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Britain and the European Community in 1990

The Reluctant European

By Dr Anthony Glees, Department of Government, Brunel University

A Lecture Delivered To The Conference on "The Impact of an QOpen

Europe" At The Depértment of External Studies, Oxford University

on 2 May 1990




Summary

This paper seeks to provide an overview of the opportunities and
the problems inherent in Britain’s reluctant relationship with
the European Commission and our partnéFs in the European
Communiity. i1t stresses the fact:that it is. important to pay
proper attention to the dynamics of change within the Community
and within Eurocpe as a whole {(changes which are taking place all
the time but are accelerating in 1990) . It is, in addition, as
necessary to appreciate the potential hazards of European Union
as wa» lyrical about the opportunities it <could provide. It

conc ludes with a discussion of a reasonable strategy for
overcaoming them whilst recaognising that Britain’s reluctance
tawards Eurcpe has deep political roots - so that there 1s no
“guick fix" for dealing with it and that changes to Britain’s

policy on Europe are unlikely to emerge until after the next
General Elgction, if at all.

The themes it raises, therefore, are concerned with 17%2 and the
Commission’s current view of the progress already made towards
the completion of a single European market; with the policy of
the British Government and its chief; with the historical and
political causes for Britain’s discomfort in Europe; with the
tensions between the European Commission and the British
Parliament and, finally, with the fundamental gquestion of

democratic accountability and the existence of a “democratic
deficit" in the Europesn Community.

Introduction

The European GQuestion is often viewed in Britain as béing a dull
matter. For many people, the European Community is. assaéiated
with arcane guestions about the precise role played by numerous
political institutions with peculiar names (or merely numbers and
initials), with eriticisms of the wine lakes and butter and beef

mauntains (now happily reduced thanks to the policy of virtually




giving them away to the Soviet Union) and with huge and primeval
rOWS betwéen.ﬂrs Thatcher and her continental European colleagues
as well, .o% course, as witﬁ.fhe President of the Cnmmiséion, M;
I
Jacques Delors.
In fact, however, the Europeaﬁ Question if far from dQll. énf&he
level it involves a consideration of interesting 1if difficult
matters suth as the appropriate forms Df. dgmncratic_
accouﬁtability for what are increasingly powerful poliﬁical;
institutions well removed from regional or even naticnal
government. On another 1t regqguires us to think deeply about the
impact that the European Qﬁéstion has had on British party
politics since the 1940s. It is at any rate arguable that without
Europes, we would nptﬁhapé ﬁ;é.the SDP/Liberal Alliance 1in the
1980s, for exa&plegiﬁ;r.in&ééﬁ_might we have had Mrs Thatcher as
Leader of Conéé%vaéive Farty iﬁ opposition to Edward Heath. Moere
than & little of the Conse;Vatives’ hostility towards Heath
stemmed from what many of themssaw as an Exéggerated pro—European
line gn his part.
Finally, an examination of the European Question in 17220 forces
us to come to some conclusion as to whether Britain should
continue to resist European Union and run the risk of being left
behind or whether Britain should play a more active role 1in
Community affairs in order to ensure that the liberal democratic
values this Government claims to Qphold are not ignored by the
Commission or our eleven partners in Europe.
Fnrlmy own part, 1 approach this issué not as a Euro—fanatic nor
as sumeone- wh05e arademic work is centred on  the analysis of

Brussels  or. Strasbourg policy but as someone who believes that




bilateral relations between our European colleagues are évery bit
as important — possibly more important - as a concentrétinn on
what the Commission or the ogther EC bodies are engaged in; I take
the wview that the core of the Community remains a biiaferal
relationship —Vthat of France and the Federal Republic of Germany
- and that to influence the course of European events we, too,
must pay fTar closer attenticn.to.gnod.silateral relations than we
have done hitherto. .

Nor am 1 an economist; it is thé p6ii£iéai.impact of economic
palicies that primarily cancernsqﬁé.; hﬁﬁqthEQ aay be intefpreted
in a politicall relevant way. |

Finally, I am sure that Nrs.Thatcher’s anxieties about Eurapean
Union are not ili*foundea: éhe has a ﬁoint. More than thét, as
somone With consumate political skill, her Dbﬁectionslaﬁd. her
policies are ignored at.dge’s peril. There is every_-in&;cation
that wvery large numbers of.ﬁritish electors support her 1iﬁe on
Europe and the next British Generai Eiectiﬁﬁ, whene?er ig.comes,
may well have more than a little fo . dao .Qifﬁ her European
policies. In addition, the changes taki%g place in Central and
Fastern Europe aay: well add further credibility to those
policies: for one thing. changes in.wesfern Europe may seem less
desirable if the rest of the continent moves into fermenf and,
for ancther, the re;emergence Df.ViruiEﬁt nationalism in Céntral
and Eastern Europe could be taken as proof that naficnéli;m gua
nationalism continues to be a ;eievant political factor as we
move into the 2ist century.

Indeed, [ wmyself believe that the re-emergence of radical




nationaliem must be a source of concern, whether 1in Western
Europe, -in.Germany or to the éast and South. Unlike the British
Prime ﬁinister, however, itlgeems to me that the best means of
containing that naticonalism 11;5 precisely in the development of
a closer European Union (althouéﬁ this argument has no great mass
appeal af present) . |

My thesis, then, is that Britain’s‘éolicie; towards Europe appear
confused, however ideclogically well-founded the? may be. Are we

pro—European Union? Or Anti?. Or merely selectively in  favour

- .

{when it comes to "more market;) and selectively against kwhen
greater decision making. pawérs are to be conferred <an the
Commission)? . o

Second , that the reésﬁ5; %6;é£hi5 ;onfusion are significant ones
gnd have both_H;sﬁof;eélnénd §§1itical causes; third that there
are many tension% Qitﬁiﬁ the Community produced by competing
political ideas and plans on the part of 1its members, and s
finally, that the key to solving at least some of these tensions
lies in warmer relations between Britain and 1its Community
partners and institutional reforms in the Community in favour of
greater democratic participation.

1. The Present Confusion

That Britain 1is in a mess over Europé can be seen in three
discreet areas: the first is the state of public opinion.

Polls show that the British are more reluctant Europeans than any
of their partners. A majority of British people oppose a European
currency (46:37). For Germany, for example, the figure |is
virtually reversed and in France the pe%;entage in favour 1is 63%.

