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8.1   The Context of European 
Union Politics   

 FOLLOWING DELAYED RATIFICATION BY SEVERAL RECALCITRANT MEMBER 
states, the Treaty of Lisbon—signed in December 2007 and implemented in Decem-

ber 2009—significantly streamlines and strengthens the European Union as a sui generis 
regional political–economic system. Since its origins as a coal and steel community 
founded by six West European countries in 1951, the European Union has expanded to 
include twenty-eight European countries (with several candidate nations waiting in the 
wings to join).1 The significance of the European Union lies not only in its economic status 
as the world’s largest trading bloc but also in its dual attainment during the 1990s of a 
single regional market and an economic and monetary union, accompanied by the adop-
tion of a common currency, the euro, among more than half its members. Major provisions 
of the Lisbon treaty underscore efforts to enhance institutional coherence and democratic 
procedures and extend foreign and security cooperation as a means to enable the Euro-
pean Union to play a more assertive role in world affairs. 

 The European integration movement, which began in the early 1950s, has resulted in 
the transfer of significant degrees of domestic regulatory powers, economic sovereignty, 
and budgetary allocations to the combination of supranational and intergovernmental 
institutions that make up today’s European Union. The EU supranational component 
consists of decision-making structures that possess the legal authority to make rules that 
are binding on the member states. Principal institutional examples include the European 
Commission, the European Court of Justice, the European Central Bank (ECB), and the 
European Parliament. Intergovernmental authority, by contrast, is exercised by member 
states acting as autonomous national actors exercising weighted votes and sometimes the 
right of veto in the Council of Ministers, which is made up of national government cabinet 
members, and the European Council, composed of the heads of state or government of 
the member states. The Council of Ministers, in various guises, is responsible for day-to-
day decisions governing the European Union, whereas the European Council constitutes 
more of a “summit” decision-making institution governing new directions in policy, new 
treaties, and the admission of new member states to the European Union. All of these 
structures and their powers are explained in greater detail in the following chapters. 

 Parallel processes of “deepening” (extending institutionalized cooperation to a greater 
range of policy areas) and “widening” (adding new member states through successive 
waves of enlargement) have characterized the integration process from the outset. The 
pace of integration has proceeded through alternating cycles of acceleration and slow-
down, punctuated by recurrent political and economic crises that have challenged the 
confidence of even the most ardent Europeanists. Recent examples include the rejection 
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by a majority of French and Dutch voters in May 2005 of a proposed constitutional treat, 
a prolonged delay in the ratification of the Lisbon treaty from 2007 to 2009, and an ongo-
ing economic crisis on the southern rim of the eurozone and in Ireland reflecting conflict-
ing strategies of austerity versus stimulus on the part of leading European Union and other 
international officials. 

 A Comparative Overview 
 Today’s European Union consists of its original six founding members (France, Ger-
many, Italy, and the three Benelux countries) and twenty-two other countries in northern, 
southern, and east central Europe that joined the European Union from the early 1970s 
to 2013. Its territory stretches from the Atlantic Ocean in the west to the Baltic Sea in the 
northeast, the Mediterranean and Aegean seas in the south, and the Black Sea in the 
southeast. Geographically, the European Union as a whole at 4,324,782 square kilome-
ters is nearly half the size of the United States (9,632,420 square kilometers) and Canada 
(9,984,679 square kilometers), but its population of more than 492 million is signifi-
cantly larger than that of both the United States (310 million) and Canada (34.1 million). 
The European Union’s estimated per capita gross domestic product (GDP) in 2012 
($33,700) nearly equaled that of the United States ($35,445). (See Table 8-2 later in the 
chapter.) 

 Germany claims the largest population within the European Union, followed in 
descending order by France, the United Kingdom, and Italy. Geographically, the largest 
member state is France, followed by Spain, Sweden, Germany, Poland, Finland, and Italy. 
The smallest member state, measured in terms of both population and territory, is Malta 
(see Table 8-1). 

Per Capita Income
 Despite its small size, Luxembourg claims the highest per capita GDP among the twenty-
eight member states, due in part to its pivotal role in international banking. A majority of 
EU member states count among the most affluent countries in the world, while Romania 
and Bulgaria are the least well off within the European Union (see Table 8-2). 

 Levels of Economic Development 
 Closely associated with differences in national wealth are contrasting levels of national 
economic development. The United Kingdom, Sweden, and Spain rank within the Euro-
pean Union as the most “postindustrial” member states, as measured by the percentage of 
workers engaged in public and private services. The least developed countries, as mea-
sured by the percentage of workers employed in agriculture and other primary sectors, are 
Romania, Greece, and Portugal (see Table 8-3). 

International Trade
 Together, the EU member states dominate world trade with 37.6 percent of global imports 
and 36.5 percent of exports. The United States and China are the world’s third and fourth 
largest trading partners (see Table 8-4). In descending order, Germany, the Netherlands, 
France, the United Kingdom, and Italy are the largest trading partners. 
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Table 8-1  Population and Area of Twenty-Eight EU Member 
States (2014)

 
Population (in Millions, 

2013) (Estimates)

Area (in Thousands 
of Square 

Kilometers)

European Union 503.7 4,324
Germany 82.0 643.8
France 63.7 643.8
United Kingdom 61.7 243.6
Italy 60.0 301.3
Spain 45.8 505.4
Poland 38.1 312.7
Romania 21.5 238.4
Netherlands 16.4 41.5
Greece 11.2 132.0
Portugal 10.6 132.0
Belgium 10.7 30.6
Czech Republic 10.5 78.9

Hungary 10.0 93.0
Sweden 9.2 450.3
Austria 8.2 84.0
Bulgaria 7.6 110.9
Slovakia 5.4 49.0
Denmark 5.5 43.1
Finland 5.3 33.8
Ireland 4.5 10.0
Croatia 4.4 56.6
Lithuania 3.3 65.2
Latvia 2.3 64.6
Slovenia 2.0 20.3
Estonia 1.3 45.2
Cyprus 0.8 9.3
Luxembourg 0.5 2.6
Malta 0.4 .3

In Comparison

United States 316.7 9,826.7
Canada 34.6 9,985.5
Russia 142.5 17,098.2

Sources: Europa, “member countries of the European Union” (http://europa.eu/
about-eu/countries/member-countries/) and US Central Intelligence Agency, The 
World Factbook, 2013, www.cia.gov.

Table 8-2  Per Capita Gross Domestic Product of 
EU Member States and Select Nonmember 
States, in Descending Order of Affluence

Country

Per Capita GDP in USD 
(Measured in PPP = 

Purchasing Power Parity) 
(2012 Estimates)

Luxembourg 81,100
Austria 42,900
Netherlands 42,900
Ireland 42,600
Sweden 41,900
Germany 39,700

Belgium 38,500

Denmark 38,600
United Kingdom 37,500
Finland 37,200
France 36,100
European Union 35,100
Spain 31,100
Italy 30,600
Slovenia 28,700
Czech Republic 27,600
Cyprus 27,500
Malta 27,500
Greece 24,900
Slovakia 24,800
Portugal 23,800
Lithuania 22,000
Poland 20,900
Estonia 22,100
Latvia 18,600
Croatia 18,100
Bulgaria 14,500
Romania 13,000
Hungary 12,868

In Comparison

United States 50,700
Canada 43,400
Russia 18,000

Source: US Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook, 
2013, www.cia.gov.
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Table 8-3  Levels of Economic Development of EU Member States (2012 Estimates)

Percentage of Workforce Employed in

Country Agriculture, Fishing, Mining Industry Public and Private Services

United Kingdom 1.4 18.2 80.4

Sweden 1.1 28.2 70.7

Spain 4.2 24.0 71.7

Slovenia 2.2 35.0 62.8

Slovakia 3.5 27.0 69.4

Romania 31.6 21.1 47.3

Portugal 11.7 28.5 59.8

Poland 2.9 30.2 57.0

Netherlands 2.0 18.0 86.0

Malta 1.5 24.7 73.9

Luxembourg 2.2 17.2 50.8

Lithuania 7.9 16.6 72.5

Latvia 8.8 24.0 67.3

Italy 2.0 24.2 73.8

Ireland 5.0 19.0 76.0

Hungary 7.1 29.7 63.3

Greece 12.4 22.4 65.1

Germany 1.6 24.6 73.8

France 3.5 24.3 71.8

Finland 4.4 15.5 70.0

European Union 5.3 22.9 71.8
Estonia 4.2 20.2 75.6

Denmark 2.6 20.3 77.1

Czech Republic 3.1 38.6 58.3

Cyprus 8.5 20.5 71.0

Croatia 2.1 29.0 18.1

Bulgaria 7.1 35.2 57.7

Belgium 2.5 25.0 73.0
Austria 5.5 26.0 88.5

In Comparison 

United States 0.7 20.3 79.1

Canada 2.0 13.0 76.0 
(other: 9 percent)

Russia 7.9 27.4 64.7

Source: US Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook, 2010, www.cia.gov.
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 From the European Coal and Steel Community to the European Community 
 In its present form, the European Union is the institutional culmination of early postwar 
initiatives by six West European governments, which were inspired by a combination of 
idealism, national self-interest, and political and economic pragmatism. These initiatives 
were directed at transcending the historical factors of national rivalry and hostility that had 
contributed to the outbreak of the Franco–Prussian war in the nineteenth century and 
World Wars I and II in the twentieth century.2 Prominent early architects of the integration 
movement included Jean Monnet, head of the General Planning Commission in the first 
postwar government of France, who proposed the initial blueprint for West European 
economic integration; Robert Schuman, who as French foreign minister formally submit-
ted the plan in 1950 for what became the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC); 
Konrad Adenauer, who served from 1949 to 1963 as West Germany’s first federal chancel-
lor; and Alcide De Gasperi, founder of the Italian Christian Democratic Party and prime 
minister in eight coalition governments between 1945 and 1953. All four statesmen were 
ardent Europeanists and advocates of a transatlantic political and military alliance with the 
United States. 

 Political leaders from France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and 
Luxembourg established the ECSC in 1951 and 1952 as a first step toward regional 
economic and political integration. The purpose of the ECSC was to eliminate customs 
duties on iron, coal, and steel products among the six member countries and simulta-
neously to erect a common external tariff, thereby creating a limited customs union. 
The executive and legislative powers of the new organization were divided between a 

Table 8-4  International Trade: Volume of World Merchandise Exports, 2012 Estimate (in Rank Order)

Rank Order Country/Region In Billions of USD, 2012 Estimate

 World 36,534.0
  1 European Union 4,468.6
  2 United States 3.882.4
  3 China 3,866.9
  4 Germany 2,575.7
  5 Japan 1,864.4
  6 Netherlands 1,247.4
  7 France 1,243.9
  8 United Kingdom 1,149.4
  9 Italy 986.9
10 Hong Kong 947.9
11 Canada 917.3
12 Belgium 882.0
13 Russia 864.7

Source: http://stat.wto.org/StatisticalProgram/WSDBStatProgramSeries.aspx?Language=E&subtopic=bp;bc.

Do n
ot 

co
py

, p
os

t, o
r d

ist
rib

ute

Copyright ©2015 by SAGE Publications, Inc.  This work may not be reproduced or distributed in any form or by any means without 
express written permission of the publisher.



Part 8 European Union

650

Council of Ministers, representing the 
six governments, and an appointive 
High Authority with supranational exec-
utive authority to initiate common deci-
sions and oversee their execution. 
Largely symbolic consultative authority 
was vested in a European Assembly, 
whose deputies were appointed by the 
national parliaments of the six member 
states. In addition, a European Court of 
Justice was established to adjudicate dis-
putes over the interpretation and imple-
mentation of the ECSC treaty. The 
signatories agreed that the Council of 
Ministers and High Authority would 
meet in Brussels, the assembly would 
conduct its plenary sessions in Stras-
bourg, and the Court of Justice would 
hear its cases in Luxembourg. 

