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ABSTRACT

In 1372, the United Eingdom entered the European
Community, joining the two other West BEuropean powers of
France and West Germany in the organization. With the
addition of Britain, a new nucleus developed within the EC.
The traditional Franco—German alliance which was driving the
Community, gJave way to a triangular association which
included the United Kingdom.

However, the three countries have often found 1t
difficult to coordinate their policies to advance European
unity. Indeed, EC integration was characterized by
"Eurosclerosis" for much of the 1370s and early 13980s since
the three major member states were unwilling to abandon
independent national policies in favour of Community
grograms . Nonetheless, in recent years the organization has
made several noteworthy advancements towards integration as
changing domestic and international environments required
the three countries to reevaluate their strategies,
including their views regarding Community policies. Thus,
under this setting the core member states wefe willing to
use Community sclutions to problems plaguing their countries
and proceseded to advance EC integratiom through the signing

of the Single Eurocpean Act and the Maastricht Treaty.
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This thesis advances the hypothesis that it is the
triangular relationship which shapes the integration
process. For Buropean unity to occcur, the agreement of

France, Germany and Britain is required. Chapter One

m

discusses the theoretical aspects of the triangular model.
The strength of the bilateral ties are explored as are other
factors which influence the model. Chapter Two provides the
historical background material to the shaping of the
assaociation and sexamines the reasons behind the EC's years
of stagnation. The movement towards increased EC
integration, as demonstrated through the SEA is highlighted
in Chapter Three, followed by a fourth chapter exploring the
Maastricht Treaty. Finally, in the concluding chapter, the
main points of the thesis are reviewed. In the end, the

v

m

ader will recognize the validity of the triangular

association and its importance to Buropean integration.
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CHAFTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

In 1272, the United Kingdom entered the European
Community (ECY, finally joining France and Germany as a core
member of the organization it had previously eschewed. With
this addition, the traditional Franco—German alliance which
drove the Community gave way to a situation where agreement
among the threese primary countries was necessary for any
substantial progress towards European integration to be
made .

In the past, the Community has made several
significant advancements towards integration. The Single
European Act (SEAY and the Treaty on EBEuropean Union, agreed
upon at Maastricht in December 19291, both seek to achieve
closer economic and political union among the twelve member
states.' However, the road that led to these agreements was
far from smooth. In fact, the EC was characterized by
"Eurcsclerocsis" for much of the 1370s and early 13920s.
During this pericd, the EC faced an unstable economic
climate to which the member states decided to respond with

independent national strategies. Recent events in Eurape

n
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h as the referendum in Denmark, the destabilization in

Eastern Europe, German unificaticocn, turbulence in the
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European currency markets and weak economic climate have
likewise thwarted hopes for a guick movement towards
Europesn unity.

The central hypothesis of this project is that the
triangular relationship drives the integration process.
This model holds that for substantial European unity to take
place, the agreement of France, Germany, and the United
Fingdom is reguired. This is not to completely discount the
role of the other members of the EC (such as Italy and the
Netherlands) and the Eurcpean Commission. These actors can
Cand dod influence and exert political pressure on the
decision—making process. However, these participants are
not able to actually set the pace of unification nor
unilaterally propel the integration movement forward. Only,
the weight of the triangular asscciation is able to move the
Community forward decisively if it so desires. Furthermore,
when the three countries fail to cooperate, the integration
process has tended to stagnate.

It is important to emphasis that the model is not of
a static nature. Indeed, changing dynamics have allowed for

transition from "Euroclerosis” to greater unity. When

o

comsidering this association, it must be acknowledged that
threse different bilateral relationships reguire analysis:
Franco—German, Franco—EBEritish and British—-German relations.

Moreover, these series of ties are by no means egual in
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strength nor static in nature. Since Britain did not
initially join the EC, France and Germany were able to
cultivate independent relations. Over the years Franco-
German relations evalved into a close working assocciation.
Likewise, the entrance of the United Kindom did not
immediately transform the Franco—German partnership into a
triangular model. With Britain's seemingly reluctant
membership to the EC, it took some time for the model to
take shape.

Depending upon the specific issue at hand, different
coalitions of various strength have formed. Furthermore,
due to honest policy differences with its partners, Britain
has at times actively opposed EC programs. Likewise, the
past reluctance of the United Kingdom to commit itself to
European supranational institutions occasionally resurfaces.
In such circumstances, the association takes a more
irregular form which results either in EC stagnation or
Britain's withdrawal from specific EC initiatives. However,
in many cases a more equal triangular relationship has
developed, particularly when changing enviromnments reguire
new responses from the three countries.

As the era of "Euroclerosis" dragged on, changing
domestic and internationzal affairs forced the three
countries to reevaluate their policies with respect to the

Community. 5 independent national economic policies failed



to yvield fruitful resulis and international economic
competition grew, increased EC cooperation became a more
attractive opticn. In addition, the trade patterns between
the member states were growing increasingly important.®
Even Britain had to acknowledge the importance of Europe to
its economic and political well-being and took a more active
rxle within the EC. Thus, a changing envirvonment helped
shape the triangular association, and continues to this day
to change the dynamics of European integration and the
triangular relationship.

Over time, this assocciation has established itsel
as a necessary condition for EC integration. Indeed, it has
besen noted that throughout the history of the Community,
decisions have been based on interstate agreements between
its dominant member states.® Additionally, these interstate
agreements depend upon the "[hleads of government, backed by
a small group of ministers and advisers, [whol initiate and
negotiate major initiatives in the Council of Ministers or
the European Council."® While other actors could apply
pressure on the triangular model, agreement still reguired
the consent of the three major countries, which in turn
centered on bargains between the political leaders of these
states.

Yet, it must be recognized that the key to European

unity could be interpreted differently. One countertheory



maintains that despite the semblance to the triangular
model, it is in fact the Franco—German alliance by itself
which is the critical element in the move towards European
integration. Since the end of World War II, the two states
have worked hard to cultivate a special relationship,
enshrined in a bilateral treaty (the Elyseese Treaty of 13633
and butiressed by regular consultations. This "special
relationship” has helped forward integration within the
Community since its formation and continues to hold fast to
this day. As this alternative theory suggests, it is the
Franco—German axis which is the true force in greater
integration, while a reluctant Britain is dragged along.
However, it will be argued that this triangular
model is supericr in this case, and that agreement among the
three countries, however tacit it may be, is vital for the
Community to move towards greater unity. While Paris and
Bomn initiate the vast amount of integration proposals, the
final cutcomes do not always favour their original drafts.
Through the examination of the negotiation process
{(particularly among the three major member states) and the
final agreements, it will be shown that a triangle does
indeed exist. Logically, if the process requires the
consent of all three countries, the final result will often
reflect a compromise which yields a less than maximalist

outcome.



Undoubtedly, when London originally refused to join
the EC upon its founding in the 1950s, there was a feeling
that the organization was incomplete. After all, Britain
had clearly emerged from World War II &s a victor and major
partner of the coalition which had crushed the Nazi regime.
In addition, the country boasted & proud tradition of
demacracy and ecomnomic and industrial strength whose absence
signalled to many that a core element of the EC was missing.
In fact, many had been disappointed when, in the 19&0s
French President Charles de Gaulle twice vetoed London's
belated bids to join the Community. With the addition of
the United Eingdom to the Community in 13732, many observers
finally felt that the EC had at long last the possibility of
schieving its full potential.

In several ways, the three primary countries of the
newly shaped core stood cut from its other members.®  In
terms of Gross National Product (GNP), these three countries
represented the leading economies of the EC. The Federal
Republic of Germaﬁy's level of GNP in 1372 stood at 220.9
million EUA, while France and the United Kingdom had GNP
rates of 173.4 million and 140.1 million EUA respectively.®
Likewise, with the exception of Italy, these countries were
the most populcocus of the member states.” Furthermore, in

terms of political prestige and their importance in the
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internaticnal sphere, the three countries were again at the
forefront of the EC. EBoth France and Britain had histories
of being major international powers and democratic
forerumnmers. Faris and London, for instance, sach occupied
one of five permanent seats on the United Nations security
council and both were nuclear powers. While Germany lacked
the democratic traditionms of its two partiners, the Federal
Republic's key position within the Cold War environment
ernhianced its political importance in the international
domain. Therefore, each country had a special position
within the Community and Western Europe.

Over the years, all three countries have continued
to msintain their importance within the EC. Germany, for
one, has preserved its position as the economic power within
the association. Even though the Cold War has ended,
Germany's preeminent position in relation to East and
Central Europe, both geographically and historically, has
ensured Bonn's importance in the international order. Like
Germany, France has also maintained its powerful position
within the Community. EBesides nurturing the second largest
economy in the EC, France's diplomatic and military strenath
has guaranteed Paris a strong voice in Community affairs.
Finally, though the United Eingdom is no longer the third
largest producer in the EC (falling behind Italy in terms of

GNF ), London continues to be among the three most
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influential members of the EC. Through its long tradition
of demccracy and with its diplomatic and military power
rivaling France, London has been able to preserve its
position in the triangular association.

In general, the Franco—German alliance has been
stronger than either of the two other bilateral
relationships. Indeed, with the United Kingdom joining the
Community rather late, the Franco—-German liaison was allowed
m>re time to strengthen. Each country had previously
discovered that benefits could be derived through the EC
framework . Germany, for instance, not only found a market
for its industrial goods, but was also able to advance
foreign policy objectives through its partnership with
France. Without France as a partner, Germany's policies
might have created great an=ziety among its European
neighbours. France, in turn, found & new market for its
agricultural products as well as a suitable framework to
constrain and bind Germany from reestablishing any military
capability.

The result of this Franco—German axis was the
creation of a pattern through which EC integration was
advanced principally by the two country's mutual agreement
on various issues. Even when the United Kingdom eventually
entered the EC, the Franco—German alliance provided much of

the initiative for greater EBEuropean uwunity. As Chancellor



Eohl has pointed out,
to

see

The United Kingdom,

itself as the motor of inte

on the aother hand,

Germany along with France "continues

gration."*®

has of ten

chosen to cccupy a more distant relationship to the two

other country's European policies.
obtain the full economic benefits

London has shown little desire to

integration initiatives.

Instead,

spend much of its time putting "a

which smacked of supranationality

transatlantic relationship."®

While

triangular model it in fact

result one would expect from such

case would a period of general

integration process. Indeed,

which distinguished the EC in the

could be associated with such a

the three countries generally impossible to

fact, it is interesting that

Monmetary System (EMSD),
during this period,

owing to London's belief that the

More often,

the above scenarioc might appear to weaken

validates its existence.

much of the

madel,

While Britain wished to
of Community membership,
advance any politicsal

London has chosen to
brake on any developments

or could undermine the

&
The
an assocciation in this
stagnation in the

"Eurosclerasis”
19705 and early 13980s
with

agreement among

achieve. In

the creation of the European

arguably the only major EC success

was not fervently opposed by Britain

10

system was doomed to fail.

the lack of mutusl agreement among the three

member states made progress towards EC integration a



difficult process.
However, substantial progress on European

A

integration has been achieved since the mid-1320s. With the
triangular relationship between the three countries now
leaning towards mutual agreement, EC integration has been
enhanced significantly. Hence, now that the traditional
alignment of the model has shifted, EC unity has advanced.

How then does the integration proﬁess move forward
significantly at times while it breaks down at other times?
Bcoth the domestic and international environments play an
important role in influencing the policies of the three
countries with regard to EC policies. In particular, a
stagnant pattern of relations may be broken when the United
Fingdom fears that it will be isclated and left out of the
framework developed by France and Germany. While London may
be hesitant about further EC integration, it recocgnizes the
importance of the continent to its economic and political
welfare. In other words, Britain fears that without its
participation a permanent two—speed EBurope will evolve under
Franco—German leadership with London assigned to the slow
track. With the United Kingdom's internal economic
weaknesses, London dreads that it could be deprived of
future economic or political benefits if it is left behind.
As long as London feels that the benefits outweigh the

costs, it will climb aboard the unity train.
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The domestic setting of each country alsc acts as a
critical component in formulating their Community
strategies. As a matter of fact, it has been argued that EC
politics "is the continuation of domestic policies by other
means. "'?  Yhile there are many transnational pressures, the
prime “"form of their political expression remains
national . “'' Although integration advanced significantly at
times, the national governments remained the prominent
actors within the organization, with the concept of a
supranational government only gaining limited ground.'=
Therefore, as long as national governments maintain a
leading role in the EC, domestic politics must logically
play an important role in the formulation of integration
policies.

Changes in the internal affairs of a country become
important with regard to the development of further EC
integration policy. While traditions and favoured
institutional structures may give the impression that a
country's policy positions are deeply entrenched,
strategies in fact do changse. Domestic conditions and
constituents are often complex and fluid.'® Fgr szample,
the internal position of the EBritish Conservative and Labour
parties over EC policies have had a profound impact on
varicus govermmental actions towards European unity issues.

In Faris, attempts to encourage the merger of corporations
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in the hope of forming stromg "national champions® in high—

tech fields vielded limited results. ' pa: 3 result,

(el

domestic failures incited the French to consider other means
o strengthen French industry, including the EC.
Furthermore, changes in the domestic environment are

tlosely linked with factors in the international spherve.
The countries of the Community increased their trade
dependency not only among themselves, but alsc with the rest
of the world between the sarly 1360s and 1320, It becams
apparent to many that the management of the domestic market
was increasingly ineffective in a global sconomy . '®  Thus,
domestic politics often interacts with international
factors, allowing for countries to adjust their policies.
As Wayne Sandholtiz and Jobn Zysman have pointed ocut:

The most important elements of the domestic

political setting were the failure of existing,

purely national economic strategies, the decline

Car transformation) of the left, and the presence

af vigorously market—-oriented governments on the

right. Without these shifts, an EC-based response

to the changing international structure would have

been politically impossible '€

Likewise, changes in the global setting pose new

guestions and possibilities which require countries to
rethink their policies or positions.'”  The international
competitiveness of other countries within the global

marketplace reguires govermments to rethink their policies

if they find themselves in a less advantagecus position vis—



a—vis their rivals. For instance, in the sarly 1380s,
France, Britain and Germany each found themselves lagging
behind the United States and Japan in several key high—tech
industries, such as microelectronics. Combined with the
failure of domestic soclutions, new ideas were sought to
alleviate their declining position in contrast with their
global competitors, with the EC as being one possible
answer .

Wholesale changes in the international order
cbviously reguire states to adjust their strategies
accordingly. Such alterations have occurred very rapidly in
the global sphere in the late 1920s and early 1930s. The
crumbling of the Berlin Wall and Communist Europe, gquickly
followed by the collapse of the Soviet Union sent shock
waves throughout the world., The EC not only had to confront
the guestion of German reunification, but alsoc that of &
potentially unstable bloc of East European countries looking
toward the EC (and its core membership) for political
leadership and economic support. The brutal civil war in
Yugoslavia has likewise highlighted the dangerocus volatility
that remains in the former Communist bloc countries.

Changes such as these required not only the individual
states and the EC to respond, but alsc forced the Community
to reexamine its own institutional structure and decide

whether the EC was capable of efficiently operating in the
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new environment. Within this setting, the three primary
countries in particular, found themselves under pressure,
forcing them to play a leading role in trying to formulate
appropriate responses.

The general character of the relationship between
the three cocuntries also made London wary of not having
encugh influence in the structural framework of the
Community. As EBEurope became an increasingly important
element to Britain in economic and political terms, London
could no longer afford to ignore the shaping of the EC.
This fear has been made apparent in recent years. As
Geof frey Garret states:

It was widely perceived that Britain had suffered
considerably from not joining the EC until the
early 1970s, when the Common Agricultural Folicy
and budgetary practices detrimental to Britain
were already entrenched. Furthermore, many
criticized the Conservative government for not
joining the exchange rate mechanism of the
European Monstary System (EMS) until 13390, when
Eritain's inflation rate was well above the
average of countries already disciplined by the
strictures of the exchange rate mechanism.'1®

With the United Kingdom generally choosing to
distance itself from the Community integration process, it
lacked the influence to mold the institutions to its own
liking. Yet, in the end, London always does -join the club
due to the importance of the EC to its well-being. Thus, =

pattern developed by which Eritain guaranteed its impotence

at the crucial stages of the formation of the institutions



that BEritain must ultimately join.'®

Eventually, as activities on the continent have
become more critical to London's interests, i1t was
imperative that EBritain play a more active role in shaping
the structure of the EC. This made any attempts (or
threats) on the part of France and Germany to advance EC
integration, even if such policies required the United
Fingdom to be excluded, to be taken very seriocusly by
London.  Under such civcumstances, EC integration could make
significant advancements.

Ancther factor which affects the triangular
relationship and EC unity is the difficult integration
process itself. The guestion of how much sovereignty to
relingquish to supranational organizations such as the
Community is not an easy one for the national governments.
This very issue reguires each country to weigh the cost of
sacrificing some sovereignty against the possible benefits
of poocling resocurces. Every national government has fought
against relinguishing control to outside authority, hence,
not surprisingly each country has various doubts and
hesitations over this issue.

Germany has tended to be the least hesitant of the
three countries in pooling sovereignty. Germany has found
that through the EC it has been able to put forward policy

initiatives which may have been octherwise difficult for them
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to advance because of past German aggression.  Furthermore,
Germany's political system has enabled Bonn to be more
receptive than other capitals in pushing for greater
integration due to its federal nature. On the other hand,
both France and Britain have proud national traditions and
institutions of a more centralized character which they are
more reluctant to surrender. France, for instance, under
the leadership of de Gaulle, always stressed the role of the
naticon—state and fought to maintain its preeminent position
in the decision—making process. However, France having
emerged from the Second World War as a victorious but
fatigued nation, saw the benefits of using the EC as a way
to rebuwild its industrial base. 0Over the years, Faris has
been willing to support further integration if perceived
advancements were felt to modernize the country's economy or
maintain its influence in foreign affairs. The United
Eingdom has proven to be the least willing to compromise on
this issue. Isclated from the continent and proud of its
role position within the victorious alliance, London chose a
more aloof position toward the Community. This is a policy

which has maintained a strong following within Britain over

In many areas, the loss of sovereignty touches the
faw nerves of governments.  These include defence, security

and monetary issues. The subject of European monetary unity



CEMUY, for example, has besen a difficult one for the three
countries (and the other Community members alsc) to address.
The very issue of monetary policies strikes at the very
heart of the sovereignty of individual governments. Even
Germany, often fairly cooperative in pooling sovereignty,
has had severe doubts over sacrificing their beloved
deutschmark . The United Eingdom has been even more
reluctant to sacrifice their national currency and surrender
control over their monetary policy.  On the other hand,
Faris has been the most enthusiastic toward the formation of
EMU. The divisions amoing the countries has shown how

difficult the integration process can be.

When considering the integration process of the
entire Community, 1t must be recognized that other variables
play an active role. QObviously, there are nine other member

states belonging to the organization besides the main three

o+

m

member states. 0On the wholes, thess countrises reflect the
wide rangse of diversity on the continent and camnct be

ignored.

asscciation between France, Germany and the United Eingdom
forms the core of the Community and establishes the basis
£ -
i

or settlements on integration policies.  As sisted eaviier,

the economic and political importance of the three countries
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became apparent as soon as London made the decision to join
the EC.  Furthermore, the prominent positions that each
country has within the international community reinforces
the importance of agreement among the three capitals.  For
example, the securiiy concerns of the thrse countries,

though often guite different, press each country "to want to
ensure that decisions about the European pillar inside and
outside the Community framswork reflect the needs of three
weighty partners."2®°  No other member of the EC can
fundamentally transform this core element.

The Community, like any other international
organization i1s alsc bassed upon governmental agreements
among countries to coopevate in the aim of achieving some
sart of perceived goal or benefit. Therefore, the fact is
that the EC has been centred on interstate bargains between
the member states and the importance of intergovermmental
negotiation must be acknowledged.®' Within this system,
bargains among the leading member states has been critical.
Esfore London entered the Community, Franco—German agreement
was needed to push integration forward., With the addition
of Britain, it became clear fairly early that it became a
general rule of thumb in the Community that little gets
done without the support of Britain, France and Germany . "=22

This can be illustrated through the increased

importance of bilateral meesetings among the member states.
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Increasingly, bilateral meetings between the three primary

I

es were not only wused to strengthen their individual
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relations but also to cocordinate and achieve wunderstanding
onn EC policy formulation. This was acutely evident whean
French Fresident Francois Mitterrand conducted a series of
mestings with principal Community countrises in an attempt to
settle disputes within the organization in 1924, Although
Fresident Mitterrand did not limit his efforts to Britain
and Germany, much of the emphasis was placed on formulating
tners. 22

common solutions with its two main par b=
=UWch

activity was repeated before the Maastricht summit meeting
inn December 1931.

Other member states have also been seen to play a
major rocle in the EC integration process from time to time.
Italy, for example, has been cited as an important member of
the Community. For one thing, the population of the country
and its industrial ocutput puts it among the leading
countries of the EC. Alsc, Rome has been among the most
enthusiastic countries for greater European unity. As Helen
Wallsce has pointed out, the three core members have
established,

more regular links with the Italians than with the
smxller member states, for reasons which include
recognition of the important mediatory role often
played by the Italian government and awareness

that substantive Italian interests cannot easily
be overridden.=4



This mediatory role was certainly present during the
negostiations leading up to both the SEA and the Maastricht
summit .

However, several factors prevent Italy from entering
the core contingent of the EC. First, Italy lacks the

importance in the international sphere that the other threse

countries maintain. In military and diplomatic terms, Rome
is not at the same level as that of Paris and London. In

addition, Rome's politiczsl instability hinders its ability
to be considered in the same light as that of the other
three countries. The freguent cocllapse of Italy
governmental cocalitions and the ensuing parliamentary
confusion limits Rome's ability to maintain the influence
that the octhers have developed. Also, the parliamentary
Blockage which can plague Rome often hampers its ability to
effectively carry out EC policies, further limiting Italy's
capacity to join the other three members as the main actors.
In economic terms, although Italy's economy is
larger than that of the United Kingdom's, it still trails
that of Germany's and the French. However, it should be
menticned that in many ways the Italian economy is in severe
structural trouble. The government is deeply. in debt=®® ;4
its currency (the Liral? has constantly been under
speculative pressure. Under these circumstances, Italy's

econamic stature is significantly eroded.



Therefore, while an important member of the EC,

Italy has been unable to enter the exclusive group of threes.