& majority of British electors believe that our membership of the

o




EC bhas been for the worse (34:28 — in West Germany, fof.éxample,
only 16% think this, S51% say it has been for the .Bétter).
(Source: The Independent 18 MNovember 198%).
But there is an imporfénf distinction to be made here. Bfitish
electors do | préféf. to see some législatiun being made
independently of the EC (on defen;e, . on. workers’ rights, on
welfare, on ed@:atioh and on.iﬁﬁéhéiéég; but are perfectly
contené to séé other sorts of 136; 5;€;§;§ﬁpg§éd, if necessary,
on Britain by Brussels (laws concé;ge&f;}ﬁﬁ :E6ilution, chemical
additives and drinking water) (Sdgfeé?iIEQA):':@u
The second is the COﬁquioﬁ surrounding tﬁe.digééreements between
the British vaernment and its European partners, in particular
France and the state weuére now entitled to call Germany on  the
 evolution of the Community; Britain appears to both want closer

European cooperation in some areas {the market, for example, or

more competition) but nﬁt in others {(European Monetar?.Unioh. or
political union).

This confusion surfaceé whenever moﬂetéfy uniéﬁ ér the exchange
rate mechanism is discussed (we are cbmmitfed fa the latter, " but
not vyet) and may also be seen in the disagreements between ° the
Prime Minister and her previous Chanceilar, Mr Lawson . and . the
vague and general put-downs emanating from the Foreign Secretary.

 In Paris on 24 April 1990, before the Dublin summit, he argued in

favour of a "Europe of Facts" and against a "Eurppe of windy

Indeed, the Dublin Summit (28 April) was itself the subject of

ambiguous comment. For some the British Prime Minister appeared
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. to haveébééh taken much as St Paul was on the road to Damascus.

Both théiéﬁBC and the Daily.wélegraéh claimed Mrs Thatcher’s
refusa1";£§ fveto progress-fo&éfds European Union represented a
“conversioﬁé; Others, howe?e;; saw in Mrs Thatcher’s reluctance
to Cause-é:row in Dublin and réfer the issue for further study. 3
shrewd aé;essment of the domestic political impact EQCh a row
might have against the locai elections, the poll-tax issue and
the bizarre challenge being mouﬁted my Mr Michael Heseltine {(who,
it will be remembered, stormed.éﬁt of the Cabinet in 3anuéry 1986
in opposition to what he saw.35 Mr5 Thatcher’s lack of commitment
to Europe in terms of her refﬁ%él to offer Westland Helicopters
to & European consortium);.;  ﬂT

At Dublin, Mrs Thatcﬁé} Q;; ;§ié if not to put the kybosh on the
Franco—-German pléﬁ f;; éQ}6§é%5 Union s at least to hold it up soO
that the Sgﬁéfﬁééfing on the issue (also to be held in  Dublin)
will produce the decisive rvesponse. NMevertheless, it was plain
that Mrs Thatcher stgnds on one side and President Mittervand and

Chancellor Kohl on another.

f'//.
Britain’s confusing line on Europe is seen thirdly, in  the

V4
arguments within Britain’s Governing Party aver Europe. Just as

Mr Heseltine is seen as pro-European and supported by the pro-
Europeans (as Tar as one can tell and as far as they dare
intimate it) we must not forget that this is not the direction
from where Mrs Thatcher’s challenge to Mr Heath came in 19735.
Indeed, Mr {(now Sir) Edward Du Cann, one of her lieutenants: was
alsa a leader of the anti—-Europe movement within the Conservative
Party. Finally;:it is worth noting that Mr Norman Tebbit, himself

seen as a possible successor to Mrs Thatcher, has in recent




months been speaking both publicly and privately about Britain’s
relations with the European Community, urging the Bovernment not
to give more pawers to the Eurcopean Parliament even to extent of
warning the Germans fhat if this should happen, their money would
be diverted away .%rom themy a process which would increase
inflationary preésQfééian the DM and might spark off nationalist
extremism (soufEe.fhe igaependent 15-M59 1990).

2. The Roots Dfnéri£a;ﬁ’; Confusiuﬁ:' .. .

The causes of thé.presént muddle.gieiig é;ffé£iﬁg conceptions of
what the European Comﬁﬁnity isléﬁa”whé£ {éiéﬁeglé.becomé as well
as in the historical and“pclitical devéiap%ég;;'that are taking
and have taken place in Europe since 1943. They a%é'ﬁot trivial.
‘As far the UK is concérned, these differing conceptiopsrmwhich
generate &he tehéidns b;fween Britain and its Eﬁr;pean mpértner5
are best summed up in.;6ﬁ£fasting the Commission’s view.of itself
and 1ts tasks as we.all ﬁove toﬁards 1992 and the view of the
Prime Minister expressed so clearly iﬁ her celebrated .Bruges
speech of September 1988. |

First, let us examine tHe Commissioﬁ’s sélf—perception. .ThiE is
how it sees its wark in respect of 19?2 - when the CDmenity will
became a single market.

1992 is important - it will affect the lives of everyﬁoay in a
very basic sense. Of caurse;..tu say that it t@ili. aftfect
everbody’s life does not mean tﬁat everything that:é;éfybody does
will be affected: the logic.éf what the Commission does is
dictated first and foremost by its right to construct a single

Eurcpean economic order. The social and public policies it




propounds are intended simply tp its economic work. At the same
time, theiﬁplitics of these proposals will, as I shall attempt to
show, af%éﬁt naot  just evefy~citizen but the British
System a5 g_whole;

political

based

The Commission’s view of the economic and social changes that are
being brought to bear on the twelve members of the Community are

on the requirements of the Single European Act,

the
SEA

SEA,
"requlred

which became law everywhere in the Community by 1987.
The the EC to complete the internal market and
[ revitalise common policies before 1 January 1993:

"to do this provisions were made for an internal market, economic

and social cohesiaon and resesrch and monetary policy and to

reform the way in which qqmmuﬁity institutions worked in order to
improve decigiqn-makiﬁg; give_parliament a bigger say and produce
better executed policies.
"The

SEA is being implemented on th levels: economic - where
there 1= statistical evidence to suggest that it has led to
increase of 7 million jobs since 1982;

the growth rate and

an
it has added two points to
increased investment by &.5%.
v The second level is an institutional one - where there has beenr
more use of majority voting,
aré sub ject to

time

limits;
parliament

few derogations and only ones which

a bigger say

- both the cooperation procedure
the

for thre European

{(giving parliament
power of amendment and the assent procedure (for association
agreements) are working well.