 The success of the ECSC in promot-
ing regional economic growth encouraged 
the same six nations to create the more 
ambitious European Economic Commu-
nity (EEC) in 1957. “Determined to lay 
the foundations of an ever closer union 
among the peoples of Europe [and] 
resolved to ensure the economic and 
social progress of their countries by com-
mon action to eliminate the barriers which 
divide Europe,” France, Germany, Italy, 
and the Benelux countries pledged to 
achieve economic integration as a crucial 
move toward ultimate political union.3 
Alongside the ECSC and the EEC, the six 
signatories also established a third regional 

organization known as Euratom, which was designed to promote intergovernmental coop-
eration in the development of peaceful uses of nuclear energy.4 The Treaty of Rome, which 
provided the legal foundations for the new EEC, called for the gradual elimination of 
customs duties on all industrial and agricultural products, the establishment of a common 
external tariff, the free movement of labor and capital, and the implementation of com-
mon policies in areas such as agriculture, transport, and competition. Executive–
legislative structures parallel to those of the ECSC were established in the form of an 
intergovernmental Council of Ministers and a supranational European Commission. 
Serving both regional organizations were the European Assembly and the European 
Court of Justice. 

Jean Monnet is generally considered the “father” of the postwar Euro-

pean integration movement. Monnet served as head of the French Gen-

eral Planning Commission after World War II and wrote the blueprint for 

the creation of the ECSC. Because it was Foreign Minister Robert 

Schuman who submitted the proposal to the French Parliament in 1950, 

it is known as the Schuman Plan. The ECSC was established a year later 

and became the forerunner of today’s European Union.

Source: Time and Life Pictures/Getty Images.
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 The United Kingdom, which had refused to join in the negotiations leading to the cre-
ation of the ECSC and the EEC because British officials and most citizens objected to 
relinquishing national sovereignty to supranational bodies such as the High Authority and 
the European Commission, led a regional counteroffensive to establish a strictly intergov-
ernmental economic organization that would restrict itself to the elimination of tariffs on 
industrial products among its members. British efforts resulted in the creation of the Euro-
pean Free Trade Association (EFTA) in 1960. In addition to Great Britain, founding 
members of EFTA were Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, and Switzerland. 
Institutional authority was vested in an EFTA Council, in which each member country 
was represented by a single delegate with the power to veto any collective decision. Fin-
land, Iceland, and Liechtenstein later joined EFTA. 

 Rapid economic expansion within the EEC during the 1950s and early 1960s prompted 
Great Britain to abandon its commitment to EFTA and apply for membership in the EEC 
in 1961. French president Charles de Gaulle publicly vetoed the British initiative at a press 
conference in January 1963, but his successors proved more responsive to expanding the 
boundaries of the EEC to include Great Britain and other European democracies. The 
United Kingdom, Denmark, and Ireland joined the EEC in 1973; they were followed in 
1981 by Greece and in 1986 by Spain and Portugal. On January 1, 1995, Austria, Finland, 
and Sweden became members as well. Ten additional countries (eight of them postcom-
munist regimes in central and eastern Europe) joined on May 1, 2004: the Czech Repub-
lic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia, as well as Cyprus 
and Malta in the Mediterranean. Bulgaria and Romania became members on January 1, 
2007. Norway twice negotiated treaties of accession with the EEC (in 1972 and 1993), but 
both times a majority of Norwegians rejected membership in popular referendums. Can-
didate countries include Croatia, Iceland, and Turkey. (Their status and prospects for 
membership are discussed in Chapter 8.5. Turkey is an especially problematic case.) 

 In October 1991 the EEC negotiated an agreement with the remaining EFTA 
nations to establish a joint European Economic Area (EEA) for the free flow of capital, 
goods, services, and people among eighteen of the nations that made up the two regional 
blocs. Only Switzerland refused to join the EEA when a majority of Swiss voters 
rejected the treaty in a referendum in December 1992. The EEA treaty was imple-
mented on January 1, 1994. 

 The demonstrated advantages of regional economic integration, as measured by the 
EEC countries’ steady expansion of industrial and agricultural production and foreign 
trade, inspired French, German, Italian, and other European leaders to broaden the EEC’s 
policy responsibilities and give it greater institutional autonomy. In 1962 they agreed on 
the implementation of a Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) designed to stabilize prices 
and guarantee a higher standard of living for farmers through a system of subsidies; they 
achieved the completion of a customs union in 1968 (eighteen months ahead of schedule); 
and they gave the EEC financial autonomy in 1970 by agreeing to allocate to it all customs 
duties on imported industrial and agricultural goods and a percentage of the value-added 
tax (VAT) collected by each of the member countries. Simultaneously, the EEC members 
acted to strengthen the EEC’s institutions. In 1965 they concluded a treaty to combine the 
ECSC, the EEC, and Euratom as the European Communities, effective 1967. The two 
councils then became a single council, and the High Authority and the European 
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 Commission merged to form a unified commission. A decade later, in 1974 and 1975, the 
Council of Ministers agreed to allow the direct election of delegates to the renamed Euro-
pean Parliament. This move, which was accompanied by an enlargement of the parliament 
and an increase in its budgetary powers, significantly enhanced its authority in relation to 
other European Community institutions by giving it greater legitimacy in the eyes of 
national electorates. 

 The integration movement experienced a serious setback in December 1965. The 
Treaty of Rome for the EEC stipulated that majority voting in the Council of Ministers 
was to take effect in 1966. Fearing a reduction in France’s influence in the Council of 
Ministers and encroachments on French national sovereignty, President de Gaulle ordered 
French officials to boycott European Community activities in protest against the sched-
uled introduction of majority voting.5 Seven months later, in June 1966, European Com-
munity officials resolved the crisis by negotiating an agreement known as the “Luxembourg 
compromise,” which in effect retained the original rule of unanimity in council decisions 
in issues deemed of “vital interest” to an individual member.6 Mollified, de Gaulle ordered 
a resumption of French participation in European Community affairs. 

 From the European Economic Community to the European Union 
 Under de Gaulle, the French had been consistently mistrustful of the value of European 
integration for the French economy. Official French skepticism about the scope and pace 
of European integration abated, however, after de Gaulle’s resignation from the presidency 
in 1969. Under his successors, Presidents Georges Pompidou, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, 
François Mitterrand, Jacques Chirac, and Nicolas Sarkozy, France has linked forces above 
all with Germany in promoting not only a territorial enlargement of the EEC but also an 
expansion of its policy responsibilities. In successive moves, the European Community 
implemented common measures on regional policy, research and development, the free 
movement of labor, workers’ rights, vocational training, the environment, energy, and fish-
eries. In 1978 and 1979 the European Community undertook an important qualitative 
step toward further “deepening” when its members agreed to establish a common Euro-
pean Monetary System (EMS) as a means of promoting economic stability and growth in 
response to the international crisis of “stagflation” during the early 1970s. Major compo-
nents of the EMS included a new European Currency Unit (the ECU) for accounting and 
budgetary purposes, provisions for exchanging information about economic conditions, 
provisions for stable currency exchange rates via an Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM), 
and greater convergence of economic policies among the member countries.7 

 To improve high-level policy consultation and coordination, the Council of Ministers 
inaugurated regular meetings of the foreign ministers of the member states in 1970. At a 
summit meeting in 1974 in Paris, the heads of government and the French head of state 
concurred that they, too, should personally convene several times a year as the European 
Council. Together, these moves created highly visible and effective mechanisms for the 
European Community to extend its role from regional economic and social policy to for-
eign policy as well. 

 A Conservative Party electoral victory in 1979 in the United Kindom and the formation 
of an assertive new government under Margaret Thatcher set the stage for confrontation 
between the United Kingdom and other members of the European Community on the 
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pace and scope of European integration. Voicing reservations about the expansion of EEC 
policy responsibilities and concern about the costs of membership, Prime Minister 
Thatcher and her cabinet strenuously advocated changes in the CAP and a reduction in 
British contributions to the annual European Community budget. The other EEC coun-
tries reluctantly acceded to both demands, agreeing at successive council meetings in 1984 
to curb agricultural surpluses and grant the United Kingdom monetary compensation in 
the form of an annual rebate for what the British considered to be excessive budgetary 
payments (the Thatcher cabinet depicted these payments as subsidies to less efficient 
agricultural markets on the continent). In September 1988 Thatcher criticized European 
Community aspirations to achieve economic and political union in a widely publicized 
speech in Bruges, Belgium, and she adamantly refused at a meeting of the European 
Council in 1989 to join the other eleven members of the European Community in affirm-
ing a common social charter (Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers) 
designed to protect workers’ rights. Thatcher and her partisan supporters viewed her 
actions not as a repudiation of the European idea, but instead as an affirmation of legiti-
mate national self-interests and a commitment to a form of internationalism that included 
but was not restricted to the European Community.8 

 Several factors converged during the 1980s to add increased momentum to the integra-
tion movement despite British misgivings. The first was a second international economic 
crisis in 1979 and 1980, which had prolonged effects. That crisis compelled European 
leaders to intensify their attempts to coordinate policies in an effort to combat inflation 
and revive growth. The second was the appointment of Jacques Delors as president of the 
European Commission in 1985. Delors, a former minister of finance in the French gov-
ernment, proved to be a visionary policy activist. He repeatedly used his institutional 
authority to mobilize support in favor of expanding the responsibilities and power of the 
European Community. The third factor was that influential members of the elective Euro-
pean Parliament demanded a renewed commitment to European political integration. 
Their demands culminated in the adoption by the parliament in 1984 of a draft Treaty on 
European Union. 

 Under Delors’s leadership, in June 1985 the European Commission submitted to the 
European Council a white paper that outlined a comprehensive strategy for transforming 
the European Communities from a customs union and free trade area into a fully inte-
grated regional market. As the commission declared, “Europe stands at the crossroads. We 
either go ahead—with resolution and determination—or we drop back into mediocrity.”9 
Emphatically favoring the former approach as consistent with the Treaty of Rome’s vision 
of eventual European Union, the commission put forth nearly 300 measures to eliminate 
technical and other barriers to the attainment of an integrated regional market by the end 
of 1992. The measures, which required the approval of the member countries to be fully 
implemented, ranged from the abolition of frontier controls and technical restraints on the 
free movement of goods to technological standardization, the mutual recognition of pro-
fessional qualifications, the attainment of a common market for services, and the harmo-
nization of financial and fiscal policies within the European Community.10 

 The initiatives of the European Parliament and the European Commission resulted in 
the formation of an intergovernmental conference that drafted the Single European Act, a 
treaty signed by members of the European Council in Luxembourg on February 17, 1986. 
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The agreement endorsed the goal of an integrated single market envisioned in the com-
mission’s white paper of 1985, including the free movement of goods, services, people, and 
capital, and it called on the member countries to cooperate to ensure policy convergence 
in these important areas. To facilitate this process, the Single European Act substituted the 
earlier unanimity rule with a new qualified majority voting (QMV) procedure for deci-
sions of the Council of Ministers governing the implementation of the internal market, 
research and development, economic and social cohesion, and improved working condi-
tions. Under the new procedure, France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom were 
each given ten votes; Spain eight; Belgium, Greece, the Netherlands, and Portugal five 
each; Denmark and Ireland three votes; and Luxembourg two. Fifty-four votes constituted 
a QMV, which meant that at least seven states had to concur in a council decision. Under 
this system, then, neither the large countries as a bloc nor a coalition of small ones could 
prevail over each other, which placed a premium on compromise and joint decisions in 
council deliberations. The arithmetic of QMV in council decisions changed marginally 
with the accession of Austria, Finland, and Sweden as new member states on January 1, 
1995, and has been modified yet again under subsequent EU treaties (see Chapter 8.2). 