]

The Community has been ssen by Rome as an important way to
increase its influence politically, and perhaps more
importantly, a method to overhaul its fragile sconomy.

Under such circumstance

n

, Rome tends to play a reinforcing
role in the integration process. Seeing integration as &
positive goal, Italy backs the country or the bilateral
relationship which seems to push for integration

vanc

o
CL
m

ments. However, it is dependent upon the triangular

s

C

f the threese countries for significant progress in

n

gresement
EC unity, thus encouraging Rome to play the role of a
mediator for the benefit of continued integration.

A similar situation can generally be observed with
the rest of the EC member states. Many of the members of
the EC are small countries or less economically developed
and lack influence in the process. This allows for the

larger wealthier states to buy off the support of the

11

smaller (such as Ireland) and poorer (such as Spain)d
members.  This was prevalent in the negotiations during the
SEA when France and Germany pushed for doubling the funds
for structural assistance to less developed regions. =€
Additionally, the smaller member states alsoc tend to
follow the lead of the larger states. Former British Prime

Minister Margaret Thatcher pointed ocut that smaller nations



will often reason that "if France and Germany agdree, the

e

n

t of us should agree."*7  This pattern has been more
apparent among the small nations which jocined the Community
at its inception. Having been accustomed to the concept and
workings of integration, these countries have tended to
reinfaorce the Franco—German bilateral side of the triangular
asscciation.  On the other hand, those states who enlisted
in the Community later have been more reluctant to leap
aboard the integration bandwagon. Often these countries
tend to lean toward the reluctant position expressed by
London.  Hence, at times the triangular relationship appears
toc be reinforced by the general positions by the other
member states. Each primary country will form the nucleus
of & group of countries expressing similar views. However,

when sufficient agreement is made among the three major

countries to advance EC policies, the other countries
generally join the project.

One exception to this general rule was the June 13932
rejection by the citizens of Dermmark in the referendum of
the Treaty on EBEuropean Union (also known as the Maastricht
Treaty? which shocked the entire Community. The momentum
which the EC had gathered toward increased European unity
was stopped in its tracks. Because the Treaty on European

Union reguires the approval of all twelve member states, the

Danish defeat represented a major stumbling bloc for the



integration process.

Doviously the referendum in Denmark showed the
psiitical leaders of the member states that their citizens
camnot be taken for granted and excluded from the process.
While the governments were able to reach an accord among
themselves they failed to account that their citizens would
feel differently. Interestingly, public reaction in France,
Germany and EBritain has reinforced this message to their
gJoVETTIMENLS .

The reaction of the three countries to this new
development will determine the future progress of EC
integration. The rejection of the Treaty by the pecple of
Denmark has created a new environment which will reguire
strong cooperation and leadership of all three countries if
the Community is to pass the Treaty and get the integration
process back on track. Each country has specific reasons
for pressing shead with the agreement. However, the recent
events {(which go beyond the Denmark referendum) have alsc
changed the domestic arena in which the governments must
operate. Whether this is a turning point in the triangular
relationship must be examined.

Ancther important actor in the process is that of

the EC Commission and particularly 1ts current president

W0
I

)

since 1985, Jacqgues Delors. For much of the time that the

o
<

Community stagnated, the influence of the Commission and its



president was very limited. Ian Davidson, writing in the

F-i — =

on & February 19284 stated that the

f

Commission was finished as the policymaking motor of the EC
due to the member states implementing uncoordinated national
policies and the visible inadeguacies of then EC president,
Gaston Thorn.=©

However, after this slow pericd the EC Commission,
under its present leader, Jacgues Delors has stepped forward
and increassed its presence in the integration process.

1

Pt

Delors has especi

n

y established himself as =z highly
visibkle agent in this arena. He has taken an active role in

unity issues including the SEA and his heading of a study on

m

canomic and monetary union. Furthermore, he also played a
major part in the inclusion of former East Germany into the
Community.

While the Commissicon and Delors have had a major
rxle in the process, its overall influence must be kept in
perspective.  Although the members of the Commission are
independent from their home governments, they are in fact
appointed by these governments. Therefore, the level of
experience and competence of these commissioners is
dependent upon the member states. Once these commissioners
are sppointed to their positions the governments are under
no obligation to reappoint these members when their term has

expired. Hence, & certain degree of control still rests in



the hands of the governments, thus affecting the
Commission's competence and ability to maintain continuity.
Likewise, the role of Jacgues Delors, while

important, must not be eguated with that of the national
governments. Even though Delors was influential in the
formulation of the ZSEA (which was developed through the
general framework of the White Paperd®® {pe national
governments still played the most significant role as they,

proposed, negotiated, and approved, often in

advance of Commission initiatives, by the heads of

government themselves. Indeed, the breakthrough

in the relaunching of the EC had already occcurred

before Delors became president of the

Commission. 3@
Therefore, the Commission and Jacques Delors have in general
supported the triangular model and not led the way towards
European integration. Through its role as a mediator,
especially in the Council of Ministers, the Commission has
enabled the EC to hash out the differences of the national
governments. Furthermore, when differences between the
three central powers of the Community threatened the
integration process, the Commission and Delors supported the
threat of a two—track Europe against the British government,
thus reinforcing the triangular model.

The role of transnational business c&alitions has

also been cited as an important factor leading towards

further EC integration.®' Without a doubt, these groups



26
have voiced their beliefs to their governments and with the
movement toward the single market approaching, their views
are likely to become even more prominent in the near future.
However, the actual =ffect that these groups have had upon
the integration process may be somewhat overstated. While
groups such as the Roundtable of European Industrialists
spoke for increased free markets, its activities generally
focused on the interests of their non—EC European
membership.®®  Furthermore, the French government has a
history of initiating EC integration to force its industrial
sector to become more competitive and efficient. Andrew
Moravesik has pointed ocut that most transnational business
labbies got involved in the single market process only after
the French presidency of the European Council had already
broken the ice toward the project.®® For example, French
companies were briefed and encouraged to gear up for the
single market by the "imaginative promotion by the
government of former Prime Minister Jacgues Chirac."94

Thus, while these other factors play a major role in
the integration process, the national governments have
maintained their preeminent role in the system. And within
thiz structure the triangular core of the EC drives the

egration process.  If the three central countries cannot

k-

it
reach somes sort of agreement among themselves, European

unity is stalled.



This paper argues that the key to EC integration is

the triangular association of France, Germany, and the

United Kingdom. Without the agreement of these three member
states, EC unification has stalled. Yet, this association
has not provided for a smoocth course of integration.  The

nature of the model is a triangle of unegual bilateral
relationships. While the strength of the bilateral ties can
vary {because of the changing envirvonment and the relative
compatibility of the states' political leaders), stronger
links between France and Germany tend to dominate. Hence,
the United Kingdom will often act as a drag on the
integration process, trying to limit the amount of
sovereignty it will have to abandon. Under such a
situation, the Community often experienced prolonged periods
of stagnation. However, when an understanding is achieved
among these three capitals, EC integration seems to make its
strongest advancements.

Both the domestic and international environments
z#llow, and indeed force, countries to adjust their policies.
As recent years have shown us, these environments can be
quite fluid. Within such an arena, the triangular
relationship between France, Germany and the United Kingdom
has been allowed the room to change over time. This enables

the triangle to shift over time and take the form of sither



advancing or hin

s g
e

ing thes integration process of

the EC.
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1. The 12 members of the EC are Belgium, Denmark, France,
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CHAFTER TWO

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

When considering BEuropean integration and the role
of the triangular association within this process, the
historical envirvonment merits considerable examination.
With France, Germany and the United Kingdom each having
their own national interesis, gecgraghical situations, and

erns originating out of particular national histories,

r
.
i

agreement among the three countries has always been

difficult.' Moreover, their legacy of being historic rivals

alsc affects their relations, since each country considers

mst consequences and current positions with respect to the
formation of policy objectives. Along with  international
and domesiic factors, historical factors have therefore
helped to form stubbornly entrenched attitudes which have
become deep—rocted and which have not only influenced
Bilaterzl relations between the respective capitals, but

1

1

o positions on institutional powers and changes within

il

e

the Community.

This chapter will demonstrate that the triangular
model had its foundations laid at an early stags. It will
commence with a brief discussion of the interﬁational and

domesti

ot
™

settings which led the countries to formulate their
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policies towards European integration. Alsc, the

institutional structure

of the Community will be analyzed to
examine the extent of supranationality permitted by the
nation states' and the reluctance of countriss to relinguish

sovereignty. Lastly, the changing attitudes and envircnment

~h

which permitted the enlargement of the EC in the sarly

13702, will be studied, along with its effect upon EC

integration policies until the early 1320

=,

Europe emerged Trom World War I as a battered and
disiliusicned region. On the continent, much of Europe's
infrastruciure and political system lay in ruins and many

stat

m

= were prepared to think and act in European terms. =
The nation state system, which had brought on the
destructive consequences of two major wars in less than half
a century was considersd by many to be no longer feasible .=
One possible alternative advanced by political leaders and
analysts to replace or modify past national rivalries was
European integration and the formation of other multilateral
crganizations (such as NATOY. While this concept was not
new, it found new credence among many on the continent.

Howewver, actual advancement in the field of Ewropean unity

wowld turn out to be a gradual process
The situation in Burope following the end of World

War II was not opportune for immediate Eurocpean integration.
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The political climate prevailing in BEurope was shaped by the
leaders of the United Sistes, the Soviet Union and the
United Kingdom at Yalta and Poisdam. It was these
agreemenis which divided Germany into four zones of
cocupation and essentially instituted the gecaraphic
boundaries, and political and economic systems of the states
of Central EBEurope for the post-war pericd.

In this environment the United Kingdom developed a

different attitude from that which prevailed on the
continent. EBEritain had come out of the war wiih & renswed
sense of pride, having been the only victoriouws European
country to have fought the war sucessfully from start to
finish and to have participated in the above post-war
settlementis. Moreover, London's close partnership with the

United States developed into the belief that a "special

relationship" between the two countries had been
established. Throuwgh Britain's diplomatic and internationa
experience, London felt that it could help guide America in
the post-war years.®  yith the United States emerging (along
with the Soviet Union? as a dominant world power, BEritain
would be able to maintain an active global foreign policy
through its influence with Washington.

Furthermore, Britain continued to put great emphasis
on its association with the Commonwealth. Through the

Commoniwealth, London felt that its vaoice in the
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international sphere was enhanced. The Commonwealth also
remained important to Britain's economic well-being. In
1242, for example, the United Eingdom sent about 40% of its

exports and re—exports to the Commonwealtih.S

The combination of geography and Britain's political
traditions helped distance London's enthusiasm for thinking

in BEuropean terms. The attitude which emerged was that

il

soversignty was "absolute, indivisible and inalienable; o

' He
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poexl it is to lose In addition, the British Empire,
wiiile still intact, was begimming to show signs of
disscliving and Eritain was also faced with a weak economy as
& result of the war which reguired attention. With the
actguisition of power by a new Labour govermment, headed by
Frime Minister Attlee in 1345, domestic policy priorities
were concerned with recovery and reconstruction and the
problems facing its Empire.

In contrast, France failed to emerge from the Second
World War with any of the strong sense of national pride and
direction that was present in the United Kingdom. While

ranc

T
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was alloted & place on the wimnming alliance, it was

m

1

w
1]

n exhausted nation both in economic and political
terms. The French economy was in a weakened state, as much
of its infrastructure was in the need of repair. Also, the
political system was in = state of confusion. With the

collapse of the Third Republic and the discredited Vichy



Regime's cocllaboration with Germany, a new constitutional
srder Decams necessary. With Generzal de Gaulle heading the

provisional government wunitil 13946, France went about tryving
to establish a stable political and economic environment.
Likewise, over the next decade France alsc had to deal with

the growing independence movement among many of its

Col1Oiies.

The situation in Germa

i

y was vastly different from
that of the other two countries. The post—war settlements
had resulted in the division of Germany intoc four occcupied
=zones [American, British, French and Soviet regions?, a
redrawing of iis boundaries and the elimination of the
German national government which was replaced by four
military governments. In essence, a German state was no
longer present.  However, by 1342 1t became apparvent that
differences between the West and East were unresclvable and
the West began to consider the formation of a West German
entity consisting of the American, EBritish and French zones.
In 1343, moves towards drafting a constitution for such an
entity was intisted and by May 1345, the finished draft was

completed and approved by the Western powers, thus

m
]|

tablishing the Federal Republic of Germany with Bonn as

P

its capital. In turn, the Soviet Union created an Eastern
equivalent, the German Democratic Republic. Hence, Germany

was divided into two separate states.
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fis the Cold War intensified, the international order
became increasingly polarized, with EBurope divided into two
spheres of influsnce. Inn order to combat the communist
military threat, NATO was formed in 1343, With West Germany
being on the frontline of the conflict, it was critical tco
establish a strong economic and political entity to counter
the ideclogical thveat of communism.  The West German
econcmy was begimming to improve and by November 1342 the

orewar level of production was achi

m

ved.” At the same time,

with the Korean War escalating there were increased demands

for greater German involvement in the defence of the

continent by the Americans. In September 1350, the United

States formally advanced to France and Britain that Germany

should participate in NATC. Thus, by 1350 Germany was ance
again becoming a player in European politics.

It was in this general context that the push for
increased European integration began. Each of the primary
counitries approached the issue with different objectives and
perspectives.  The other BEuropean countries of the Benelux
and Italy were alss willing to engage in discussions
relating to Eurcpean union.  They recognized that many of
their seconomic and political problems were unmanagesble on
the national level and saw that sclutions approached at the
Eurcpean level might be more efficient.® g5 agreement could

e reached among the traditional EBEuropean powers, European
= F
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cooperation would be advanced.

The French, at this time, were deeply concerned over
the thought of German rearmament and also the fact that
Germany's economic strength was beginning to show robust
TECOVETY . Indeed, Germany was to become the key to French

foreign policy after the end of the Second World War. In

P

His light, the initial reaction by France towards the
ressurrecticn of German military forces was negative.
However, with increased pressure from Washington and the
growing concern over the Soviet threat, it became
progressively apparent that Germany would eventually play a
larger raole in future Eurocpean defence and economic
cutcomes.  Jean Momnmet, the French Flanning Commissioner,
designed a scheme to eliminate the ability of Germany to
independently rebuild its military industrial complex. On 3
May 1250 the French advanced what was toc become known as the
Schuman Flan; a proposal to place the entire Franco—German

tesl and coal production under the supervision of a common

m

High Authority.® The idea was to make war between the two
countries "materially impossible "'°

The reaction of the United Kingdom to the proposal
was not one of instant rejesction. London made it clear that

=

it must be told the enti

m
o

mount of sovereignty that was
expected to be surrendered. Interestingly, this type of

response toward European initiative was to become & trait of
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London in future years, causing many of its neighbours to
feel that it was a deferring or even destructive ploy.'' 14
was only when Schuman made supranaticonality & condition that
Eritain rejected the proposal and refused to participate in
the conference which drafted the organization.'® The
essential issues which hindered London's activity were the
government's decision to nationalize the coxl and steel

sectors and its reluctance to surrender sovereignty to an

(=D

nternational organization.

On the other hand, France and Germany were prepared
tos cooperate on & European level. France saw a great
opportunity to integrate the manufacturing sectors which
principally supplied the military industrizal complesx and
consequently limited the ability of Germany to rearm
independently.'® In exchange, Germany was allowed to
reclaim some of the sovereignty which it had lost due to the
state's occupation. For example, through this proposal,
Chancellor Adenauver recognized that Germany would be able to
regain "authority, albeit in a supranational conte=xt, over
its coal and steel industry formerly controlled by the
International Ruhr Authority "14

On 12 April 13951 the Treaty of Faris was signed,
establishing the Eurgpean Cosl and Steel Community (ECSCH,

July 13952, The

l:,l:l

which officially commenced operation on 2

[u]

ECSC caonsisted of the two main signatories of France and



Germany, along with Belgium, Italy, Lusembourg and the

Metherlands. The foundation of the future EC had been

However, the drive for increased European wuniity did
et stop with the formation of the ECEC.  The ne=t major

initiative was the calling for the creation of a joint

European army. The proposal for & BEuropean Defence

Community (ERCY was again French initiative, which

]

oroposed to integrate Gevman military forces with those of
the other five countries which had founded the ECSC.  Once
again, the United Eingdom elected to stay out of such a
supranational organization, preferrvring to rely on American
military leadsrship in the Atlantic Alliance CHMATOY ans
fostering their special relationship with Washington. In
response, the six continental countries continued to press

ahead without Britain's involvement in the ocrganization,

with the signing of the treaty in May 1352, However, unlike

the passage of the Treaty of Faris, the EDC died in the
French Mational Assembly following long and emoctional
debates in August 1354, This time it was French fears of
the loss of soverelanty which killed the Treaty.

It is of interest to note that during. this time, the

foundation of competition between a Atlantic perspective
o }

ot

{that being allegiance towards NATO)Y and a more European

began to be felt. In 1354, the Western European Union
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(WEUY was established to absorbk West Germany and Italy into
the defence of Western Europe.'® 154 1955, Yest Germany
joined the other members of the WEY in NATO. From this
point onwards, any initiative in the European defense arena
hiad to compete with the obhjectives in NATOG in mind.
Despite this set back, domestic and internationzal

affairs permitted the dream of Europsan integration to

continue onward., Events in the international envirvonment
showed Faris the limits to which it could influencs glaobal
pxlicy. The 1356 Franco—British Suez failure and France's

prolonged conflicts in Indochina ang Algeria reinforced this
view. Furthermore, France's industrial base, while
sxpanding, remained weakev than that of Germany's.

Therefare, continuea BEuropean integration in the economic

arena appeared to be & viable alternative to Faris.  Throwugh
such a uwnion, France could establish a stable market for its

agricultural goods while at the same time wse the Common

-+

o force French industry to becomse more competitive.
serman econamic powsr would at the same time become bound to

the new economic organization. €

The Federal Repubilic alsc comtinued to view European

integraiion favourably. Chancellor Adenauer persisted in
stressing the importance of joining Community institutions.

In economic terms, Bonn saw an opportunity to secure =

market for its industrial products.  Furthermore,
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tion enabkled Germany to regxin its status “in the

=milv ~f motionsd17 : ; i ; _ L
family of naticns sinice the independent policy route was
ot sccepiable to its Europesan neighbouwrs.  Hence, Bonn was
willing to continue the integration process by agresing to

@ economic wnion with supranational elements.

However, once again, ths Uniitsd Kingdom was hesitant

it joining any such organization.  The previously mentioned
reluctance to relinguish sovereignty and London's global

commitments 1o other organi=zsticons suwch as the Commonweslth
and the Organization of European Economic Cooperation (OEEC:

-

iindered i1ts participation. Alsc, London doubted that

negotisticons Deiween the six countries would lead to any

tangibkle resulis. After 211, when negotiations began with
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Mevertheless, agreemsnt among ths
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foumd On 25 March 1257, the Treaty of Rome was signed,
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establishing the EBEuropean Economic Communiity (EECY and the
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Giomic Evnevrgy Communiity (Eursioml.
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e EEC formed

- gy o PRI, 7 - [P — —_—— e o o B o - - - - o obe = -l
a commcn markel [TNg the =ix members with a number of

ions Lto be examined in greater detail later)

shared decision making.  EBuratom was the
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tz the fact ithai ths nuclsar powsrs of the EC f{namely France
znd later Britzin? choss o pursus indspendent nuclear

Oy ooOrans Instead, it was ihe EEL which developed intc the
mxsit imporiant Dody within the Community

in ithis time pericd, & pattern had been

sstablishsd which would be reflecied time and time zgain in
the future development of the Community, providing the
engine Tor the integration process.  When Britain eventuslly
joined the organizZation, London’s reputation as the
difficult or reluctant pariner became well established. ®
Hence, while the addition of the United Eingdom opened the
way Tor a new triangular association, the shaping of an
irregular triangle had its begimnmings in the early years of
the Community and would prove difficult to reshape.

Before greater detail is given to the institutions
of the Community, it is important to bring up the role of

General Charles de Gaulle. While the EC had already been

established before de Gaulle acguired the presidency of
Framnce in 132352, there was some doubit as to his commitment
towards the organization.  As a strong nationalist who
firmly believed in ths preeminent position of the nation

siate within the internzational sphere, his view of

n



supranational organizations was somewhatl suspicious.

bt g p o am o e T e ol e P S |
Fany problems Continued

The conflicts in Indochinag and Algevis, former French
toloniss, had sapped much of France's identity and
confidence. Indeed, the Algerian crisis brought de Gaulle

back to power in France and enabled him to establish and

shape the new Fifith Republic. Furthermore, having been a
leader in France's resistance against Nazi Germany, de

atutely sware of resurgent German economic

ength."=° ¢ additi i -
. . In addition, he was alsac alert to the fact

r"l

that the French industrizal base was relatively small and

Within this atmosphere, de Gaulle sought to reshape
France's sense of naticonal identity and pride through an
active foreign policy®' yhich included participation in the
Community. Obviously the common markelt provided a tool to
strengthen the French economic base which was critical to
any country’'s ability to maintain a strong voice in global
affairs. The EL alsa provided Franmce with a method to bind
the Federal Republic to Western Europe and prevent Bonn from
any neutralist drift toward Eastern Europe.

In addition, de Gaulle felt that the Community could
provide France with the opportunity to expand its prestige

in the international order. The French FPresident guestioned

= commiiment o Eurcope and felt that France should
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reclizsim its leadershio rols in BEurope. Likewise, de Gaulle
fHad similar misgivings with respect to the United Eingdom

which he felt had s history of regarding itself zs separate

from the continent. Therefore, de Gaulle set about to form
a rrench alternative to the prevailing bipolar order.

Fecognizing that France was a medium sized country which
lacked the resources of the two superpowers, the General

felt that if he could control

f

nd shape the econcomic and

poiitical power of the organization, & third political bloc

could emerge to chall

ngse America and the Soviet Union.

m

Thus, Faris could return to & leading role in international

ffairs by leading the EC to become an alternative force to

o

the superpowers. These efforts created a tension between
France and the countries favouring a dominant role for NATO
fBEritain and to great extent Germanyld.
For these reasons, Fresident de Gaulle accepted the
necessity of the organizstion.  However, the amount of
sovereiagniy given to the EC was restricted with de Gaulle
cstressing the importance of the nation state. At the same
time, he sought to shape the Community in his ocwn vision to
enhance France's role in the world stage. Whenever such
actions proved difficult to accomplish, de Gaulle never
hesitated to move outside the Community framework to

increase French influence. De Gaulle's policies proved

immensely popular among the French population and became

i1l
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While de Gaulls tried to shape the EC to accomplish

French aobjectives, the French FPresident never hesitated to

use other methods as well. in particular, de Gaulle

continued to try and sway Bonn from the influence of

Washington to that of Faris on the bilateral level. De
Gaulle and Chancellor Adenausr were able to estabklish a

close working relationshioc with sach other which would be
continuwed by itheir successors. This rapporit produced the
12632 Franco—German Treaty which committed the two countries
to regular meetings and consultations in the areas of
defence, education and other cultural venues.

