​lapsed in August 1954. Although Monnet, the personification of European integration, announced his wish not to be reappointed president of the High Authority in November 1954, three months after the EDC debacle, his disil​lusionment with the ECSC was long-standing. The collapse of the EDC merely confirmed Monnet in the belief that he could best serve the cause of European integration by promoting a new initiative independently, at the head of an international lobby, rather than by staying in Luxembourg and trying to expand the scope of the ECSC. Oddly enough, Monnet changed his mind in early 1955 about leaving the High Authority following the fall of the Mendes-France government, with which Monnet was out of favor. Monnet's belated request to stay in Luxembourg showed poor judgment: the new government of Edgar Faure did not much like Monnet either. Without the backing of the French government, even with Adenauer's continued support, Monnet could not have continued to lead the High Authority.41

Paradoxically, the EDC debacle contributed to a noticeable improvement in Franco-German relations in 1955 and 1956. Faure wanted to make amends for some of the fiercely anti-German rhetoric that had flowed in France dur​ing the national debate on German remilitarization. It is hardly coincidental that a number of government-sanctioned "people-to-people" initiatives, in the cultural, educational, and linguistic fields, got off the ground at that time. The conclusion of a commercial treaty in August 1955 illustrated the extent of the thaw between France and Germany exactly one year after the traumatic col​lapse of the EDC. Similarly, the opening of a new bridge in September 1956, linking Strasbourg and Kehl across the Rhine, became a celebration of Franco-German rapprochement. Perhaps more than anything else on the polit​ical plane, the meeting of Adenauer and his French counterpart Guy Mollet in November 1956, at the height of the Suez crisis, demonstrated a newfound Franco-German willingness to work together.

The improvement in Franco-German relations, and with it the beginning of genuine reconciliation, took place not only in the aftermath of the EDC debacle but also in the context of a new strategic situation. As a result of the Paris agreement to establish the Western European Union, in October 1954, Germany regained almost unrestricted sovereignty. Acceptance into NATO in May 1955 tied Germany firmly into the Western camp. With Germany once again sovereign and remilitarized, the nature of the German question, and therefore of Franco-German relations, changed markedly. France could no longer extract concessions from Britain and the United States by threatening to block Germany's recovery. Increasingly, France would base its policy toward Germany primarily on economic rather than geopolitical calculations.

Nevertheless, Franco-German relations retained a special quality. Given Germany's recent past (conduct in the war) and uncertain future (possible reunification), dealings between Paris and Bonn could not be entirely normal. Adenauer was excessively deferential to French feelings. For sentimental and strategic reasons, he put a premium on maintaining harmonious relations with France. Adenauer's willingness to subordinate economic objectives to sup​posed strategic necessity irritated many of the chancellor's colleagues and gave France a comparative advantage in international negotiations. This was especially striking in the intergovernmental conference of 1956-1957 that resulted in the Rome Treaty.

The resolution of the Saar problem was the most obvious manifestation of improved Franco-German relations in the mid-1950s. French control of the Saar since the end of World War II had caused deep resentment in Germany. France's proposal in 1954 to "Europeanize" the region under the auspices of the Western European Union failed to mollify German opinion. In an effort to ease tension with Germany and mute international criticism, France made the proposed change in the Saar's status contingent on the outcome of a referen​dum there in October 1955. Within the German political establishment only Adenauer, blinded by Francophilia and enamored of all things European, advocated a "yes" vote. Far from endorsing the latest French proposal, a large majority of the Saar's population voted "no" and opted instead to rejoin Ger​many. Most of the region's residents seemed motivated not by German nation​alism but by economic self-interest (postwar Germany was already much more prosperous than France). Regardless of the population's motives, Paris and Bonn subsequently negotiated the return of the Saar to Germany in an atmosphere remarkably free of rancor. The Saar was eventually incorporated into the Federal Republic in January 1957, shortly before the end of the nego​tiations on the Rome Treaty.
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The Rome Treaties

Member states' prime ministers and foreign ministers signed the EEC and Euratom treaties in Rome on March 25, 1957. Italy, which had not played a big part in the negotiations themselves, organized the elaborate signing cere​mony. The symbolism of the occasion moved Adenauer and some of the other signatories, especially as it came so soon after the failure of the EDC. The pre​amble of the Euratom treaty includes two key words in the lexicon of Euro​pean integration: peace and prosperity ("nuclear energy . . . will permit the advancement of the cause of peace," and "a powerful nuclear industry ... will . . . contribute to the prosperity" of the member states). The preamble of the EEC treaty, by contrast, not only mentioned peace and, by implication, pros​perity (member states seek "the constant improvement of the living and work​ing condition of their peoples") but also suggested that the EC was a means to a greater end: "an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe."

The preambles stood in marked contrast to the utilitarian nature of the treaties themselves. The Euratom treaty contained detailed provisions cover​ing the organization's main objectives: promotion of research, dissemination of information, protection of health and safety, facilitation of investment, sup​ply of ores and nuclear fuels, proper use of nuclear materials, and the estab​lishment of a common market "in specialized materials and equipment." Even before it came into existence, however, most member states regarded Euratom as irrelevant. Far from forging deeper integration, Euratom became a clear​inghouse for information exchange among the Six. As imported oil was abun​dant and cheap and as consumer resistance to nuclear energy grew, Euratom languished. Instead, France successfully pursued a national route to atomic energy for both civil and military purposes.

The EEC treaty was by far more important, so much so that the term Rome Treaty soon referred exclusively to it. The treaty's provisions ranged from the general to the specific, the mundane to the arcane. Mind-boggling lists of existing tariffs constituted a lengthy annex. Other attachments—lists of over​seas territories, the implementing convention on the association of overseas territories, protocols, and a final act consisting of various declarations on spe​cific national interests—ran to many more pages than the treaty itself. Some of the protocols and declarations were for domestic political purposes. With​out affecting implementation of the treaty itself, they acknowledged national sensitivities in areas likely to be affected by the common market.   

The treaty proper included provisions for a customs union, a common commercial policy, a common transport policy, competition policy, limited monetary policy cooperation, and coordination of macroeconomic policy. A provision on social policy called for the establishment of the European Social Fimd to contribute to retraining and other assistance to workers. The treaty lished a European Investment Bank to provide cheap loans for regional development and other modernization projects. The treaty's provi​sions for the free movement of persons, services, and capital were tentative, reflecting the tension between what was theoretically desirable and politically practicable in the establishment of the common market.