 In addition, the Single European Act established a new “cooperation procedure” involv-
ing an expanded role by the European Parliament in Council of Ministers decisions that 
were subject to QMV. Henceforth, the council was required to consider parliamentary 
opinions on proposed legislation (including possible amendments and rejection) in a sec-
ond reading of a proposed decision. The agreement also granted the parliament the right 
of joint decision making in the accession of new members and agreements of association 
and cooperation with nonmember countries. The Single European Act was merged into 
the Treaty of Rome in the form of amended and new articles. 

 In a crucial summit meeting held in Hannover, Germany, in June 1988, the European 
Council appointed a committee headed by European Commission president Delors and 
composed primarily of the governors of the central banks in the twelve member countries 
to study and propose concrete stages that would lead to an economic and monetary union. 
The Delors committee published its report in June 1989. Its central provisions called for 
progress toward an economic and monetary union through successive stages of imple-
mentation: an initial preparatory stage; a second stage consisting of the attainment of a 
monetary union encompassing ever closer cooperation among the central banks in the 
member states, the attainment of permanently fixed foreign currency exchange rates, and 
the creation of a European system of central banks as a precursor to a central European 
bank; and a third stage characterized by economic union, which would encompass “effec-
tive competition policy, common policies for structural change, and macroeconomic pol-
icy coordination.”11 The European Council endorsed the Delors report that same month 
in Madrid and declared that the first stage leading to economic and monetary union would 
begin on July 1, 1990. 

 At a summit meeting in Dublin in June 1990, members of the European Council 
resolved to formulate a concrete integration agenda by convening parallel intergovern-
mental conferences on economic, monetary, and political union. European commissioners 
and high-level diplomats from each of the twelve member states labored for the next year 
and a half to produce successive drafts of such a treaty. Thatcher and her Conservative 
Party successor, Prime Minister John Major, restated British opposition to major features 
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of the envisioned union, but all parties to the deliberations concurred on the basic objective 
to “deepen” institutionalized economic and political cooperation within the European 
Community. The work of the intergovernmental conferences culminated in a historic 
accord at a European Council meeting in early December 1991 in Maastricht, the Neth-
erlands, in which the European Community heads of government, foreign ministers, and 
finance ministers signed separate draft treaties on political union and economic and mon-
etary union. The two treaties were then merged into the single Treaty on European Union. 
Its implementation would signal a historic transition of the established European Com-
munities into the European Union. 

 Important provisions of the Maastricht agreement included an enhanced role of the 
European Parliament in EU decisions; a commitment to a common foreign and security 
policy; and the attainment of an economic and monetary union through successive stages 
of institutionalized policy coordination, beginning with implementation of the second 
stage of the Delors plan and establishment of the European Monetary Institute (EMI) on 
January 1, 1994. The stated purposes of the EMI were to “strengthen cooperation between 
the national central banks; strengthen the coordination of the monetary policies of the 
Member States, with the aim of ensuring price stability; . . . [and] monitor the functioning 
of the European Monetary System.”12 The Treaty on European Union also established a 
three-pillar system of governance: Pillar I encompassed the supranational powers of the 
EEC, the ECSC, and Euratom; Pillar II consisted of largely intergovernmental decision-
making authority assigned to the EU common foreign and security policy; and Pillar III 
was devoted to judicial and police cooperation among the member states. 

 The decisive next stage in the movement toward an economic and monetary union 
entailed the creation of a common currency and a central European bank. To join in this 
stage, the treaty requires the member states to meet four stringent convergence criteria: 
(1) a high degree of price stability as measured by “an average rate of inflation . . . that 
does not exceed by more than 1 1/2 percentage points that of, at most, the three best per-
forming Member States”; (2) the absence of “excessive” budgetary deficits; (3) the main-
tenance of currency exchange rate stability within “the normal fluctuation margins 
provided for by the exchange-rate mechanism of the European Monetary System”; and 
(4) an average long-term interest rate “that does not exceed by more than two percentage 
points that of, at most, the three best performing Member States in terms of price stabil-
ity.”13 The Treaty on European Union stipulated further that the European Council could 
decide by a two-thirds vote to implement the third stage as early as 1997 if at least seven 
member states met these criteria. If the Council did not make such a decision, the third 
stage would begin automatically on January 1, 1999. 

 The United Kingdom joined the other eleven members of the European Community 
in affirming the Maastricht treaty’s basic intent to establish “an ever closer Union of the 
peoples of Europe” as well as most of its specific provisions, but the Major government 
reserved the right to “opt out” of the commitment to establishing a common currency and 
refused to endorse the accompanying “Agreement on Social Policy” that committed the 
member states to promoting various economic and social objectives within the European 
Union as a whole.14 The separate treaties on the economic and monetary union and polit-
ical union were later merged into the single Treaty on European Union, which was for-
mally signed by the twelve governments on February 7, 1992. 
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 Political euphoria over the Maastricht accord quickly dissipated in the face of domestic 
and international events that unexpectedly delayed the treaty’s ratification and implemen-
tation. Ratification was subject only to a majority vote in the parliaments of most of the 
member states, but the ratification process became highly politicized in those countries 
whose constitutions either required or permitted national referendums on important polit-
ical decisions. Populist concerns about the centralization of bureaucratic power in Brussels 
and fears of potential dominance by the larger states in the proposed European Union 
resulted in the treaty’s rejection by a narrow majority of 50.7 percent of Danish voters in 
a referendum on June 2, 1992. A domestic conflict over abortion initially clouded the 
prospective outcome of a referendum in Ireland as well, although 69 percent of the elector-
ate endorsed the Treaty on European Union when the vote was held on June 16.15 In 
response to the negative outcome of the Danish referendum, President Mitterrand hastily 
announced that he would schedule a referendum in France to restore European confi-
dence in the ratification process. Although opinion polls initially indicated strong French 
support for the treaty, opponents mobilized an effective campaign during the summer 
against its ambitious objectives. In the end, only 51.05 percent of French voters endorsed 
the accord in the September referendum. 

 France’s lukewarm “ petit oui ” to the Maastricht treaty coincided with a European cur-
rency crisis, which was triggered by heavy international speculation in favor of the strong 
German mark at the expense of weaker currencies. As a consequence, both Great Britain 
and Italy suspended participation in the Exchange Rate Mechanism, and the Italian lira 
was effectively devalued by 3.5 percent. Moreover, this first major realignment of the EMS 
since its inception was accompanied by a deepening recession during 1992, which was 
marked by a decline in national growth rates and a precipitous jump in unemployment 
throughout Europe. In a dual effort to assuage domestic opponents and sustain the ratifi-
cation process under increasingly difficult international economic conditions, the Danish 
government submitted a white paper in early October 1992 that would allow Denmark to 
opt out of the proposed currency union and common defense arrangements envisaged by 
the Maastricht treaty. European Community leaders met in a special session of the Euro-
pean Council in Birmingham, England, in mid-October to affirm their support for ratifica-
tion of the treaty “without renegotiation,” but at a second summit in Edinburgh, Scotland, 
in December they accepted the Danish conditions. In a second national referendum held 
on May 18, 1993, 56.8 percent of Danish voters endorsed the “amended” Treaty on Euro-
pean Union.16 

 Facing intense opposition to prospective economic and political union among both his 
fellow Conservatives and some members of the opposition Labour Party, British prime 
minister John Major delayed a final decision on the Maastricht treaty until after the second 
Danish referendum. The British Parliament then ratified the accord in July. Once Ger-
many’s Federal Constitutional Court dismissed a domestic legal challenge to the treaty in 
October 1993, European Community leaders reconvened in Brussels to proclaim the 
“completion of the ratification process.” The Treaty on European Union was formally 
enacted on November 1, 1993. With this step, the European Communities became the 
European Union. 

 Despite domestic controversies surrounding the Maastricht accord and recurrent eco-
nomic crises, movement toward an economic and monetary union within the European 
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Union continued through the 1990s, albeit at a slower pace than optimists had originally 
anticipated. Ninety percent of the directives contained in the white paper of 1985 were 
implemented by June 1992, and at the beginning of January 1993 the Single Market 
became a reality. A second currency crisis in August 1993 temporarily strained Franco–
German political relations—the German Bundesbank refused to lower its discount rate, 
prompting intense speculative pressure against the franc. The crisis eased, however, when 
the EU financial ministers agreed to allow the exchange value of European currencies to 
fluctuate more broadly on both sides of the central ERM rate. Gradually improving eco-
nomic conditions accompanied the implementation of the second stage of economic and 
monetary union on January 1, 1994, in accordance with the timetable stipulated in the 
Treaty on European Union. As noted, a central feature of the second stage was the creation 
of the EMI, with its headquarters in Frankfurt. 

 Determined efforts by the governments of the member states to meet the “convergence 
criteria” required for economic and monetary union membership proved successful in a 
majority of cases. The EMI certified in April 1998 that eleven countries had qualified for 
inclusion in the economic and monetary union: Austria, the three Benelux nations, Ireland, 
Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and Portugal. The United Kingdom and Denmark 
acted on their treaty right to opt out of membership, at least for the time being, as did 
Sweden (the latter for domestic political reasons). Greece succeeded in lowering its ini-
tially high budgetary deficit and inflation rate to qualify for membership on January 1, 
2001. The newest members of the euro area to meet the treaty’s convergence criteria 
include Slovenia (2007), Cyprus (2008), and Malta (2008). 

 The ECB was duly established in Frankfurt in July 1998. The third and decisive stage 
of the now formal Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) was implemented on January 
1, 1999, although it excluded Great Britain, Denmark, Sweden, and Greece. After meeting 
the requisite economic criteria, Greece joined the EMU as its twelfth member in January 
2001. The ECB assumed responsibility for macroeconomic and monetary policy among 
the states participating in the EMU, and the euro became their common currency for 
transaction purposes. Euro bills and coins began to circulate in January 2002 in place of 
the more familiar francs, marks, lira, and other national currencies. 

 The Amsterdam and Nice Treaties 
 Accompanying the European Union’s progress toward the EMU were successive steps 
toward further “deepening” and the eastward enlargement of the European Union. At the 
behest of the European Council, an intergovernmental conference was convened in 1996 
to review the European Union’s institutional arrangements and policy competence. Pre-
liminary assessments by both the European Commission and the Council of Ministers 
concurred on the need to revise the Treaty on European Union to simplify decision-mak-
ing procedures, enhance the role of the European Parliament, and provide a more effective 
basis for the conduct of a common foreign and security policy.17 Most of these proposals 
(along with French-inspired provisions on employment and economic growth) were sub-
sequently incorporated in the Treaty of Amsterdam, which the European Council endorsed 
in June 1997. After ratification by the member states, the treaty was implemented in 1999. 

 Despite its achievements, the Amsterdam treaty was conspicuous for its omissions. 
Among them was the failure of the EU member states to agree on proposed changes in the 
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composition of the European Commission and in the weight of individual country votes 
in QMV. An intergovernmental conference convened in early 2000 to address these issues 
in preparation for a new treaty by the end of the year. The deadline was urgent, given the 
important implications for institutional dynamics and community finances of the Euro-
pean Union’s scheduled enlargement of ten new member states in 2004. 