The French Fresident had hoped that the Treaty would
establish a coslition between the two states which would
offer BEurope the choice of & third political bBloc with
France acting as the senior partner. To his disappointment,
Germany insisted on including in the Treaty's preamble
Eornn's commitment to the Atlantic Alliance. The itreaty

woulld not be allowed to weaken German's ties with the United

States or EBritsin. With Germany on the frontline of the
Cold War, ii was essential for Bonn to maintain close links
tc the Atlantic Alliance and America's military and nuclear
umbrella.  Althoush the Treaty did not achieve 11 that had
been hoped for by Faris, the structure still provided by the

Treaty has "provided a wseful motor to generate cooperation,



purpose and developing habits in both
governments to keep the relationship productive | 22

Over

the vears this siructure has enzabled the two countries to

L
™
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establiish s working relationship which has been second

to no aother bilateral association in the EC.

Having outlined the historicsl formation of the
Community,., the next step is to examine the institutions of

the EC itself. Through an wundersitanding of the framework of

L

I

the organization it becomes possibkle to understand the

difficulties of the integration process and the workings of

When discussing the EC, it is important to remember
that the EC actually consisis of threese Communities: the
Europsan Coxl and Steel Community (ECSCY, the European
Economic Community (EEC) and the EBEuraopean Atomic Community
{Euratomd. On 1 July 1387, the three organizations were
acfficially amalgamated, thus sharing a common Council and
Commission in addition to a previcusly shared Farliament and
Court of Justice. From this point onward, they became Enown

as the EC, though the EEC has alsco continued to be a

designation for the three organizations. Until the changes
instituted by the ZEA in ths mid-1220s, the gsneral

framework remained constant.

The Commission is the EC's executive branch of the
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hie Commission currenitly consists of 17

ives who are appointed by the member countries==

or & pericod of four vears, while the president and vice-—
presidents are appointed for two yvear terms by mutual member
CoNSSnsSUs. Its responsibilities include proposing

initiatives, implementing the policies which have been

agreed wpon and regulate their compliance, and acting as the

general guardian of the Treaties. Furthermore, these

commissioners are expected to zct independently from their
natiocnal governments.

Ferhagps the most important role of the Commission is
its power to formulate policy proposals in the EC. While
the Council must make the final decision, it can act
generally only after the Commission has propossed an
initiative. This has given the Commission an influentizl
role in the process since it shapes the initiative and has
the zbility to mediate for its proposal.

Monetheless, 1t is the Council which has maintained
the key position within the EC policy decision—making
process. This body is composed of ministers of the member
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s customarily its composition varies depending upon
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hand. In contrast to the Commission, the raole

of the Council is to defend the position of their cwn
governments. Each country assumes the presidency of the
Council for a si= month period on a rotating basis.  During



ime that a country has the presidency, it is that

= responsibility to coordinate the Council's work.
While the Commission was designated to initiate

ocroposais, it remains for the Council to accept them.

Depending upon the issue, the Treaty of Rome (under article

CL

1421 stipulates that decisions may be made either by a
simple majority, s gualified majority, or by unanimity. =4
Generally, relatively minor business is decided by majority,
while major matters were intended to be decided by gualified
majority of unanimity. It was originally anticipated that
many decisions would be achieved by gualified majority, with
cnly those of the utmost importance being left to &
unanimous vote.®€  However, this scenario failed to develop.
As previcusly outlined, Charles de Gaulle had sought
to 1imit the amount of sovereigniy to be transferred to the
EC. The Treaty had established & transitional period to end
in 1925 after which gualified majority voling would becoms
the general rule. At this time de Gaulle stzaged a crisis
within the Community. Thes end result was the “"Luxembourg
Compromise” in 1966, which determined that no other member
couwld countermand a government which opposed drait
legislation if it was of vital interest to that member
tate. In practice, the result was ithat the Council
generally became unwilling to bring any relatively major

issus to vote 1f unanimity could not be achieved.®7  1Hus,



de Gaulle insured that supranationality would not intrude
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ints the domain of the nation states.

Two octher institutions alsc deserve attention, these
Being the EBEuropesan Farliament and the Court of Justice. The
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----- i Traditionally, howesver, the

Farliament has only been assigned modest legislative powers.

The issue over how much power should be assigned to the
Farliament has reflected the difficulty of the integration

process as each country tries to cope with their own

institutional traditions and the issue of the loss of

The last original EC institution to be examined is

the Court of Justice. The Court is composed of thirteen
judges appointed for six year terms. The Court's role is to
settle disputes among members, institutions and people and

ok

make sure that EC laws are administered and carried ocut

accurately in each country. The Court has made several
important decisions which have enhanced EC integration,
including rules establishing the acceptability of home
market regulations.

This brief overview provides the general framework
with which EC integration has progressed.  Through studying

the changes made to the institutions of EC it is possible to
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determine whether further progress in European uniity hias
been achisved. Also, it is possible to take note of the

limits on how much the three countries will sacrifice their

ATt

er the formation of the Community, internaticnal
and domesiic events continued to influence and shape the
functioning of the organization. Within the EC itself,

Franco—German cooperaiion remained essentizl to further the

integration process. When the two countries were in
agreement, EBuropsan unity was furthered. However, whesn such
& partnership was unattainabkle, the process of ten ground to

a malt. The Lu=zembourg Compromise was a clear example of
such & situation. While Germany (backed by the other member
states? urged France to rejoin the group and support the

original intentions of the Treaty, Faris would not budge
from its position. The result was EC stagnation.

On the other hand, London found itself ocutside of
the Community framework. Having decided not to participate
i the organization, it was beyond Britain's ability to
guide the EC which by the sarly 1980s had begun to emerge as

an important economic entity, nor could it reap any of its

cernefits. Indesed, Britain began to look st the EC's
economic growth with envy. While Britain's economy

continued to rebuild and grow, it became apparent that from



the mid—1350s onward that the United Hingdom was losing
ground in comparison to France and Germany . This trend
continued until the hited ngdom was finally zllowsd 1o
joiv the EC in 15732 or instance, in 12354 France's GDF was
F2% lower than Britzin's, while the Federal Republic's was
% lowsr . By the time the United Kingdom joined the EL,
France's GDF was zbout 20% larger than Britsin's and
Germany's over 60% larger.®® 14 120 became apparent to

London that unlike the EDRLC, the EEC would continue to thrive
hoor without its participation. Hence., British leaders
began to feel that the EC could yield potential economic
pernefits to the country from which it was e=xcluded.

Other factors also played & role in reshaping
Eritain's positicon toward the EC. While the United Eingdom
maintained close ties with Amsrica, its "special

relaticnshis" had not yielded the resulits originally

=0

snticipated. The United States would not let its foreign

policy be guided by London as the 1358 Suez incident clearly

showed. While Washington accepted London as & loyal
cariner, EBritzain was the junior paritner in the relationship.

Also, the United Eingdom's relationship with the
Commonwealth clearly was not producing the political or
economic advantages that it had in the past. As Britain's
former colonies continuwed to gain their sovereignty, the

Commonwealth developed into a large and heterogensous
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arganization of independent countries in which London's

leaderetio was no loposs indieoatsbls 29 L.
leadershio was no longer indisputable. In addition, trade

pgatterns began to change and Britain's central role within

lin

Therefore, the fommonwesalth no
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loniger provided London with & sclid organization which

through its undis

T

uted directorship could enhance Britain's
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political standing in global Sivs oF in economic terms.

o

It eventually became impossible for Britain to
igncre the importance of the European continent.  London
became awares that it stood to lose in the future if it did

ot get involved in the organization and shape it towards
its own needs. Conseguently, in July 1361, the United

Fingdom applied for full membership in the Community under

the Conservative government headed by Frime Minister Harold

Macmillan. However, the mammer of the amouncement was
extremely guarded and lacked eagerness,®° 4. indicating

that while London recognized the necessity of EC membership,
its heart remained ocutside Europe.

Meanwhile, the two major EC powers reacted
differently toc the United Kingdom's application.  The
Federal Republic, first of &ll, welcomed the prospect of
Eritish membershin, feeling that the additiom of London

wotild help complete the organizstion.  EBritain's commitment

P
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demscracy, the Atlantic Alliance, and its diplomatic and

econcmic strength couwld only enhance the Community.
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Furthermore, Germany hoped that the United Eingdom would act
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to Framce in the EC.3T i4p
Faris consistently trving to shape the EC for its own
purposss, Bonn felt that London would be able to balance the
situation. While Germany valued its special relationship
with France, their viesws did not always coincide and London
woild bring to the Community a strong voice for the

interests of the Atlantic Alliance, which was critical for

German stability but which France was trving to distance the
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Community from.
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Conversely, C

mn

i de Gaulle had grave doubts as to
the value of British participation in the Community.
Eritain's enthusiasm for the EC and their long term
commitment to the ocrganization was one of the main issues
gusstioned by Faris. Furthermore, de Gaulle saw the
Community as an instrument which Paris could manipulate to
enhance its own international standing. Recognizing that
Faris had limited economic resources at its disposal, it

or
il

cught o be the dominant partner in the Franco—German
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ssociation.®=
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Essentially, de Gaulle felt that if he could
control the paritnership France could break the confines
impossd on Faris by the bipolar international- environment.
Az R. W. Jobmson has stated!

The aim was a paritnership of French brains and

German muscle which would not only make 1t clear
that Europe was to be ruled by its dominant
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nd ot supranaticonally, but would also
He nucleus of ootent European bloc

provids a
o stand up agzinst both superpowers . S3

willing

Thus, the entry of ithe United Kingdom intoc the EC posed a
threat to de Gaulle's aspirvations. DOwing to Britain's

continued close relationship with Americz in the defense
realim, de Gaulle did not hide his view that London would
furnction as an American "Trojan horse” within the EC. 34

This suspicion was confirmed to de Gauwlle by the Nassau
zccord in which the United States agresed to supply EBEritain
with FPolaris missiles.®®  (npder the pretext that Britain
would not be a commited member of the EC, de Gaulle vetoed
tondon's application.  This general seguence was repeated in
1967, with de Gaulle vetoing & second British inguiry to the
£EC. While the other members of the EC were displeased with
France’s actions, none challenged the French decision.

However, changes in the domestic and international

A7 T

environments encouraged France to finally change its
position toward British membership. Domestically, the
French govermment came under greater pressure to focus on
internal problems.  The student and worker unrest which

ruck France in 1962, along with & weak French franc and an
increasing balance—of—payment deficit signalled that greater
emphiasis had to be shified to solving domestic economic and

political difficulties.®® { jLewise,

b

ernational events
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made France rethink its foreign policies. The Soviet
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subjugation of Czechoslovaskia in 1268 ended any French
retense of influencing Soviet policy, forcing Faris io
refocus on its relations with Western EBurope and the EC.
yiso, both de Gaulle and his successor, Georges
Fompidouw in 1962, became increasingly concerned over the
economic and political independence of the Federal Republic.
Under the dirvection of Willy Brand first &= the Federal
Republic's foreign minister and later as its chancellor,
Bonn pushed forward with a new foreign policy initiative,
Ostpolitik, which socught to normzlize relations with East
Europe. Ostpolitik represented Bonn's first independent
foreign policy initiative which also threatened to displace
= attempl to expand its diplomatic and trade in the

T T - =27 w .
Communist bloc. in additicn, Germany was now emerdging as

the dominant economic power within the Community.
Therefore, the United Kingdom was increasingly seen “"as a
counterbalance Lo & Germany which might drift ocut of the
French orbkit."®®  Thus, when the British Conservative
government, headed by Frime Minister Edward Heath, began to
make inguires in renewing its application, France responded
positively. On 1 January 13732 Britain, along with Denmark
and Ireland, officially becams members of the EC.

Before moving on to e=amine the triangular

association and the integration process, several other EC

n

developmentis must be considered. Firvrst, while Fompidou was
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much more positive fowsrd British membership and f

share the extreme anti—-British view which his predecessar
had held, he wanted toc achieve agreement on the ocutstanding
e 3 — - (Aot 39 o o . :

issue of the EC budget. Frior to this point, the

Community did not have the ability to raise finances
endently ) instesd members contributed specific amounts
= the budget each yvear determined through negotiations.

115 process was tedious and often contentiocus.

In 12705, a compromiss was reached among the sis
countries whereby the Community would be abkle to raise its
cwin revenues from agricultursl levies on imporited food and
receipts from the common external tariff on industrial
products, coupled with a amount egual to 1% of nationza
revenues from the Value Added Tax (VAT .22 This agreement
had far reaching conseguences on the payments which Britain
would later have to contribuie to the EC budget. Since the
United Eingdom imported far more agricultural and industrizl

products from outside the EC than other members, Britain

faced the possibility of becoming one of the biggest net
contributors to the budget.“'  This was to become an area of
disagreement between Britzain and the rest of the EC in the
future.

Ancther development which began to take form during

this period was that

u_n

of the European Council. In 1368

Georges Fompidou initiated a summit meeting of heads of
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tates at The Hagus. While at thi
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government of the

ion process had been stalled, the political

By T L T P P ) .
and Eurcopean Folitical Cooperation. susmits wers sleo

held in 1272 (Parisd and 1573 (lopenhagend, and while little

integration progress was made, the beginnings of a permanent

process were established.  Through the work of French
Fresident Giscard d'Estaing, who succesded Fompidou after

his death in 1374, and Chancellor Schmidt, who had replaced

o

Willy EBrandt alsc in 1374, European summits became an
informal component of the EC.  Fresently, at least three
meseting & year are held between the EC's heads of
government, their foreign ministers and the president of the
Commission. Therefore, the Buropean Council has developed
into the decision making center of the EC, acting as =
"board of directors" for the organization. 4=

Two other institutions, although ocutside the legal
framework of the Communities treaties, reguire examination.
fese are buropean Folitical Cooperation (EFCH and the
Eurcpean Monetary System (EMSY . While these institutions
developed separately Trom the EC's official boedies, they

have played & major role in the integration process, ovenr

K]

the lasit ifwo decades. ZSince foreign policy and monetary

izsues have traditiocnally been issues of sirici sovereignty
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they had been left out of the EC's tresties and out of the

the member states to hold mestings among their foreian

ministers at least two times v in order to harmonize

m
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their policies and present a more united pcosition on global

issues for the EC. Thus, it was an atiempt to increase the
pxlitical strength of the EC through forming a united bloc

in international affairs. Decisions among the member states

require unanimity {(and the decisions are not binding) which

b
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often slows the process o & crawl.  Interestingly, EBritain

chose to participatse in this organization from the start.

o

With supranationality not an issue, London felt that the
EFC could enhance its position in the EC and quietly promcte
its own global interests. 45

While the EMS was only established in 1373, much of
its roots lay in the early 1270s. After the collapse of the
Ereton Woods system in 1372, the EC attempted to form a zone
of monetary stability within the Community. What came to be
kvnown as the "Snake", reguired the participating countries4es
to maintain their currencies within boundaries determined by
= grid, which czlculated a bilateral central rate with all
currencies involved, and permitied each curvency to vary

- e

around this rate within limits of Z2.25% in either

direction.?” Hawever, the system guickly ran into
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the Itzslian lira 511 left the sysitem permanently within a
couple of years. Three of the four largest members failed
Fie system, thus casting doubt on the viability
of any such order in ths EC.
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Mevertheless, in 1° the EME was formed to maintain
a zone of monetary stability through the cooperation of the
EC members. The key element of the system was the exchange
vrate mechanism {(ERM?, which consisted of two elements.
Similar to the Snake, the ERM has a grid by which each
currency has a parity with every other currency and may vary
in either direction by 2Z.25% (Italy was allowed to fluctuate
by &%3. If & currency falls out of these boundaries, the
chligation to correct the situation is shared as the
affected central banks are reguired to act accordingly: the
barnks must either sell or buy the necessary currencies to
bring them back within the margins. Secondly, the ERM has a
divergence mechanism which when triggered, the of fending
country must take appropriate disciplinary action to correct
the situation.“® rpiga11y, the EMS attempted to establish a
framework which provided for more consultation, especially
in the macrosconomic arena.®® yYhile the United Kingdom
joined the EMZ it declined to join the ERM, thus once again
isolating itself within the EC.

Having briefly outlined the history and the



&1
institutions of the EC up to the entry of Britain into the
Community, severzl observations are apparent. First, the
United Eingdom established its reputation as the "reluctant”
member of the EC. Having initially eschewed the Community,
London seemed to join the EC only begrudgingly.  Second,
domestic and international evenis changed the countries
positicons with respect to European integration.  For

th

m

example, United Kingdom saw its economic base decline in
comparison to rival EC members and also London's
internaticnal alliances failed to enhance its internaticonal
standing as hoped for. Hence, Jjoining the Community became
a more desirable policy option for London in the 1960s.  In
addition, having considered the institutiocnal structure of
the EC, albeit briefly, enables one to determine whether
future policy actions represent & movement from past trends
and whether EC integration has truly advanced. Therefore,
it iz now possible to develop the triangular model in

greater detzil and its role in the European integration

From the time that the United Kingdom joined the EC
in 1372 until the early 1380s, European integration advanced
very lititle. This period was characterized by internz
budget disputes, emphasisis on national solutions tao

internal difficulties, and & general lack of cooperation in



&2
the integration sphere. The fact that EC integration was a
clow process was not suprising. In the early years of the
Community, it was the Franco—German relationship which drove
EC integration. With the addition of Britain, ideally the
task of leadership should have been egually assumed by all
three countries to further the strengthening of the EC to

its full potential.®® 1,4 .-4, what had "been a virtual

duopnly was now converted into an uncertain triangle, "57
with ithe United Eingdom weakening the integration process by
deliberately slowing down EC unity.

As soon as Britain became a member of the Community
several international events and domestic problems occurred.
In the international arena, the Western industrial countries
were hit by a sharp rise in oil prices due to conflicts in
the Middle East and a severe recession. These problems
increased the internal pressure within the individual
countries and many responded with national policies instea
of turning toward furiher EC cooperation to relieve the
economic difficulties. In addition, national governments
also changed hands, often introducing new policies and
priorities with regard to EC integration.

Several events occurred which immediately cast the
United Eingdom as a reluctant partner within the Community.
Ove such issue centered on energy policy and the oil crisis.

Even before the oil crisis, the issue of an EC energy policy
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was a difficult one with little progress accomplished. B2
However, with the ocutset of the conflict in the Middle East

and the ensuing oil shortage, most member states became

convinced that France was correct in advocating an accord on
internal regulation of the Community market in oil . 52
As in the past, Briitain was again unwilling to allow

o an expansion of Brussel's powers in this domzsin and
livied up against the French and their new ally, Germany.
With EBritain aware of its vast oil reserves in the North Sea
and mived in economic problems, domestic political pressure
orevented the Heath government from reaching an agresment .
Such actions were not forgotten by other EC members when
Eritzin pushed for policies which could yield positive
benefits for London. An example of such an occurrence was
the formation of the Europesan Regional Development Fund
whiich was designed to aid regional economic programs in
depressed areas.  London wanted a substantial budget so that
it would be able to benefit from & large pool of reserves.
However, 1in remembering EBritain's position in the energy
negotiaticons, Germany hardened its position and in the end,
the fund was established with & smaller budget than London
had desired. Stephen George points out that this was an
example where,

domestic political constraints hindered the

evalution of British policy within the Community
and prevented concessions being made that might
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have achiliev ¥
important fto BEritain. 54

The result was thait Britzain continued to develop the
reputation as & country which refused to make any tradeoff
in return Tor gains in other EC programs; the United Kingdom
WS sSeein as & Zerds—sum player.  Instead of cooperation,
Eurcpean policy became tangled in the power struggles within
the triangular model and integration failed to evolve as
sirongly as anticipated.

Ancther event which presented London as the odd man
out was the demand by EBritain in 1374 to renegotiate its
terms of entry and then put it to a referendum with the
British public. While it was generally recognized that this
decision by Frime Minister Wilson was intended to placate
both the anti-EC and pro—EC wings of the Labour party and
that he remained committed to the EC,%% ;4 4id reinforce
the image that London's heart was not in Europe. The
renegotiation process created a substantial disturbance in
other Community business and the nationalistic rhetoric
which echosed from London was also disheartening to the other
£EC members.®% The end result was little actual alteration
to the terms of the original British membership and
acceptance by the EBritish electorate by a cgm%artable
mMargin.

Yet, the Community did experience some development



during its period of "Eurosclerocsis” . EPC, for example, has
been called & "shining example of non—binding but strongly
supported cooperation®®? yithin the EC since all three

countries actively participated in the organization for
various reasons.  With the whole area of defense excluded
from the treaties of the EC, the Federal Republic emerged as
EFC's most enthusiastic proponent.  While Bonn moved to
estabklish & more independent foreign policy in the late
1960s it still had to be extremsly careful in iis actions.
The historical legacy of Na=zi Germany remained fresh on the
minds of Bonn's neighbours and any independent foreign
policy initiatives were regarded with suspicion.  Through
the EFC, Germany was given the opportunity to advance its
policy ochijectives indivectly, that is in concert with the
octher member states of the EC. Moreover, Germany could
distance itself from American policy by siding with other
Community members under the banner of Eurcopean sclidarity. 5©
Therefore, Bomn was generally well inclined toward further
EFC development .

France also participated actively in EFC. As
mentioned earlier, Faris had actively tried to rid itself

from the confines of the bipolar international order and

m

stablish its "rightful place" among the superpowers.
Through EFC it was hoped that France could harness and guide

the resources of the Community states intoc & third bBloc to
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challenge the United States. Alsa, through the consultation
process esiablished by EFC, another way to bind or monitor
foreign policy objectives was obtained.