The Cqmmission believes it can demonstrate

improved "executlve
action" but even so, it still requires "fuller executive powers'.

To underscore its bona fides on this matter (and to counter




nrobable British opposition) the Commission adds that "to date no
abuse of the Commission’s executive powers has ever been
recorded".

The Commission states that it has completed its programme of 282
proposals dea}ing”ﬁwith all aspects of the internal market two
years ahead of ﬁhe.tgﬁeééble. Better deci%ion makling procedures
have meant thatHSOK of.thé programme.ﬁsgxgifeédy been adopted.
This has already had a &1ear effeéfﬁ;ﬁTﬁgé; dyrnamic of intra-
Community trade which after decreééiﬁgfcdhgééhtly betwesen 1973
and 1985 has now regainéé its early 1970é.ié§éi“ accounting for
62% by volume of exportsnby the member states:

Industry is planning to_étap up level of investment to cope with
increase in demand; firms are thinking about acquisition and
cooperation for after 1?éé.and the i1mpact of this can be seen in
the following areas. First, the business environment 1s changing
to give firms greater freedom within a framework of common rules:
1992 sees the introduction of ruiés on the safety of machinery
and specific measures for the portéttioﬁ.of workers at their
place of work.

Secondly, in 1990 the first stage of the liberalising of public
supply and works contracts comes into effect which will open up
public procurement and “;reate oppcftuntities for enterprise and
cooperation”.

Thirdly, measures have been introduced to permit ‘"collective
investment'". Firms have been given the right to place shares in
any member country; they are free to buy financial services from

any bank and be insured with any company that they wish. Firms




will be able to transport goods as they choose without
restrictions and the establishment af a Europe wide

telecaommunications area to enable firms and private citizens to

‘use whatever equipment they chose praovided they are authorised in

any one member state.
At the same time, the Commission states that the rights of

individuals and buisnesses have also been enhanced by new

legislation.

Consumers can enjoy "increased protection through harmonisation
and standardisationi the guality of meat has been improved by the
banning of hormones and the environment has been improved by

directives on fertiliers and motor cars; workers will enjoy

‘greater safety at their place of work and greater wmobility

through the .;omparébility of aualifications. In January 1991
there will Eé-géneral recogni%ion of higher education diplomas
thus allowing mobility in all professions'.

Finally, bona fide students will get an automatic vight of
residence and, indeed, the right of residence is to be extended
to all individuals permitting them to live where they choose and
to retire where they want.

Yet the Commission points out that many thing; still remain to be
done. These inﬁlude: a new tax framework; the removal of border
controls; the elmination of tax controls and police checks on
idividuals — this is vital if we are to have a "peaple’s Europe®
but it must not be allowed to make "gaps" in security.

The agreement in 1988 on making the SEA work has led ta an
overhaul of the Common Agricultural Policy. the CAP, the

establishment of a stable and adegquate system of funding for the

11




community and the doubling of structural funds.
The budget is still a thorny issue - a revision will be needed to
take account of the need for cooperation with central and eastern
Europe; new deals .ﬁust be made with Mediterraneansy Asian and
Latin Americah states and, perhaps most important, there must
continue .to be maséiQéﬁépending via tﬁe~stfuttual funds - cash
for regions whi&h“ a;é.:1agging beﬁiﬁﬁiféCu 3B 000 million),
regions cénverting (7'060 million), Césﬁﬂfbr combatting long term
unemploymént and youth uﬁéﬁplcymén&'(Eﬁ&_?fgééiﬁillicn), cash for
improving quality of thé ;ﬁvironmént (ECU.3.406 ;i11ion).

The Caommission also a;éués that there has: ﬁﬁ be a ‘“social
dimension” to these ecoﬁomic measures. Thisy it claims, is the
rationale behind a frcntier free Euraope, already, in effect, a
reality. Unemployment B;s fallen from 11% in 1986 to 2% 1n 1989
although it 1i1s still hiéﬁ especially among vyoung people. The
priority of the Community is, therefore, the use of Structurgl
fundse to increase "solidarity" {company—-worker relations); to
improve working conditiens; to produce a "social dialogue®
throughout Europe.

The community hopes to have a social charter — a charter setting
aut the fundamental social rights of workers and to .ngter the
economic and social integration of the least priviléééd 'groups;
It seeks to generate investment in  education and“ Qdcétional
training - "the human investment that is essential” to growth,
inmovation and competition and enhances genuine freedom of
movement in a single European market'. It wants better

cooperation between universities, inereased Tforeign language




competence -and training for technological change.

The Commission also stand féfmly for enviropmental protection; 1t
will intrngce legislatioﬁ §o dea1 with pollution of water by
nitrates; to regulate biotechnolugy and the protection of natural
rabitats for flora and_fauna; té reduce waste and encourage low-~
lelutiQnJcars.'é european Environment agency ought to be set up.
There must, it says, be greate; coaperation in the field of
{  research and technology. Today -ECU 1.7 pillion is spent on
cooperative projects for firms, universities and research centres
-~ srientific research projects like ESPRIT. Major spending on
specific problems like information technology, 1ife sciences,
energy and researcher mqbility;

Finally, the stabilﬁty and ﬁbfential af the European manetary
system has begn:confifmed by ;;rious facts. These include the

@' entry of the peseta into the ERM; narrower margins of fluctuation

for the lira, early freeing of capital markets and elimination

elimation of two tier exchange in Belgium and Luxemburg. By 1
July 1990 the first stage Df'economic and monetary unign will be
launched.

A1l this, of <course, adds up to a manifesto for dramatic

political change, which many would find enlightened and

progressive. At the same time, it is worthwhile bearing in mind
that these c¢hanges are to be introducted on & supra-national
level and without a full parliamentary input (something we shall
come back to later on). In addition, these measures do not merely
affect areas traditionally the preserve of national governments

(education and finance to name but two) but also seek to push

into areas into which specific national governments were elected

13
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not to go. Neither the last Labour Government nor théx:pFESEnt
Conservative one woauld accept co-determination in industfy, for
example. (Source: Baékgrounﬁ Report of the Commission of the
European Communities, £SEé7B15/9O S April 1990).