The treaty established an assembly, council, commission, and court. The Commission was the most distinctive new institution. Eager to play down supranationalism, the Six agreed almost by default to use the less controver​sial name Commission rather than the value-laden name High Authority. Nev​ertheless the Commission, supposedly independent of national governments, was potentially powerful, notably with respect to upholding Community law and initiating and implementing Community legislation. But the Council of Ministers would be the EC's chief decision making body. Depending on the issue under discussion (in accordance with the relevant treaty article), deci​sions would be taken by unanimity, simple majority vote, or qualified major​ity vote. Votes in the Council were allocated according to the member states' size, with Germany and France having equal representation.

One of the treaty's most important articles stated that, in cases where the treaty "has not provided the necessary powers," the Council, acting unani​mously, could take "appropriate measures . . . necessary to attain . . . one of the objectives of the Community."59 In other words, member states could agree to extend integration to areas not specifically mentioned in the treaty. Subject only to unanimity among member states, it amounted to an open-ended instrument for further economic integration.

Ratification

National parliaments ratified the treaties before the end of 1957. Some oppo​nents raised the specter of a European superstate, but the reality of the inter​governmental conference and its outcome was too pedestrian to sustain fantasies of that kind. The old charge of German domination recurred in the French debate, although many Germans, especially economic liberals, saw the treaty as a sellout to France. Gaullists were divided on the EC: some went along with it for economic reasons; others opposed it for political reasons (because it would erode national sovereignty and promote technocracy). De Gaulle himself mostly kept quiet on the issue.

Other objections to the treaty, in France and elsewhere, focused on fears of mass migration and of large-scale job losses. In France, at least, the parlia​mentary votes of July 1956 (in favor of negotiating Euratom) and January 1957 (in favor of negotiating the common market) had essentially decided the issue. Ratification of the treaty in July 1957, by a margin of almost one hun​dred votes, was a foregone conclusion. In yet another turn of the French polit​ical carousel, Mollet's government collapsed in May 1957, two months after the treaty was signed and two months before it was ratified. But the govern​ment's fall had nothing to do with the EC.

Adenauer faced more difficulty over ratification of the treaty than did his French counterpart. Not that ratification was ever in doubt in Germany, as the treaty clearly benefited the Federal Republic economically and politically. The problem lay in Erhard's resentment of Adenauer and dissatisfaction with the direction of Germany's foreign economic policy. Erhard accepted the treaty only grudgingly. He would have preferred to explore Britain's alterna​tive proposal for a wider free trade area limited to industrial products. Erhard never forgave Adenauer for deferring to France. This opened a chasm within the ruling Christian Democratic Party that eventually cost Adenauer the chan​cellorship of Germany.

Much is made of Monnet's contribution to the treaty's ratification, espe​cially in Germany. According to this line of thought, the membership of prominent German Social Democrats in Monnet's Action Committee helped reconcile the Social Democratic Party to the EC and undermine potential opposition to the treaty in the German parliament.60 Undoubtedly member​ship in the Action Committee brought German Social Democrats into contact with supporters of European integration in neighboring countries. But Ger​man Social Democrats had tempered their ideological opposition to European integration before Monnet launched his committee in October 1955, and developments in East-West relations in the mid-1950s meant that further European integration would have little immediate bearing on the division of Germany, an issue close to the hearts of many Social Democrats.

Ratification of the treaty in France and Germany presaged swift ratifica​tion in the other prospective EC member states. There was a flurry of activity in late 1957 to prepare for the Community's launch in January 1958. One of the most important decisions still to be taken was where to locate the EC's institutions. Luxembourg, home of the High Authority, the assembly's secretariat, and the Court of Justice, was bursting at the seams. Having convened both the intergovernmental committee and the subsequent conference in Brus​sels, member states decided without much demur to locate the Commission there. In addition to hosting the World's Fair in 1958, Brussels became the headquarters of the new Communities. Memories of the World's Fair soon faded, but playing host to the EC saved Brussels, the declining capital of a declining country, from relative obscurity.

A more crucial political decision was the selection of the Commission's first president. As France, a big country, had the presidency of the High Authority, by common consent it was the turn of a small member state to nom​inate the Commission president. Belgium, the unofficial leader of the Benelux countries, chose instead to host the Commission in Brussels. That put the ball back in Germany's court. Hallstein seemed a natural choice. A confidant of Adenauer's, he was steeped in the workings of the ECSC and in the negotia​tions that led to the EC.

Yet the choice of Hallstein was unfortunate. Despite having held high government positions, he had never held elective office. As Commission pres​ident Hallstein personified the new institution's lack of direct accountability. Hallstein saw himself and the Commission primarily in political terms. A zealous federalist, he set out to put the EC politically on the map. That ran counter to most member states' view of the organization and set him on a col​lision course with de Gaulle, who became leader of France soon after the Community came into existence. The unequal struggle between de Gaulle and Hallstein personified the unequal struggle between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism in the development of the European Community in the decade ahead.
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The Changing Political Context

Peaceful revolution in Central and Eastern Europe, German unification, and, ultimately, the collapse of the Soviet Union were the most obvious manifes​tations of the changing political context of European integration in the late 1980s and early 1990s. In addition, implementation of the single market pro​gram and the momentum behind EMU changed the political situation within the EC. Questions about the accountability and legitimacy of EC institutions that had percolated beneath the surface for a number of years quickly came to the fore. Concern about the democratic deficit, initially expressed in the late 1970s at the time of the first direct elections to the Parliament, became more common. The impact of market liberalization and integration on people's  everyday lives, and the likely impact of EMU on national sovereignty, raised troubling governance issues.

In Thatcher's view, democracy itself was at risk. The prime minister re​coiled at what she saw as the increasing and excessive centralization of power in Brussels. The single market program was to have facilitated as much dereg​ulation as possible at the national level and as much reregulation as necessary at the European level. Thatcher saw plenty of evidence of European reregula​tion but little evidence, outside Britain, of national deregulation. She loathed the Commission, with its unelected and barely accountable college and bloated bureaucracy adrift from the member states. In her view, Delors personified all that was wrong with Brussels. She thought him duplicitous, over​weening, and unbearable. As in her dealings with most continental leaders, personal antipathy clouded political judgment.

There is no doubt that Delors was overbearing at times. He was openly ambitious for himself, the Commission, and the EC. Employing phrases frequently used in France but jarring to British ears, he advocated "the construc​tion of Europe" and the creation of a "European social space." Delors announced as early as January 1985 that the Commission was "the engineer" of European integration.23 He leveraged the single market program for politi​cal commitments to cohesion and social policy and made no secret of his ulti​mate objective: EMU. He was more influential than national leaders at meet​ings of the European Council and acted at summits of the seven most-industrialized countries (G7) as if he represented Europe.