Nonetheless, there were clear limiis of Paris'

commitment to the organization. France continuwed to pursue
cther avenues of foreign policy, including the maintenance
of its independent nuclear forces and army. France also

remained ouitside the command structure of NATO while at the

1]

amse time encouraging Germany to continue bBinding its
military forces and policies to the Atlantic Alliance when
it became clear to that Paris would be unable to convert
Bon to its policies. Furthermore, Faris never wavered fram
the view that the nation state was the preeminent actor in
the system. Thus, supranationality was not considered and
no EFC decisions were binding on any country. The legacy of
de Gaulle's foreign policy continued.

The United Eingdom also played an active role in

EFC. The {framework of the
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zation provided London,
like Bonn, the opportunity of distancing itself from
Washington in an unassuming mammer. EFC allowed Britain to
subtly dissociate itself from American policy towards the
Afghanistan crisis while at the same time supporting
Washington's general policy.®® o crganization also
provided a way through which London could advance its own

foreign policy objectives. Unlike France, Britain believed



that the Atlantic Alliance was the best deterrent to ths
Communist threat from East Europe. Hence, London was in a
position to advance its own policy priorvities and limit any
drift of the EC from its commitment with the United States
ar the Atlantic Alliance.

e, while EFC did develop into an active
organization, its overall effectiveness in advancing EC
integration was limited. EFC did allow for the
establishment of regular consultations between the member
sizates and a genuine method to increase foreign policy
coordination. Indeed, it has become & routine for EC
members to consult each other before initiatives are taken.
However, EFC did not develop into any semblance of a
supranational organization. Instead, it was purposely kept
out of the official Community framework and its decisions
were unanimous and non—binding. While Germany favoured the
idea that EFC should develop along more supranational lines
and make policy choices to become more efficient, the United
Eingdom and France were firmly opposed to such an
accurrence. Therefore, while the EC made some small
integrationist steps forward, the existing problems with

triangular assocciation prevented any major achievements in

The development of the EME has been cited as the

cther major accomplishment of the EC during this pericd.
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Like EFPC, the EMS was developed outside the official
framework of the EC.  As cutlined beforehand, the EME was
designed to create & zone of monetary stability. Giscard,
noting that Japan and the United States had better economic
performances than Europs in the 1370s, felt that this was
due in part because both countries did not suffer from the
worry of internal currency variations like the EC.S© As &
result, currency fluctuation became increasingly identified

an economic hinderance.

n

&

The formation of the EMES, like wmuch of EC
develaopment, centered on the "internal politics and
interrelationships of three major Western European states-—
France, Germany and the United Kingdom."€' The evoluticnary
pattern of the EME followed the triangular model; the
Franco—German alliance spearheaded the proposition and the
United Eingdom, lacking enthusiasm over the proposal, tried
to slow the process.

Each country had various motives for advancing their
pxlicies toward the EMS.  France had traditionally been

willing to accept fiigher rate of inflation in return far

w

lower unemployment rates and felt that devaluation was
beneficial for trade. Yet, France began to readjust its
thinking as the 1370s wore on. By the mid-1370s, FParis

became concerned by the inclination of currency devaluations

to spur domestic inflation as increased import costs worked
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their way through the system. Furthermore, because

drop even furither, thus raising the possibility of a

spiraling cycle of depreciation and inflation.s=

In such a

scenaria, French international competitiveness would be
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nd unemployment could increase.  Thus, as France
began to accept the concept of anti—-inflaticnary measures
and stakilizing the French franc, it could not help but
motice the German success in achieving &1l of these goals.
Likewise, Germany was also interested in forming a
stabkle currency zZone. EBesides economic reasons, political
matives also encouraged Chancellor Schmidt to push the
project forward.,  Schmidt believed that sclidarity with

acther EC members was an

m

ssential investment in maintaining
relations and room to manoeuvre as German economic strength
continued to grow.€® plso, Bonn felt that by locking the
octher currencies to the Deutschmark and creating a stable
Currency Tone, excessive upward pressure on their currency
would be reduced.®? With the export sector so vital to
Germany's economy, & stable currency could only help its
manufacturing base.

On the other hand, Britzin had grave doubts on the
benefit of joining such an organization. First, member

states were committed to sustain certain exchange rates and

at the samse time the system provided no device for f
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policy collaboration. If any country attempted to pursue
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warsen, and the resulting reserve loss would force a policy
U=turn.®®  Hence, individual states would be unable to use
fiscal policy on its own, thus limiting the ability of the
Labour government Lo carrvy out sovereign economic policies.
Additionally, the past involvement in the Snake alignment
was disturbing to London.  During the first two months of
the system's opsration, Britain lost about = third of its
foreign currency reserves.®® Fyrthermore, Frime Minister
Callaghan saw the proposal as & conflict with his own desire
to deal with international economic problems through
existing global instituticons (such as the IMF and OECD)
which the United States also advanced as sclutions to
economic problems.  Therefore, it was hardly suprising that
the United Hingdom view any replacement system with
scepticism.

As a result of these countries' varying positions,
no trilaterzal agreement could be reached. Instead, the
Eritish were opposed by a Franmco—German alliance. In the
end result the EMS was agreed to by all nine members, with
the United Kingdom refusing to join the ERM.®7  The fact
that the EME went ahead without British participation brings
up the guestion of whether London was really a necessary

element in the integration process, or whether the bilatersal
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Franco—German relationship is the independent variable in
the model.

On this issue, 1t can be argued that this was the
continuation of a generzal trend or pattern within the model.
In the first place, the United Eingdom failed to correctly
appreciate the determination of France and Germany to reach
''''' *®  Furthermore, this particular proposal was
not attractive enouwgh for London to join ranks with the

octher two stats

i

. The issue of sovereignity, Britain's wish
to reinforce its interests with America, and internzal
divisions within the ruling party made it impossible for the
triangular asscciation to close ranks arcund the EMS.
However, it was not necessary for Britain to launch an a11
cut assault on the formation of the EME. With this
organization following the failure of the Snake, it was by
o means & foregone conclusion that the new endeavor would
be successful. Alsc, while Britain did not join the ERM,
London did state that when the time vight it would join the
mechanism, thus keeping one foot in the door. Overall, this
pattern repeated past trends observed in the European unity
process. A definite triangle existed, even if it became
more irregular in shape depending upon the issue at hand.
Thus, as the decade of the 1970s was coming to a
close, EC integration had not made substantial gains. While

EFC and the EME were agreesed upon, they both remained out of



the scope of the supranational institutions of the EC.

Integration in other seciors proved to be difficult and
contentiocus as issuses bogged down in disagreements among the

threse countries. This was especially apparent in the
struggle over budget contributions. Additionally, the
European market remained far from a true "common" market as
nontariff barriers hindered the flow of free trade in the
EC. It was in this light that Margaret Thatcher assumed
power it the United Eingdom.

In 129753, Margaret Thatcher led the Conservative
party back into power. The immediate impression that the
French and Germans received was that Thatcher headed a
government with which they could do business.®® 14 rer
immediately scught to assure her colleagues in France and
Germany that Britain would remain committed to the EC.

However, new harmonicous relationships were not able
to develaop. As in the past, Britain's chief concern shifted
back to its budget contribution to the Community. While the
Thatcher govermment had a legitimate grievance, Thatcher's
"hectoring" tone and her reference to Britain's net
contribution to the EC as "my money" only succeeded in
angering her partners.”® 15 addition, Thatcher made it
clear that she would play & disruptive role within the
system unless a satisfactory agreement was reached. Thus,

ance again EBritain raised the hackles of its main partners.
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Furthermore, while the continent was becoming more
crucial to Britain's well-being, it was difficult for London
to refocus its global view to EBEurope. William Wallace has
pointed ocut that Britain's political class has had a
difficult time abandoning the English national myth: Maagnsa
Carta, British sovereignty and traditions, and its island
status. 7'  Indeed, Prime Minister Thatcher certainly fell
ints this category, with her constant theme of
resstablishing Britain's national pride and special
character. Alsc, Thatcher placed even greater emphasize on
their "special relationship® with the United States. The
Thatcher government reconfirmed that Britain's traditional
position in the triangular association.

Meanwhile, France also experienced a change in
government as Francois Mitterrand assumed the presidency in
13921, While Mitterrand was a noted supporter of the
Community, his economic policies ran counter to many of his
EC partners, including Germany and the United Eingdom.
Mitterrand's government immediately set ocut on an
expansionist program to xlleviate France's unemployment
rate. As a result, Mitterrand faced the very problem which
London had feared when it refused to participate in the ERM,
namely a depreciating curvency which reguired corrective
action within the system that ran counter to Mittervand's

attempts at expansionism. Thus, by 1382, Mitterrand was
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faced with the decision of maintsining the franc in the
mechanism or pulling ocut. It did appear possible that the

EMZ wss beginning o unravel.

Throughout the years of the EC, the integration

process has been an ongoing event. No one country has been

able to szingle handedly build the Community. While France
attempted to shape and influence the institutions for its
cwi purposes, it reguired the help of Germany o drive
Eurocpe forward. With the addition of the United Kingdom,
this alliance gave way to a triangular association which
slowed down the integration process dus to its irregular
configuration.

The history and traditions of the three countries
have helped shape their respective policies within the

model. Britain, owing to its own unigue history, culture

CL

it

n

gecgraphical location established a reputation and

o

101

uably a mindset, which made it a begrudging partner in
the EC. Likewise, de Gaulle left his stamp on French policy
by establishing a popular approach to European cocoperation
but at all times emphasizing the role of the French state
within the system. Germany's situation following the war
encouraged Bomn to use EBEuropean integration as & method to
restore iits sovereignty in economic and foreign affairs.  OFf

the three, EBritzin formed the loosest position in the model



with rvespect to EC integration, while the other two

)
o

have

formed & closer alliance to push for further integration.

¥Yet, France has also been careful in relinguishing

sovereignty 1o supranational institutions withi

its

n the EC.

The result has often been uncertain or limited progress in

the integration process.

However, with the international and domestic

envirvonments changing, govermmentis are forced to constantly

eevaliuate thelr policies toward the EC.  Thus,

-

room Tor positions to change and sllow for the model to

changs. Alsc, by studying the institutional st

possible to recognize future integration itrends

the

re i

ructure

=

it is
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changes in the powers assigned to the variouwus institutions

and ithe reason behind such polici
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Thus, the prevailing situation at ithe beginning of

15232 was not one of opitimism. Ths pasi decade
limited progress in BEuropean unity. Moreover,

-
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governments of Britain and France appeared to be hardening

their positions foward the Community. In the midst of these
groblems, Germany's continued commiltiment to Western EBEurope,
pariicularly with respecit to the Euro-missile issue, began

to be guesticoneds The EC integration process.s
hecome mivred in a sevies of probliems

secmned to
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‘HAFTER THREE
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THE SEA AMD THE TRIAMGULAR ASSOCIATION

The Single Eurcpesan Act (SEAY, signed in 13926,
launched a fresh effort to complete the Common Market. As
Micholas Colchester and David Buchan spelt out, "after a
dozen years of stagnaticn and sliding morale, the European
Community bewitched itself back intoc motion. "' The SEA, the
first significant constitutional amendment to the Treaties
of the EC, provided the member states with the framework to

permit the free movement of finance, capital, goods, and

T

people within the Community, thus cpening the way for truly
liberalized trade. While scholars may debate the specific
details of the act and their impacit on the integration
process, there is no doubt that the SEA represented a major
step forward from the years of "EBurocsclerosis" which had
characterized the EC. With SEA, the Community ended its
previous years of wrangling and go—it—-alone policies in

favour of a more coordinated approach.
This chapter will consider how the Community was
zbkle to move forward from its years of stagnation to a more

cooperative nature as embodied in the SEA. It will become

apparent that changes in both the domestic and international

]
et
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enviromnments influenced the thinking of the member states
towards Eurocpean integration. This was decidedly evident

among the three major EC powers of Britzin, France, and

Germa

—r

Y . In addition, it will become clear that the

triangular asscciation played an important role in shaping
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the ZEA. Far ention will be given to the
Bargaining issuses of majority voting and institutional

interstate negotiations which

fis previously described, the situation which
prevailed in the Community during the sarly 1380s was one of
stagnation. Facing an economic recession and rising energy
prices, EC member states ge ally opted for nationalistic
policies to solve their economic problems rather than taking
& wider EBEuropean approach.  The French were precisely caught
up in this dilemma with respect to their position in the
EMZ. Fersistent disagresment over EBritain's budget
contribution and Frime Minister Thatcher's rigid stance aver
the issue further hindered EC cooperation. These disputes
required resclution before greater progress could be made
with regard to EC integration.

Events outside the control of the EC member states
began to force the countries to revaluate their policy

decisions. woth Japan and the United States were



increasingly sesn as the leaders in the high—technclogy
industries and economic growth, with Europe lagging behind.
Between 13632 and 1320, for example, EC countries saw their

ocercent of high—technoclogy exporis to GECD markets drop

n
Jul
m

P 3 = rz 2 . . . s B35
significantly. This trend continued in the early 13S0s

with the share of EC exporis to OECD countries decreasing by
1.4% between 1279 and 13235, Meanwhile, the United States

and Japan increased their proportion of trade by 1.2% and 7%

resped t-i‘v'E'I'y e ._Ta;:-a'n's incrs

b1l

sed competitiveness in many

industries combined with the Ameri

]

an emphasis on
microelectronic technology production worried the major
European governments that they might be left behind in the
critical industries of the future. Both Britain and France
began to guestion their ability to compete, as national
firms conitinued to lose ground to their Japanese and
American rivals. Even the Federal Republic of Germany
became an=ious over 1its vulnerability in high—technology

industries. 4

n

Additionally, more protectionist mood in the

internaticnal trading arena seemed toc be emerging. While
the United States had been the leading advocate of free
eralism, rumblings in Washington began to
indicate that a more siringent policy towards trade was to
begin. Likewise, Japan remained a difficult market for

Eurcopean firms to break into and estaklish a strong
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foothold., Therefore, the unification of the EC market
itself gathered credence as an important element for

Europsan growlh strategies .
During this period, a conssnsus among European
governments, firms and scholars began to smerge that a

principal reason for the decline of European competitivensss

was the fragmentation of the Community economy into national
markets.® Increasingly, individual countries found that in

[}

a global sconcmy, 1t was difficult to find and implement
naticnal policies successfully.  The pooling of EC rescurces
offered a practical alternative to change this situation.”?
Several problems continued to plaguese the EC and
prevented the Community from operating as an actual common
market. A number of impediments to free trade remained in
the EC, including physical, technical, and fiscal barriers.
For example, both custom controls and differing
technological standards prevented the free movement of goods

within the Community and increased the operating costs of

Furopean firms. The benefits for BEuropean companies would
be great if such trade obstacles were removed. Corporations

watild be abkle to improve competitivensss through the better
vtilization of sconomies of scale, lower transporit costs,
and increase their ability to develop new producis owing to
the dynamics generated by the internal market.®

fArother factor which emerged concered the foreign



and sscurity policy arena.  The EBuropean countrises in the
fAitlantic Alliance increasingly saw American foreign policy

as vxiatile and U'ﬁp'ﬁ"édittab-e.g Fresident Reagan's

m

aggressive approach to the Soviet Union and his Strategic
Defense Initiative (ZDI) program, combined with the United
lack of conmsuliation with Eurcpe made the major
European allies somewhal wary. Alsc, increased pressure
from Washington to limit European economic contacts with the
fommunist bloc hardened the EBurcocoean view that its own
concerns were secondary in American policy consideration.
At the same time, Britain and especially France became
concernsed over West Germany's positiocn within NATO. The
fact that Bonn hesitated over the stationing of NATO
missiles on German scil to counter the stationing of Soviet
SEZ20 missiles caused an=iety in Paris and London.
efore, the EC was seen as a possible instrument to
enhance Europe's position vis—a—vis the United States by
providing a single voice to discuss Washington's decisions
which affect the economies of Western Europe and to further
Eimd Germany to the West.

s & result of these factors, EC member states were
forced to consider ways to adjust o a changing

imt

m

naticnal envirvonment.  With the continent faring poorly
in economic and high—technolocgical growth in comparison to

Smerica and Japan, ithe completicon of the Single Europesan
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market became a more viable policy option. Likewise,

conicerns in the weign policy realm began to force the EC
to consider greaiter Eurcpean cooperaticn as a way o
slleviate security fears. However, before greater progress

couwld be made in this fisld, the outstanding issues which

divided ths Community had to be resclved.

Tt was within this envivonment that FParis had to

to remain committed to the EC. In 13&

-
r[l

decide whetih ;
Fresident Mitterrand's resolve to remain true to the unity
=t the Community was tested by his decision on what role
France was to play in the EMZE. As ocutlined earvlier,
Mitterrand was faced with the decision of either maintaining
his expansiconist economic policies at the expense of
Framce's membership in the EMES, or reversing course and
following an anti—inflationary plan of economic growth which
was required to stabilize ithe franc's parity in the ERM.

Ultimately, Mitterrand chose to maintain French

garticipation in the EMES. As in the past, Germany was a
central fzcitor in the Mitterrand's decision. In 1324,

France had a trading deficit with Germany of 17 bBillion
francs.'®  poyever, between 1979 and 1983, this deficit
increased by 44%, its inflation rate stood at a

substantially higher rate than Germany's, and France wa

n

still plagusd by high unemployment rates. '’ Under these
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circumsiances, the French public were becoming disillusioned
with ihs wvarious Socialist policies, which encouraged
Mittervand to consider ancther policy track. At the same
time, Chancellor Eohl continued to press Faris to devalue
the franc and vemain commitied to its Eurcpean

responsibilities.  Hence, France was not only faced with the

problem of affirming its role in the EC, and therefore its

LL

parinership with the Federal Repubklic, but also a weakening
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nohny relative to Germany . In such a setting,
Mitterrand saw the viriue of reversing his sconomic program

and adopting a more German Tavoured anti—inflationary

sirategy.
The crisis over the deploying of missiles on German

erritory also affected Mitterrand's decision not to
withdraw from the EMS. UWhile Bonn officially supported the
statiocning of the missiles, a Significant segment of German
population began to oppose an increase in the number of

uc lear weapons on German s0il.'% Ag this pressure
continued to mount, doubts about Bonn's commitment to the
West began to grow.  This was particularly evident in
France, as Faris perceived West Germany as vulnerable to
Soviet influence and feared that Bonn might drift away from
the West and the EC .=

To counter this possibility, Mitterrand actively

encouraged the German government to go through with the
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deployment and uphcold its Atlantic commitment. The French
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encouraged them to follow this line of reasoning.  Given
this tactic of wrging Germany to accepit nuclear weapons in
early 1222, France could not have realistically withdrawn
from the EMS three months later without damaging their
relationship and credibility with Germany.'?* T1hus, Faris
chixse to remain in the EME, confirming "that France's
natural milisu, her framework, was the Eurcpe of the
Eurcopean Community."'%®

After this decision, Fresident Mitterrand became
much more active in EC affairs and established himself as a
leading proponent of European integraticon. As Fresident of
the European Council in 1384, Mitterrand took personal
charge in brokering the dispute on Britain's budget
contribution which continued to paralyze the EC. Paris
plaedged to spare no effort in attempting to soclve the
problems that stood in the way of advancing European unity.

To many observers, Mitterrand's dedication to
advance EC integration ran counter to the Gaullist tradition

of centering all decisions arocund the nation—-state.

1L

However, in many respects, Mitterrand's policy decisions
were not radically different from those of past French
FPresidents. As & matter of fact, all French Presidents of

the Fifth Republic have conceded to the inherent rationale



of integraiion in order to advance French policy
fmmt o 16 3 % .
e EL LIRS Even de Gaulle agreed to the formation of the

Community in return for economic benefits for French
agriculturalists and industrizalists.'”  Furthermore, de

Sauwlle never hesitated to try and unite the Community as a

1oc wnder French lsadership in order to challenge

the bipclar constraints imposed by the United States and the
i Y

Union or to bind Germany to the West.

= aggressive sconomic and foreign policies in the
S20s . Like past French Presidents, Mitterrvand saw

the EC as possibkle soclution to limit the influence of

il

cutside force

m

upon France and the continent as a whole.

Such reasoning was clearly esvident in his speech to the

]

European Farliament in May 1324, stating that!

.. .the choice is between letting other people on

ocur continent and outside our continent decide on

everyone's destiny, ocurs included, and combining

all the tzlent and ability, the creative ability

and the material, spiritual and cultural resources

that have combined to make Eurcope a

civilization...'®
At the same time, Faris could not help but to be cognizant
of Germany's continued economic strength relative to
France's and the importance of the German market to the
French econcmy. Moreover, with the EC not being a divisive

issue in French politics,'® Mitterrand was able to cultivate

an active and popular foreign policy issuwe of EC unity to
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1920 reinforced the viabkility of furthering EC integration
a2s a way for France to challenge the bilateral order,
vitzlize the French economy, to open up German markets, and
rengthen German ties to the West . =°

The situation which prevailed in thse United Eingdom
and the Federzal Republic of Germany also favoured increased
integration. With the widespread influsnce of KEeynesian
sconomic ideas in post-war Western Buropes, EC governments
were reluctant to transfer control of economic policy

decisions to the European level in order to achieve the goal

of full employment.®'  The result of this coordination
failure was a Common Market in name only. The inconsistency

between Community trade liberalization policy “and the
consciocus attempt to regulate the market domestically"=2=
hindered the formation of a truly united economic entity.
However, with the rise to power of Thatcher in 1273 and Eaohl
in 1922 and a continent mired in a recession which
individual national seconomic policies failed to tame,
Feynesian economics became increasingly discredited.

rance's reversal in economlic policy coincided with the
changss that had occurred in both of the other two
countriss, thus zalliowing for the three to agree on the basic

necessity of advancing the idea of liberalized trade within



Yith Thatcher's vaullt to power in the United
Fingdom, her reluctance to commit to the ideslism of

.;J.

European uniiy was spparsnt.  Froudly recalling past British
achiavements, and having basic ideclogical differences with
the interventionist tendencies of the EC (which in
Thatcher's view hindered the workings of the fres market?,
Thatcher clearly preferved to mainizin Britain's traditional
world responsibilities rather than stress EC policies.  The
Frime Minister’s cultivation of relations with Washington
markedly reinforced the presumption that Thatcher's head was
inn BEurope but not her heart. Likewise, Thatcher
comsistently reinvoked the principles which characterized
= national traditions including Magna Carta,
parliamentary sovereignty and conventions, their island
status, and the gzllant history of the EBvitish people and
nation.®® gften these virtues were held above the
accomplishments achieved on the continent.