3. Mrg Thatcher’s Coﬁ¢é§£ ﬁf a Europe "Open for Enterprise”

It therefore cohéé?é%iﬁ§ ;ufprise to Seé'that Mrs Thatcher’s view
of what the cDm@gﬁfggfggag_up highlights very differemt things
and isg preséhﬁéaT ?g;aé;:?ery difféféﬁff;hahner. It wasf no
coincidence.théf'gﬁé:;iéiﬁgé; afféf.fﬁéhﬁﬂéigﬁ_summit, that . the
Commissidn waﬁééd tﬁﬁﬁﬁéggérﬁriﬁéih’s eleéfakgi:system, to change
its judicial EYstem,“tétﬁfématically alter the }ole of Parliament

and, most horrible of ali,_sack the Queen and the Royal Family.

Lrmmmren

i
i
|
i

| thoughts - when He created Eve.

i

Aithough, (according £5 H£ Hurd, the Prime Minister is very ready
te give to the Comaiggiah things like the fight for & better
environment or the figﬁguagainst drugs, it must go no futher than
this. She ig opposed td'any further centralisation in Brus;els,
any alteration in the role of the couhcii, .any restrictions on
independent foreign policy or a weakéhiﬁg“beNATD.

Te M. Delors’s taunt that if God had appfoached the creation of
man in a similar spirit, he would never:ﬁave been created, Mrs

b G

Thatcher replied thatL was more successful with His second

There are, therefore, serious diffefénﬁes and they are not simply
differences between the Commission:and the British Prime Minister
but between France, Germany éﬁd the Commission and the Prime
Minister as well as differences between France and Germany

(France, apparently, seeking to give the Commission more power




whilst Germany favours gilving more power te the European
Parliament).
This is perhaps the real point -about Mrs Thatcher’s objections to
European Union. They are. egﬁressed in her belief 1in the
significance of sovereignity, o% national difference and the wish
to confine comman policy making to economic issues and to as few
of those as pgssible. |
The Bruges Speech
;Nowhere does Mrs Thatcher’s philosophy on Europe comes over more
;clearly than in her celebrated Bruges speech. 1t remains the
f clearest statement of her Dverail attitude towards the community
5 and is worth ceonsidering briefly.
"Europe" she declared “is nnﬁ tﬁe creation of the Treaty of Rome.
We British are as much ﬁeirsﬂto fhe legacy of European Culture as
any other ﬁation; Dur links te the rest of Europe have been the
dominant factor in our history...
"We in Britain are rightly proud of the way in which since Magna’
Carta in 1215 we have pioneered and developed representative
institutions to stand as bastions of freedom. And proud too of
the way in which for centuries Britain was a hame for people from
the rest D% Europe who sought sanctuary from tyranny...
"But we knéw that without the Euorpean legacy of political ideas
we could -not have achieved as much as we did...{(Mrs T clearly
does not think that Britain’s political ideas are European ones)
"We British have in a special way contributed to Europe. For over
the cen#uries we have fought and died for her freedom, fought to
prevent"égrope from falling under the dominance af a single

power...it was from our island fortress that the liberation of




EFurope itself was mounted...All these things alone are proof of
pur commitment to Europe’s future...

"The Euraopean commﬁni%? is one manifestation of that European -
identity. But it is‘ﬁotféhe only one...Warsaw Prague and Budapest
are great Europeah'éifiés“

"Yeo we have alsa'iéaééditn wider horiZoH%;énd thank goodness we
did because Eufﬁaé;hﬁduld never havéfﬁfﬁgﬁeréd and never will

prosper as & narrow-minded inward?fﬁﬁ&ihgﬁfdldb...the European

Community. béidngéJ fé'.éll its;héh&é;%*ﬁégdﬁ"ﬁust reflect the
traditions and'asﬁifétiéﬁé of ali:gfsfgéﬁ”i;”%uil measure. ..

"Our desﬁiny.i;:in éurﬁpe as péftiof the ébmmunity. That is not
to say that 1t lies only in Europé.;;the Community is not an end

it instelf, it is not an institutional device to be constantly

. modified according to the dictates of some abstract theory, nor

l must it be ossified by endless regulation ...

"Willing cooperation between indepéﬁ&éﬁt sovereign states is the
best way to build a Successful.EQF;ﬁéég Commgnity. Ta try to
suppress nationhood and concenffafé pnwef at the centre of a
European conglaomerate would "he highiy daﬁaging... .

"Eurppe will be stronger:preciéely because it has*ﬂ#%gﬂﬁe as

“its own

France, Spain as Spain Britain as Britain, each wiﬁh7

customs, traditions and identity. It would be folly“fGVﬁFyfﬁn fit

them into some sort of identikit European personalfﬁ?z

“I am the first to say that on many great issues thé{CDUﬁtfiés of

alone...

T




‘wWe have not successfully rolled back the frontiers of the state

lin Britain only to see them reimposed at a Euorpean level, with a

European super—state excercising a new dominance from Brussels...
"Certainly we want to see a Eurqpe more united and with a greater
sense of common purpose. But if must be in a way which preserves
the different traditions, parliamentary powers and sense of
national pride in one’s own country... '

Mre Thatcher’s ideal Europe, thgrefore, is a Community thch is

simply "open for enterprise". But even here she opposes certain

g
s

financial measures which might make this easier to achieve (for

R,

i, example, the idea of a3 European central bank). She objects to any
social dimension: "We do not need new regulations which raise

the cost of emplnyment.and make Europe’s labour market less |

flexible ..."

and s for understandable FEaASONS s the defence of Euyrope, she
argues, must be left in the hands of sovereign national
governments. ‘“However far we may all want to go, the truth is

that vyou can only get there one step at a time. Let us
concentrate on making sure we get those steps right..."

4, The Implications of Mrs Thatcher’s Pasition

What are the reasons for this clear — and damaging giéggggngg

(damaging either to Britain or to the Commissions depending on

one’s viewpoint). 1t is wvital to realise that many of Mrs

Thatcher’s objections are not only accepted as valid by =a

majority of British voters but also that some of the things she

stands for and is proud of are things which she and we are fully

_'entitled to stand by and be proud of.

‘Her stand is supported to a degree by some other Community
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role. Joining the Six, as they then were, was sihﬁl?féfdesperate

Junpopular second best to runniné an Empire on whi:h}thETEU“ never

members: Dernmark and Ireland are reported toc be behind her and |
the Dutch are also said to be anxiouws asbout increasing power of

the Franco-German axis.