Although the Commission's importance and profile rose along with Delors's prominence, Delors's success cost the institution dearly. The college increased in size in January 1986, following the accession of Portugal and Spain. Complaining that the college was already too large, Delors turned his back on the expanded Commission. Although the first Delors Commission (1985-1989) is generally credited with being the most successful in the EU's history, Delors rarely worked with all its members. Pascal Lamy, "the most forceful and feared" chef de cabinet, protected Delors from other commis​sioners as well as from Commission officials, thereby allowing Delors to focus on "public relations, negotiations with governmental leaders, and the conceptualization of new policy initiatives."24 Other commissioners and sen​ior officials resented the power of Delors's clique. The Commission as a whole became fractious and unmanageable as its responsibilities grew with​out a commensurate increase in its resources and with poor direction from the top. Delors greatly exacerbated the Commission's management deficit, which became glaringly obvious after his departure.

Despite its internal problems, outsiders viewed the Commission as an institution on the ascendant, firmly at the center of EC decisionmaking. Delors famously declared in July 1988, a month after his reappointment as Commission president, that in ten years' time, "80 percent of our economic legislation, and perhaps even our fiscal and social legislation as well, will be of Community origin."25 That was too much for Thatcher, who used the opportunity of an invitation to speak at the College of Europe in Bruges, a bas​tion of Eurofederalism, to deliver a blistering rejoinder. Thatcher articulated; an intergovernmentalist view of the EC and defended Britain's role in it. She peppered her address with barbed attacks against Delors and the Commission. The most evocative of these was the best-remembered part of her speech: "We. have not successfully rolled back the frontiers of the state in Britain only to see them reimposed at a European level with a European superstate exercisf, ing a new dominance from Brussels."

Thatcher's speech was music to the ears of British Euroskeptics, who formed the Bruges group in her honor. The British tabloid press, staunchly conservative and generally Euroskeptical, had a field day. By contrast^ Thatcher's antics embarrassed moderates in Britain. The Labour Party, until recently committed to pulling Britain out of the EC, swung back in favor ofmembership in response to Delors's social policy agenda and in reaction against Thatcher's denunciation of Brussels. The Conservative Party, once a bastion of pro-Europeans, became increasingly divided between rabid Europhobes and traditional Europhiles.

Both Thatcher and Delors believed that history was on their side. Each of them interpreted events in Central and Eastern Europe in that light. For Thatcher, the collapse of communism and the Soviet system demonstrated the bankruptcy of Western European socialism and the futility of trying to central​ize power in Brussels. For Delors, they demonstrated the appeal of European integration and the importance of consolidating supranational institutions. In June 1989 the European Council, of which Thatcher and Delors were mem​bers, welcomed the "profound changes" sweeping the Soviet bloc. Delors was gratified when the countries of Central and Eastern Europe expressed eager​ness for EC membership. Surely countries so conscious of their newfound sov​ereignty and independence would not want to join the EC if they thought that it resembled the old Soviet Union? Nevertheless, Thatcher increasingly com​pared the EC to the Soviet Union. Her only comment on the membership aspi​rations of the Central and Eastern European countries was to express hope that enlargement would weaken the EC politically and derail prospects for EMU. Thatcher strongly opposed German unification and the de facto enlarge​ment of the EC to incorporate East Germany. An infamous outburst by Nicholas Ridley, a close friend and cabinet member, reflected Thatcher's think​ing on Germany and Europe. In an interview published in July 1990, Ridley not only regretted the emergence of an "uppity" Germany but also denounced EMU as "a German racket." By contrast, Delors endorsed German unifica​tion early and wholeheartedly. Mitterrand was equivocal but jumped on the bandwagon when he realized that unification was unstoppable. With strong U.S. support, Kohl seized the opportunity presented by Gorbachev's moderation and the breach of the Berlin Wall to unify Germany before a possible coup in the Soviet Union closed the window of opportunity. What to Thatcher (and Mitterrand) looked like unseemly haste was to Kohl an opportunistic response to unexpected developments. Kohl interpreted the Christian Democrats' victory in the first free elections in East Germany, in March 1990, as a mandate for immediate unification. At breakneck speed and with a generous exchange Irate for the East German mark, he launched German monetary union in July 1990. Full unification followed three months later.

The fact of a larger, unified Germany on the edge of an independent Central and Eastern Europe promised (or threatened) to change the character of the EC. United Germany accounted for 27 percent of the EC's GDP and, with 77 million people, 25 percent of the EC's population. If traditional European trade patterns, sundered throughout much of the twentieth century, reasserted themselves, Germany would become the hub of a vibrant, pan-European marketplace. Strategically, the center of gravity could shift within the EC from West to East; from France to Germany. The Franco-German motor would be hard pressed to keep European integration moving in a direction fully con​genial to France.

Events in Germany and farther east intensified member states' interest in institutional and policy reforms other than EMU. In a speech at the College of Europe in Bruges in October 1989, where Thatcher had issued her infamous antifederalist manifesto a year earlier, Delors linked the themes of reform in Central and Eastern Europe and reform in the EC. Calling for a huge "leap forward" to meet the economic and strategic challenges confronting the Com​munity, Delors endorsed the idea of political union. Specifically, Delors pro​posed greater competence for the EC in a range of areas, including foreign policy and security, more efficient decisionmaking, and more subsidiarity (decentralization of power). He also advocated greater power of the Parlia​ment as a means of increasing the EC's legitimacy.

Delors and other EC leaders pushed hard in early 1990 for reform of the EC's institutions and policies. Belgium was the first member state to submit a formal proposal for political union in March 1990. It called for greater democ​racy and increased efficiency in the EC and for a common foreign and secu​rity policy instead of the existing system of foreign policy cooperation.29 The Parliament, which stood to gain from any effort to increase the EC's legiti​macy, eagerly endorsed political union in a series of resolutions in 1990. The Italian government, traditionally a strong supporter of the Parliament and deeper European integration, threw itself behind the idea. Only Britain and Denmark remained unconvinced of the need for an intergovernmental confer​ence on political union.