Yet, while Thatcher's heart may have lzin ocutside
Europe, reality dictated that Europe reguired a great desxl

of her attention. As sarlier described, the United

["

Eingdom's trade patterns continued to shift towards Europe.

A

ad

the same time, Britain experienced a significant shift in
the proportion of its work force to the service sector while

<
9

its manufacturing sector declined.®4 Ag ihe United ¥ ingdom

progressively became a leader in the service sector and

m



London established itself as one of the most efficient
ianicial centers in Europe, it became important for Britain
inental trade in the services.®% p- 4
| .

strong advocate of free trade, Thatcher had an added

incentive toc accept the idea of completing the Common

Market .
Moreosver, Thatcher was open to increased BEuropean
coordination in the area of EFC. Like Paris, London was

somewhat concerned by Washington's tendency to act without
consulting its allies. London alsc saw EFC as a method to
enhance its voice in worid affairs.  However, Thatcher
maintained an active interest in the organization and did
not share France's obsession for strictly separating EFC
from the official EC framework . 2% 15 fact, Thatcher
favoured the formation of & small secretariat to help
coordinate foreign policy responses.  Thus, there was the
opportunity for advanced EC integration within London.
Similarly, the envirvonment which prevailed in Bonn
was open o the notion of moving the Community forward.
Like his predecessors, Chancellor Eohl recognized the
benefits of EC integration. The Community continued to
provide an appropriate framework for Germany to act in the

international sphere. glso, like Britain and France, the

i

m

Federal Republic was lesry of America's foreign policy — the

decizion by Washington to try to black any European
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contracts for the building of & gas pipeline {from the Soviet

Union to BEurope was one such example — and increased it

mn

receptiveness ifowards EBEuropean unity.

On the econcmic side, Bonn was eager to soclidify the
Common Market. Firvst, Germany was well aware of the
benefits that it had received in the past due to the
Community’'s trading arrangement. Furthermore, since 1372,
Germany's GDF to export ratic expanded from one-fifth to

about one—third of its economy in the early 19205 =27

i

it

Therefore, kKohl was

m

iwsiastic about increasing the

cohesiveness and openness of the EC market. Bonn alsco
recaognized that the Community could act as a strong

multilateral organization striving for the liberalization of

purs

globhal trade and at the sams time ensure open trade within
the EC for its own manufactures.
While the international and domestic environments

had influenced all three countries thinking with respect to

the EC, the issue over Britain's budget contribution still

b
m
L

quired a settlement. Given the United Kingdom's relative
economic position, Thatcher felt that EBritain's net
contribution to the EC budget was far too great.®®  nhdeed,
much of the feuding in the EC during the early 13280s
centered on this very issue. In October 13832, the French
government for the first time backed London's claim that

Eritain's budget strain should be lessened, thus opening the
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way to negotiate a bargail Combined with Germany's
recoogniition that some type of budget readjustment was

warranted, the stage was set for a possible resclution.

However, negotiations were far from smooth as

antagonism over this issue was felt within the Communitiy;
particularly between France and Britain. The December 19323

Athens' EBuropean Council summit was termed as the "most
disastrous since these informal thrice—vyearly meetings of
heads of government started in 1374."2° 1t was under these
circumstances that President Mitterrand assumed the
presidency of the Council in 1384 and went about to end the
dispute which paraly=zed the EC.

Over the next six months, several trends bescame
evident. First, Mitterrand tock command of the situstion
personally, thus confirming Europe as a priority for French
foreign policy.  Also, 1t becams clear that the key to any
settlement of the dispute would center on agreement between
the three major EC member states. Undoubtedly this was
visikle in Mitterrand's “shuttle diplomacy" sitrategy that he
conducted between Faris, London, and Bonn during this
pericod. S | astly, Mitterrand clearly established a

negotiating tactic of isclating the United Eingdom within

I

the Community in hopes of adding pressure on Thatcher. This

negotiating approach was to become a recurrving theme by

France throughout the rest of the decade.
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It guickly becams clear that interstaite bargains

Setween the dominant member states were to remain the key to
sy EC agreement. This was apparent as Mitterrvand
concenirated on Eilateral bargaining, with intense focus on
the triasngular association to further EC integration. While

the Faris—Bonn agreement had traditionally been =

prerequisite for EC unity advancemeni. bilzateral talks

=,
i

etween Mitterrvand and Thatcher were seen as necessary to
smooih over differences which had previocusly flared betwesn

the two leaders.®2 Inp gddition, Chancellor Kohl also

Vi

ll'l

ited Frime Minister Thatcher to help broker an agreement
to end the stalemate which plagued the Community. =2
Therefore, it is possible to surmise that agreement depended
upon the triangular assocciation.

Although a general framework existed in which it was
possible to build further EC cooperation, agreement among
the member states was not easy to attain. The three
countries had various positions on many issues which were
not easily reconciled.  For ezample, London was in favour of
removing trade barriers Dut did not feel that such a policy
required the strengthening of any EC instituticons such as
the European Farliament or Commission.®4  Thaticher "opposed
any reregulation at the EC level,"®® and instead stressed

the virtues of the free markelt system. In contrast, both

m

Germany and France felt that institutional reform was
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needed, with France also favouring an EC industrial policy.
Mevertheless, Mitterrand was able to resclve many of
the differences which separaied the countries through his
As Andrew Moravcesik
cbhserved:
The broad cutlines of an interstate bargain were
becocming clear. Germany and Britain were agreesed
. the need for liberalization, with weak support
from France, while Germany snd France were agreed
o the need for procedural reform with weak
support from Britain. @7
The issuwes which continued to stall the process remained the
Community budget. The March 1384 European Council summit in
Erussels ended in disarray, as Thatcher again annoyed the
cther member states by lecturing them on the necessity for
restraint in financial matters. As & consequence, Thatcher
was isclated from the rest of the EC.
Despite the fact that the Brussels summit failed to
achieve a sclution, Mitterrand's dynamic personal diplomacy
forced hard negotistions to resume. Specifically, the

French Fresident began to emphasize the possibility of a
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France and Germany on the fast track and
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elegated to the slow track. Throughout the
negotiating process rumours persisted that Mitterrand was

"deliberately engineering Thatcher's isclation. V=@

i
=

ditterrand followed the confrontational

et

summit with his address to the European Farliament in May
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1224, London began to take the threat of a two—tier Eurcpe

Mitterrand's statement to the Farliament
specifically dealt with that institution's proposed “Draft
Treaty establishing the EBEuropean Union. " This document
attempted to resstablish the Communities' supranational
roots and proposed that a new treaty be negotiated. @
"

Mitterrand declared that France would be willing to "examine

and defend your project., the inspiration behind which it
approves. Moreover, Chancellor Eohl's favourable
disposition towards the Farliameni's proposal increased the
credibility of the possibility that London would once again

b

m

unabkle to influence the divection of the EC.4Y In arder
to maintain a role in the guidance of the Community, Britzin
found themselves under strain to make concession towards
Eurcpean cooperation. 4=

Interestingly, the development of a bargaining
pattern began to evolve within the triangular association.
The United Hingdom continued to maintain a suspicious
attitude towards EC integration and the supranationality
implicitly associated with the undertaking. On the other
hand, Germany was the mosi eager to further Community unity.
France, at least rhetorically, alsc embraced the concept of
enhianced EC cooperation. The French continued their

radition of trying to lead the organization while at the

-



sams time binding Germany to the West. This enabled France
and Germany to credibly use the thre of raising the
possibility of & two—speed EC to encourage EBritain to either

come an Doard with them or to challenge the two countries’

true intentions. When the United Eingdom was abkle to dilute

the rength of the Franco—German alliance on various

LY
2

-

was zsble to assert its own position more

forcefully, thus pushing the shape of the triangular model

towards & more egual configuration.
The breakthrough finally toock place at the June 1984

European Council summit at Fontainebleau, which signalled
the end of one “"phase in Western Burope's search for greater
wnity, and opened another."4®  yith Thatcher isclated from
the cthers, a compromise on Britain's budget contribution

of one Billion

m

was achieved. Thatcher agresed to a rebat
ecu faor 1324, and then 68% of the discrepancy between the
United Kingdom's VYAT payments to the EC budget and its
proceeds from the budget in 1385 and coming years. 44 Yhile
the Frime Minister claimed that this offer was an
improvement over those previously advanced, it strongly
resembled former sclutions, relinguishing "more to the
position of the other member states than it did to the
Eritish position. "*® Essentially, Thatcher was cut-—
manosuvred, fearing “that her EC partners meant what they

sxid, "4® she was willing to compromise with its EC members
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rather ithan itzske the risk of seeing & two—speed EC develaop

In addition, the member states returned their focus
to the internal market of the EC and vowed to work towards
the completion of an authentic economic union.?”?  The
decision was made to esizablish two committees to study ways

to achiev

m

this goal. The Ad Hoo Committes on a Feople's

Europse was set up to lock at conditions relevant to the

by

nd the Ad Hoc Committee for Institutional

o

common citizen)
Affairs (alsc known as the Dooge Commities named after its
Irish chairman? was authorized to study institutional,

political, and economic reorganization.

The agreement at Fontainebleau paved the way for a
more constructive period for the Community. Following the
sclution of Britain's budget contribution, London was
prepared to take on a more constructive attitude towards EC
integration talks. Helen Wallace observed that Britain had

crass

m

d a "critical threshold" and became a seriocus pariner
in the negotiating process.94® This new attitude became
apparent through Britain's work on the Dooge Committes,

which had taken on particular importance in the attempt to

|.I'I

trengthen the economic unity of the EC.  The Committes,

tives aof the EC heads of
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made up of personal represent
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government, wa rged with th

of developing a plan
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for the long-range future of the Community and its
institutions. Malcolm Rifkind, Thatcher's representative on
the Dooge Committee, while vigorously presenting London's

viewpoint also worked constructively and practically towards
improvements to the EC institutions.*® 1o United Kingdom
remained an active participant in the discussions,
determined 1o play a centrsl role in the development
proceEss.

With respect to the negotiations on the Committes,
two camps emserged which generslly remsined until the
compietion of the ZEA, again reflecting the pattern
established during the budget negotizatiocons. 0On the one side
was the minimalist group, headed by the United Kingdom and
allied with Denmark and Greece. On the other, was the
majority or maximalist faction which was led by France and

Germainy . ®°  This early formation demonstrated the fact that
the triangular asscciation was not of egusl strength, with

the Franco—German relationship allied against Britain on

Such an occurrence reflected Britain's

U'l

&in issue
reluctance towards EC integration and alsc honest policy
dizagresments with the other two major EC member staiss.

On the whole, the majoriity group styessed that
institutional reform was necessary for trhe internal market
to move forward., Since efficient decisicns reguired

relatively prompt responses, the group urged the Community
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to relinguish the veto that resulted from the Luxembourg
Compromise in favour of majority voting, apart from those
issuss spscified in advance as being too critical o

national interestis o be overturned. Gnother issue which
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was controversial af the institutional

CL

power sllotied to the European Farliament. The mazimalist
faction supported the principle of expanding the

Farliament’'s decisiocn—making powers to rectify the lack of

sentatives who hiad
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democratic volice allococasted to
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ly slected by ths citizens of the EC. EBonn was

o

strong advocate for this reform while Faris's position was

S

more ambivalent. Whiles Mittervand publicly declared his

n

support for

uch & policy, as seen by his sgeech to the

o
[}

4, he also favoured de Gaulle's

arliament in May 1
position on ceding as little national sovereignty to
supranational institutions as possikcle.

In contrast, the minimalist group, under the
leadership of Britain failed to unite behind the majority on

thesse issues. London felt that the EC framework already in

()

icient to work with o improve decisicn—making

mandated was prominent in London's thinking.
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closely linked to Britain’s dislike of ithe notiocn ih
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wxs given this task and immediately set ocul and compiled

such a framework in the White Paper
It showuld zlso be pointed out that FParis and Bonn

continued to apoly oressure on London by attempling to
izolatse Britain with the threat of & two—tier EC.  Boih
France and Germany recognized that with Britsin on board,
the odds agasinst ths "focinote countries® halting the

L e . T e, s L B3 ) .
pTOCESS Woliids be extremely hlgn. At the same time, London

was scutely aware that it could not afford to e left ocut of
ithe inner core as 1t had in the early years of the

Community. EBritain feared that if it allowed the Franco—
German a=is to direct the EL towards their own goals
London's interests wouwld not be served.  Thus, any hints
that France and Germany were prepared to move ahead by
themselves were viewsd suspicicusly in the United Eingdom.
Comseguently, on the one hand, France and Germany wished to
push the United Eingdom on to the wunity train, using the
strength of their relationship and the threat of British
isolation. On the other hand, Britain reccgnized that for

its own self-interest it should play an active role in the

]

process. Therefore, for varying reasons, each country hiad
an incentive to play an active role in ithe negotistion

process. Although once again an unedual triangular
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Frior to the Juns 1285 summit at Milan, Britain
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tempt Lo provide a rexlisti

amending the Treaty of Rome.  The oroposal included the
strengthening of foreign policy coordination among the EC

member states, more majority voling (and the identification
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= imporiant area concern at Buropean Council meeiings

n

|
ok
Doad
(i |
o+
b o8
[}
n
m

aftter which the vets would not be used with resped

barriers in the internal market ®* e and Germany
countered London's proposal with the joint document labellied
"ODraft Treaty on EBuropean Union. "  Interestingly, Eohl

reported that it had been drawn up with the consultation of
octher member states, including the United Eingdom. 585
Furthermore, the ideas presented in the paper were similar

to those advanced by the Thatcher government, with the only

icant variation being the proposition for an IGC to

draw up & new treaty. Hence, there was some grounds of
agreement among the three countries heading into the Milan

P T T 3
SUmnlT.

The June 13985 summilt continued to produce the

momentum towards institutional reform.  Several important
svenits emergsed from this summit. First, the acceptance of

the White Faper by the Eurcpean Council established a base

upon whiich further economic intsgration could proceed.  The
repocrt clearly spelt out that non—tarviff barvriers were used
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"rnot only against thirvd countries but agzsinst fellow Member

Ztates as well."®® Through the adoption of 200 proposals
tthis was lster reduced to 2733, the White Faper laid out
the ground work necessary to eliminate trade barriers and
complets the Common Market. Additionally, Lord Cockfield's

report proposed that

b
rr
e

ot
i

end of 1352, the project should

be completed (thus acguiring the common usage of 1932 for

the project?.  This suggesiticon was sSsSen as a way Lo
gaivanize the EC countries into action.

The other significant development was the decision
to convene an intergovernmental conference. As discussed

garlier, the minimzalist faction led by the United Kingdom
opposed the calling of such a conference designed to amend
the Treaty of Rome. However, the Italian Prime Minister,

Bettince Craxi, called a vote on the issuse which passed by a

~

to 2 margin. The British were offered the clear choice of

gither participating or risk the real possibility of a two-

UI

spesed Community developing.

While the initial reaction of the Thatcher

government was one of fury, it decided to participate in the
business of the conference. One reason that Eritain chose
to cooperate was simply that it could not afford to be left

out of the inner decision—masking cirvcie. A

i

the Einancial

for Britain, the Communiiy i1s the centerpiece
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rf = fa}e ign policy dominated by the European
i The Government cannot afford to be at
with iis main Continental pariners for
an ideclogicsl prejudicse . 57

In addition, the method for amending the Treaty of Rome not
only reguired unanimity but it silso excluded the
participation of the European Farliamsnt in the IGC.SB®
Therefore, Britsin could dirvecily prevent ocutside
cupranational forces from influencing the process and could
use the veto a5 a bkargaining tool if it choose to do so.
nother factor which helped convince Thatcher to
sctively work on the IGE was the doubts asbout the true
commitment of the countries towards institutional reform.

Mitterrand's true feslings over the amcunt of power that he

12

as willing to itransfer to the FParliament was one particular

L3S

ares guestioned by Britain. Stephen George clearly outlined
London's strategy!

If Britain adopted & low profile during the

praoceedings of the inter—governmental conference,

it was their view that the French and Germans

wouild have to stop blaming Britain for lack of

progress, and show the real extent of their

cammitment. The e=zpectation was that the ocutcome

in practical terms would be much less far-—

reaching than the rhetoric . ®®
With this strategy, participation would leave the EBritish in
the innery circle and at the same time not be accused of
minimizing EC integration.

The draft for the SEA was formulated over the next

few months and specific detzsils were worked ocut in a2 series
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government from Sctober 1885 and the Decembsr 13235 European
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Council Summit. The agreement of the treaty marked the

first time that the Treaties of the EC were amended and
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represented & significant
cocperation.

With regard to the specific details found within the
SEA, it becomes clear that while the document revealed =z
number of compromises it also failed to significantly
sdvance the position of strong supporiers of

supranationality. For example, ithe BEuropean Farliament'

i

Yice President, Altiero Spinelli, who was a well known
proponent of supranationalism siated that "[tlhe Single Act
contains a few modest novelties ... and will almost
certainly have proven its ineffectiveness within two
years. "' Thys, the document was closer to the wishes of
the minimalist group than those of the majority faction. All
three lezders of ths major EC states, Mitterrand, Eohl, and
Thatcher could accept the provisions spelt out by the Act.
One major provision of the SEA was the decision to
increase the use of majority voting in issues related to the

internal market. While on the surface it appeared that

.

Thatcher had made a major concession to the other members,
the reasoning behind the decision showed that it was =z

practical move on her part. To the United Eingdom 1332 was
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merreived ze Y"an adventure in dereaulaticnte= i
perceived as "an adventure in deregulation whick was

highly favourable to the Thatcher government, since the

moval of bureaucrati

m

i |

regulations and trade barriers was
the main goal. Likewise, the concept of an EC industirial
policy was successfully fought of f by the Thatcher
government which felt that 1t would be an impediment to all
the deregulatory policies which the Frime Minister had
scught to implement in BEritain., Howsver, free trade could
still Be hindered by the dissenting voile of one member
state. When asked why Britain had agreed to this provision
Thatcher replied that “"we wished to have many of the
directives under majoriity voting because things which we
wanted were being stopped by octhers using & single vote. 'S
Furthermore, the SE& did not eliminate unanimity
voting in &1l circumstances. The Act, for instance,
reqguires the consent of &1l countries with regard to such
issues as taxes, the free movement of people, and provisions
to the rights and interests of emploved people. %  Also, an
escape Clause was provided for the member states on the
grounds “of major neseds ... or relating to protection of the
environment or the working envivonment. "$%®  To use this
exempticn, Sovermments must inform the Commission which then
"are not a means of arbitrary
discrimination or a disgulssed restriction on trade between

Member States."®® Therefore, London maintained a veto over
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issues which were consideved sovereign issues (such &s

The Act alsc failed to repudiate the Luxembourg

Compromise, thus leaving open the guestion of whether the

i it

uss of the national veto over "vital interests" was still
applicable. It shouwld alsc be noted that the completion
date of the end of 1332 was not legally binding, which
eliminated ths possibkility that governments could be tsken
to the Court of Justice had they failed to implement the
necessary legislation in time.$7 TRis was in the United
Fingdom's interest since difficult snd controversial issues
woulid not be pushed through against the wishes of London.
Eritain, for one, was particularly worried about the free
movement of people with a common passport given their
continuing terrcrist concerns.

At the same time, both France and Germany could
agree to the above provisions. With Germany heavily
dependent upon its export market to fuel its economy, Eohl
had oo guaims over the movement towards free trade.
iitterrand, having accepted the necessity of more
liberalized trade, likewise appreciated the ability ic
maintain a significant wvoice in decisions over ta=ation.
Thus, the "adventure in deregulation” was acceptable to z511

three countries and was the major reason why 12392 was agreed
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The SEA alsc addresssd the issue of institutional
reform.  As indicated eavlier, the positions of the various
countries on this guestion difiered substantizlly. EBoth

France and Germany advocated change in the structure of the
decision—making process, including the possibility of =
greater role for the Favliament. In comparison, Britzin
opposed the enhancement of the EC institutions powers.

e tradition of Britain's parliamentary system,

g ud

Given

London was opposed to any major transfer of power to

trasbourg, and likewise often saw the machinery in Brussels

as bureaucratic meddling.s®

In the final analysis, the institutions of the EC
were not greatly sirengthened under the SEA.  Ceriainly, the
central locus of power remained the national governments.

Yhile the document attempled to make the Council more
efficient, it did not significantly tranmsfer power away from

the member states. It 1

n

still the Council which makes the
final decisions and the national governments which execute
them. Additiocnally, the EBEuropean Council's “separatensss is
maintained and its powers left open, "2 with the Act only
commitiing it to mesting at & minimum of two times a year.

1y, the dominanit player which the Europesan Council
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ot weakened, thus maintaining its

crucial role within the decision—making process.
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regquiring the in tution'
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and influencing the drafting

""" 's voice was moderately

orily

the Farliament formerly had bee

its opinion

draf

ﬁ

o the original

ommissian. The SEA amended the proce

s
5 — =1

& second

arliiament the right to reading

eaxsier for 1t to approve, reject or amend

Community legislation.

Monetheless, the Council is not bBoun

2

decisions made by the Eurocpean Farliament.

U

do so, the Council may simply decide not to

proposal brought forward by the Parliament.

+.H

1 5

e Council can overvide any decision by & W

iso

il

use the weapon

reality it must use this method sparingly si

ot

Farliament open to the charge of sabota

Communiity's progress."7® Therefore, for the

Farliament's rocle as an advisor was maintais

The ZEA alsc did not directly enhanc

ned by the
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the

power of
s approval of

reements . 70

oarticipation
ion,
Frior
N allowed to
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submitted by

so as to allow

and also made

’

certain types

d by the
If

it chooses to

act upon a

Additionally,

nanimous vote.
of inaction, in
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zging the

most part, the

SEA .

e the role of
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the Commission.  Yet, indirectly, the Commission's

s

Given the

responsibiiities may have been

icrea

ot e
1]

ed use of majoriiy voting in the Council, the
Commission's expertise in specific areas may allow it to

play & mors important role in the decision—process.