Furthermore, she has a point when she says that the Community
should stick to doing only those things which are part of its
specific economié;tésks. It is plaiﬁiy'the case that over the

years, the Community has extended ifsfhﬁié? considerably. Against

that, howevéé; ﬁeth if we do nofﬁ}5§§ it; :echDmiC union must
sconer or ié%éftprnduce politicayfﬁ%id%:;fééégeé two and three of
the EMU which will bring a com@éﬁnégfébé;ﬁ E;};éncy cannot  but
bring political union much cloéé%:ia*éhévg;mésﬁay that a common
customs union in the states of Gérﬁéﬁyf?fﬁeﬁﬁ1a15 laid the path
to unification in 1871. 4

Indeed, there are valid reasons fDr Britain’s Eurp-awkwardness.
They include many signficant &%éctdrs that go the heart of
Britain’s self-perceived statehood and to it historical self-

perception revelving around di?féfing traditoins of state,

bureaucracy, the law, even religibﬁm

5. The Historical snd Political B;Ekéround to Britain’s Stance
There are well-known and often'dunted histprical and political
reasons for Britain’s reluctance to becoming communitaire. There

is something to be said for repeating the hoary old ‘clichee -

that Britain leost an empire but never found a reéi 3é1tErhatiVE

=3

set.

The well known political reason is no less sigﬁifiﬁéﬁt{f though
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many - prefer not to be reminded of it. This has to do with the
fact that the arguments ;hat w§re adduced 1in favour of our
membership of Europe - thaf ;;; économy would be modermised and
that our standard of 1iving.would increase -— that the same
benefits that accrued to the priginal six would accrue to us too,
have plainly been shown to haVEfbig holes in them.

There may well have been no altérﬁative to our membership of the
4Eurcpean Community but the &écline of British industry has
accelerated as a result of Compétition from Europe; it has not

been reversed, still less have we become as productive or as

 . prosperous as the Germans, the Benelux three, France or Italy.

But I think there was gnother,_iless obvious political reason for
Britain’s Tfailure -tQ $f1quri$ﬁ; as a member of the European
community. The cause of this failure and the implications of this

failure Seem_t¢ be to go beyond. the collapse of Britain’s Empire

across the seas. For it is also the result of something wvery
positive in British contemporary history - the fact that of all
the European states now members of the Community — Britain was

the only one not to succumb either to Fascism oOr, indeed, to
revolutionary Socialism.

”For our European partners, however Fascism’s success meant that
all political groupings in those states {especially, of course,
in Germany and Italy but also 1in France and the Benelux
countries) and particularly those on the centre right were forced
to rethink their basic attitude towards politics, spciety and
~above all, to economics. The European Community — a community of
.igix _sﬁﬁ}%gﬂbohded together by a common belief in liberal western

*f ﬁ01itiC$¥Qf§Y5§Em5 and in the vital importance of the market

1Y




system of economics was undoubtedly the fruit - if that is therf

right word - of the re-thinking that went on the centre right

after 1945.

Britain, on the other hand, had no such need to rethink along

these lines, théfﬁef-on the left - who emerged as the domestic
victers in the i?éé'ééneral election - or on the right. Indeed,
even 1f Labo&%-f;iééité re—invent Britain élong Sogcialist lines
as far as dumé§£iﬁfﬁéiicies were conce%ned, much Df:its foreign

palicy was similar to that of the Conservative Party .whicha an

the whole, wsas 1éd“by:béople who felt there was still capital to

be won by trying tnuekploit Britain’s imperiai pretensions. And
even when the Suei_fiaSco — because that is what 1t was ~ put an
énd to Britain’s claim for world power status, the Conservative

party under Macmiilén.was forced to begin the painful process of

joining the Europeaﬁﬁcommunity, it was not accompanied by any

fundamental rethinkiﬁg of Britain’s perceptibn aof itself and of

its European neighbours.
Mﬁ; ) ) ) PR L
rﬁ Mrs Thatcher?s victory in 1979 seemed to some commentators to
suggest that Britain would, at last, re—think its policies and
create a new ldentity in a more European'mould. But Mrs Thatcher

was — and iz — no friend nf closer European cooperation; indeed,

as we have seen, her own rise to power within the Conservative

Party took place against that party’s arch prophet of

Europeanism, Ted Heath, and with the help of anti-Europeans like

Edward Du Cann and Enoch Pd@elil Mo serious political commentator

doubts for one moment the intensity and the reality of Mrs

|
]
i
:

Thatcher’s patriotism, her view - which history supports — that

i)




the British political experience iz guite different from that of
its European partners and that;pur_political system won the fight
against Nazism and Fascilsm Sut-%heirs was defeated by it.

As far as the Left in Britain isvconcerned, it, too, has been the
loser in terms of its contact_with Europe. In the late 1%40s,
British Labour was not interested in the idea of the socially
respon;ible market economy b;;ause it conflicted with 1its auwn
faith in thé value of a planngq spcialist economy designed to
buck the market.

in the 19508, as European Socialist parties, in particular the
German Soccial Democratic party, - the SPD, decided to stop trying
to oppose the successjgf pthchial market economy (though it
.continued for some tipE“tDHSéi£atE against the Treaty of Rome) a

decision culminating " in the Godesberg Programm of 1939, some

British Labour leaders attempted to get the British Labour Party
“ to move in the same direction. Hugh Gaitskell failed, however,
=? _and' the opposition to him triumphed when Harcld Wilson "became

'.SLabour leader.

- The ability of the European gquestion to drive a ceach and horses
'-ﬁhfough the British political system was next seen in 1973 over
the‘ great referendum debate and its political wreckage which
. égténded into the 1980s and the creation of a new pro-European
:_;ﬁpcial Democratic party = the &8DP. Labour’s leading pro-

}EQfépeqnists despaired of Labour’s ability to - as they saw it -

. @?th- the times and split the Centre Left so giving Mrs
:Thaféﬁérféﬁ least part of two of her three victories.

Yet the~Eﬂfbpean issue has, of course, still not lost its sting

9# it?-capaciﬁy ta cause major difficulties for British political




parties as can be seen quite clearly from the slightly bizarref%
challenge to Mrs Thatcher’s leadership presented by Mr Michael
Heseltine.