 Intense intergovernmental negotiations culminated in a compromise treaty, which the 
European Council endorsed at a summit meeting in Nice, France, in February 2001. An 
early disagreement between Germany and France over a German proposal to increase its 
share of votes in QMV18 to reflect its larger population was resolved through personal 
diplomacy on the part of Chancellor Gerhard Schröder and French president Jacques 
Chirac when both leaders agreed to maintain the existing parity of votes between the two 
countries. Principal provisions of the Treaty of Nice included agreements to cap the future 
number of commissioners and the size of the European Parliament following enlargement, 
extend the QMV to a greater range of policy areas, and simplify decision-making coop-
eration between the council and parliament. In addition, an annex to the treaty, the Dec-
laration on the Future of Europe, called for “a deeper and wider debate about the future 
of the European Union.” The annex specified that this process should address fundamen-
tal institutional reforms, a simplification of the existing treaties “with a view to making 
them clearer and better understood without changing their meaning . . .” and the incorpo-
ration of a Charter of Fundamental [citizen] Rights.19 

 Ratification of the Treaty of Nice proceeded smoothly in all member states except Ire-
land, where a majority of voters rejected the document in a national referendum in June 
2001. A principal reason was public apprehension that the treaty would compromise Irish 
neutrality in the conduct of a common European defense policy. To assuage this concern, 
the European Council adopted a resolution in June 2002 that recognized Ireland’s right to 
submit any such decisions to both cabinet and parliamentary approval. Subsequently, 60 
percent of voters approved the treaty in a second referendum held in October 2002. It 
entered into force the following February. 

 From Nice to Lisbon 
 The European Council acted on the Declaration on the Future of Europe at a summit 
meeting in December 2001. The council endorsed a resolution calling for the creation of 
an intergovernmental conference to draft a constitutional treaty that would address legal 
competences between the member states and the European Union, simplify institutional 
arrangements and decision-making processes, and other important issues.20 The conven-
tion consisted of former French president Giscard D’Estaing as chair and 104 other mem-
bers representing the governments of the member states (plus the candidate states), the 
national parliaments, the European Parliament, and the European Commission. Conven-
tion deliberations extended for seventeen months in a succession of open plenary sessions 
and smaller working groups21 and culminated in the publication of a draft constitution 
treaty in July 2003. Senior representatives of the EU member states signed the treaty in 
Rome on October 29, 2004. 

 Sweeping in its scope, the constitutional treaty called for the elimination of the three-
pillar system of governance in favor of a multitiered system of shared and exclusive legal 
policy between the member states and the European Union, provided for the creation of 
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an indirectly elected European president and an appointive Union Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, an extension of QMV to more policy areas, and an eventual reduction in the size 
of the European Commission from twenty-seven members to eighteen. The treaty also 
incorporated a document, the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the Union, which con-
tains fifty-four articles affirming fundamental principles of human dignity and democratic 
freedoms. Among them were the right to individual liberty and security; freedom of 
expression, thought, religion, assembly and association; and legal equality. “Positive” 
rights, many of them associated with twentieth-century European constitutionalism and 
political reform, ranged from workers’ rights to information and consultation in enter-
prises to the right of collective bargaining and action, universal access to heath care, and 
environmental and consumer protection.22 

 As with the Treaty of Nice and previous treaty enactments, the constitutional treaty 
required the unanimous approval of all the EU member states before it could be imple-
mented. A majority of national parliaments eventually endorsed the treaty, but it suffered 
a stunning defeat at the hands of a majority of voters in national referendums held in May 
2005 in France and the Netherlands. Multiple reasons account for the rejection, including 
the sheer complexity of the document, an electoral backlash against an increasingly 
unpopular President Chirac in France, and citizen unease in Holland over national and EU 
immigration policies. In the aftermath of the treaty’s demise, EU government leaders 
called for a “period of reflection” before undertaking further action. To many euro-skep-
tics, this move seemed to portend the end of a European constitution. 

 When Germany assumed the rotating European Council presidency during the first 
half of 2007, Chancellor Angela Merkel initiated a renewed drive to achieve the equivalent 
of a constitutional treaty. Declaring that the period of reflection had come to an end, the 
European Council endorsed the Berlin Declaration on May 25, 2007 (the fiftieth anniver-
sary of the signing of the Treaty of Rome that had created the EEC), in which member 
states affirmed the following: 

 With European unification a dream of earlier generations has become a reality. Our 
history reminds us that we must protect this for the good of future generations. For 
that reason we must also renew the political shape of Europe in keeping with the 
times. That is why today . . . we are united in our aim of placing the European 
Union on a renewed common basis before the European Parliament elections in 
2009.23 

 The Berlin Declaration prompted the creation of an intergovernmental conference 
whose mandate was to draft a less ambitious substitute for the failed constitutional treaty. 
The culmination was the Treaty of Lisbon, which council members endorsed during the 
Portuguese presidency in October 2007. Without referring to itself as a “constitution for 
Europe,” the treaty nevertheless contained many of the major provisions of the earlier 
document—including a simplification of decision-making rules, the extension of QMV, 
increased empowerment of the European Parliament, the creation of an indirectly elected 
president and—instead of a Union Minister for Foreign Affairs—a less grandiose sound-
ing High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. The treaty omitted the 
text of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the Union but referred to the document as 
legally binding on the member states. In addition, the Lisbon treaty reaffirmed the EU goal 
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of reducing the number of commissioners in the interest of great institutional efficiency, 
but accorded the Council to right to determine the final number. 

 During the subsequent ratification process, the French and Dutch governments decided 
to forego national referendums on the proposed treaty in fear of a second electoral back-
lash, but Ireland was politically committed to holding one. All other governments submit-
ted the treaty to their national parliaments for approval. Due partly to domestic opposition 
to the proposed reduction in the number of commissioners, which would inevitably be at 
the cost of smaller member states such as Ireland, a majority of voters rejected the treaty 
by 53.4 percent to 46.6 percent in June 2008. Determined to allay Irish concerns in the 
interest of the common good, council members agreed to retain the number of commis-
sioners at twenty-seven. Intense international and domestic lobbying by protreaty advo-
cates—combined with the onset of a debilitating global economic crisis in 2008—prompted 
a change of heart on the part of Irish voters. In a second referendum held on October 3, 
2009, a total of 67.1 percent of voters endorsed the treaty. 

 Despite the reversal of electoral fortunes in Ireland, the ratification process was further 
delayed by personal opposition to the treaty by the Polish and Czech presidents, both of 
whom expressed reservations about it. The Polish president delayed his signature to annoy 
cabinet officials for partisan reasons, whereas the Czech president expressed his resistance 
to the perceived emergence of the European Union as a “nascent superstate.”24 But in the 
end, both heads of state relented and signed off on the treaty: the Polish president in Octo-
ber 2009, the Czech president in November. The Treaty of Lisbon took effect on Decem-
ber 1, 2009. 

 With its implementation, the Treaty of Lisbon was merged with the amended Treaty on 
European Union to create a consolidated version designated in official Brussels language 
as “the Treaties.” Together, they provide the basis for the EU stated objectives, its legal 
competence, institutions, decision processes, and policies. These are the subjects of the 
chapters that follow. 

 NOTES 

1.  Croatia became the European Union’s twenty-eighth member state on July 1, 2013. 
2.  The concept of European regional integration had deep philosophical and historical roots, 

but it did not begin to take concrete form until shortly after the end of World War II. Impor-
tant milestones included a widely publicized speech by wartime British prime minister 
Winston Churchill in Zurich in 1946, in which Churchill advocated the creation of a 
United States of Europe; the formation of a privately supported “European Movement” 
later that same year; US encouragement of European economic cooperation with the proc-
lamation of the Marshall Plan aid program in 1947; the formation of the Organization for 
European Economic Cooperation in 1948 to promote the reduction of financial and tariff 
barriers to free trade throughout the region; and the creation of the Council of Europe in 
1949. These initiatives, which many idealistic adherents hoped would culminate in a fed-
eral political system, coincided with the formation of partially overlapping military security 
systems in the form of the Western European Union (WEU) (1948) and the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949. A comprehensive account of postwar integra-
tion efforts can be found in Derek W. Unwin,  The Community of Europe: A History of 
European Integration since 1945  (New York: Longman, 1991). 
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3.  Quoted from the preamble to the Treaty of Rome, published by the Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities,  Treaties Establishing the European Communities  
(Brussels and Luxembourg: ECSC-EEC-EAFC, 1987), 217. 

4.  In contrast to the ECSC and the EEC, Euratom proved relatively moribund as a regional 
organization. 

5.  Prior to this scheduled change in voting procedures, all Council decisions required unani-
mous consent among the member countries. De Gaulle was also strongly opposed to 
efforts by the other member countries to grant the EEC financial autonomy. 

6.  The agreement is named after the city where it was reached. 
7.  The ECU served as a unit for calculating European Community revenues and expendi-

tures and in accounting for intergovernmental transactions among member states. Its value 
“derive[d] from a weighted average of the value of the different Community currencies, 
with each currency given an influence to reflect its relative economic importance.” House 
of Lords, Select Committee on the European Communities,  The Delors Committee Report: 
Report With Evidence  (London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1989), 5. The ECU did 
not physically exist in the form of banknotes and coins, but it was the basis for the intro-
duction of the euro. Meanwhile, the ERM promoted currency exchange rate stability 
within western Europe by establishing a central parity for each national currency against 
the currencies of the other member states. With the introduction of the Economic and 
Monetary Union (EMU) in January 1999, currency exchange rates among the participat-
ing states became fixed in relation to the euro. 

8.  Such commitments include British membership in NATO and the United Nations and its 
leadership role in the Commonwealth of Nations. See Stephen George,  Britain and Euro-
pean Integration since 1945  (Oxford, UK: Blackwell, 1991). A more recent and excellent 
analysis of Britain’s relations with its continental neighbors is David Gowland, Arthur 
Turner, and Alex Wright,  Britain and European Integration Since 1945: On the Sidelines  
(New York: Routledge, 2010). 

9.  Commission of the European Communities, “Completing the Internal Market,”  White 
Paper from the Commission to the European Council,  Brussels, June 1985, 55. 

10.  Ibid. 
11.  House of Lords, Select Committee on the European Communities,  Delors Report,  7. 
12.  Council of the European Communities and Commission of the European Communities, 

 Treaty on European Union  (Brussels and Luxembourg: ECSCC-EEC-EAEC, 1992), 41. 
13.  Ibid., 41 and 183–184. 
14.  The social objectives included “the promotion of employment, improved living and work-

ing conditions, proper social protection, dialogue between management and labor, the 
development of human resources with a view to lasting high employment and the combat-
ing of exclusion.” Ibid., 197. 

15.  The controversy involved a legal and moral conflict between the Republic of Ireland’s 
constitutional ban on abortion and EC law permitting the free movement of persons to 
European Community countries where abortions were permitted. 

16.  Consistent with the declaration by members of the European Council at the Birmingham 
summit, the treaty was not formally renegotiated; instead, the Danish conditions were 
appended to the treaty in a special protocol. 

17.  Commission of the European Communities, “Report on the Operation of the Treaty on Euro-
pean Union,” Brussels, 1995; and Council of the European Communities, “Draft Report of the 
Council on the Functioning of the Treaty on European Union,” Brussels, 1995. 

18. The European Convention, the Secretariat, Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for 
Europe, Brussels, July 18, 2003.

Do n
ot 

co
py

, p
os

t, o
r d

ist
rib

ute

Copyright ©2015 by SAGE Publications, Inc.  This work may not be reproduced or distributed in any form or by any means without 
express written permission of the publisher.



Part 8 European Union

662

19.  “Declaration on the future of the Union,” The Treaty of Nice amending the Treaty on 
European Union, www.eurotreaties.com/nicefinalact.pdf. 

20.  The declaration is known as the Laeken Declaration, named after the site of the December 
2001 European Council meeting. 

21.  The European Convention, the Secretariat,  Report from the Convention Presidency to the 
President of the European Council,  Brussels, July 18, 2003, http://european-convention.eu.
int/docs/Treat/cv00851.en03.pdf. 

22.  The European Convention, the Secretariat,  Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for 
Europe,  Brussels, July 18, 2003. 

23.   Declaration on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the signature of the Treaties of Rome,  
www.eu2007.de/de/News/download_docs/Maerz/0324-RAA/English.pdf. 