As with EMU, the essential impetus for political union came from France and Germany. Following the East German elections of March 1990, it was obvious to Mitterrand that German unification was inevitable. Hoping to anchor Germany further in the EC and patch up his differences with Kohl, Mitterrand suggested a Franco-German initiative on political union. Accord​ingly, Mitterrand and Kohl requested an extraordinary meeting of the Euro​pean Council to discuss the possibility of convening an intergovernmental conference on political union alongside the conference on EMU. Kohl and Mitterrand did not define political union but identified four elements of it:, greater democratic legitimacy, more efficient decisionmaking, coherent socioeconomic policies, and the development of a common foreign and secu​rity policy.

Meeting in Dublin in April 1990, the European Council endorsed the idea of a second intergovernmental conference but, in deference to Thatcher, did not set a date for it. The European Council again took up the issue in June 1990, at the regularly scheduled Dublin summit. This time the other EC leaders agreed without dissent to open two conferences, on EMU and political union, in Rome in December 1990. Realizing the futility of objecting to it, Thatcher reluctantly went along with the European Council's declared aim of transforming the EC "from an entity mainly based on economic integration and political coopera​tion into a union of a political nature, including a common foreign and secu​rity policy." Thatcher wanted EC member states to have a stronger interna​tional presence and impact but opposed further political integration.

While Italy, in the Council presidency in the second half of 1990, laid the groundwork for the launch of the two intergovernmental conferences, the EC confronted the administrative and economic challenges of incorporating East Germany into the fold. A special group of commissioners, led by Martin Bangemarm, Germany's senior commissioner, met weekly to provide overall direction. The achievement of German unity, in October 1990, raised a host of legal, financial, institutional, and policy issues for the EC. Contrary to Mit​terrand's expectation only one year previously, German unification preceded EMU. Nevertheless, Kohl, secure in office after winning the first all-German general election in October 1990, seemed more committed than ever to achieving not only EMU but political union as well.

Thatcher's ouster in November 1990, on the eve of the intergovernmen​tal conferences, seemed a fitting prelude to a further acceleration of European integration. Delors was gleeful, although as the Economist noted, Thatcher's removal robbed the EC of "the grit around which the other eleven formed their Euro-pearl." Delors need not have worried. John Major was every bit as intransigent as his illustrious predecessor, except that he obstructed Commu​nity business with a smile.

Thatcher's departure coincided with the high point of Delors's power. Far from growing more influential during the intergovernmental conferences, Delors began to fall from grace in 1990. Other national leaders, not only Thatcher, grew resentful of his political ascendancy and high public profile. Even sympathetic member states felt that the Commission was exceeding its authority and getting too big for its boots. Although he remained an important player during the rest of his presidency, Delors must have sensed that the short era of unbridled Commission activism was at an end. Paradoxically, the Commission's power peaked just as the EC embarked on the road to European Union.

  The Maastricht Treaty

In December 1990, member states launched the intergovernmental confer​ences on EMU and political union. The conferences concluded a year later, at the Maastricht summit, with agreement not only to revise the existing treaties but also to promulgate a new treaty on European Union. There was Consensus at the outset of the conferences on the meaning of EMU, but not on w to organize or achieve it. The subject of political union was more amorphous. Nobody thought that it meant the establishment of a unitary political system, a federal United States of Europe. The most that ardent Eurofederalists hoped for was a further transfer of responsibility for various policy areas from the national to the European level, more supranational authority for the Commission and the Parliament, and the extension of qualified majority vot​ing in the Council of Ministers. In general, they sought to extend the EC's already apparent federal features. There was little doubt that the conferences would transform the EC into the EU, but the form and substance of the union were still up for grabs.

The 1985-1986 intergovernmental conference that resulted in the Single European Act was a precedent for the conduct of the 1990-1991 conferences. At the regular working level, the foreign ministers' personal representatives (mostly the member states' permanent representatives in Brussels) negotiated political union, and senior officials from national central banks and finance ministries negotiated EMU. At the next level, the foreign and finance minis​ters, meeting on the margins of their respective councils, reviewed progress and negotiated some of the politically more contentious issues. Finally, national leaders tackled the most difficult and sensitive questions at meetings of the European Council. At all levels negotiators met informally, bilaterally or multilaterally, on the margins of conference sessions or on other occasions to move the process along.

EC leaders hoped to wrap up the conferences at their summit in Luxem​bourg in June 1991. In the event, the conferences continued for another six months, ending in Maastricht in December. Apart from the ceremonial open​ing of the conferences in Rome in December 1990, conference sessions took place during the presidencies of Luxembourg and the Netherlands, the same countries that had presided over the conference that preceded the Single Euro​pean Act. Many of the officials and politicians participating in the conferences had participated also in the 1985-1986 conference, thus contributing to a strong esprit de corps among the negotiators. As in the earlier conference, the Commission participated at all levels in the 1990-1991 conferences, although it lacked the authority to block a final agreement.

Procedurally, the 1990-1991 conferences differed from the earlier confer​ence in one important respect. Whereas the Dooge Committee had prepared the ground for the Single European Act and the Delors Committee prepared the ground for EMU, no preparatory committee prepared the ground for political union. That caused some confusion early in the conference about the scope of political union and the precise agenda of the negotiations. It may also have resulted in the conference's lasting longer than the negotiators intended it to.

EMU

As Dyson and Featherstone observed: "The Delors report provided a vital basis of technical legitimacy for EMU and set the key parameters for the sub- sequent treaty negotiations."3 Nevertheless, there was much for the confer​ence to decide. Sensitive to pressure from the German Central Bank, German negotiators insisted that responsibility for monetary policy at the European level reside in a single, independent institution with the unambiguous, statu​tory mandate of maintaining price stability. In other words, the European Cen​tral Bank (ECB) should replicate the German Central Bank. The German Cen​tral Bank also warned against establishing a European central bank at the beginning of Stage Two, before the launch of the single currency. Finally, Ger​man negotiators insisted on the importance of economic convergence between prospective EMU participants, even if it meant that not every member state would be able to participate in Stage Three from the outset. Weary of battling Delors in Brussels and Kohl in Bonn, German Central Bank president Pohl resigned in 1991, well before the end of his second term.

Hans Tietmeyer, his successor, was an equally aggressive defender of the central bank's interests. Throughout 1991, Pohl and Tietmeyer pressured the government by alerting the public to the implications of EMU, pointing out that other European countries lacked Germany's historical fear of inflation and warning that the proposed ECB might not be as rigorously independent of political control as the German Central Bank was. The German government got the message and held the line in the conference, although the German pub​lic only woke up to the import of EMU on the eve of the Maastricht summit, thanks largely to a banner headline in the mass-circulation Bild newspaper that proclaimed "The End of the D-Mark."