Thus today Britain’s attitude towards the European Community is
still, beneath the surface, a major determinant of party
political behaVidur :which +in turn articulates British policy
towards Eurdpé;ifiﬁ;may well be the key to the mysteries of the
power Struggféﬁfgiiﬁiﬁ: the CDnserVatiQé,Party and the Tfuture
directiaon of the British Labour Party may well depend
increasingly on i%s_'hQn European policies. So much for the
alleged boringness ofJEQfope.

6. Gome Contemporary.. Praoblems in Britain’s Attitude towards
Europe 1

Although the Britisﬁ people are hostile towards the Community, |
there is a distinction between legislation on some matters -
which the British prefer to see coming from the EC - such as
pollution, chemical additives, drinking wgter although other
areas - such as defence, workers? rights? welfare, education and
income tax where they do not.

Furthermore, there has been a dﬁéméfic'change irn some aspects of
Britain’s national behaviour which allow us to regard Britons as -
more European than previQusly._fTﬁé Channel Tunnel is now being
bBuilt; an increasing numﬁer ﬁf people wish to be informed about
the implications of our membérﬁhiﬁ of the European Community and,
last but not least, there has been a significant change in our
eating and drinking habits. If "you are what eat" is trues; then

the British are certainly less British than they were ten vyears




ago.

Against this, however, one hagito set the difficulties that lurk
on the horizon. 1992 migﬁf}ﬁfﬁagce more jobs in Europe overall
but it might actually take jobs from Britain. Indeed this is the
thrust of a report published:iﬁ Apfil 1990 by the Industrial
Society. It argues that Britaiﬁ will lose 200 000 ‘"jobs as a
consequence of 1992 - financial.services, thé food and drink
sector, telecommunications and  high tech companies Qill lose
most.

British Insurance companies, it argues, will, however, do well.
The reﬁort concludes that moderh technology and work skills will
make the differen&e between ﬁhose who benefit and those who
suffer as a result of iééegfﬁ}iﬁish elitist education comes under
special attack; *pﬁbf §§EafiDnai.training has lead to an under—
equipped workfé}cé.- fl??& A'Zéfo Sum Game by Amin Rajan; The
Industrial Society?

Next, the Social Charter presents major political problems. The
British OGovernment will not accept worker participation an
management Dboards and it is arguable that in the event, the
Labour Party would not do so either since 1% might well take from

the British Trade Union movement powers it deems worth keeping.
Mrs Thatcher’s emphasis on the centrall significance of

rnationalism and its importance seems to bel confirmed by the
developments in central and eastern Eurnbe. They could be
construed as constituting an argument against greater European
Umion. _She herself drew attention at Dublin to the sympathy many
feel fqr_;Lithuanian independence and contrasted this wish with

her cwn:policy vis a vis Brussels.




; Has Britain (in Sir Leon Brittaﬁ’s words) become the Prisonerzi
of its own Anti-EC Rhetoric?
Opposition to greater European Union has two major rv1isks implicit':
inn it. The first is that Britain will simply have to take a back
seat whilst the rng o% the Community moves forwardj; so that once
again things willlﬁépﬁen which we could have influenced had we
plaved a parg,ﬂgﬁfyﬁhem_but which we now. must simply accept.
Secondly, hoWQVéfgiﬁif . could be afgued;that only a stronger
European comhuﬁgff can contain £He”ri%ihg tide of wvirulent
nationalism in- all. parts of Europe but that for Britain to
underwrite natinnal?sm Qi11 actually increase it.

As has already been pointed out, this is not an easy argument to -
exploit. Just as the West German Government’s case, that no on2
need fear the emergence of a new German nation as lnhg as it fits
into European union contains the implied threat that if it does
not Fit into European union, then it might be damaging, so0 the
notion that nationalist_sentiment is on the-increase miaght prompt

voters to shore up nationalist parties as a defence mechanism.

1t is therefore likely to be make move.political sense if those
who support greater political union devote greater energy to
dealing with practical political phjections to further:

integration than with raising spirifs in a way which would add to

the damage they could do.

There is certainly no point in simply making general statemEﬂt5;

of good intent., What is important is getting to grips with the
steps that need to be taken if Britain is to find the European 
Community more camfortable.

7. The Foreign Office View on Europe

g
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It bas to be pointed out that the -opposition hetween “windy
.rhetoric” and "facts" is in large measure a political one. What
politicians say and what théy.ﬁean can, as every student of
politics knows, be two qg@te different things. Often, politicians
have to be judged more by what they do than by what they say.

1t 1is therefore vital te point -out - as the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office never ceases to do - that in fact Britain
does faithfuly execute Community législation - more so, they
claim, than many other states - andithat our contributicn to the
budget and refaorms of the CAP have made Britain more comfortable
in the Community.

'fQur Foereign DOffice 'dgscr}bes "British policy on Europe in

- positive, even glowing terms. We have, he said, moved away from

':_ the "non—-committal, pragmatic" approach to foreign policy, we are

~na longer concerned to "drift lazily" as Lord Salisbury put it
'a_through the international environment.

‘Membership of the community, they suggest, is the foundation for
Britain’s overall foreign policy objectives — security,

_prosperity, protection of our overseas interests and our naticonal

'fﬁf'prestige.

" The British dislike fixed strategies and prefer to be reactive

 ? since events can change so fast. But this does not mean Britain

should be seen as reluctantly European as it is sometimes
 _p0rtr§yed. The view that there is over-bureaucratisation of

Community affairs is wrong: there are more civil servants in the

- Scottish . Office than in Brussels and 20% more staff in Harrods

. than in the British Foreign Office.




As to the future, it is the Community rather tham Britain that

has the vital role to play in Central and Eastern Europe, indeed,
it is to be expected that shortly Poland and Hungary may join theiz
23 member council Df:EQTDpE.

Further confirmatiéh:fﬁr this view comes from Sir Leslie Fielding
a former Eurocréfiﬁééihas recently pointed out that cooperation
in the Communifﬁiﬁéa;géCOme a substitute for "age old ;ivalries”

- =50 effectiye_?ﬁég;ga}fbetween commﬁﬁiiy ﬁembera unthinkable.