T

th t t

e Farliamen

[N

Likewise, w having been granted a somewhat

er role in the legislative process, the Commission's

L)

role as a mediztor between the Council and the FParliament

enabkles it to magnify its position 1f there is & true wish

to pass a particular piece of legisiation

Several aspects become apparent from the preceding
discussion. In general, the minimalist position with regard
to institutional reform prevailed. The European Farliament

did not achieve a co—legisliative role with the Council as
hiad been hoped by some members of the majority group. It
also becomes clear that Britain's negotiating strategy of

playing a constructive but yvet low keved role in the IGC was

successful. While the rhetoric was often idealistic in the
maximalist faction, the rezlity of their proposals was far
from such lofity positicns.  Withouit doubt, Mitterrvand was

olessed that the nation—states maintained their preeminent
positicon within the system.  Ferhaps most surprising was
Germany 's stand on the EBEuropean Farliament. During the
negotiations, Bonn leansed itowards the minimalist stance and

not to those who wished for the Farliament's decision—
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making powers to be significantly strengthened. 74 Indeed,

the commitment toward this issue turned ocut to be weaker
than their rhetoric.

As Tor the issus of monetary affzirs, the SEA
essentially left the prevailing situation as it was. The
Aot generally ocutlined the gosls of economic and monetary
union and the EMS, and instructed the member states to
attempt to coordinate their policies. It alsc made it clear

~ther ve looment
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monetary policy necessi

m
U

ates institutional changes, the
provisions of Article 238 shall be applicabkle . "7% This
inclusion pleased the United Eingdom since Article 2368
placed such decisions under unanimity, allowing London veto
power over the future development of such institutions, even
thouwgh 1t was not a participant in the ERM.7€

Eoth Eritain and Germany favoured that monetary
issuss being left out of the talks. 77 France, meanwhile,
had hoped to increase cooperation in this field. Having
committed itself to the EMZ, Mitterrand felt that greater
policy coordination would increase Faris's room to
manoeuvre .  However, once again, the minimalist approach
succesded .

The Act also deslt with the issue of foreign policy
cooperation in much the same way as it did with monetary

affairs, that is, essentially codifying EFC. Article 20



spelt cut the existing procsdures of the organization and

confirmed that the commiimen remained political rather
than legal, if only in the sense that there was no way of
P o e M7 . .

enforcing them. While there was broad agreement among

the three major states that EFC should be strengthensd, no

ocverall consensus existed as to how far they should go. The
United Eingdom, for instance, while wanting increased

consultation was adamant that no measures be designed to
forge & common foreign policy.  On the other hand, Germany
favoured incremental steps towards s gradusl execution of a

common foreign policy .72 France, like Britain, tended to be

wary of a common foreign policy which might limit its

ability to act independently in this field. The eventual
compromise called for EPC to remzin cutside the legal
framework of the Community and firmly in the hands of the

member states.

Overall, ithe advancement of European integration
centered on the itriangular asscocociation between Britain,
France and Germany . JTwo important elements were reguired to

fzll into place before any advancement could be made; those
being & change in French economic policy and ihe settlement
ot the British budget dispute. By 1224, both of these had

been resolved. At the same time, international and domestic

factors encouraged the ithreese countries to reconsider the
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and diplomatic spheres. There is also a historical element
which must be taken into account. From the beginning,

m

wewenn critical to the foundation

il

Franco—German relations have
to the Community, thus acguiring a kind of original
legitimacy to the leadership position.®'  yri1s Britain
certzainly camnolt aspire to such & position, 1t has likewise
Decome & leader of countries which tend not to share the
enthusiasm of the original EC members, such as Denmark .
fnociher critical slsment is the fact that the maior
countries can buy off the less developed member states . ®=

By increasing the regional development fund for the poorer
countries, it is possible to gather support from these
countries alsc, which 1s precisely what cccurred in the SEA
negotistions.  Thus, the threse major countries can generally

shape the Community through their agresments.
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the EC committed
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changing global environment. Even =z

to make imporiant changes in December 1357,

international and domestic poliitics continued to influence
the actions of the EC. In pavticulase, the prolonged

cconomic recession and the conseguent rise of nationalist

n

entiments played havoo with the integration process, thus

forcing the member states to once again reconsider their

From the beginning the Community has “"been a process

rather than a finished entity.™? Certainly the SEA did not

-t
m
™
f
i
m
o |
el
Ml

fe ending of the Eurcpean unity saga. Indesd,
Francois Mitterrand indicated after the Lu=zembourg summit

{which had launched 12323 that the agreement was a movement

m

in the right dirvection but that France had a more ambiticus
perspective of what the Community could achieve.®  To the
French Fresident and many other ocbservers, the nest logical
step following the SEA was economic and monetary union
CEMUS .

fis it will be recalled, the SEA sought to eliminate
=11 chstacles which impede the movement of goods, services,
&1, and labour in ithe internal market. However, for
such an operation to work efficiently, monetary and price

stability would be a key reguirement.® Recognizing the

necessity of such policy coordination, the preamble of the



SEA made reference to the aspirvation of EMU and that ths
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towards greater cogperation in

Mitterrand was particularly enthusiastic over the

completion of EMU.  Having committed his country to the EMS

1

[

in 19232, the French had seen their inflation rate fa

dramatically. In fact, through the linking of the franc to
the deutschmark, France was able fo lay claim to the lowest

inflation rate in the industrial world by 12351.% yrile this

£

U]

as a remarkabkle accomplishment, Faris felt that the

1

revailing system did not allow much room for maneuver with

T

respect to other policy goals.  Even though inflation was no
ionger a problem, Franmce still experienced relatively high
unemployment rates.  Yet, the EME was dominated by the
inflation—cauticus Bundestbank which blocked any growth
stimulus policies if they threatened price stability.

Indesed, the monetary repercussions of German unification
strengthened the French view that the EMS reqguired
reconstruction. With the high cost of rebuwilding the
economic infrastructure of its Eastern region resulting in a

growing government budget deficit and increased inflation,

the Bundeshank responded by raising interest btates. As the
recession desepensed in the early 13905 and France's

unemployment rates remained stubbornly high, German interest

rate policies continued to be seen as a major hindrance to
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French economic growih.  Thus, the resclve of Mitterrand to
push through economic and monetary union hardened throughout
the late 1320s and early 19930s.

it is imterssting to note that Paris also tried to
accomplish this goal on & bilateral basis with Bonn. In
Movember 1387, the two governments disclosed the idea of
estabklishing & committes to coovrdinate thelir economic
golicies.  Howesver, much to the chagrin of the French, the
Bundeshbank stepped in and ensured that the committes had

cnly a consultive status and no legal role in the economic
policy-making process.®  Therefore, it became apparent to
the French that EMU offered the best route for France to
Break the confines of German economic policy influence.

In June

the EBuropean Council, under the urging
of Mitterrand, called for a detailed study to consider
economic and monetary union. This Committes, headed by

Jacgues Delors, released its findings in April 1383 laid out

Community {(alsoc known as the Delors Reportl.  The Report
pointed out that EMU would
imply complete freedom of movement for persons,

goods, services and capital, as well as
irrevocably fized exchange rates between national

currencies and finally., & single currency. This,
in turn, would imply a common monetary policy and
reguire a degree of compatibility of economic

policies and consistiency in a number of other
3=

poliicy areas, particularly in the fiscal field.©
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iieve EMU, the study went on to outline thres necessary

Tie, - £ 9 sne~4 - P ke e -
ine first stage callied for &
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=f economic performance through the strengthesning of
economic and monelary policy coordination within the

g instituticonal framework "7

[

The next step was to
consist of the totzl liberzlization of transactions and

compliete integration of the banking and other financial

m

Ing

markets. The last stage would involve the change

'r
u,u

rates and, in time, the “national

r[|

g
currencies would eventually ke replaced by & single
Community currency."®

The Repori clearly pointed ocut that for EMU to be
ireaty of Roms reguired amending. It alsc
ed ocut that for the three sitages to be implemented, the
EC needed ito establish a European Central Bank (ECEI.

Essentially ths model bank proposed by the report sirongly

mbled the stiructure of the Bundesbank . The ECE was

|‘[|
mn
n‘r

recommended to be arranged in a federal fashion, composed of
= council consisting of the twelve central bank governors of
the individual member states and a full time board of four
nominated by the EC heads of government . ®

No doubt, the issue touched the nerve of many
politicians since the Report recommended the transfer of
conttrol of monetary policy from the national governments to

a2 new independent central bank . Every country had attempted
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wd preserve their domssitic monstary policy vrale,
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or at least pretend to have control.  Alsc, the countries

FTong emoctional tis

currencies, which ths Regort

for a common EC curvency.  Therefores, 1t was havdly
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than they did under the currvent system in which "they are

decisions taken in Bonn or
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Frankfurt. Th?&ugn EMU, France could :tFEﬂgihbn its roie
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On the ciher hand., the United Kingdom reacted to the

concept of EMU in & different manner. The idea of

erving contral of monetary policy to the EC level

of British sovereignty.
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= ECE or & rigid timsiable for the fizing of irrevocable
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+ binding

implicationsl:, the last two steps put forih by the study

failsed to get EBritish support

Germany fell somewhat in betweesen the positicons of
the other fwo counitvies.  In general, Bonn felt that the
orocess should be rushed. Germany feared that the

institutional changes advocated by the Report might oulpace

sConiomic Cconvergsence and adversely effect the stability of

the zingle curvency . '? Agd:+3-m211 S N - E S S g
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s central bank feared any
oolicy change that would effect its zbility to combat
he Bundesbhank worvied that the system proposed

1 could poisntialliy create an
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inflationary situstion for Germany dus to the possible lack
=i fiscal and moneiary commiimenit fowards anti—inflaticnary
gmlicies by some of the other member states. Furthermore,

since the Bundesbank was already the dominant member of the

e | T - T < 4 [ — —— =y o o — =
Mz, there was litile eagerness to sacrifice that position

However, there was zlso support among the German

government 1o move towards EMU. As it has been pointed out!

The German chancellors, from Eonrad Adenzusr Lo

Aelmut Hohl, have pursuwed political wunification as

a2 way to integrate West Germany tightly into the
wEEtEiﬁ alliance. The EMS itself :tdnd: in this
tradition of political considerations )
EFMU zisc fit into this pattern, with the German government
zppearing "more than ever determined to link political union
to economic and monetary union."'% I this atmosphere the

Fohl government was in & susceptible position. Germany was

willing to work with France towards EMU in return for EC
pxlitical reform. Yeil, Eritain was in a position to court

4

the Bundesbank to join London's camp and slow down the

process.  Hence, Germany was not fully united behind the
concept as the German government felil somewhatl assured by

the call for price stakility and autonomy for the ECE, and
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favourably disposed towards EMU than t
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o the most difficult adjusimeni for France and
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the United Eingdom to adaplt to was the reality of German

the frontiine of the Colid War and kept Bonn from acting as =&

“rnormal” independent state. Additionally. the partition of

ithe country kept West Germany smaller, boith in territiory
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arliier. However, on 2

Movember 1323 the destruction of the Berlin Wall began and

bl

new era of Buropean hisitory was ushered in
It became clear that both France and Eritain were
i -

hesitant over the prospect of a unified Germany and would
iave liked to, st minimum, slow the process.  Nonetheless,
it became impossible for any country to changes the momentum

of the process.  Even Chancellor Eohl!

n

response o the

collapse of East Germany was initially slow and confused.

In the beginning, Eohl had tried to slow the process but he
oo was unable to do so. With Hungary opening iis border to
Austiri thousands of East Germans proceeded
to 1 route to West Germany. Likswise,
thousands of East German citizens left for Frague where they

Federal Republic.'® 1.
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German authoritiss ocpened its borders to Czechoslovakia and

LL

Fie Same was done in Berlin. However,

continued unabated.

Yeti, once Eohl recognized the situation, he reacted
decisively and seized ths moment. &t the and of November
1983, Eohl isswued a ten—point plan for German unification

withowt consulting his principle allies of France, Britain

or America, or his foreign minister Hans—Dietrich

LI

in the end, Eohli's political skill was apparent
iri the final results of the March 1330 Voliskammer election.
s active support for the Alliance of Germany
twhich consisted of the Esst German CDU, the DEU, and the
Demcoratic Awakening? resulied in the Alliance winming

A2 . 12% of the total vote and 192 of the 400 seats in the

I

Volkskammer . ®°  Yith the Alliance's platform champiconing

auick German monetary union to be followed soon after by

political amalgamation, the strong showing solidified the

desire for German unification. Certzinly Eohl's political
ingenuily was shown a5 it was he and his political policies

which "contributed decisively to the victory of the East
german C0U, despite the fact that most East Germans began
the election campzign with & great desl of distrust of the
{Dii-Exst, which had been a puppet of the ZED for forty
Additionally, Eohl pushed aside the Bundesbank in

his decision to complete monetary and economic union on



Nevertheless, Fohl zlso acknowledged the historical
actions o Germany and socught to sooth his neighbour's

fears. The Chancellor consistent stated that he did ncot

ot
i

want a Gervman Europe but rather a Eurcpean Germany.

Therefore, West Germany's response to the fears of Europs to

f""
(]
£

to bBind themselves

1w
W
&
b
(=0
u—h
=
m
L
o
m
o
i
i

=
£
m
1}

estern Europs
and increase the integration process. 22 on Germany's part,

grated

Faohl rezlized that & wunified Germany in an int

m

Community would enhance Bonn's ability to push forwa

d its

policy chjectives which would have otherwise raised the
suspicicocn or ive of its neighbours.
While both France and Britain did not like the
prospeci of a unified Germany, Faris seemed particularly
&

caught off—-guard by the events taking place in East Europe.

Commenting in LeMonds in 13759, Mitterrand stated that such

i cccurrence was not desirable and that such an event wouwld
upset the security of France and the preservation of
peace.®*  The FPresident's initial reaction to the turbulence
in East Europe followed the logic seit out in his above
statemsnt. In November 1323 Mititerrand went to Eiev and
seemed to indicate that he would prefer the Soviets to hait
the German unificaticon process.  The ne=t month he visited
East Berlin in & trip which "appeared to be intended to

grant legitimacy and staying power to the East German
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state . "285

The aporehension thal was disgplayed by France
reflected the state’s, and indeed, Mitterrvand's own past
experisnces wiith the German state. France had experienced

three conflicts with Germany since the late ninsteenth
century, all of which France had lost or had to be rescued

ts allies. Additionally, Mitterrand had first hand

[

oy
experience with the Nazi regime as a resistance fighter.
The thought of German unification brought back old fears of

German domination in the minds of some French politicans.

Also, following the end of World War II, France became
accustomaed to a position a5 & senior partner to West

Sermany . ‘clitically and diplomatically France was a leader
inn the Community. Given its staitus as a member of the

United Nation's security council and its independent nuclear
forces, its voice was heard clearly in Europe. UWith Germany
divided, Faris was able to assume a dominant political
position within the EC.  Although West Germany became the
eading seconomic member of the EC, France was able toc affset
Fiis by its other strengths. Suddenly this status was in
doubt with possible German unification in the works.

With the unification of Germany, Faris had to adiust

to a new Germany and & likely change in the relationship
between the two., A unifisd Germany represented the distinct

grobabkility of an even stronger economic giant in the
b4 = =
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While the United Hingdom failed to share France's

an=iety over German unification to the same degree., ithere

can be little guestion that many British politicians viewed
the Germans wiih mistrust. FPerhaps the most public and
controversial display of British distrust came from Nicholas
Ricley, the Secretary of State for Industry.  In an
interview with ne nveyed his belief that

the EMU was & "German racket designed to take over the whoie
of Eurcpe. "% apithough Thatcher was not guite as
conspicucus, therve was little doubkt that she, like
Mittervand, harboured doubts towards German unification. in
June 1330, the Frime Minister stated that she was concerned
that a unified Germany would be "dominant both in numbers

and economic and political power."®® Hoyever, she did not

instinctively turn to European integration as the solution.
Instead, Thatcher turned to the well loved British docirine
of balancing power within Eurcope. London feared that in a
tightly integrated EC would only be dominated by a much
larger Germany. Instead it wished to bBalance Germany in &
larger and looser EC which balanced German power by

dispersing powsr throughout Europe by expanding the size of

While France and Eritzin showed anxiely over German

unification, the process forged ahead persistently.

Furthermore, as two of the four powers with some influence
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aver the process (especially with respect to the security
ioni, both countries were

formally obligated to the principle of the merger of the two

Gevrmanies. Therefore, although they lacked exuberance over
the prospect, France and EBritain were not in & position to
try and actively ocppose German unification. ®°

Furthermore,

as the itwo—plus—Tour talks continuwed,®' most of the

sutstanding issues were decided betwesn the East and West

German delegations. The Soviet Union, the country perhaps
moast able to veto the process, agreed to the conditions that
sllowed & unified Germany io become & member of NATO.

Im July 1220, the two German states formally carried

sut monsetary union and on 2 October 1330 Germany becams a

ervest to note that
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Ezst Germany essentially acceded tc the Federal Republic
under Article 22 of the Basic Law. As such, East Germany
generally adopted every feature of West Germany's political
Furthermore, the Treaties of Rome had taken

account of the special position the Federal Republic had
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found itself in. When the West German government
signed the documents, it made clear that iis definition of
citizenshio as all "Germans defined by the Basic Law faor the

¥ the Federal

n
(]

Federal Republic of Germany are citizen
Republic of Germany."®® Thus, by the way East Germany

entered into federation with the Federal Republic, the
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problems which went along with nsw membership apolicants

were avoided.
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i1 unification brought the subject of EC

y

integration back to the forefront. As in the past, Britain
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did noit see increased Community unity as the apporopris

1o the West.
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ensure Germany’'s allegiance

However, bDoth France and Germany saw increased EC
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concerns.  France saw closer Community ties as z possible

thod to bind Germany to the West while the Federal
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neighbour’'s fears and allow Boon to operate in a more
accepting political atmosphere.  Therefore, the issus of
German unification reinforced the estakblished pattern in

winich EBritain was cpposed to further EC integration while

At the same time that the debate over EMU and German
aking place, changes in the international

sphere began to force the EC to deal with & new series of

issues. The crumbling of Communist rule in East BEurcpe made
the EC reconsider what was now meant by “"Europe® Helen
Wzllace states that this process involves,

both a reconceptusliizstion and an adiustment of



i shout institutions, interests and
licies both in and beyvond the EC.  This in turn

es some rethinking of the relationships
i political, economic and ssecurity factors
integration orocess . =4

fAs before, internaticonzl events forced the EC member states
io reconsider their integration policies.

Thess changes in BEurope unleashed

{2

arn unanticipated

LL

debate over Community eniargement. Members of the EFTA
increasingly began to show interest in joining the

Communiiy. As the Cold War wound down it became obvious
that the EC would continue to play a major role in Europe

and many countries wished to ensure that they wers not kept
aut o the potentially lucrative market. Additionally, =&
countries from Eastern BEurope loocked to the EC
for leadership. With the demise of ZSoviet power, these
countries sought zid, trade agresments, and technical

assistance to help modernize their economies and promote

stability. EBeyond thess forms of help, many states were
alsc ezger to join the organization themselves. With the
crie of  the main grinciples of the Community being that any

dgemccratic BEuropesan state can join the organization, the EC
faced a filood of applications. Therefor this fact
triggered the debate over whether the Community should first

---- ediately sought to deepen the
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Community and limit new membership until this process couwld
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be completed. The French realized that 1if more members wers

added it would become more difficult for Faris to shape the

organization towards its own aims.  Likewise, France saw an
cpportunity to maintain its influsnce in the international

sphiere as the decline in Soviet power lefit a powser void in

ey

turope. I France cound achieve their dream of seizing the

leadership of the EC and harnessing iis political and

7 its own ends, the Community could
challenge the dominant American world position.  Again, this
gcal was easier atizined with & smaller organization and it
wuid e less likely that the lowest common denominator
tiaticons.  Moreover, France wanted ito
deepen the EC and bBind Germany fully to its structure, thus,

creventing Bonn from drifiing towards the East or

i

reestablishing an independent foreign policy from Western

influence.

gritzin took the opposite viewpoint from Framce with
respect to enlargement.  As previously described, the United

Fingdom has been hesitant over increassed Eurocpean
integration. London recocgnized that expansion presented the

gossibility of diluting ihe federal structure of the

i

ty. Therefore, Britain saw enlas

Communi gement mainly as a
method to slow the transfer of sovereignty from the national

to the supranational institution of the Commission.

Germany stood in the middle of the two other
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countries Eohil recognized that the EC eased the opposition
to German unification By insisting that Germany become

fEurcopean’ Hohl saw the opporiunity to advance German policy

under the EC banner and help ease the fears of European

stztes. Yet, Germany also proposed to espand the membership
of the Community. In the past, Germany had always played a
majior role in Eastern Burope and continued to hold a
perceived obligation to the region. 38

Furthermore, Bonn's

]
m
™

urity resited upon the stability of its Easiern neighbours

ar more than either France or EBritain. Hence, Germany

believed that the EC had 2 vitzsl role in help

1T malintain &

il

peaceful environment, including opening the door of the EC
Lo new countries.

Another element which was pushed to the forefront by
the changing international order involved foreign am
defence policy. With the ending of hostilities between the
tws Cold War opponents, & new series of problems confronted
Western Europs. Suddenly, instead of facing a military
threat {rom the Soviet Union, the Community had to consider

the problems of nationalism, fear of civil war ervupiing in
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neighbcuring countries which threat d to Bring cther
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t, and ithe siarm
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tates intoc the confli ive
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& mass
immigration wave from the East.
Closely connected to ithis problem was the future

rale of NATE. For over forty vyears, NATO not only protected
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from the Soviet threat Dut also orovided Western

B i s i i I TPY I L | oy fBlag i olo Sl oo ST SIS §o ik} # i
EUrcpE Wlih a =SiabDillTing Amevrican presence. With NATO no

nger fTacing ths nemesis of the Soviet Union, the structure

and very being of one of the two pillars of Western Europe

was Drought into doubt. Simply put, NATO's mission to
defend Western Europe from the Communist bloc was completed

=nd o enemy was left to confront, leaving the organization

to redefine its structure and role. Additionally, doubts
began tc be expressed whether the United Siates would

o 1its own
domestic econcmic difficuliies. Hence, EBurcocpe had to

sericusly consider defending itself for the first time in

Within this changing envirvonment, the Community wa

mn

o reconsider its structure and role.  In
particular, the ithree leading EC member states were forced
to review ithelir policies towards BEuropean integration.  Once
zgain, the itriangular asscociation dominated the process.
ier, EMU was an issue on the table

prior to the collapse of the Berlin Wall and the Soviet

Union. However, in a guick fashion, European political
union LEFU) zliso joinsed the debate In April

Mitterrvand and Eohl jointly called for both economic and

oolitical wunion to be accomplished by 193332, The statement

]



called for preparatory work to begin on an IGC on political
uniion, incliuding making EC instituitions move efficient,
defining and putiting into effect & common foreign and
dJefence policy . @S

As 1in the past, it was the Franco—German alliance
which took the initiative on EC integration It is of
interest to note that in late 1985, relations between the
two countries became somewhat strained.  Mitterrvand was
rather upset that | i ten—point plan had been forwarded
without consultation. The French Fresident saw this as =
worrisoms trend which only hardened his opinion that Germany
had to be bound to the EC. cohil saw the joint declaration
s & opporitunity to head off the fears of France and other
European states. Not surprisingly, Frime Minister Thalcher

l.l'l

sxpressed opposition o the concept.
While the joint statement proposed the completion of

both EMU and EFU, the two cbhjectives were not on egual

o many, MU was the next logical step in the

economic integration process. It had been noted by many
scholars that no internal market could Iive up to its full
potential wiih eleven independent markel monetary policies
amd currenclies. It was this concern which helped prompt the
Delors Report, thus providing a sclid framework for debating
the issus. Additionslly, the EMS zlready encouraged

substantial curresncy coordination. EFU, on the other hand,



had no such advantage. Although Mitterrvand and Kohl called
for political wunion and briefly ocutlined several aims, much
of the concepi was lefi wvagus. Indeed, this was a severe
criticism =f Thatcher's, nocting that the idea should be more
clearly spelt out since it meant “very different things to

EFF nmet coupbsias @7 . ; .
different countries. Certainly, as time wore on, it

became spparent that EFY zlso meant different things to

Mittervand and Hohl.