24.  “Poles, Czechs and the Lisbon treaty; The awkward squad; Why the Polish and Czech 
presidents drag their feet over the Lisbon treaty,”  Economist,  July 23, 2009. 
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8.2   Where Is the Power?   

 DESPITE RESERVATIONS EXPRESSED DURING THE RATIFICATION PROCESS 
by the Czech president, the European Union is not a superstate. Instead, the Euro-

pean Union remains a hybrid political system consisting of a mix of supranational, inter-
governmental, and subnational components. Through successive phases of institutional 
and policy “deepening” since the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community 
(ECSC) in 1951, the European Union has become what David Gowland and colleagues 
depict as the following: 

 An organization still delicately poised between a confederation of states and a federal 
state. . . . Yet the EU still falls far short of possessing the competence of a state. . . . It 
has no independent powers to tax its citizens. Furthermore, it has neither the right 
nor the resources to exercise the legitimate use of force within and beyond its bor-
ders.1 

 Nevertheless, through its stated objectives, legal competence, hybrid decision-making 
structures, and multifaceted policies, the EU exercises considerable power over its mem-
ber states and their citizens. 

 Objectives and Levels of Union Competence 
 Restating the objectives of European cooperation contained in the amended Treaty of 
Rome, EU leaders affirm in the preamble to the consolidated version of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union their joint determination to, among other goals: 

 •  “lay the foundation of an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe” 

 •  “ensure the economic and social progress of their States by common action to elim-
inate the barriers which divide Europe” 

 •  affirm “as the essential objective of their efforts the constant improvements of the 
living and working conditions of their peoples” 

 •  remove “existing obstacles . . . to guarantee steady expansion, balanced trade and fair 
competition” 

 •  “contribute, by means of a common commercial policy, to the progressive abolition 
of restrictions on international trade” 

 •  “strengthen the unity of their economies and to ensure their harmonious develop-
ment by reducing the differences existing between the various regions and the back-
wardness of the less favoured regions” 
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 •  “preserve and strengthen peace and liberty, and calling upon the other peoples of 
Europe who share their ideal to join in their efforts” 

 •  “promote the development of the highest possible level of knowledge for their peo-
ples through a wide access to education and through its continuous updating”2 

  In pursuit of these objectives, the treaties incorporate a federal-like system of exclusive 
and shared jurisdiction that replaces the earlier three-pillar system. The European Union, 
which the treaties refer to as the Union, is assigned authority to coordinate economic and 
employment policies “within arrangements as determined by this Treaty” and “to define and 
implement a common foreign and security policy, including the progressive framing of a 
common defence policy.” It is also accorded exclusive competence in the following areas: 

 customs union, the establishing of the competition rules necessary for the func-
tioning of the internal market, monetary policy for the Member States whose cur-
rency is the euro, the conservation of marine biological resources under the common 
fisheries policy, [and] common commercial policy. 

 The treaties also confer on the Union the exclusive right to negotiate international agree-
ments that are “provided for in a legislative act of the Union or [are] necessary to enable 
the Union to exercise its internal competence, or in so far as [their] conclusion may affect 
common rules or alter their scope.”3 

 Alongside these areas of exclusive jurisdiction, the treaties assign a number of policies to 
shared jurisdiction between the Union and the member states. These include the following: 

 internal market; social policy for the aspects defined in this Treaty; economic, social and 
territorial cohesion; agriculture and fisheries . . .; environment; consumer protection; 
transport; trans-European networks; energy; area of freedom, security and justice; [and] 
common safety concerns in pubic health matters, for the aspects defined in this Treaty. 

 While member states are assigned primary responsibility for coordinating their eco-
nomic policies, the Union is empowered to adopt “broad guidelines for these policies.” 
Similarly, the Union may undertake measures to encourage the coordination of employ-
ment policies and social policies of the member states.4 

 The member states are accorded authority to govern pubic health, industry, culture, 
tourism, education, civil protection, vocational training, youth, and sport. Yet even in these 
policy areas, the treaties acknowledge Union competence “to support, coordinate or sup-
plement the actions of the Member States.”5 

 Union Institutions 
 The most important EU executive–legislative institutions are the European Council, the 
Council of Ministers, the European Commission, and the elective European Parliament. 
Other central institutions include an appointive European Court of Justice (ECJ), the 
European Central Bank (ECB), the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
(EBRD), the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC), the Committee of the 
Regions (CoR), and a Court of Auditors. Institutional authority is geographically dis-
persed among a number of locations: meetings of the Council of Ministers, most of those 
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of the European Council, and committees of the European Parliament are held in Brussels, 
which is considered the capital of the European Union; the European Parliament holds 
most of its plenary sessions in Strasbourg, France, but has a secondary location in Brus-
sels; the European Commission has its headquarters in Brussels; the ECJ convenes in 
Luxembourg; the ECB is located in Frankfurt, Germany; the EESC and the Committee of 
the Regions meet in Brussels; and the Court of Auditors is situated in Luxembourg. 

 The European Council and the Council of Ministers 
 Both the European Council and the Council of Ministers consist of high-level government 
officials representing the twenty-eight member states of the European Union. As such, the 
councils constitute the EU principal intergovernmental components, interacting with 
other executive, legislative, regulatory, judicial, and advisory institutions to shape and 
oversee central Union policies. Under terms of the consolidated treaties, each is chaired 
differently and has a different political mandate. 

European Union at a Glance

Political Structure
A hybrid intergovernmental and supranational organization

Capital
Brussels, Belgium
Note: The European Council meets in Brussels and other European cities; the Council of Ministers meets in 
Brussels; the European Commission meets in Brussels; the European Parliament meets in Strasbourg, 
France, and Brussels; the European Court of Justice (ECJ) convenes in Luxembourg; and the European Cen-
tral Bank (ECB) has its headquarters in Frankfurt, Germany.

Member States
Twenty-eight countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Fin-
land, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom. Candidate countries: Iceland, 
Macedonia, Turkey. Potential candidate countries: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia, 
Kosovo.

Independence
February 7, 1992: Treaty on European Union signed establishing the European Union; November 1, 1993: 
Treaty on European Union entered into force. The European Union is an outgrowth of earlier agreements 
establishing a European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) (1951) and the European Economic Community 
(EEC) (1957).

Constitution
Based on a series of treaties: Treaty of Paris, which established the ECSC in 1951; Treaties of Rome, which 
set up the EEC and the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) in 1957; the Single European Act in 

(Continued)
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1986; Treaty on European Union (Maastricht) in 1992; Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997; Treaty of Nice in 2001; 
and Treaty of Lisbon in 2009.

Suffrage
Eighteen years of age, universal, for elections to the European Parliament

Executive Branch
President of the European Union
High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy (de facto foreign minister)
President of the European Commission
Chief policy-initiating institution: European Commission, composed of twenty-seven members, one from each 
member state; each commissioner is responsible for one or more policy areas.
Elections: President of the European Union is elected by members of the European Council for a two-and-a-half-
year term (renewable once); High Representative for Foreign Affairs, president of the European Commission, and 
other commissioners are appointed by the European Council subject to approval by the European Parliament.
Note: The European Council is made up of the President of the European Union, heads of government or 
presidents of the twenty-eight member states, and president of the European Commission. The High Repre-
sentative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy attends most meetings. The European Council usually meets 
four times a year. The council’s chief function is to provide the impetus for the major political issues related 
to European integration (including new treaties and the admission of additional member states, the latter 
subject to co-decision by the European Parliament) and to issue general policy guidelines.

Legislative Branch
Council of Ministers, composed of twenty-eight member state ministers who have, among them, 328 votes 
(the number of votes is roughly proportional to the member states’ populations). The council acts on propos-
als submitted to it by the European Commission. Important decisions require a qualified majority of 219 votes 
representing two-thirds of the aggregate votes of the member states. The council shares most decision-
making powers with the European Parliament.
European Parliament: 766 seats allocated among member states in proportion to their populations. Members 
are elected by direct universal suffrage for a five-year term.

Judicial Branch
Court of Justice of the European Union: composed of twenty-eight judges appointed for staggered six-year 
renewable terms by the European Council. The ECJ ensures that the treaties are interpreted and applied 
correctly (that is, according to European treaties and other legal documents).
General Court (formerly the Court of First Instance): composed of twenty-eight judges appointed for staggered 
six-year renewable terms by the European Court. The General Court hears and decides most judicial cases 
involving direct actions initiated by individuals or member states. Appeals are submitted to the ECJ.

Major Political Groups
European People’s Party (EPP), Christian Democrats; Socialists and Democrats (S&D); Alliance of Liberals and 
Democrats for Europe (ALDE); Greens/European Free Alliance (Greens/EFA); European Conservatives and 
Reformists (ECR); Confederal Group of the European United Left-Nordic Green Left); EU-skeptical Europe of 
Freedom and Democracy Group (EFD); Independents.

Sources: Europa, Gateway to the European Union, http://europa.eu/index_en.htm; Europa, Treaty of Lisbon, http://europa.eu/lisbon_

treaty/full_text/index_en.htm; US Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook, 2010, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-

world-factbook/index.html; author’s compilations.

(Continued)
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 The European Council 
 The European Council straddles the political apex of the European Union. It consists of the 
heads of government or heads of state of the twenty-eight member states plus a council 
president and the president of the European Commission. The High Representative of the 
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy also participates in its deliberations. The con-
solidated treaties stipulate that the central purpose of the European Council is to “provide 
the Union with the necessary impetus for its development and [to] define the general politi-
cal directions and priorities thereof.”6 In effect, this means that the council is charged with 
macropolicy initiatives and directives, including the approval of new treaties and the admis-
sion of new member states. (The latter authority is shared with the European Parliament.) 

 Another crucial prerogative of the European Council is that of nomination and appoint-
ment of important institutional actors. On the basis of a qualified majority vote of its mem-
bers, the council nominates the president of the European Commission and, in consultation 
with the president-designate, the remaining commissioners. The European Council also 
nominates the High Representative who serves as a vice president of the council. A major-
ity of members of the European Parliament (MEPs) must concur in the nominations, after 
which the council appoints the commission president, the High Representative, and other 
commissioners on the basis of a qualified majority vote. In addition, the European Council 
has the authority to ratify nominations submitted by the European Commission for mem-
bership on the EESC and the Committee of the Regions. The council shares powers of 
legislation and budgetary approval with the European Parliament, as explained next. 

 Until the implementation of the Lisbon treaty, a representative of a member state govern-
ment served as president of the European Council on a rotating six-month basis. Under the 
consolidated treaties, the Council is now chaired by a president who is elected by the following: 

 . . . by a qualified majority, for a term of two and a half years, renewable once. In the 
event of an impediment or serious misconduct, the European Council can end the 
President’s term of office in accordance with the same procedure.7 

 The president is charged with chairing council meetings, preparing the council’s agenda, 
promoting “cohesion and consensus within the European Council,” and submitting a 
report to the European Parliament after each meeting.8 

 During initial speculations among national politicians and in the media, former British 
prime minister Tony Blair was viewed as a possible first choice for the EU presidency 
because of his political experience and charisma. Ultimately, however, his candidacy 
floundered primarily because of opposition in Britain and on the continent to his interven-
tionist stance during the Iraq War. Instead, EU leaders opted in favor of a lesser-known 
and therefore less-controversial choice in the person of Herman Van Rompuy, who until 
then had served as Belgian prime minister for less than a year. France and Germany both 
supported Rompuy’s nomination allegedly on the grounds that he is “a modest conserva-
tive from a small country who would chair EU summits without overshadowing them.”9 

 An office of a High Representative of the Union for Common and Security Policy was 
established with the implementation of the Amsterdam Treaty in 1999. Javier Solana, a 
Spanish socialist and former secretary general of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), occupied the office from 1999 to 2009. The Lisbon treaty expanded the author-
ity of the High Representative to include a European Commission vice presidency and 
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chairmanship of the important Foreign Affairs Council (a specialized version of the Coun-
cil of Ministers—see next section). As foreign minister in all but name, the High Repre-
sentative interacts closely with the president and other members of the European Council 
and with the European Commission in formulating and conducting the EU common 
foreign and security policies. As Solana’s successor, the European Council nominated 
Catherine Ashton of Great Britain as the first High Representative with these expanded 
powers. Lady Ashton previously served as a junior minister in the Labour government 
under Tony Blair and as EU commissioner in charge of trade in 2008 and 2009. 