The CDmmuniEy_ HééukﬁiAQéd a majcf“fﬁiéziﬁj'defusing EFast West

rivalries in 'Eurbﬁe;; énd a majar r&le'ihnpﬁbmoting &hange in

Eastern Europe. Thé}é  i5 great coherence in the community’s

foreign ﬁolicy — because article 30 of the Single European Act

says  there shduldﬂﬁeiiinking of the common external economic

policies of the Community and common positions on foreign policy
elaborated through the European political cooperation mechanism.
At Rhodes in Deﬁember 1988 the heads of the Community states
produced a declaration on the international role of the community

making this explicit.

Yet there is, Sir Leslie argues,  é3rééi need for an increase in

trade between east and west. Traéé flows between east and west

are very modest. Community exports to Switzerland are bigger than .-
to all Comecon or CMEA states. 'Ghly &% D% the Community’s total
world trade is wlith eastern Eufopé. What should the Community do
to help? A Marshall type plan sééms unwise. The massive extension
of ecredits in the 1970s did those countries no good. The money
mustn’t go to the same old bureaucratic crew.

One -key is provided by Community trade with USSR — this

represents 3% of Community trade but 11% of USSR’s imports and

i




14% of 1t5 exports. It has ekparted goods to the value of 10
~billion ECUS and imported 14 b11110n, chiefly oil, gas and other
raw materials. This must 1ncrease, Sir Leslie suggests, and is
likey to, for three reasoﬁs.- First, Perestroika. Second, 1992
”and the expansion that will accompany it and finally a freer
market -in the Community will spill over to help create a freer
movement of goods, capital, services and people In Eastern Europe
which should be bolstered by a new ten year trade agreement with
the USGR.

g. The Democratic Deficit

Against this evidence of latent pro-Europeanism, however, we have
to set one final proble&IWhéch:muEt be solved if membership of
_the European Cqmmuhit;” is become something that deserves the
wholehear ted coﬁfidence ot the.Eritish people - the solution to
_the problem of the democratic deficit, the serigus lack 'of
democratic contral over the policies that emanate from Europe.

It is the centrality of economic policy, Winfried veit of the
West German Friedrich Ebert Foundation has recently argued, that
has 1led to the democratic deficit — the vacuum between the loss
of competency af national parliaments and the too small increase
in compentecy of the EFP.

Preseﬁt conflicts in the Community revolve around four poles: MFE/

Thatcher’s aotion of a European market but a nationally organised

5 the French idea of Europe becoming one national state;f

' ﬁthE”}éfti§dea of a European welfare state and a Europe of reglons

Jjer powers for the European Parliament, as proposed b%

Chancello




‘but not alter in any way the Rome Treaty. There 1is alsa &

‘maximalist idea floating about which has, as 1its culminatian,

tf it is true as Jacques Delors claims that by 1995 80% of
economic policy will be made in Brussels and bearing in mind that .

agricultural policy, competition policy and trade agreements are.%

already areas whéré the Commission leads over national
governments, theﬁ .ié' must follow that closer European Union
without increéséé;?gériéémeﬁtary scrutiny must lead to a severe
undercutting gf?fﬁéiééﬁécratic‘righfs of the individual.

Mrs Thatchefi Qé;#'?féaéﬁy is in facﬁﬂfafh betwen two conflicting
ideas - the ;;ﬁdgféﬁ;e}efanational ég;é;éiégify and her belief in

the market; if she is ‘serious about the former, she must resist

the latter but if Sﬁéiseriously wants the latter, she will have .
to yielé on the::férﬁer. The French want to preserve thelr
national state .bﬁ£i.;éﬁf.a large market to, modernise French
industry. Europes -Qéi£ believes, is "the stage on which French .
actors should play tﬁé star raoles". | |
The only safe way forward, Veit concludes, is to give the Eurﬁean.
Parliament more powersf i't should eléct the president of theE
Commission, be given Tull budgetary powers; and vatify all
international treaties. |

8. What does European Union reaily heéﬁ?

The answer to this is that-there are as many theories about thé 
real meaning of European Uﬁion.as there are about the causes of .
Britain’s economic declinefnvér fhe past hundred years. We can
identify what could be called a minimalist idea of union, that is.

to say that the Community would work together on econamic issues

Federal Unicn. Few people today see a federsal United Gtates of:




Europe as imminent but few commentators would chose to discount

ite existence by the 22nd century. In facts as Michael Burgess

has repeatedlys if polemically, pointed out, a federal Europe
would be one way. of ensuring that the rights of Europe’s
constituent parts would be protected — because that 1t what

federal =states are best at. The truth is that soaoner orvr later

European Unity which in some sense already exists will have

become so institutionalised that a single European state will

emerge.

Yet there should be no development towards greater union without

a fundamental re—appraisal of the Community relationship to
dempcratic ideals. Indeed, in view of Britain’s fine democratic
tradition, it seems. only right that British thinkers should
provide the_lead:pn this issue.

The starting point wmust be the fact that Westminster, in

particular the House of Commans as the body of elected

representatives of ordinary people, has an insufficiently

important part to play in Community affairs as things stand at

present.
This problem has two sides to it. On the one, Westminster has to

live with the far too iimited powers of the European Parliament

T An Strasbourg and on the other sidey it has to  recognise the

'bfiﬁpli;ations of its inability of Westminster to praperly

"ﬁéfgﬁhése European legislation. Furthermore as Sir Roy Denman -

%ﬁ}SBEHBQ head of the Commission’s Washingtaon Office =~ has
."Ta{b.March 1989) pointed out, the British refuse to take

ullj 5hare of eivil service posts in Brussels. The




traditions of continental Europan bureaucracy where patronage
plays an impaovtant rolé ére not understood by the British and as
a Cconseguence instéédﬂof 15% of jobs going to Britain, we get
anly S-10%. Britaiﬁ“iagés out three times.

Policy making ih:JQ;QSéels is well protected from democratic
instrusions. hl%ﬁ;;éﬁ:ﬁﬁé SEA gave the European Parliament more

poawers, these pﬁﬁ?f%;afe_qualifiéd;_.FQrthermore, the initiative

in policy hakiﬁé;t¢§ﬁé§;from thé.tﬁﬁﬁiggion proposing to the
Council ana?ﬁ;ti%€;ﬁi£6; Commissiéh:;;a;éﬁéiCQuncil proposting to
the Parliament. _iﬁ;;éﬁition, policy-makinﬁ.is very often the
result of preéégféié;ggﬁ agitation on the Commission in Brussels
by specisal iﬂféféé; ﬂéfDUp5 and lobbies who also engage 1in
national lobbyingn 6% ;ééani1 members in their own countries
constitute an enafﬁ;u;iy powerful source of ideas into which
there is no parliamentary input at all. There are 3000 lobby
groups in Brussels ét the present time (of whom 100 are
environmentalist lobby groups).