The June 1330 Buropesn founcil formally aporoved the
two IGC meetings reguired to implement the proposals to
proacesed. inn December of that year, the decision was made
{over the chjections of Frime Minister Thatcherl toc begin
the process of establishing the fws new treaties needed to
implement EMU and EPFU.  Given the above situation, it is not

surprising that negotiations over EMU was a smoother process

than its counterpart.

With respect to EMU, it was the French who pushed
particularly hard for its completion. Mitterrand felt that

",

m

France had nothing io lose over the creaition of & E
cpevated by & Community board (dubbed "Eurocfed"). After

211, the EMZ was aiready dominatsd by the Bundesbank which

in effect functioned as =2 Burcfed within the existing
system Through ithe sstablishment of an actual EC banking

ood to have some influence in policy



decisions, “"whereas it has none over the Bundeshank  "3€
Hence, Hittervand was eager to complete EMU, thinking that
France could expand its power in economic afifairs through
the mulitilateral system

However, since Germany was the leading economic

power in the Community, German participation in EMUY was the

crucial component toc its success. In such a situation the

congditions imposed by Bonn were paramount in the negotiatin

- — L ¥ e 3 o p g i p e e e e e e o e e
oroce ¥=i, disagresmenits over
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voiced in the capitzal, particularly betweesen Ecohl and the

Bundesbank . It must be recalled that the Bundesbank has
sesn its primary task as fighting inflation and enforcing
grice stability. This gozal has far ocutweighed any other

ecocnomic ohjective within Germany and 1s maintained

zealously. Hence, any possibkle shift in this policy create
an=ielty in Germany’'s central bank. Likewise, the
possibility of sacrificing its stable currency, the very
symbol of German success, also brought forth tensions.  Then

Bundesbank 's Fresident, Earl Ottc Faohl, urged constraint on

any deadlines agreed upon and that stringent conditions to
be set by Eohl. Uhile the Chancellor originally seemed to
ignore this advice and indicated thait he was favourable io

much of ths proposalis put forth by the other countries
pushing for EMU completion (especially Francel, this tension

inn Bonn would resurface.

mw
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A= expected, Thatcher's reaction to the idea was
negative. She isolated hevself from the main group and

that the plan for 5 single currency would

unilike the past, Britain did becoms an active participant in
e process. Yet, this decision was not achieved w{thaut
considerable debate within Thatcher's cabinet. The cabinet
divide over wheither Britain should join the ERM, with those

ained that BEvitzin should pressrve sovereignty in
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fincliuding Thatcher?
facing off against those who felt that Britain's future
realistically lay within participation in the system
fincluding then Chancellor of the Exchegusr, Jobhn Majorld.

In Ociocber 1230 the United Eingdom decided to enter the ERM,
ives for lowering domestic
inflation were thereby served and partly because it wanted
to be fully involved in the negotiations on EMU. "e©
Moreover, London joined the debate instead of just voicing

-~ = —

its disaporoval when it proposed an alternative to Delors

o

blueprint, the "hard ecu.”

Ancther factor which influenced the situation in the
negotiating process was the change in leadership in the
United Eingdom {rom Margaret Thatcher to John Major. Under

Thatcher, Britain had general

o]

s

vy taken a conflictual view

with its partners over EC unity. While Thatcher!’
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relationship with Eohl was never particularly close, Anglo

German relations had seemed to have grown even cooler

German unification.

Pasitions of the three countries on EMU
T e e T T T R 6 R B R R R G B R B R M R B O H R R R

BRITAIN FRANCE GERMANY

Favoured single MO YEZS YE
EC curvency

(K]

Favoured NO YE= YE=
formation of ECE
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The emergence of John Major as Britain's new Frime

Minister offered a refreshing changs from the
confrontational relationships of the past. Immediately,

Major made it clear that he wished Britain to be in the
center of Europe and play an active role in the EC's future.
Major made this point clear by cultivating new relations
with his main EC partners. Yet, it must be recocgnized that
Eritain's important goals did not shift overnight from a
leadership change. As Gecofirey Smith observed, the “sharp
difference of Major's siyle and tactics have cbscured the

similarity in the substance of the Major and Thatcher

Cisrmmmossm et i daae 047 . .. . - .
Eurcpean policies. Major, like Thatcher, did not want a
highly centralized EC. DHNonetheless, the new prime minister

realized thatit Europe was critical to Britain's future and

zitting on the sidelines during integration negctiations was
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ot fruitful. Therefore, Major set out tc remcld the EC in

an unchirusive manner in which Britain could be more
comfortablie . 4=

The changes in British lsadershio had an immediate
impact on EMU talks. While Major did not change the British

cosition of opposing & singls currency or its opposition to

+
78

n
n

LI

e two of the Delors Report, he did try to cultivate =z

m

los

]

r relationshipo with Chancellor Eohl.  This policy began
to show dividends qguickly, as in late December 1930 the two

Coldn

(ol

by

ries tacitly concurred to Gack away from any pledoge to

n

firm timetabkle towards EMU. This was & blow to France
which was continuing to call for precise gosls and dates in
ainn effort to ensure that Bonn would not drift away from ithe
project in light of the expense and difficulty which it was
facing in absorbing the former region of East Germany into
its sysiem. David Marsh differentiated EBritain's approach,

The British government, by contrast, is now

teliling Bonn that it reguires no further

reassurance aboul Germany's place in Europe. In

particular, ithe UK is making clear to Bonn there

is no political need to hurry towards Emu before

the economic conditicons are right. 4=
With both the Bundesbank and the German Finance Ministry
fearing a rush to EMU at the expense of the proper

convergence conditions, KEohl seemed to accept the logic of

o

siower approach.

time, Britain and Germany still had many
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hasic differences over EMY, incliuding Bonn's willingness t

3
g0 =ziong with the basic ocutline of the Delors Report given

the right conditicns.  On the other hand, Britain, while

m

cpposing much of the fundamentzal logic behind EMU, advocated
a general opt—-out clause in the treaty. This demand was met

with disapproval by those who wanted EMU, fearing that

countries other than the United Eingdom might take advantage

b

& =imuves Swe Sy Emsarnsiny A .
i Ciause, including Germany. Therefore, it was not

difficult io understand why France opposed the inclusion of

Within this context, talks on EMUYU marched forward to

e December 12
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Y

European Council which was to be held st
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the three countries kept in steady contact with each other

in an attempt to work out their differences. Alsc, similar

to past negotiation, Framce and Germany reached agreement on
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= general opt—out
e ne=t position the British Prime Minister
took  was for a specific opt—out clause for itself .

However, several countries, including France, felt that the

n

granting of such a clause would e & "gifi” to the United
Fingdom and should not be the basis of a bargain. 4S

Furthermore, there was & concern that octhers might want such

(o

a clause and it might alsc influsnce public opinion of the
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treaty in oiher member siztes
The final agreemsnt over EMU revealed several key
points favouring the ohiectives espoused by the French.
These included a commitment by Germany to a single currency
by no later than 1 January 1995, Additionally, much of the

siructure of EMU followed the guidelines proposed by the
Delors Report, with the establishment of a Europesan System

ier.

(]
m

of Central Banks (ESCES similar to that described sar

This gave France at least an opportunity to advance policies

dexling with the problems which most concerned Faris. At
the same time, 1t is alsc clear that Germany influenced the

shape of the system Chiefly, thes organization was
caommitted to price stability and given a great dezsl of
independence from political influence. Furthermore,

stringent conditions were placed upon the gualifications

o
Ml

]

necessary for member staie participate in the singie

Eritain, on the octher hand, won a specific opt—out
clause over EMU with the backing of Chancellor Eohl . 47
Feeping in mind that the United Eingdom sought the status
quc o this issue, it still got what it fundamentally wanted

without having to veto the dezl. As one British official

m

noted, “we saw no reason to object, as long as we hav
suitable arrvangements for ocurselves. "2®  Yhile London's

policy disagresments with the overall gosls of the plan did
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pproval, London was not
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committed to opt—oul of evenitual monelary union, thus
leaving its opltions open.
Overzall, the concluding ocutcome of the EMU

negotiations exhibited only limited evidence of true

n

1)

triangular relaticonship. Obviously, Britain opposed any
Binding Community movement towards a single currency and a
European Zentral Bank. Yet, in the end it was agresed that
these reforms would tske place {(aibeit Eritain did obtain an
cpt—oul clause for themselves). Several factors account for
this vresulit. For one, EBritsin was not strong enough in
sconomic terms to overtly influsnce the negotiations.  While
the United KEingdom was a major sconomic component of the EC,

its economic strength in relastion to France and Germany was

u

significantly weaker. Thus, the ability for London to

seriously dilute the final ocutcoms was hindered by its lack

of economic influence. While Britain could have vetoed the
entire agreement, the political conseguences of such an
action would have been severe. Additionally, the nature of

ihe issus is roughly parallel to sarly EMS negotiations.

itical leaders

]

One has to wonder whether Britain's po

ngle currency will be a likely event with

Pt

w=ilieve that a s

Ti

to sacvrifice their national

[*h
1)

he member states will
CUrrTeEncies. In this light, blocking such an initiative

wowld not be worith the cost of the political backlash had
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London chosen to veto the proposal.  Furthermore, the Unite
Fingdom retained the option of joining the process if it
felt that it was beneficizl to do so.

Therefore, with regard to EMU, the process was
generally dominated by the French and German negotiators

fis previously described, the French strongly pushed for a
positive result in this area. The Bundesbhank's decision to

raise interest rates in 1327 to desl with Germany's growing

budget deficit and inflation rates only hardensed the French
determination tc achieve monetary reform. Likewise, while

Germany may have differed with scme of the specifics of the

proposal, there was a general agresment that increased
monetary ccordination was & desirable gozsl. Therefore, the
comined economic sirengih of these two countries provided

the

m

wccentuation for the negotiation process.  However, it

musi be noted that in this case, the German position was the

key to the entire agreement. While France actively prodded
and encouraged the Federal Republic, due to its leading

economic position in the EC, Bon's stringent conditions for
a single currency and the economic policy pricorities for the

ECE were accepted. Simply pul, Germany was the most

m

important plaver in the negotiation process and the success

i the program depends upon its participation in the system.



egotiations over EMU proceeded in a fairvly

uniform fashion, the same could not be said about those
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with EFU. The issue of political union was not

clearly defined and remainsed murky throughout the process.
Folitical wunion covered many complex and divisive topics

including forelign and defence ©

licy, the powers assigned to

the institutions of the EC, enlargement, and immigration

policies All of these issues touch upon the sovereignty of
the nation—state

Additionally, unlike EMY, no one had a specific
target to attain. France, for instance, while having a
clear vision of what it wanted to achieve with EMU, had no
clear concepltion of where it wanted to go with respect to

political union. 4®

The anly thing Paris seemed certain
about was that it wanitsed to tie Sermany to the EC. Alsc, in

contrast to EMY, political union could not procesed without
agresment from all three members of the triangular
asscciation since the issue of foreign and defence policy

=zl for any of the three states to settle for an
cpt—out clause. Furthermore, Britain's position within the
z2alm of defense and foreign affairs was too central for the

her countries to ignore. It gquickly became apparsnt that

(W

the triangular assocciation was to dominate the process and

the other member states would “"simply be allowed 1o say ves
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The positions of the ithree countries varied from

mn

issue to issuse and consensus proved to be difficult to

attain on any one topic.  For example, both France and

Eritain felt thait EBurocoe had to reconsider Europe's
defensive posture, although they both had different views as
to how 1t shouwuld do so. It is alsc worth noting that

Germany tried to link their asgreement to EMU for significant
advainces in EFY. Essentially Eohl socught to ifradecii EMU 1o
or EFU.SY  However, as the final resulis were io
show, wnder the triangular model, the pressurs from three
s=ts of relationships would not alicow this to haopen.

Table II. Pos1t1ons of the three countries on EPU

L i A A R R L T e AR R R

ERITAIN FRANCE GERMANY
Favoured EC YES MO YEE=
eniargemnsnt

oy o= oo, @ oy W B i} \ L LY 2 g
ured mjori LY MO YES Yoo
v Sn SOmneE
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e14n DoOiidfy
ies
Favoured Jjoining NO = NDO
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oroved Lo be arducus Germany pressed for greatsr power to
o zsliccated to ihe institutions of the EC, and in
particulary o the BEurcoean FParliament Fohl demanded that
the democvatic deficit which prevailed in the EC be

Hat the Commission

sponsible 1o the

r

remedy this situstion

Eohl proposed that the Farvliament should be given a

significant voice in approving EC laws.  Germany seemed the
least adverse to expanding the powesrs of the institutions
smong ths three countries.  This seemed to parily result
from  iis hiighly federal sirvuciure and a lack of a prominent

historic parvliament of its own. It is alsoc worth noting

that due to its increased size in population resulting from

unification Germany was expected to add representatives in
the FParliament, thus expanding its influence in the

On the other hand, France and Britain failed to

share their partner’'s enthusiasm for expanding the powers of

the Farliament. Given their long and proud history of

ion was not remarkabis. Eoth Thatcher

id Major strongly injscised that Bri
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¥y capable

This viewpoint was

iow EC heads of

''''' cy was in "this rocom" and

5=

aiv diff

red on the concept of
dezalt with if at
overnment closest to the
"Eottom—up aporcach slways

e level with the responsibility
erefare,

this theory implies

the people, such as local and

carry out policies. Following

this logic, the supranational instituticns of the EC, far
removed fTrom the average citizen, should only play an active
role when it can accomplish a function more efficiently than
the cther levels of government. Major saw this as a

=nd =

trangly supported 1it. France,
=tate, saw ithis as a diluting
lomg as the decisions were make
Council, France preferred action
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to be carrvisd out st the Community level and thus act as &
bulwark to the outside world.,  Eohi, on the other hand, was
more favourable towards the concept than his French
counterpart With Germany's federal siructure, the
Chancellor did not fear the decentralizing measure as &

Foreign policy was ancther topic in which consensus
was nicit essi

¥ attainable. All ithree counitries acknowledged

that the EC should move towsrds coordinating their foreign

policies. With the decline of Soviet power in the East, the
EC was expecied to play =z greater vole in world affairs and

asseri itself to promote stability.  Moreover, if the EC

wanted to become & significant player in the international

sphere a coordinated forsign policy was essential.  This was
made clear to the EC when they failed to act together

coberently in the Gulf War and Yugoslavia.

Ger

nany favoured advancing foreign policy

m

harmonization through the extension of majority voting in
some sspects of foreign policy among the member states
Throush this method, Bomn hoped that it could advance its
policy goals and also improve the efficiency of producing
foreign policy positions.  Indeed the German position

Common

was described as representing 2 “guantum leap forward' 4 By
taking the position that "evervi

pzxlicy, and then define exceptions.®®%  In contrast, the
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Eritish proposed a more gradualist aporoach wiith continued
ited Kingdom was also

sadamant that it {nor any other EC member? should not lose

re confusing position on the issue.
While Faris has sought to lead EC foreign policy (in fact

aris ofien acts as if it is spesking for %11 of EBuropeld, it

has alsoc been reluciant to delegaie any decision—making
power in this arena. For example, while Mititerrand was
calliing for a common EL positicon with respect to Ivag's

invasion of Fuwait, he was not asbove initiating his own

independent sclutions. Therefore, it was not surprising

l.II

that Mitterrand called for a proposal which combiined aspects
=f both of the above plans. Faris advanced the idea that

the European Council should de

i

ide by unanimous consent

which issuss to treat as common and then some of these

m

decisions would be made by majority vote.®€ (ci..:-1v Fr
like Britain, was concerved over the introduction of

standard Community voling in this areza. 57

Cla

sely connected to the issuse of foreign policy was
that of a common security policy. The end of the Cold War

brought forth the issue of whether the EC should form a

o
i}
™
b
bt
10

defensive capacity. France, for instance, was

Hoa new envirvonment which forced it to reevaluate

F*

its defence policies. dith the end of EBEast-West hostilities
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Fariz could no longsr count on the continuing presence of

MATD ., While France had lsfi the commang structure of NATO
in the 1220= and sirvuck an independent military posture, 1t

could siways count on NATO to perform two functions:
ocrovige & nuclear and military umbrellzs for France and also
ol

bind the Federal Republic of Germany to the West. With the

tterrand was forced to adact to & new

==t of circumstitances
Although France would like to see NATO remzin as a
stabilizing influence in EBEurope, Mittervand felt that in the

laong run, America was likely to withdraw from the continent.

Yet, this alsc provided an opportunity for France to fill

the void left if the United States did chose to decrease
their presence in BEurcpe. Mitterrvand rezalized that as &

second-—rank power, France would need the cooperation of

their Buropean paritners (especially Germany and Britasind if
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significant role in the world. 5° The
lan advanced by France called for the Community to develop
links wiih the West EBEuropean Union (WEU} which would
sventuslly evolve into the defensive arm of the EC under the
control of the Buropean Council. Mitterrand envisioned the

WEY as essentizlly replscing NMATE and carrying ocut its

Ervitain, while favouring closer links between the EC
and the WEU, nonstheless recognized the French plan as a way
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In geneval, ithe EBuropsan Farliament failed to
increass it role prominently in the decisicon—making process
Frior to the summit, it became clear that Chancellor Eohl

ign too the Farliament.©'  1he final compromise allowed
the Farliiament the right to negotiate amendments dirvectily
with ministers over bills and rejsct them if the bilis do
ot contain them. However, it has been noted that the
Council can "load the procedure” by challenging the

institution to veto the ill. For the most part, the
Farliamsent would prefer & partial measure to none at a1l and

would not likely challenge the final £ill. %2 However, with

£
i

I"'l

respect the concept of subsidiarity the strong backing of
Fohl and Major ensured its acceptance and was therefore
written intc the Treaty.

In the foreign and defence policy domains, the final

result was largely satisfying to the British. Major made

deliberate efforts to divert German attention from French

U

proposals and sought to ensure NATO's influence in Europe . S@

While the Trealy did declare that & common foreign and

m

defence policy was ultimately hoped for, the language wa

u

vague and ambiguous, "which promises much, but immediately

—. [=T-8
le: ™ 1t was de i

id

r
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d that cerizain forei

il
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policy problems cowld be handled by majority voting, but the

"

ubjsct arvea first reguired unanimous consent, thus
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retaining the veilc for bBoih France and Britain which they
sought.  The defensse issue failed to displace NATO and put
the WEU under ithe powsr of the BEurcopean Council. While the
Community could reguest the help of the WEY, it could not

instruct it.®% Therefore, compromise betwesen the three

n
[

states was evident as the ma=imali positions failed to

The issues of enlargement and immigration was

chiefly ignored in Masstricht. The maiter of enlargement
was essentially pushed away and left for the future. Frior

to the summiit, the EC and the EFTA reached an agreemsnt

which essentially expanded the two organizations into a free

trade region {the European Economic Ares or the EEAY bBut
denied the countries of ithe EFTA access toc the decision—
making process.  This was an attempt to stxll these

countries' interest in Jjoining the Community, although, this

]

lan soon backfired and only made several of the EFTA

members more determined tc apply to become members. Hence,
the issue of enlargement remained afiter the Maastricht
Treaty was reached. Immigration issues were kept ocutside

the formal siructure of the EC, but an agreement was
achieved to coordinate “"their policies more closely and in
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b & common visa policy by 1336 ves
Overall, little progress was significantly achieved in thesse

figlds as disagreemenis among the three forced a compromise



o the Ilowest common dencminator.

It is of interest to note that during the
negotiations, past bargaining patierns redeveloped.  Similar
to that described eariier, the United Kingdom retained their

cautious approach towards EC integration while France and
Germany presented a more enthusiastic view regarding
Community cocperation. The ifwo countries joined forces to

advance ihe orocess,

w

s demonstrated by their joint

declaration calling for EMU and EFU in April 19206
Comparable o the SEA negotiations, Faris and Bornn again

Erought forth the possibility of & two—speed EC.  Therefore,
Evitain was faced with the position of trying ito challenge
this cozlition on various issues.

In contrast to EMU, the negotiations with respect to
political wunion clearly demonstrated the importance of the
triangular association.  In general, the policy cutcomes in
the fields comprising EFU revealed compromises among the
threse couniries. Unlike the situation regarding monetary
union, exch of the three member states had adeguate
influsnce in the procsss to distincily shape the {inal
agreement. While France and Germany jointly called for EFU

there was no sclid agreement belween the two over many

isSsues Therefore, the ithree counitrvies formed different
alliances among themselves depending upon the specific issue

at hand. Az z resulit, ithe end product was similar to the



negotistions of the SEA, that is some movement towards
increased coocperation bul by no means & ma=imalist sclution.
This can be seen by considerving some of the
forementicned issues. With respect to additional power
assigned to the FParliament, the instituticon did get some
increased responsibilities. However, these did not reflect

the position advooated by Germany, nor that held by Britsin.

Farliament in the legisliative process.  In this cases, the
Franch lent some support to Germany's position (partly in
response o Hohil's acceptance of EMUY and compromised

scmewnal on thelir hardline position.  Yet, with Britain's

1o Lo increasing Parliament's role, significant

I

power failed to materialize for the institution.  However,
with respect to the issuese of subsidiarity the alliance

between Germany and Britain prevailed over France's wishes.