France had different institutional and policy preferences for EMU. Lack​ing a tradition of central bank independence, France wanted to put the ECB under some form of political control but conceded the impossibility of doing so well before the conference began. Indeed, as part of the bargain on EMU, France agreed to make its own central bank independent. France strongly urged the establishment of the ECB at the start of a relatively short Stage Two rather than at the start of Stage Three, as Germany advocated. According to the French, a functioning ECB and a strict timetable for the introduction of the single currency would encourage economic convergence among member states. As the ECB could not perform its main function until the beginning of Stage Three, the Germans feared that establishing it sooner would undermine its purpose and prestige.

Luxembourg, in the Council presidency and therefore chairing the con​ference, submitted a draft treaty text on EMU in May 1991. It included a rel​atively insubstantial Stage Two, in which the Committee of Central Bank Governors would try to coordinate national monetary positions. The ECB would be established on the eve of Stage Three, but the European Monetary Institute, a forerunner of the ECB, would be established at the beginning of Stage Two. The purpose of the monetary institute, which would subsume the Committee of Central Bank Governors, was to promote economic and monetary policy cooperation among member states and prepare procedurally for the launch of Stage Three. The Luxembourg draft also addressed the contentious questions of convergence criteria, the possibility of a two-tier system within the EU of EMU participants and nonparticipants, and whether member states could opt out of the single currency.

Negotiators in the conference accepted that a degree of convergence was imperative in order to launch Stage Three. That raised an obvious question: Should Stage Three begin before all member states met the convergence cri​teria, thereby creating a two-tier EU? Moreover, should countries be allowed to opt out and not participate in Stage Three, even if they met the convergence criteria? Before the conference opened, it was widely accepted that, because all member states could not meet relatively strict convergence criteria in a timely fashion, Stage Three would indeed begin with less than a full comple​ment of EU member states. The unspoken presumption was that Greece, Por​tugal, and Spain would be in the second tier, and maybe Italy as well. Poten​tial second-tier countries fretted about the political impact of not participating in Stage Three from the outset. Fear of marginalization became a major inducement for Italy and Spain, two large and proud member states, to make the first cut for full EMU membership.

The finance ministers, who discussed the Luxembourg draft in May 1991, agreed that a two-tier system was inevitable. A general consensus emerged that any member state capable of meeting the convergence criteria but prefer​ring not to participate in Stage Three would have the right to opt out. Just as no member state would be allowed to prevent others from moving to Stage Three, no member state would be forced to adopt the single currency. In con​crete terms, that meant that Britain and Denmark would not block movement toward Stage Three, in which they would not be obliged to participate. Major described the opt-out provision of the proposed treaty as "a clause that we have secured enabling us to opt-in. If we wish, when we wish, and in the con​ditions that we judge to be right."

A formula emerged in the conference whereby Stage Three would be launched as early as January 1997 if a majority of member states met the con​vergence criteria; otherwise it would commence in January 1999 with how​ever many member states met the criteria. There were intense negotiations about the criteria themselves. The negotiators eventually went along with Ger​man demands for seemingly strict criteria: an average inflation rate not exceeding by more than 1.5 percent that of the three best-performing member states, a budget deficit of less than 3 percent of GDP and a public debt ratio not exceeding 60 percent of GDP, an annual nominal long-term interest rate not exceeding by more than 2 percent that of the three best-performing mem​ber states, and participation of a country's currency within the normal margins of the exchange rate mechanism for at least two years, without devaluations. 

As envisioned in the Delors report, member states agreed in the confer​ence that an independent European System of Central Banks, consisting of the ECB and national central banks, would be established on the eve of Stage Three. The ECB's governing council, made up of a six-member executive board (appointed by the European Council) and the governors of the national central banks, would be the highest decisionmaking body, with overall responsibility for monetary policy, foreign exchange operations, management of member states' official foreign reserves, and the smooth operation of the payments system. The main objective of the System of Central Banks, like that of the German Central Bank, was to maintain price stability.

The negotiations on EMU were almost complete before the Maastricht summit, which dealt largely with contentious issues of political union. Never​theless, a link existed between both sets of negotiations, especially for Ger​many, which had the most to lose from EMU and the most to gain from polit​ical union. By agreeing to EMU, Germany would be giving up its much-loved mark and surrendering control over national monetary policy and de facto control over European monetary policy through the European Monetary Sys​tem. With political union, Germany stood to gain a familiar federal-like sys​tem of European governance in which controversial domestic issues, such as asylum policy and defense, might be resolved and a more powerful Parlia​ment, with a large German contingent, would play a greater role. Frustrated by the recalcitrance not only of Britain but also of France and other suppos​edly integrationist member states, Kohl threatened before the Maastricht sum​mit to veto EMU without a far-reaching agreement on political union. Although it lacked credibility, Kohl's threat indicated the seriousness with which he took the negotiations on political union.

Political Union

Unlike EMU, political union covered a large number of disparate institutional and policy issues. They ranged from the extension of qualified majority vot​ing in the Council, to the role of the Parliament, to social policy, to the trans​formation of European Political Cooperation into the common foreign and security policy. Member state positions varied widely. Britain was in a minor​ity of one in a number of cases, but was by no means the only member state that doggedly argued its case. Whereas the April 1991 Luxembourg draft text on EMU contained about 80 percent of the agreement eventually approved at the Maastricht summit in December, much of the agreement on political union was still undecided as the conference came to an end.

What kind of entity would the EU be? One of the most contentious ques​tions was whether to describe it as a federation. The Luxembourg presidency included the phrase "federal goal" in its draft treaty, but Britain would have none of it. Douglas Hurd, the foreign secretary, rejected "the implications which, in the English language, the phrase 'federal goal' carries." The English word federal was perfectly acceptable to Americans, but not to British conservatives, despite their close affinity with the United States. A British Europarliamentarian explained the problem: "On the continent [federalism] is a harmless label, neither exciting nor controversial. In Britain, it carries con​notations of unspeakable disloyalty and unmentionable perversity."

At the Luxembourg summit in June 1991, Major denounced the draft treaty's reference to a "federal goal." To his intense irritation, the incoming Dutch presidency changed the phrase only to "federal vocation." As the con​ference intensified, Major escalated his campaign to excise the "F-word." The other Community leaders finally agreed shortly before the Maastricht summit to drop "federal" from the treaty in return for some British concessions in key policy areas. "What does the word matter, as long as we have the actual thing?" Delors wondered. It mattered a lot to Major because conservative Euroskeptics were watching his every move. Prominent among them was Thatcher, now a backbencher in the House of Commons and a bitter opponent of any concessions to Brussels.