?. The Scrutiny of European Legislatiﬁh.by the House of Commons
Parliament has cerfain rights of scrutiny by virtue of Britain’s
accession to the Treaty of Rome and the European Amendment Act of -
19846. This means that certain legislative proposals fali into the:._.E
so~called scrutiny net. They are then.deposited in Parliament by;
Government. The most important of these are draft proposals from
the Commission as well as and other documents prepared for
Council of Mins whether or not they originate from the
Commission.

The Scrutiny Process; as the Select Committee on Procedure has

recently noted, contains important lacunae. FParliament, for




example, does not get ta see the leglslatlon made directly by the

Comm1551un; u51ng powers g ven by'the European Treatles or poOwers

gFurthermore, is the Government

given S;Ifhe Ccunc11.tolzmplement
rather -tﬁan. Par11aﬁént.wh§.decidés which dncuméﬁts fall into
sCcope D%Téﬁrutlny .“(édu%CE'..HDUQE ﬁf Commons Fcurth Report from
the Select- Commlttee on Prnceduré, Volume 1 "The. Scrut;ny of
European Legislation" 8 November 1?89 Nr &22-1) i

The Select Committee on Eurapean L9915lat10n decides whether &
depate is necessary on legal ar_polltlcal grounds. Although the
United Kingdom accepts the céilé:tive authority of Dounc11. of

Ministers, only one of 1ts membars is accountable to Parliament.

In any one year, Ca. 100 documents are recommended for further

consideration by the Selééf Cﬁmm;ttee.

Additional probléhs“;re ﬁreaénted 1f Treaties are altered by the
Commission to extend its power§, :There is a problem, toﬁ, about
the competency of the Commissiéﬁ in geveral areas (social policy
for example) and the Select qu@ittee on procedure took the view
that the Commission needed é#wall times to be monitored wvery
careully both by UK Government ﬁepartments and by the scrutineers
because it might try to slip policy :changes into legislation
without drawing attention to fﬁéé; Uauéiiy, too, debates an
European legislation oCcur only afté;.fge relevant document .has
.Pé%ﬁ ;F9nsidered by the Council and could thus have its fate

..”E_QECidEd upon. In 1987-88 only 25 pieces of legislation

'ﬁaCtuéifdabateg on these issues were described as "cursory”

v?fy wel1 attended" with a “predictable group of members




attending”. BHefore the important Madrid summit on monetary UniOﬂ,;i
there was no debate at éll. There should, the Report suggests,;r
be a full day’s debéfé.on the issues likely tb be raised beforef&
the twice yearly Eﬁﬁai;é;
A large body of Qéiﬁiég?;ﬁ.the Commans, the Report adds, regards;:

the European Pafiiéhéﬁfﬂhith a degree of condescencion. It was

only in January 19 at some limited*pasé facilities granted togf

MEPs. The o;iggga;_ ::lqﬁ for wégiﬁihsyérﬁs'hostility was that .
the Europeén ﬁé;igégéﬁfféés seen éi@;i; ;%4$;ﬁ&ﬁihated assembly; “
But the new..tgag%fggi;ﬁ: Prdcédd;é. ﬁééﬁ§ %fﬁat the Euroﬁeahi;
Parliament ié*”n6ﬁ ;s;@p1y consulted on .probosalg from theﬁ
CommiSBiDﬁ befo}éﬂwb5QﬁEi1 decides but once it has decided thé?}
Eurcpean Pgrliém;ﬁ£ i;ﬁgég.allnwed either %o approve or ammend oﬁéf
reject legislation. 'ff?i£.ammend5 it, the Commission can reviséii
it. I it rejects.tgé iégi51ation, the Council can still enact iff 
pass but only unaniﬁouéif: MEPs have to give an opinion expres5edf3
as an abscolute majority .within threé mmﬁths.
The Report conﬁlﬁded witﬁ a question. .Noﬁld it not he wise to'
allow MEPs be ellnwe& to help Parliamént ih.scrutiny? There wouldf
need to be new legisliation to péfmit this and itl was ﬁot';
recommended. But there should be more cooperation on the basis of
party structures at Westminster and the European Parliament is
known to be very keen on closer links.

Yet neither this Report, nor ., indéed, the latest word on  the
policy of Mrs Thatcher’s GovernhEHt suggests that there willJ be_f
any support at all for an extension of the powers of the European
Parliament (source The Independent 15 May 1990, reporting the

alleged views of the Oversea and Defence Committee of the Cabinet

it
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who formulate blanket policy on these matters).

How can Britain get out of this gquagmire? One way forward has
been suggested by the maﬁ QHD teok us into Europe, Edward Heath
({as expressed in thg Dbhserver on 29 April 1990). Britain must, he
salid, go alongrwith Eufnpéan Monetary Union "if the full benefits
of a single market are to be realised" and at the same time
v"Economic union needs to be matched with the social dimensian
that is one of the Ffundamental characteristics of European
saciety".

"The second major thrust to deepen the Community must be
political. Its instructions should become more efficient and more
democratic. More efficlent means more majority voting 1in the
Council and giving the commission enought executive authority %o
carry out the council’s decisions fully and well. More democratic
means a stronger parliament. the main remedy for the so-called
dempbcratic deficit is to requre that all community legislation be
agreed by the European Parligment. The council of Ministers the
community’s }egislative chamber also weeds to become more
‘democratic by making more of 1its proceedings public”.

There seems little prospect of this happening. At the same times
however s - we should bear in mind Sir Leon Brittan’s warning that
the Brit%sh Government could well become the prisoner of its own
rhetoric.. On 7 November 1989 in his Granada lecture he argued
that there was a middle way between tptal European union and
hostility towards Brussels - consisting af modified Social

charter, ERM membership, monetary union and a central bank.

.-fEritain ;_.he concluded, now needed to be pro—active rather than

[




reactive and realise that sovereignity sometimes needs to be
pooled.

Has the man Mrs Thatcher sent to Brussels reportedly as a reward
for supporting her anti-European stance over the Westland affair
turned native? Or may the third way become reality after the next
General Election? Only one thing is certain: it will not do so

before then.
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