£

This situation was also evident in the issues of foreign and
security policies. The interests of maintaining a

ubs

r"i-

antial and independent role for the naticn—state

1]

revailed, as boih Britain and France sought to limit any

"':'

binding EC initiatives 1in this arena. Likewise, a Anglo-—

German alliance ensured that the WEY would not replace the

',..;..

mus, the process reflected the three
conicerns defined by the model, wiih little mamimalist

headway made.



However, at the same time 1t must be recognized that

Doubilessly, the role of the Commission, and specifically
that of its Commissioney, Jacgues Delors, reguires
attention Delors has established himself as a major
croponent for EC integration. This was clearly evident as

Delors actively pushed for ihe member states to undertazke
majority wolting in the foreign policy arvena to "end the
Community’s impotence."S? | i yice, several other member
states f{such as Italy and the Netherlands) have plaved &
prominent role in European integration. However, as in the
SEA process, these actors essentially played a supporting

role.  Whi

[

e Italy helped pave the way for the acceptance to

hixld the two IGCs and the Metherlands offered seversal
compromise positions on various issues, these countries
failed to have a substantial impact on the finzxl cutcome.

he same conclusion may also be drawn on Jacgues Delars’
rale in the integration process.  Although Delors was an
active lobbyist on the behalf of the supranational interests
Fe Community, he was unable to place himself as & main

negotiator egual to that of the three majior EC member

states. Indeed, Delors may have plaved his most important
role as a mediator in the negotiation process.  While these

actors may help mediate and try to apoly pressure on the

H

major actors to maximize ocuitcomes they fail ©

[u]

decisively
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fires major EC member states {as even

EMU megotiations showed! and agreement among them remained

The Maastricht summit ended with some successes and

soms failures for the thres countries.  The process was
zg=in dominated by the triangular model.  France achisved
most of its goals with respect to EMU while Germany agot the
tough standards which it had sought.  With respect to

political union little startling advancement was made as it

United Eingdom has had from the very start?se which forced

e other countries to make the asppropriate allowances.

Almost immediately following the Maastricht summit

second thoughits began to appear in several of the member
es. For instance, in Germany, concern was expressed
zbout the loss of their currency and the Lander e=pressed
their concern over the oossible loss of their politica
power . This was qguickly Tollowed by the inabkility of the

EC fand particularly the three main countries) to formulate

a coheszive plan to deal with the civil unvest which was

strangling Yugoslavia. I June 1332 the Danish public
refused to accept the Maastricht Treaty by a narrow margin,
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Treaty in doubt since all twelve

inal resultl. The vital discussions continusd

necessary to come to terms with the reservations the



countries are reguired to ratify the agreement before it

PSR e | — - - - ' S | g p——— ' SRS S - § . -~ - e o= - -
couwld go into effect.  These faciors combined with domsstic
econcmic and political turbulence in BEurcpe slowed the

member states fo help push through the ratification process

of the Treaty. However, a number of evenis caused zll thre
countries to hesitate over iits implementation. In the

Tingdom, doubits about the EC heightened when London
ced ito withdraw Trom the ERM. Combined with = slow

economy, opposition began to surfacs throughout the

il

onservative Farty, forcing Major to delay the ratification

The situation in France and Germany was not much
Erighter than that in Britain. Mitterrand decided to put
the Treaty to a public referendum and staked his political
career on its cultcome. In a country where the issuse of
European integration had never previously divided the
country, Mitterrand van into stiff oppositicn. Mitterrand

failed to recognize (as did most French politicians?y the

(2]
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ot
f+'
m
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m
=i

pubklic dis the issue and politics in general €2

r

Although the referendum accepted the Treaty, the harely BGH

approval rating was not 2 ringing endorsement for the
agreement . In Gervmany, the public not only voiced

disapproval over the loss of their currency, but the

]

=]
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t i‘lu:____(h = {Ciz’i'l_’;.‘li"Cu’i‘:iEE Was ‘r--aached, it became clear that EMU
could become Blocked in the future by Germany . 7°
Additicnally, the issue of enlargsment continued to
plagus the EC.  The EEA, which had been designed to head off
the expected number of applications from the EFTA for
Community membership failed. By the end of 1332, five of

the members of the EFTA {Austriz, Finland, Norway, Sweden,

= Swit—-erlar 7 frs o1 _ 5 - c _ =
and Switzerland?”! had officially applied for EC status
Furthermore, other countries continued to express thsir

de=zire o join the organization, including Cyprus and Malia.

=~k

Thus, the issue

widening was once again thrust upon the

Community.

Yet, the thres leaders are attempiting to push the
Treaty through and the triangular model has begun to
reassert iitself.  All three heads of government stated after
the Denmark referendum that they would push shead and help
e Danes to resnter the fold., Different reasons
are driving them to advance the Treaty through to
ratification. Mitterrand has fought hard for EMU and is
determined to achieve this goxl before his political career
ends. As wsll, with the Bundesbank continuing to use high-—
interes

t rate policies in ovder toc deal with Germany's

g

sconomic problems in 1332, 1t became clear to Mitt

m
4
-
u,l

that the he

mn

.«4-
s

-t way possible to forward other economic gr



strategies was through the comcletion of EMU. Major also
- —_ -

hias as much to lose as

ike it or noi, EBritain's

Maastrichit provided an intergovernmenial siructure which

Eritain could comfortably operate in. Even ihough Maior

faces considerable resistance within the Tonservative Farty,
e has pledged to ratify the Tresty, albeit at a later date
than his major paritners would like As Tor Chancellor Eaohl,

summit in Edinburgh provided the
best opportunity for the Community to set the process back
on track. While relations had been strained over the past
several months between the three countries, Major played a
key role in attempting toc smoocth over the differences,
especially those between himself and Eohl. Gevrmany carried
on extremely close talks with both France and Britain prior
to the summit. This was especially apparsnt between Major
and Eohl, in what was described by one official as
"Erainstorming by telephones "73

What became apparent over the course of the summit

was that it was not to be only a Franco—German show, but

- 4

rather one which involved &ll three main players. Several



key decisions were made in the negotiaiing process,
inciuding the move to let Denmark chose whether o jcin a
common defence or currency at a later daite fessentialily
giving it an opi—oul claussl. Iin addition, agreementis
concerning the budget and the start of neootizations Tor
enlargemsent on 1 January 12292 with Austria, Sweden, and
Finland were achieved. All these measures were strongly
gushed through with strong Anglo—German backing.”?  Hence,
the likelihood that the Treaty cowld be salvaged jumped
dramatically after the Edinburgh summit and the actions of
the iriangular association.



1. Peter Ludlow, "The Maastricht Treaty asnd the Fuiure of
Eurcps, " IThe Wast S ] 15 {Autumn 13322, 119

2. Bressand, "Beyond interdependence,” 54,

2. McDonald and Zis, "The Eurcopean Monetary System, " 1271.

4. HMico Colchester, “"L'etzxt Clest L'Europe,"” Ihe Economist (23
b
-t ¥ :

"BEonn sees monetary union as distant goal,

25 January 1388

The gtqu Df EcHnnmlc hﬁd Mﬂhbtnly Union, Eepor

Committes, eport o i =4 .

-
7

Committes, eport M, =29.

[

2. MNiels Thygesen, Thu Delurs Rupnrt on BEuropean economic and
monetary union, ” 1 &5 (Autumn 13233, &41.

ter Eenen, “The European Central Bank and monetary policy
age three of EMU,Y Internationsl Affairs &8 (July 139323 453

1. Reginald Dale, “"The Mew Reality.," EBurcpe no. 302 (December
290 ) 9.

12. Alex KErause, side the Ne fope, Z45.
iZ2. Eenen, "The EBEuropesn Central Bank," 4532

14, Henen, "The EBuropean Central Bank " 59

15 . Michele Fratiamnmi and tqrqun von Hagen,
= T Wrg i (Boulder: Westview Fress,
i

i&.Fratianmi and von Hagen,

17. Thygesen, "The Delars Report,” 47

170



Unlf'catiﬁn,“ hie

12, Nico Colchester, "The spontanecus union, " The Economist (320
June 19903, &
20 1930, 37301.

Z1. Gress, "Paolitics of German unification,® 150.

22, Colchester, "The spontanecsus union, ™ 5.

22, Jonathan Carr, "When the wall comes down,” The Economist (22
October 13233, 11.

24 0 UWerner
York: FPra

M
1)
m
b |
n
E
H
Pt
i
T
L
]
[in]
-

"Mitterrand and Defense and Security Folicy,®
i 9 (Summervr/Fall 193123, 144.

& . Robert Livingston, "United Germany
Sred and no. 27 {Summer 133923,

And Better,”

22, "Saying The Unsayable About The Germans," IThe Spectator (14
July 19903, 5. It is of interest to note th t Ridley was
eventually forced to resign his position due o his statementis
{although Thatcher did not officially reguest 1tl.

22 . David Marsh, "Ouiburst casts doubt on EC policy shift,
Financial Times 13 July 1330,

el
mn

23 . This accounts for the divergence between the two countries’
genuine feselings towards German unification and their public
statement

=

21. These discussions included France, Britain, America, the
Saviet Union and the two Germanies.

2Z. Livingston, "United Germany, " 180

=. Gerd Langguth, "Germdn,, the EC and the Architecture of

42 €¢2/91)3, 138.

=4 . Helen Wallace, "The Europs that came in from the cold,”
nati al £ = &7 (DOctober 1339313, &




3 F
i £

25, "Bonn and Faris move to speed European unity,” Einancis
Times 20 April 1330

7. "UE opp
25 April ?3

2. Stephen Eramer, "The French

guarterly 14 (Autumn 19313, 30.

=30 "In Rame, liocns are an endangered species, ™ The Economist (32
November 19303

40, Louis W. Fauly, "The politics of European monetary union:
national strategies, international imglications, nter: i
Joyrpal 47 (Winter 1991-23, 160, Although the “realists" won the
debate and convinced Thatcher to join the ERM, tensions with the
"sovereignists" has remained high in the Conservative party.

This has been Cleufl% exzhibited in cabinet debates over the
Maastricht Tre

i

i iecf frey Smith, "Britain In The New Europe,” Eoreign =8
4 (Fall 139392), 1E&.

42 . Smith, "Britain In The New Burope,® 170.

= Da*ld H«P:h, "Germany Jjoins UK in sofi line on EMU timing, ™
g 28 December 1330

44 Eenan, “The EBEuropean Central Bank," 4671 .

45, Quentin FPeesl, "Kaohl makes personal plea for EBEuropean

integration," Einsncial Times & November 1331

46 . "Majority voting of great conmcern to UK, Einancisl Times 7

December 1331.

{2 December

42, "Single currvency to start by 133239.,° ine = imes 10
December 13931
43, "In Rome, lions are an endangered species,® 1he cnomist =

Mavember 1330,



¥

) (A}

21

50, Ferry Ho
. HE 4.

wogendijk, "Europe Doesn't Exist,® Eurcopean Affaivs &
=

unl

£1. David Buchan, "EC sails toward safe harbour,® i7ic 15 L ES
2 October 19391, This follows the pattern previocusly described in
which the German governments try to link monstary reform to
further political integration as = way to bind Germany to the EC
52, "In Rome, lions arve an endangeved species, ” Ihe Economist (2

Movember 13303 .

wenther F. Schaefer, "Institutional Choices, " Fulures =232
epiember 13313, &2E8

]
Jia
) |"|
p-l
=
)

u(

"Testing times,"” 236

55, "Stitching together a United States of EBEurope?®

1 December 193930

56, "Siitching together a United States of Eurcpe?! Ihe GO d
(1 December ]HBU..

57. David Buchan, "Horse—trading before high noon, " Eins =

Times 28 June 13231,

52, "Manoceuvres in line with a new era, " FEinancis imes Z& June
1930

53, Hamns Binnendijk, "The Emerging Eurcpean Security Order, " The
= inato uarte 14 (Autumn 133912, 74

0. The disagreements surrocunding enlargement has already been

&1. "Last-minute bargaining,”

2. "Sirs SbuUlQ Mps st’aiﬂing to flex their new muscles,”
inSncis 12 December 1331.

£Z. Bimmendijk, "Emerging European Securiiy,"” 75.

&4 . Anand Menon, ﬁnthnny Forster and William Wallace, "A common
Eurcpsan uuTEﬂCE7" Sl 24 (Autumn 139323, 32

£5 . Movon, et al, "A common defence?", 113,

| I"|
-"l

& . Treverion, "The MNew BEurope," 1062



)
I

£7 Nicholas Comfori, "Major set for foreign policy desl," Ihe
i

uropean 25 October 133

DL EE Fhlllmpu temaitre, "What Maastrichit means,”
ST 22 December 13371

£2. Like many other EC countries, the French public had little
ctual understanding of the actuzal details and conseguences of
he agreement. While the public supported the concept of

rapean integration they were not fully educated by the
wvernment over the issue. Furthermore, for the first time
dividual countries were called upon to make visible sacrifices
i the Maasiricht Tresty (e.g9. the survender of their natiocnal
currencies? towards EBEuropesan integration. These factors,
combined with an economic recessicon and & turbulent politica
environment throughout EBEurope led to substantial public
opposition, not only In FtnuLu buL thrnugnaut the entire EC. Zee
"The itempo guickens, " 20 November 13937 and
Anthony Hartley, "Maastricht's problematical future,” The World
Today 48 (Ociober 19323, 175-121.

Bele b )04 T] ok [
[l E

70 GEUPGE Huss, "After Maastricht: Hard choices for EBEurope,”
{(Summsr 19921, 493, Tension between the
Bundeskank and Eohl resurfaced with the result of acting as a
drag on EMU.

7i. It is interesting to note that in the fall of 139392 the Swiss
citizens failed to ratify the EBuropean Economic Area, thus
throwing their application to the EC into considerable doubt.
7Z. "Major becomes treaty's champion,” Einancisl Times 4 June
1aes

72, "Eohl brainstorming by telephone in search for Community
=

ccord, ™ Einancial Times 10 December 1932
4. "Summit a success, " Financizal Times 14 December 13932



implers have demonstrated, the

process of EC integration has been inconsistent. At times,

o has made meaningful progress towards

s

the organizat

Eurcpean coopsration, while at other timss, it has
floundered and fallen intoc a state of "Eurosclerosis. ¥  This
thesis has advanced the thsory that it has been the

triangular relaticnship between France. Germany and the
United Fingdom which essentially controls the integration

CrOCESS. If cocperation and agresment characterize the

n
mn
]

cCiaticon significant steps are made towards EC unity.

:_L'.
[}
£
m

ver, when discord surfaces among the three primary

countries, the process has stagnated.

Uoon Britain's entry into the Community in 1373, the

ariginal Franco—German partnership, which had previcously

guided the organizaticon, gdave way to a new triangular model.

-

his formation did not immediately evolve into a harmonious

working relationship among the three member states. In

fact, given Britain's disinclination to actively participate

arnd advance EL collaboration, the association began under



rather arducus conditions.  Quickly, thes United Eingdom
earned the reputation as being the reluctant member of the
Community . At the same time, Franco—Gevrman relations
slatively stirong. Having been founding members of

the organization, these two countries had worked hard to

cocperation Consequently, the associztion originally
reflected ithe shaps of an irregular irviangle, with agreement
among the three being necessary but difficult to ochizin.

Alihough conssnsus

n

mog the threes has often been
difficult to ochizin, the model has produced positive

i
i

resulis.  Bassd largely on the agreemsent of the triangular

xssociaticon, the Community did progress from the days of

1
r+
o
(I
e
0
la
ol
I
b
f“‘"
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-
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= increased cocperaltion entailed in the
SZingle Eurcpean Act and the Treaty on BEuropean Union.

Essentially, changing domestic and international

environments pressured the threse member states to reassess
their policies with regard to the organization. As it
became move apparent that increased economic and political
coperation was, in faci, a viable soclution to adjusting to
b -

theze new chxllenges, the active participation of 11 three
ates became clearer and the itriangle tock on a more
ure, thus making compromise easiser to attain.

It is =slso evident that within this model, the

political leaders of the three countries ave critical of

ot
ok
u
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workings. As owutlined, Community agreements have depended
upon the interstate barvgains of the leading member states
Moreover, these accords are contingent upon the relaticons
and acttions of the heads of government. While a changing
snvironment creates a climate which encouragses =
resvaluation of policies, significant resulis only oocour

when leaders have the desirve or incentive to act upon them

with specific actions Since the ifriangular model 1s &
series of bBilsteral relzatiocnships, the personal asssoccoiations
betwesen the various leaders are important. For example, the

amicable relationship between de Gaulle and Adenauer paved
the way for a "special' relationship between France and
Germany to develop. Likewise, Frime Minister Major and

—d

Chancellor Hohl have cultivated their friendship and

established a good working relationship that has resulted in

tates in a number of areas. Within the

1]}
ﬂ.l

agreement among the

=k
r

bargzxining patterns of the model, alliances are strengthens

o

ans wsed Lo shore up various policy positions, thus alsco

m

affecting the shape of the triangl

£

Yhen considering the Eur

I

pean integration process,
it must be scknowledged that it is possible to interpret the
model in & different manner. This doctirine holds that it is
e Franco—German alliance which has been the critical

actor in the drive ifowards EC unity. Instead of the
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[l

Ailthough Britain recognized thes growing importance

o it

U]

of Eurcpe prosperity, the British were wunwilling to
actively pariicipate in strengthening Communiiy policies. A

qumber of domsstic and international events 1n the early and

mid—i1970s and the response by the United Eingdom reconfirmed

London's reluctant commitment to the EC. The simultiansecus
discovery of large oil reserves in Britain's North Sex and

rising energy prices coincided with the EC's effort to reach
an agreement on the internal Community oil market. With a
weak economy and intense domestic pressure to maintain
complaets conirol of its oil resources, the British

""" fused to vield to the EC plan of regulating the
il market, thus alisnating itself from its Community
pariners. Also, the demand by Britain in 1374 to
renegotiate iis entry terms reinforced London's image of
being & reluctant partner within the EC. Thus, the United
Fingdom did not enhance the feeling of cooperation and unity
i the integratiocn process.

Additionally, strong leaders within the triangle
played = prominent role in the integration process.  Frime
Minister Thatcher's strong personality and ideclogical
beliefs greatly contributed to Britain's resolute position
in refusing to sacrifice any power to the supranational

organization.  Her antagonistic stance on Britain's budget



120

Moreover, 1in , Mitterrvand assumed ithe French presidency
and st ocut to initiate an expansionist program to deal with

he economic problems plaguing the country This program

ad

icted with the sconomic policiss of many of his EC

™
[)

counterparts, including those of Germany and the United

Fingdom. In such an atmosphere, the desire to advance EC
cooperation was severely hinderved.

As a vesult of such conditions, this iten yvear period
waxs characterized by little headway in the area of EC unity.
With the three major member states unwilling to agree on

many policy isswes, EC integration stagnated. The more

[
I}
il
rt
=
[N
e

minded actors {(such as the Commission, the

arliament and octher member states) were unable to push the

process forward.,  The only notable exception in this pericd
was the formation of the EMZ. However, even in this case,

the overall wvalidity of the model is not sericusly
jeopardized. Due to London's skepticism over the logic and
the feasibkility of the project, it chose simply not o
participate. Furthermore, Britain maintained the right to

iter the system if it eventually felt that 1t was in its

m

"

best int t to do so in the future.

r
m
r:'i
n

However, changing domestic and international

environments altered the dynamics behind the integration



H.
ax
—

jependent naticnal sty

failed to produce satisfactory soluticons to the problems of
econcmic stagflation and high umemplovment. AL the same

time, economic competition from BEuropes's international

rivals intensified and threzatened the long-run subsistence

of key Europesan industries.  Likewise, thes level of intra—
Community itrade continued to grow in importance for the
countries, thus encouraging the preservation and
sxlidification of this market In addition, there was a

convergence on ideclogiczsl acceptance of the value of

completing the internal markst among the three political
leaders. Thatcher, for example, was an enthusiastic

supporter of removing the barriers within the Common Market.
Similarly, both Eohl and Mitterrand were favourable towards
the idea. Therefore, in contrast to the previous ten yvears,
the three member states were abkle, by the mid-1380s, to
reach same accommcdation and further EC integration by

pushing the SEA to its completion.

I»
LL

dditionally, & bargsining pattern materizlized

the iriangulasr asscocoiation. For the most parit,

Eritain estabhlished itself as the most reluctant member

ztzats to pursus increased EC integration. &lthough the
United Eingdom has actively lobbied Tor move ocpen Communiiy
trade and the other counitries have advanced independent
policies which hindered EC cocoperation, such as France's



Eingdom

m
[l
£
]
|
]
Tl
I
m
1
i
]
i
(™h
ek
b
£
or
1
2
G
i
m
F
=N
r'"l-
m
C

S8 more S&0usl appesvance and allowed for

This gensvral scenaric was repeated in the esarly

Srought forth & new series of issuses for the three counitriss
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Vas srity of key discussions center arcund the three
Hilateral ties of the itriangle. This was clearly evident
during the izlks proceseding the agreement reached at
Fonitainsblsau Mittervand, who held the presidency of the

European Council at the time, conducted a strategy of

)

2597 and
1952, In essence, the other actors within the
EC negotiating process were unabhle to decisively shape the
cutcomes and generally played supporiing roles to the three
major member s
Furthermore, when reviewing the final agrsements, it
becomes evident that they generally reveal a compromise

wntri

m
1]

among the ithres

ts

st

In most cases, the final resu
do ot reflect & ma=imalist position, buit rather that of a

lower common denominaior.  For example, in neither the SEA

nor the Maastricht Treaty, were the powers of the Farliament

expanded to the amount wished by Germany {and supported by
other ma=zimalist EC asctors). Instead, a lesser amount of
responsibility was granted to the institution, reflecting

- ~ | S
1ams e

oot
L,

d by France and the United Fingdom.

i i =
i

Likewise, depending wupon ihe issue, different alliances arse

crmed which are capasble of advancing policies further than
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Communiiy depends upon the agreement of iis three leading

member states.  Withouwt ithe cooperaiticon of the triangular

sssociztion, the integrsiion orocess hias .
| 3 S P 2 — | S—— ENE - o gm e P — - -~ - R — R — - -
paowever, Whien the three countries are ible to ¢ oODeET S te and
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