The row over the structure of the EU seemed equally arcane, yet it dom​inated the conference in mid-1991. Sensitive to British and Danish determi​nation to restrict the proposed common foreign and security policy and coop​eration on justice and home affairs to intergovernmental decisionmaking, the Luxembourg presidency proposed that the EU consist of three pillars: the Rome Treaty (pillar one), the common foreign and security policy (pillar two), and justice and home affairs (pillar three). Member states were divided on the issue. Most wanted the common foreign and security policy and justice and home affairs to operate on an intergovernmental basis, but felt that the EU should have a unitary structure, what the Belgian foreign minister later called a "tree with branches" rather than a "temple with pillars." The Rome Treaty, which already included a variety of decisionmaking mechanisms, could incor​porate the common foreign and security policy and justice and home affairs as well. Delors invested heavily in the discussion about the EU's architecture, fearing that the proposed pillar system would cut the Commission and the Par​liament off from the common foreign and security policy and justice and home affairs, which is exactly what some member states wanted.

Despite an agreement at the Luxembourg summit in June 1991 to estab​lish the three pillars, the new Dutch presidency attempted to restore the EU's unitary structure. Major traveled to The Hague in September 1991 to caution the Dutch to stick to the Luxembourg formula. Other member states sympa​thized with the Dutch position but were unwilling to engage in a pitched battle with Britain over the EU's architecture. The Dutch went ahead anyway and produced a new draft treaty with a unitary structure. At a foreign ministers'meeting at the end of September, only Belgium and the Commission supported the text that the Dutch prime minister had earlier proclaimed "acceptable to all our partners." The near-unanimous rejection of the new draft treaty on "Black Monday" was a serious setback for the Dutch presidency and its supporters. It put an end to debate at the conference about the EU's structure and ensured that the treaty agreed to in Maastricht included the three pillars.

The first pillar. In addition to its provisions on EMU, the Maastricht Treaty included a number of important revisions of the Rome Treaty that fell under the EU's first pillar. The treaty's main institutional reforms involved a modest extension of qualified majority voting in the Council and a major extension of the Parliament's legislative authority. The aim was to increase decisionmak​ing efficiency while enhancing the EC's democratic legitimacy. Member states were well aware that the Single European Act had deepened the so-called democratic deficit, despite its extension of the Parliament's legislative role under the cooperation procedure. In a measure of public dissatisfaction with the EC and lack of enthusiasm for the Parliament, the turnout in the elec​tions of June 1989 was smaller than in the previous elections, in 1984 and 1979. Nevertheless, the Parliament and its supporters, notably Belgium, Ger​many, and Italy, lobbied during the intergovernmental conference to increase the legislative power of the Parliament.

Concern about a widening democratic deficit undermined the resistance of member states unsympathetic to the Parliament. These ranged from Britain, which opposed extending the Parliament's power for reasons of national sov​ereignty, to Ireland, which disliked the Parliament because of the country's small representation there. Following protracted negotiations, member states agreed to extend the Parliament's power considerably but not as much as the Parliament wanted. Thus the Maastricht Treaty switched the decisionmaking basis of a number of policy areas from the original consultation procedure to cooperation (right to a second reading) and switched some others, notably relating to the internal market, from cooperation to the new co-decision pro​cedure (shared legislative authority with the Council). As a result, cooperation became the most important procedure used in EU legislative decisionmaking, although the co-decision procedure was the most far-reaching in terms of the Parliament's powers.

The co-decision procedure elevated the Parliament almost to the legislative equal of the Council. Through an extremely complicated mechanism, it gave the Parliament the right to a third reading of draft legislation and established a conciliation committee in which representatives of the Council and the Parlia​ment could attempt to agree on a compromise text at the final stage. Many Europarliamentarians complained that co-decision gave the Parliament only a limited right of rejection rather than a positive right of approval, whereas many members of the Council and its secretariat complained that the procedure was too complicated for the Parliament to master. Just as it amended its rales of pro​cedure in 1986 to make the most of the cooperation procedure, however, the Parliament soon introduced procedural changes to exploit the potential of co-decision without further impairing the efficiency of the EU's notoriously cum​bersome decisionmaking apparatus.

The outcome of the conference was satisfactory for the Parliament in other respects as well. For instance, the Maastricht Treaty extended the assent procedure to all international agreements that set up institutions or had major financial implications. Although excluded from the treaty's intergovernmental pillars, the Parliament exploited its enhanced power of assent to play a limited role in the conduct of the common foreign and security policy. The treaty also introduced the assent procedure into a number of internal EU affairs, such as the creation of a uniform procedure for elections to the Parliament, adoption of provisions for EU citizenship, residency rights, and use of the structural funds. The treaty extended significantly the Parliament's oversight role by giving Parliament a right of inquiry, a more formal right of petition, and the right to appoint an ombudsman to field complaints about maladministration in the EU's institutions. Finally, the treaty obliged member states to consult the Parliament before nominating a new Commission president and obliged a new Commission to win a vote of approval in the Parliament.

Despite complaining about the outcome, the Parliament emerged from the conference a major institutional winner. By contrast, the Commission was lucky not to have had its formal powers seriously curtailed. In a sign of the backlash against the Commission, a number of member states raised the pos​sibility of ending the Commission's exclusive right to initiate legislation and allowing the Council to amend Commission proposals by qualified majority instead of unanimity. As Delors told the Parliament in April 1991, changes of that kind would have gravely undermined supranationalism and turned the Commission into "a sort of general secretariat" for the Council.

Apart from institutional reforms intended to increase accountability and i legitimacy, member states added a number of treaty provisions to assuage popular concerns and give the EU wide appeal. Chief among these was a clause enshrining the principle of subsidiarity, which stated that the EU should only involve itself in issues that could best be dealt with at the European rather than the national level. Precisely because it was a statement of principle, subsidiarity was notoriously difficult to define in practice, as the EU would discover in due course. The Commission interpreted subsidiarity as a self-denying ordinance, whereas the less integration-minded member states used it as an oppor​tunity to roll back intrusive or expensive Community policies.