 The European Council is directed to meet twice every six months; it may also convene 
in special sessions at the behest of the president or the High Representative. Depending on 
the issue at hand, the council may invite a government minister or member of the commis-
sion to join in its deliberations. Council decisions have the weight of EU law. In ordinary 
matters, the council is expected to reach decisions on the basis of consensus. Unanimity is 
required for weightier issues such as the adoption of a new treaty, the admission of new 
member states, and major institutional appointments. The council may also issue regula-
tions that are binding on the member states but require national legislation to take effect. 

 Council of Ministers 
 The European Council meets only a few times a year in what are often highly visible sum-
mits, but the Council of Ministers exercises quieter day-to-day legislative and budgetary 
functions on behalf of the Union. The Council of Ministers is made up of cabinet-level 
officials representing each of the twenty-eight member states of the Union, plus one repre-
sentative of the European Commission whose assignment is to propose and defend policies 
and represent the interests of the European Union as a whole. In the language of the con-
solidated treaties, “[the Council] shall carry out policy-making and coordinating functions 
as laid down in the Treaties.”10 Specifically, these functions include the power to make com-
munity law (in cooperation with the European Parliament), coordinate economic policies 
among the member states, negotiate international agreements on behalf of the European 
Union, and define common foreign and security policies under guidelines established by 
the European Council. In addition, the Council of Ministers shares budget-making author-
ity with parliament and determines policies affecting common police and judicial measures 
affecting the member states. The Council of Ministers cannot initiate policies on its own, 
but instead acts of recommendations or proposals submitted by the European Commis-
sion. The council does have the authority to request studies by the European Commission 
that, in time, may become the basis of community legislation. Informally, individual mem-
bers of the council may suggest policy initiatives to the commission as well. 

 The Council of Ministers is not a single body; rather, it assumes a variety of configurations, 
consisting of different cabinet members from the member states, depending on the policy 
issue being considered. The most important are the Foreign Affairs Council, Ecofin (the 
economics council), and the Council of Agriculture Ministers. Other councils include Justice 
and Home Affairs; Employment, Social Policy, Health, and Consumer Affairs; the Internal 
Market; Environment; Transport, Telecommunications and Energy; and Education, Youth, 
and Culture. An informal council exists in the form of the Eurogroup, which is made up of 
representatives of states that belong to the eurozone. 

 Unlike the European Council, the Council of Ministers is not chaired by an elected 
president. Instead, the presidency rotates among the EU member states on a six-month 
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basis. The president, any of the council’s members, and/
or the commission is authorized to request a meeting. 
Contrasting decision modes characterize proceedings 
of the Council of Ministers: simple majorities in the 
case of procedural issues and a qualified majority in 
most substantive policy issues. 

 Council members are assisted by the Committee of 
Permanent Representatives (Coreper), which is com-
posed of ambassadors and their deputies representing 
each of the member countries. Coreper’s task is to help 
in the preparation and management of the work of the 
council. The committee is organized in two bodies: 
Coreper I, which deals with most economic and social 
policies, and Coreper II, which manages external rela-
tions, budgetary issues, and justice and home affairs. 
Coreper is chaired by the member state holding the 
rotating council presidency. Assisting Coreper is a sec-
retary general who oversees the activities of several 
thousand professional civil servants making up the 
committee’s secretariat. 

 Qualified Majority Voting 
 Under prevailing treaty rules dating from the Treaty of 
Nice, qualified majority voting (QMV) in both the 
European Council and the Council of Ministers is based 
on a sliding scale of votes accorded each of the member 
states depending on the approximate size of its popula-
tion. The number of votes ranges from twenty-nine for 
each of the four largest west European members 
(France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom) to 
twenty-seven for Spain and Poland down to three for 
Malta, which has the smallest population (see Table 
8-5). Proposals submitted from the European Commission require at least 255 favorable 
votes representing a majority of the member states; in other cases, “decisions shall be 
adopted if there are at least [260]votes in favour representing at least two thirds of the mem-
bers.” A member state may ask for confirmation that the votes in favor represent at least 62 
percent of the total population of the European Union. If this is not the case, the decision 
will not be adopted.11 

Rules governing QMV are scheduled to change on November 1, 2014. From that date 
onward, “a qualified majority shall be defined as at least 55 percent of the members of the 
council, including at least fifteen of them and representing Member States comprising at 
least 65 percent of the population of the Union. A blocking minority must include at least 
four council members, failing which the qualified majority shall be deemed attained.”12

 Although the larger members of the European Union are clearly more powerful than 
the smaller states, the requirement that a qualified majority must consist of 260 votes out 
of a total of 352 prevents the larger countries from dictating policy to the smaller ones. The 

Table 8-5  Distribution of Votes under Qualified 
Majority Voting (until 2014)

France 29
Germany 29
Italy 29
United Kingdom 29
Poland 27
Spain 27
Netherlands 13
Belgium 12
Czech Republic 12
Greece 12
Hungary 12
Portugal 12
Austria 10
Sweden 10
Croatia 7
Denmark 7
Finland 7
Ireland 7
Lithuania 7
Slovakia 7
Cyprus 4
Estonia 4
Latvia 4
Luxembourg 4
Slovenia 4
Malta 3

Total 352

Source: Official Journal of the European Union, Protocol 36, Title II, 
Provisions Concerning the Qualified Majority, Article 3.
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same decision-making rule simultaneously protects the larger countries from attempts by 
the smaller countries to impose policies the larger countries oppose or that may require 
more from their greater economic contributions to the EU budget. Decision making within 
the European Union therefore emphasizes the formation of coalitions rather than relying 
on national vetoes for protection. This central feature of decision making at the council 
level distinguishes the European Union as an example of “fragmented pluralism” (as 
opposed to “majoritarian pluralism”). 

 The European Commission 
 A powerful third EU institution is the European Commission, a supranational body that 
has been a major driving force in the long-term process of EU deepening. With the acces-
sion of new member states from the early 1970s to 2007, the commission has been gradu-
ally expanded to include twenty-seven members. Effective November 1, 2014, the number 
of commissioners will be reduced to correspond to two-thirds of the number of member 
states (“unless the European Council, acting unanimously, decides to alter this number”). 
The Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union stipulates that the “members 
of the Commission shall be chosen from among the nationals of the Member States on the 
basis of a system of strictly equal rotation, . . . reflecting the demographic and geographical 
range of all the Member States.”13 The intent of streamlining the size of the commission is 
to facilitate decision making and to make policy coordination more efficient. 

 Currently, each member state is represented by a single commissioner. (Previously, 
France, Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom, and Spain were allocated two commission-
ers apiece, but their representation was reduced to one under the Treaty of Nice because 
of pending EU expansion.) After each European parliamentary election, the European 
Council submits the names of a commission president and other commissioner-designates 
to the European Parliament for its consideration. Following parliamentary approval, the 
European Council then formally appoints the commission members by a qualified major-
ity vote for a term of five years. Once appointed to office, commissioners are bound by 
treaty to act independently and therefore accept no instructions “from any Government 
or other institution, body, office or entity.”14 Similar to a vote of no confidence in national 
parliamentary systems, the European Parliament has the treaty authority to compel the 
commission to resign as a body through a vote of censure. A two-thirds majority is required 
“representing a majority of the component members of the European Parliament.” 15 

 The commission exercises extensive powers in its treaty mandate to “promote the gen-
eral interest of the Union and take appropriate initiatives to that end.”16 These powers 
include the authority to do the following: 

 •  Propose legislation to the Council of Ministers 

 •  Ensure the application of the treaties and policy regulations 

 •  Oversee the “application of European law under the control of the Court of Justice” 
(the ECJ is discussed later) 

 •  Administer the EU’s budget 

 •  Exercise various executive and management functions, for example, with respect to 
provisions of the original ECSC 
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 •  Represent the Union in external relations—with the important exception of common 
foreign and security policy 

 The commissioners oversee the administrative activities of some 2,500 senior civil ser-
vants and 10,000 additional staff members who collectively make up the aggregate Euro-
pean Commission as a bureaucratic entity. Senior-level officials are typically recruited 
from the member states, whereas the vast majority of their subordinates are EU civil ser-
vants. The principal task of this veritable army of “Eurocrats” is to assist the commission-
ers in drafting and enforcing Union legislation and regulations. The sheer size and 
anonymity of the commission bureaucracy have proven a continuing source of govern-
ment and citizen discontent with the European Union. 

Table 8-6  European Commissioners by Portfolio Assignments and Nationalities, 2010–2014

Position Name (Country)

President José Manuel Barroso (Portugal)

Vice President and High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Catherine Ashton (United Kingdom)

Vice President, Justice, Fundamental Rights and Citizenship Viviane Reding (Luxembourg)

Vice President, Competition Joaquin Almnía (Spain)v

Vice President, Transport Siim Kallag (Estonia)

Vice President, Digital Agenda Neelie Kroes (Netherlands)

Vice President, Industry and Entrepreneurship Antonio Tajani (Italy)

Vice President, Inter-Institutional Relations and Administration Maroš Šefčovič (Slovakia) 

Environment Janez Potočnik (Slovenia)

Economic and Monetary Affairs Olli Rehn (Finland)

Development Andris Piebalgs (Latvia)

International Market and Services Michel Barnier (France)

Education, Culture, Multilingualism, and Youth Androulla Vissiliou (Cyprus)

Taxation and Customs Union, Audit, and Anti-Fraud Algirdas Šemeta (Lithuania)

Trade Karel De Gucht (Belgium)

Health and Consumer Policy John Dalli (Malta)

Research, Innovation, and Science Máire Geoghegan-Quinn (Ireland)

Financial Programming and Budget Janusz Lewandowski (Poland)

Maritime Affairs and Fisheries Maria Damanaki (Greece)

International Cooperation, Humanitarian Aid, and Crisis Response Kristalina Georgieva (Bulgaria)

Energy Günther Oettinger (Germany)

Regional Policy Johannes Hahn (Austria)

Climate Action Connie Hedegaard (Denmark)

Enlargement and European Neighborhood Policy Štefan Füle (Czech Republic)

Employment, Social Affairs, and Inclusion László Andor (Hungary)

Home Affairs Cecilia Malmström (Sweden)

Agriculture and Rural Development Dacian Ciolos̨ (Romania) 

Source: Europa: European Commission: The Commissioners (2010–2014), http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010–2014/index_en.htm.
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 The commission is divided into multiple directorates-general 
(DGs), which correspond to specific functional or policy tasks. 
Each DG is headed by a director-general, who serves under the 
supervision of a commissioner and a cabinet of no more than six 
personal advisers. As a result of reforms initiated by the European 
Commission in 1999, cabinet members must be recruited from at 
least three different nationalities. President Barroso, who serves 
without portfolio, is assisted by seven vice presidents and nineteen 
additional commissioners whose portfolios numbered thirty-three 
(see Table 8-6). Nine of the commissioners serving from 2010 to 
2014 are women. 