Felipe Gonzalez wanted to leave his mark on the Maastricht Treaty by including in it the concept of EU citizenship. Other member states agreed on condition that it not conflict in any way with national citizenship. In an effort to make the EU seem more relevant and useful to ordinary people, the treaty redefined or expanded Community competence in a number of policy areas, such as education, culture, the environment, and consumer protection. As in the conference that led to the Single European Act, Gonzalez champi​oned the cause of cohesion, this time arguing that moves toward EMU justi​fied an additional redistribution of money to the poorer member states. Once again he succeeded. As a result, cohesion became a major objective of the EU, and member states promised to set up a Cohesion Fund by the end of Decem​ber 1993 to contribute to environmental and transport projects, mostly in countries with a per capita GDP less than 90 percent of the Community aver​age, and a program designed to achieve convergence.

Social policy was the final stumbling block at the Maastricht summit. Delors and eleven national leaders wanted a package of social policy provi​sions called the "social chapter" included in the treaty. This would have extended qualified majority voting and given a greater role to the "social part​ners" (employers' and employees' representatives). Major adamantly refused. The issue almost derailed the conference and was resolved only late in the evening of the second day of the Maastricht summit when the eleven agreed to remove the contentious chapter from the treaty. Instead, they attached a protocol to the treaty along the lines of the proposed chapter, allowing them to use EU institutions and decisionmaking procedures to develop social policy without British participation.

The second pillar.

The common foreign and security policy was one of the trickiest issues in the conference. Foreign and security policy was at the core of national sovereignty. Whereas member states were willing to pool responsi​bility for monetary policy, they were not about to establish a truly common for​eign and security policy, let alone a truly common defense policy. There was no impetus to share sovereignty on security and foreign policy as there was on economic and monetary policy. Member states had markedly different foreign policy interests, orientations, and traditions. The most that they could aspire to achieve was a high degree of coordination.

As the EC's international profile rose, thanks to the single market program and moves toward EMU, the gap between external economic and political influence widened. For instance, events in Central and Eastern Europe called .for a concerted Community response. At the July 1989 G7 summit in Paris, the United States asked the Commission to orchestrate Western aid to Hungary and Poland and later to all of Central and Eastern Europe. The Commission hap​pily obliged, but the EC did not have a common foreign policy toward the region. Member states coordinated their positions through European Political Cooperation but lacked joint instruments of diplomatic persuasion.

The discrepancy between the EC's external economic policy and tradi​tional foreign policy became even more apparent in the run-up to the confer​ence following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990. The EC reacted promptly and forcefully to the crisis in the Gulf: within two days it embargoed oil from Iraq and Iraqi-occupied Kuwait. Member states used European Polit​ical Cooperation to issue a joint condemnation of Iraq's action. Beyond that, they could do little together. France convened a meeting of the Western Euro​pean Union in Paris on August 1990 to discuss a possible military response, but the Western European Union did not include every EC member state. Italy reached the obvious conclusion and called for a merger of the Western Euro​pean Union and EC. Meeting in Rome in October 1990, the European Coun​cil "noted a consensus to go beyond the present limits in regard to security," but could not agree on the scope, content, and procedure of the common for​eign and security policy or the Western European Union's relationship with the putative EU.

Any discussion of defense inevitably led to a discussion of NATO. France wanted to develop an EU defense capability in part to strengthen the European pillar of NATO; Britain was more sensitive to U.S. concerns; and Germany leaned intellectually toward the French position but politically toward the British position. The United States made its disapproval of a European defense identity or capability known early in the conference, thereby nixing discussion of the issue. Denmark, Greece, and Ireland, who opposed the mil​itarization of the EU, breathed a sigh of relief. U.S. concern about the impact of a European defense policy on NATO, or on U.S. hegemony in NATO, got the EU off the hook. Even without U.S. interference, member states would have had difficulty agreeing on such far-reaching changes.44

The formula eventually included in the Maastricht Treaty allowed for "the eventual framing of a common defense policy, which might in time lead to a common defense." The treaty also recognized the Western European Union as "an integral part of the development" of the EU, which could ask the Western European Union "to elaborate and implement the [EU's] decisions and actions... [that] have defense implications." At the same time the more Atlanticist member states were careful to reassure the United States that noth​ing in the treaty could be construed as undermining NATO or the role of the United States in it. In a separate development, the Western European Union members that were also in the EC agreed at the end of the Maastricht summit to admit Greece to full Western European Union membership. Although not specifically an EC issue, Greece had made membership in the Western Euro​pean Union one of its main objectives during the conference in an effort to distinguish itself further from fellow NATO member but non-Western Euro​pean Union member Turkey.

Just as the Gulf War during the early stages of the conference demonstrated the limits of the EU's foreign and security policy, the disintegration of Yugoslavia later in the conference demonstrated the difficulty of devising joint EU positions on tricky international issues. Like the United States, EC mem​ber states cautioned secessionist states not to break away from the Yugoslav federation at the end of the Cold War. When Slovenia and Croatia did so any​way and the Yugoslav army intervened in Slovenia, the EC immediately sent a mission to mediate between both sides. Hostilities broke out just as the Euro​pean Council was convening in Luxembourg in June 1991. The troika of EC foreign ministers (from the current, preceding, and succeeding presidencies) left Luxembourg for a dramatic overnight peace mission to Belgrade. Reflect​ing the EC's self-confidence and naivete at that stage of the Yugoslav conflict, one member of the troika observed that "when we went on this mission . . . [we] really had the feeling that the Yugoslav authorities thought that they were talking to Europe, not just to a country incidentally coming by but to an entity whose voice counts." Commenting on the EC's apparent coming of age, the foreign minister of Luxembourg, then in the Council presidency, declared that "this is the hour of Europe, not of the Americans."

The foreign ministers soon regretted their rash statements. Fighting in Slovenia ended quickly with the withdrawal of the Yugoslav army. But a sav​age war broke out in Croatia as the Serb-dominated federal forces attempted to bring the breakaway republic to heel. The new round of hostilities un​leashed a level of brutality last seen in Europe during World War II. The EC had a limited array of instruments at its disposal to try to end the fighting, including economic sanctions and inducements, and diplomatic recognition or isolation of the warring parties. The EC was not in a position to take military action, although individual member states could do so either on their own, under United Nations auspices, or as part of a NATO or Western European Union operation. Even if the EC had had the authority to act militarily, mem​ber states would have been able to undertake only limited peacekeeping oper​ations.