The European Parliament
 The fourth major political institution of the European Union is the 
European Parliament. Originally made up of representatives del-
egated from the national parliaments of the member states of the 
ECSC and later the EEC, the parliament in its early years was little 
more than a forum for debate on European issues with little real 
power. As such, the European Parliament epitomized a serious 
“democratic deficit” within the EEC, because Community law 
was decided behind the closed doors of the Council of Ministers 
with little effective parliamentary input. In an effort to correct this 
deficiency and bring the European Parliament closer to the citi-
zens, EEC leaders amended the Treaty of Rome to provide for 
direct elections. The first direct elections to the European Parlia-
ment were held in 1979; subsequent elections have been held in 
1984, 1989, 1994, 1999, 2004, and 2009. 

 Membership in the European Parliament was increased from 
518 deputies to 567 deputies prior to the June 1994 election, pri-
marily to take into account the growth in the German population 
after unification in 1990. In January 1995 the European Parlia-
ment was expanded once again to allow for the inclusion of addi-
tional deputies from Austria, Finland, and Sweden. After the EU 
enlargement to include ten additional members in 2004 and two 
in 2007, the European Parliament’s size was increased to 736. 

Member countries are allocated seats in the parliament according to the size of their 
populations (see Table 8-7). 

From 1979 through 1985 deputies were chosen in the continental member states accord-
ing to national variations of proportional representation, and delegates from the United 
Kingdom and Ireland were elected on the basis of each country’s plurality electoral system. 
The European Parliament later established a community-wide electoral system of propor-
tional representation, beginning with the June 1999 election. Once elected, deputies are 
formally designated MEPs. They choose from their ranks a president and fourteen vice 
presidents to preside over the day-to-day parliamentary proceedings. An important organi-
zational component of the European Parliament is its complex structure of standing com-
mittees, which number twenty. Each corresponds to one of the EU policy areas and affords 

Table 8-7  Allocation of Seats per 
Member State in the European 
Parliament, 2009–2014

Germany 99
France 72
Italy 72
United Kingdom 72
Poland 50
Spain 50
Romania 33
Netherlands 25
Belgium 22
Czech Republic 22
Greece 22
Hungary 22
Portugal 22
Sweden 18
Bulgaria 17
Austria 17
Denmark 13
Finland 13
Slovakia 13
Ireland 12
Lithuania 12
Croatia 8
Latvia 8
Slovenia 7
Cyprus 6
Estonia 6
Luxembourg 6
Malta 5

Total 766

Source: http://europa.eu/institutions/inst/parliament/
index_en.htm.
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MEPs an opportunity to review pending legislation and prepare reports submitted to parlia-
ment as a whole. Most plenary sessions of the European Parliament are held in Strasbourg, 
although a second parliamentary building has been erected in Brussels. Committee meet-
ings are conducted in Brussels to facilitate closer scrutiny by MEPs of council proceedings.

 As previously noted, elections to the European Parliament are conducted every five 
years. Candidates are nominated by political parties organized on a European-wide basis 
or by parties that campaign in several countries. Once elected, MEPs sit by party, not by 
nation. Seven party groups (plus a nonattached group) are currently represented in the 
European Parliament. The largest group is the European People’s Party, a center-right 
faction that includes mainly Christian Democrats. Next in size are the Socialists (Social 
Democrats), followed by the Liberals and Greens (see Table 8-8). Most of the party groups 
favor integration, although some members of both the Confederal Group of the European 
United Left/Nordic Green Left and the right-wing Europe of Freedom and Democracy 
Group are strongly euro skeptical. 

 Elections address Europe-wide themes: economic growth, unemployment, inflation, 
and purchasing power dominated the 2009 campaign,17 as well as national issues such as 
voter confidence in or discontent with governing parties. For example, in the June 2009 
election, Germany’s Christian Democrats handily outpolled their principal rivals, the 
Social Democrats, in what proved to be a harbinger of a change in government in Septem-
ber; Britain’s Labour Party under Gordon Brown suffered a scathing defeat to the Con-
servative Party and a euro-skeptic UK Independent Party; and Greek voters reacted 
angrily to a series of domestic scandals and the ongoing global economic crisis by accord-
ing the opposition Socialist Party an electoral victory over the governing conservatives. 

 Under the Treaty of Rome, the power of the European Parliament was initially limited 
to its right to approve the community’s budget, censure the European Commission and 
therefore force its resignation (which it never exercised), and debate community issues 
and the commission’s annual general report. The Council of Ministers could consult the 
European Parliament on pending legislation but was not obligated to amend bills in 
response to parliamentary objections. 

Table 8-8  Allocation of Seats by Party Group in the European Parliament, 2013–2014

Party Groups
Number of Members of 
European Parliament 

European People’s Party-European Democrats (EPP-ED) 275
Socialist Group (PES) 195
Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe (ALDE) 84
Greens/European Free Alliance (Greens/EFA) 58
European Conservatives and Reformists Group (ECR) 56
Confederal Group of the European United Left/Nordic Green Left (GUE/NGL) 35
Europe of Freedom and Democracy Group (EFD) 33
Nonattached (NA) 29

Total 766

Source: http://europa.eu/institutions/inst/parliament/index_en.htm.
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 The relative powerlessness of the European Parliament became a matter of increased 
concern among European leaders in response to parliamentary and citizen complaints about 
the community’s democratic deficits, as illustrated by its lack of decision-making transpar-
ency. Accordingly, the powers of the European Parliament have been steadily expanded 
through treaty enactment. An important step was the adoption of the Single European Act 
in 1986, which introduced a new cooperation procedure allowing for parliamentary approval 
of—and proposed amendments to—pending Council of Ministers decisions governing 
social policy, regional policy, research, and the creation of the Single Market. The Treaty on 
European Union, which was implemented in 1994, further strengthened parliamentary pre-
rogatives. First, it required European Parliament approval of the European Council’s nomi-
nation of the president and other members of the European Commission and all accession 
and association agreements with other states. Second, it authorized European Parliament 
members (at least a fourth of the membership is required) to request the appointment of 
temporary committees of inquiry “to investigate . . . alleged contraventions or misadministra-
tion in the implementation of Community law” (Art. 193 [ex 138c]). In addition, the treaty 
empowered the parliament to appoint an investigatory ombudsman who is “empowered to 
receive complaints from any citizen of the Union” (Art. 195 [ex 138e]). 

 The Treaty on European Union and the Amsterdam treaty expanded the legislative role 
of the European Parliament by according it new “co-decision” powers with the Council of 
Ministers. These powers allow parliament the right to formally approve a council proposal 
(in which case the council shall “definitively enact” the bill and it becomes law) or decide, 
by majority vote, to reject or amend a council proposal. In the case of rejection, the coun-
cil may convene a conciliation committee composed of a representative of the commission 
and an equal number of members of the council or their deputies and MEPs in an effort 
to reconcile the differences. After such deliberations, the European Parliament has the 
option of once again rejecting the proposal by an absolute majority (in which case it fails) 
or of proposing amendments to the act in question. The council may decide within three 
months to accept such amendments, either by a qualified majority if the commission con-
curs in them or unanimously if the commission rejects the amendments. In either event, 
the proposal becomes law. 

 In practice, the co-decision procedure became the norm for most legislative decisions 
in the early 2000s and largely displaced the weaker consultation and cooperation proce-
dures. This shift toward enhanced power in the hands of the European Parliament is cod-
ified in the Treaty of Lisbon, which extends co-decision rules to more than forty new 
policy areas—including agriculture, energy, immigration, justice and home affairs, health, 
and EU funds. In addition, the European Parliament is now entitled to decide the entire 
EU budget in concert with the Council of Ministers, approve international trade agree-
ments negotiated by the council, and propose treaty changes. 

 The Court of Justice of the European Union 
 Established as a component of the ECSC during the initial take-off phase of the integration 
movement, the ECJ has evolved into an increasingly potent instrument of supranational 
authority. The central purpose of the ECJ, in the language of the consolidated treaties, is to 
“ensure that in the interpretation and application of the Treaties the law is observed.”18 In 
performing this vital task, the ECJ complements the activities of the European Court of 
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Human Rights, located in Strasbourg, which enforces provisions of the European Conven-
tion on Human Rights drawn up by the Council for Europe in 1950.19 Decisions by both 
courts have contributed, perhaps even more than the “high politics” at the level of the 
ministerial councils and the European Parliament, to a growing sense of a “European” 
identity among ordinary citizens. 

 The ECJ consists of twenty-eight justices, one representing each EU member state. 
They are appointed “by common accord of the governments of the Member States” for 
staggered six-year terms, which are frequently renewed. The justices are assisted by eight 
advocates-general, five from the larger EU member states and three from the smaller 
countries, who serve on a rotating basis. The assigned duty of the advocates-general is “to 
make, in open court, reasoned submissions on cases brought before the Court of Justice, 
in order to assist the Court in the performance of the task assigned to it.” The consolidated 
treaties stipulate that both the ECJ justices and the advocates-general “shall be chosen 
from persons whose independence is beyond doubt and who possess the qualifications 
required for appointment to the highest judicial offices in their respective countries.”20 
These provisions ensure both continuity and periodic renewal of incumbents as well as 
high levels of legal competence. 

 The ECJ meets in Luxembourg, either in plenary sessions attended by all of its mem-
bers or in smaller chambers consisting of three or five justices. Court decisions are based 
on majority votes. No specific provision is made for the justices to publish dissenting 
opinions comparable to the well-established practice of their counterparts on the US 
Supreme Court. 

 As legal guardian of EU institutions and rules, the ECJ exercises authority under the 
amended treaties in three principal areas: 

 1.  The power to enforce conformity to EU rules among the member states.  The consolidated 
treaties affirm the power of the ECJ to “rule on actions brought by a Member State, an 
institution or a natural or legal person.”21 If the court concurs in formal charges brought 
by the European Commission or a member state that a member state has failed to fulfill 
a treaty obligation, it is empowered to require the country in question “to take the neces-
sary measures to comply.” In such a case, the court can impose, at the behest of the 
commission, a “lump sum or penalty payment” on the offending government.22 

 2.  The power of judicial review.  Several provisions of the consolidated treaties give the 
ECJ the right to determine whether EU policies and institutional behavior conform 
to treaty provisions. Article 263 allows the court to “review the legality of legislative 
acts adopted by the Council, the Commission, the European Central Bank.” The 
treaty continues: “If the action is well founded, the Court of Justice shall declare the 
act concerned to be void.”23 

 3.  The power to intervene in domestic judicial disputes.  Article 267 allows the ECJ to rule 
on the validity and interpretation of issues raised in courts in the member states if 
national courts or tribunals request such a ruling. 

 Over time, the ECJ has evolved from a weak judiciary with no authority to enforce 
compliance with its rulings to a much more activist and powerful institution. An important 
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milestone in this process was the creation in 1989 of the Court of First Instance of the 
European Communities (now officially entitled the General Court), which relieved the 
ECJ of the responsibility for dealing with most cases involving individual challenges to 
domestic or community law. The ECJ is therefore able to concentrate more of its energy 
on selective cases involving macro issues such as legal integration and the supremacy of 
EU law. In addition, its authority under Article 267 allows the court to extend Union law 
directly to the member states. A binding precedent was a 1991 ruling: 

 The ECJ won for the EC legal system the right to provide remedies for some viola-
tions of European law, declaring that national courts could require compensation by 
the national government for individuals hurt by a failure of a national government to 
implement EC directives punctually and properly ( Francovich v. Italy ).24 

 The long-term consequence, as Simon Hix observes, has been the following: 

 A high penetration of EU law into the national legal system. . . . [By] enabling na-
tional courts to enforce ECJ judgements, the preliminary references procedure has 
the effect of making national courts the lower tier of an integrated EU court system, 
and the ECJ the quasi-supreme court at its pinnacle.25 

 Moreover, subsequent rulings by the ECJ have reinforced growing appreciation of the 
importance of European law at the citizen level of politics. In January 2000 the ECJ declared 
a German military law that forbade a female recruit from bearing arms to be unconstitu-
tional because it violated EU guidelines governing equal rights of men and women in the 
workplace. After the ruling, the woman who had pressed her case through the German 
courts to the ECJ in Luxembourg declared the following: “It was an absolute discovery, 
and a very good discovery, the existence of this European court. I used to think of myself 
as German. Now I feel a little European, too.”26 The German Parliament later amended the 
country’s constitution to permit women to take on combat roles in the armed forces. 