The EC convened a peace conference in The Hague in September 1991 for leaders of the warring factions. But the EC was unable to exert much pressure on either side. The EC's potential diplomatic leverage came under internal strain when Germany began to press for recognition of Croatia and Slovenia in fte fall of 1991. Other member states fretted about Germany's newfound inter​national assertiveness and feared that diplomatic recognition of the breakaway republics would inflame the situation. Matters came to a head at a Council meeting in mid-December. After ten hours of fierce debate, the foreign minis​ters agreed to draw up criteria for recognition of new states in Yugoslavia and the disintegrating Soviet Union. The other member states succumbed to Ger​man pressure and recognized Croatia and Slovenia in January 1992.

The deterioration of the Yugoslav situation and the row within the EC about diplomatic recognition coincided with the Maastricht summit. Despite the obvious need for a robust foreign and security policy, member states approached the subject guardedly in light of events in Yugoslavia. Germany's support for Croatian independence jogged memories of the Nazi regime's sup​port for the Croatian Fascists fifty years earlier and sparked an ugly media frenzy in France. The mood during the closing stages of the negotiations on political union was not conducive to the development of an EC defense iden​tity, let alone a fully functioning foreign and security policy.

The section of the Maastricht Treaty dealing with foreign and security policy was therefore relatively restrained. It outlined the policy's objectives, called for "systematic cooperation" between member states, and provided for "joint action" by the EU in the foreign and security policy realm. In a big departure in an intergovernmental area, the treaty allowed for majority voting to implement joint actions, but only if governments first agreed unanimously on the principle of joint action. That clumsy compromise undermined the effectiveness of joint actions and reflected continuing sensitivity among mem​ber states about the common foreign and security policy. Aware of the unsat​isfactory nature of the new arrangement, member states agreed in Maastricht to convene another intergovernmental conference in five years' time to review progress on foreign, security, and defense policy cooperation. The third pillar. Because of the provisions in the single market program for the free movement of people and fears in Western Europe that the end of the; * Cold War would trigger a huge influx of migrants from Central and Eastern & Europe, issues such as immigration, asylum, and control of cross-bordei.-i crime were high on the agenda of the conference that produced the Maastricht Treaty. Member states were already addressing these issues in a number оf ways. As long before as the mid-1970s, for instance, justice ministers and оfficials had formed the so-called Trevi group to facilitate cooperation on terraism and cross-border crime.


At the dawn of the single market program, in 1985, the original member states, minus Italy, reached agreement in Schengen, a small town in Luxembourg, on steps to expedite the removal of border checkpoints. The so-called Schengen arrangement became a laboratory for the eventual abolition of barriers to cross-border travel within the EC. It covered everything from police cooperation, to the rights of "guestworkers" (long-term workers in the EC, mostly from Turkey and North Africa), to fiscal fraud. Most of the member states subsequently signed on to Schengen, but Britain and Ireland remained resolutely aloof (Britain because it wanted to retain completes control of its own borders; Ireland because it formed part of a free travel zone with Britain).

Responding to a massive increase in the numbers of immigrants and asylum seekers in Western Europe in the early 1980s, justice ministers established the Ad Hoc Immigration Group of Senior Officials in 1986. A1U confined to EC member states and served by the Council secretariat, the Ad Hoc Group operated on an informal, intergovernmental basis. Its most notable accomplishment was to draft the 1990 Dublin Convention on the handling of asylum applications submitted in the EC.

The fall of the Berlin Wall and the anticipated arrival in Western Europe of hordes of Central and Eastern Europeans focused member states' minds on the all-encompassing area of justice and home affairs. The intergovernmental conference on political union gave governments an opportunity to bring immi​gration and asylum, and police and judicial cooperation, into the putative EU. Given national sensitivities on internal security issues, however, they decided to confine justice and home affairs to a separate, intergovernmental pillar, with minimum Commission involvement.

Thus the treaty's third pillar would cover a number of areas of common interest: asylum, immigration, control of external borders, customs coopera​tion, cooperation in combating drugs and fraud, judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, and police cooperation. Realizing the centrality of these issues to economic integration, member states included a provision in the treaty making it possible down the road to move some of these areas into the first (supranational) pillar. The Schengen agreement remained outside, but closely related to, the treaty's provisions on justice and home affairs.

Outcome

 Whereas in 1985-1986 there was one intergovernmental conference but talk of two final acts (one on regular treaty reform and the other on foreign policy cooperation), in 1990-1991 there were two conferences but agreement from the outset to have only one treaty. The treaty, worked out in the waning hours  the Maastricht summit, was a notable achievement. Within four years of reemerging on the agenda of European integration, EMU was a primary objective of the new EU. Member states committed themselves to striving for a single monetary policy and a single currency, although not all of them would participate in it.

The treaty's intergovernmental pillar on foreign and security policy was less a radical departure than a continuation of the member states' efforts since the early 1970s to coordinate their foreign policies. The change of name from Political Cooperation to the common foreign and security policy ore portentous than the likely impact of the new instruments outlined in the second pillar. The third pillar, on justice and home affairs, also reflected continuity rather than change, although member states promised in the treaty ate more closely than hitherto on immigration, asylum, policing, and judicial affairs.

The treaty's extension of Community competence into several new areas increase in the scope of qualified majority voting, expansion of the cooperation procedure, and introduction of co-decision had major implications for the EU. The European level of governance became increasingly entrenched, with the Council and the Parliament playing key legislative roles. Despite its polit​ical decline, the Commission remained a key actor in the EU. The establish​ment of a Committee of the Regions symbolized the member states' recogni​tion of another level of governance in the EU system.

The treaty included another important innovation: the institutionalization of differentiated integration. Social policy included an opt-out for Britain. Not every member state would participate in Stage Three of EMU, at least at the outset, and Britain could choose not to participate at all. Differentiated inte​gration had long been mooted as a solution to the recalcitrant member states' unwillingness to go along with new policy initiatives. Now, for the first time, the EU enshrined the principle and endorsed the practice of member states either choosing or not being obliged to participate in core activities.

There were no absolute winners or losers in the intergovernmental conferences. The appeal of the final agreement was that each member stale could claim victory even though no member state got everything that it wanted.  France was happy to have EMU but disliked many of its characteristics. Germany would have preferred stronger provisions on political union. Denmark favored the EU's emphasis on environmental policy but felt that other provisions encroached too much on national sovereignty. Ireland was happy to dip into the promised Cohesion Fund but worried about the domestic political implications of the common foreign and security policy. Although disliking most of the treaty, Major could claim on returning from the summit that last minute agreement on the social protocol represented ‘game, set, and match’ for Britain. The other EU leaders thought Major's sporting metaphor amusing. After all, they made similar claims to their home audiences about the significance of the treaty, but with less fanfare.
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