 The European Central Bank and the European Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development 
 An EU institution that has commanded a high European and international profile since its 
inception in 1998 is the ECB, which has its headquarters in Frankfurt, Germany. The ECB 
serves as the executive arm of the European System of Central Banks (ESCB), which 
represents the national central banks of the nations belonging to the EU Economic and 
Monetary Union (EMU). 

 With the implementation of the third stage of the EMU on January 1, 1999, the ECB 
assumed supranational responsibility for macroeconomic policy on behalf of the member 
states belonging to the eurozone. Its task is to promote the basic objectives of the EMU as 
contained in the original Treaty on European Union: 

 . . . the adoption of an economic policy that is based on the close coordination of the 
Member States’ economic policies, on the internal market and on the definition of 
common objectives, and conducted in accordance with the principles of an open 
market economy with free competition. 

 Means to these ends include the following: 
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 the irrevocable fixing of exchange rates leading to the introduction of a single cur-
rency, . . . and the definition and conduct of a single monetary policy and exchange 
rate policy the primary objective of both of which shall be to maintain price stability 
and . . . to support the general economic policies of the Community (Art. 4 [ex 3a]). 

 The ECB is empowered to define and implement monetary policy, conduct foreign 
exchange operations, and hold and manage the official foreign reserves of the member 
states (Art. 105). It is also authorized to fix interest rates and issue the euro as a common 
currency. Its institutional authority is distributed among four decision-making bodies: the 
General Assembly, which is made up of the governors of the national banks in all the EU 
member states; a smaller Eurosystem, consisting of the bank governors of the countries 
belonging to the eurozone; an executive board of six officials; and the Governing Council, 
which includes the members of the Executive Committee and the Governing Council. The 
executive board consists of a president, a vice president, and four other members. They 
are appointed for nonrenewable eight-year terms by unanimous consent by the European 
Council. Serving on the board in 2010 were Jean-Claude Trichet (a former governor of 
the Bank of France who has served since November 2003), a Greek as vice president, an 
Austrian, a Belgian, a Spaniard, and a German—all of whom were highly trained and 
experienced economists. The consolidated treaties grant the ECB complete independence 
from “Community institutions and bodies, from any government of a Member State or 
from any other body” (Art. 130). 

 A second EU financial institution is the EBRD, which the European Council autho-
rized in December 1990 in response to an initiative by former French president François 
Mitterrand. The EBRD was established with an initial capitalization of $12 billion to dis-
burse loans for technical assistance, equity investment, and security offerings in the emerg-
ing postcommunist regimes in central Europe. Its declared purpose was “to foster a 
transition toward open-market economies and to promote private and entrepreneurial 
initiatives in the central and eastern European countries committed to and applying the 
principles of multiparty democracy, pluralism, and market economics.”27After the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the Russian Federation and other successor states 
became eligible for EBRD loans as well. EU member states collectively own a majority of 
shares in the bank, but the United States is the largest single shareholder. In deference to 
France, the first two EBRD presidents were French officials.28 

 Other Institutions 
 Other EU institutions include the EESC, the CoR, and the European Court of Audi-
tors. Both the EESC and the CoR serve as advisory bodies to the Council of Ministers 
and the European Parliament and give “voice” to constituencies that are not otherwise 
represented in the European Union. The EESC, which dates from the creation of the 
EEC, represents employers, trade unions, professional associations, farmers, and con-
sumers. Its 353 members are apportioned among the member states according to the 
relative size of their population (see Table 8-9). Delegates are nominated by their 
national governments and appointed by the Council of the European Union, acting 
unanimously, for four-year terms. The consolidated treaties stipulate that the Council 
of Ministers and the commission must consult with members of the EESC on specified 
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policy matters and in other cases “in which they consider it appro-
priate” (Art. 262 [ex 198]). Opinions of the EESC, however, are 
not binding on actions by either the council or the commission. 

The CoR was established under the Treaty on European Union 
to represent regional and local bodies within the member states. CoR 
is also composed of 353 members, distributed on the same basis as 
members of the EESC. They are appointed for four-year terms by 
the Council of Ministers. Although they are nominated by their 
home governments, once in office members of the committee “may 
not be bound by any mandatory instructions. They shall be com-
pletely independent in the performance of their duties, in the general 
interest of the Community” (Art. 263 [ex 198a] of the Treaty of 
Rome). Like the EESC, the CoR performs strictly advisory func-
tions in relation to the Council of the European Union and the com-
mission. In practice, CoR has demonstrated that it more effectively 
represents regional interests in member states that have functioning 
state or regional political structures—notably, Germany, Great Brit-
ain, Italy, and Spain—than in unitary states such as France.

 The Court of Auditors serves as an independent “watchdog” 
agency. It was established as an independent oversight body in 1975 
to allay parliamentary concerns about the proper monitoring of 
Union finances. The court has twelve members who are appointed 
for six-year terms by the European Council subject to parliamentary 
approval. Their assignment is to “examine the accounts of all reve-
nue and expenditure of the Community” and to “provide the Euro-
pean Parliament and the Council with a statement of assurance as to 
the reliability of the accounts and the legality and regularity of the 
underlying transactions” (Art. 248 [ex 188c] of the Treaty of Rome). 
In addition, the court assists the European Parliament and the coun-
cil in exercising their budgetary control functions. 

 Citizens 
 European citizens are an important indirect source of power as vot-
ers in national and European elections and, in some states, in national 
referendums. (This role is discussed in the following chapter.) Citi-
zens also have the right to submit written criticisms about alleged 

EU administrative abuses—such as unfairness, discrimination, and unnecessary delays—
to the European Ombudsman for investigation. The office, which was introduced by the 
Treaty on European Union as a corollary of European citizenship, is modeled after a 
Swedish constitutional precedent dating from the early nineteenth century that was cre-
ated to guard against the abuse of administrative authority following a prolonged period of 
political despotism; a number of European countries have subsequently established an 
equivalent institution of their own. 

 The European Ombudsman is appointed by the European Parliament for a five-year 
term and is granted full investigatory independence. The office is charged with informing 
the targeted EU institution or body of the complaint and, if necessary, recommending 

Table 8-9  Allocation of Seats by 
Country on the Economic and 
Social Committee and the 
Committee of Regions

France 24
Germany 24
Italy 24
United Kingdom 24
Poland 21
Spain 21
Romania 15
Austria 12
Belgium 12
Bulgaria 12
Czech Republic 12
Greece 12
Hungary 12
Netherlands 12
Portugal 12
Sweden 12
Croatia 9
Denmark 9
Ireland 9
Lithuania 9
Slovakia 9
Finland 9
Estonia 7
Latvia 7
Slovenia 7
Cyprus 6
Luxembourg 6
Malta 5

Total 353

Source: Europa: Gateway to the European Union, 
http://europa.eu/about-eu/institutions-bodies/
index_en.htm.
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steps to redress a grievance. In 2012 the European Ombudsman received 2,442 citizen 
petitions; of these, the office pursued an official inquiry in 465 cases (approximately 20 
percent of the total). In his annual report to the European Parliament for 2013, the 
ombudsman noted the following: 

 The [number of inquiries] opened constitute an 18 percent increase compared to 
the previous year and reached a new peak of 390. More generally, as in 2011, the 
Ombudsman helped over 22,000 individuals by dealing with their complaints (2,442 
cases), providing a reply to their requests for information (1,211), or offering advice 
through the interactive guide on our website (19,281). 29

 These figures should not lead to underestimate the fact that, in addition to the enquiries 
opened, the Ombudsman gave complainants advice (in 2117 cases), recommending that 
they turn to a national or regional ombudsman (906 cases), address a petition to the Euro-
pean Parliament (179 complainants), or contact the European Commission (359 cases).30 

 The Lisbon treaty introduced another, potentially more powerful instrument of grass-
roots power in the form of a direct democracy procedure known as the European Citizens’ 
Initiative. This procedure will permit citizens to place an item on the legislative agenda of 
the European Commission if they garner 1 million signatures (about 0.2 percent of the EU 
population) in support. The full meaning of the new provision remains unclear and must 
await public consultations and the adoption of an enabling regulation by the European 
Parliament and the Council of Ministers before it can take effect. 

 NOTES 

1.  David Gowland, Arthur Turner, and Alex Wright,  Britain and European Integration Since 
1945: On the Sidelines  (New York: Routledge, 2010), 13. 
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5.  Ibid., 52–53. 
6.  Article 14, Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union, 23. 
7.  Article 15, ibid. 23. 
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8.3   Who Has the Power?   

 THE EUROPEAN UNION IS DEEPLY EMBEDDED IN THE POLITICAL AND 
socioeconomic fabric of its member states, while simultaneously manifesting a high 

degree of institutional and political autonomy in its own right. Political power in the Euro-
pean Union is thus distributed among multiple domestic, intergovernmental, suprana-
tional, group, and individual actors that interact in making EU policy and shepherding the 
course of European integration. Therefore, addressing the question “Who has the power 
in the European Union?” requires multilevel analysis. 

 The most important instruments of European Union power include national govern-
ments, the Council of Ministers and the European Council, the European Commission, 
the European Parliament, the European Court of Justice (ECJ), and the European Central 
Bank (ECB). Other players include political parties and private interest groups (notably, 
industrial firms, employer associations, and organized labor). European citizens also affect 
EU actions, sometimes in a forceful fashion. 

 National Governments as Actors 
 Since the inception of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in the early 
1950s, national governments have embodied the intergovernmental principle of the Euro-
pean integration movement. They are represented on the basis of member state equality in 
two of the European Union’s central legislative–executive institutions: the Council of Min-
isters and the European Council. Until the advent of qualified majority voting (QMV) 
under the Single European Act, important community decisions were based on the una-
nimity principle. This practice allowed each member state to exercise a veto over commu-
nity initiatives, which had the effect of postponing council decisions (sometimes 
indefinitely). Since the mid-1980s, QMV has significantly facilitated joint decision making 
and therefore accelerated the European Union’s deepening process, but it does not dimin-
ish the central fact that national governments continue to exercise ultimate authority over 
treaty revisions, the admission of new member states, and the initiation of new policies. 
National governments also exercise executive oversight over EU policies, including the 
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) as well as common foreign and defense policies, 
and they share power with the European Parliament in determining the content of EU 
legislation and the admission of new member states. Moreover, national governments—
acting through the European Council on the basis of prior agreement among themselves—
formally appoint leading EU officials, such as members of the European Commission and 
the ECJ. 

 Domestic political considerations determine to a significant degree the behavior of 
member states in the various councils. Among these considerations are the contrasting 
degrees of national commitment to European integration based on subjective calculations 
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of costs and benefits, the partisan composition of governments, and coalition strategy 
within the European Union. Leaders of some of the smaller member states—notably the 
Benelux countries—have traditionally been among the most ardent supporters of the 
European idea as a means of promoting their political and economic interests vis-à-vis 
their larger and more powerful neighbors. In recent years, however, the growing strength 
of the right-wing Freedom Party and the Dutch People’s Party—both of which oppose 
further integration—prompted the Dutch government to issue a memo in June 2013 
opposing “creeping” EU interference in the everyday lives of citizens. The government 
memo asserted the following: “The Netherlands is convinced that “time of an ‘ever closer 
union in every possible policy area is behind us.’” The memo added, “European where 
necessary, national where possible.”1 

 Nations on the southern, western, and northeastern and central European peripheries 
of the European—including Greece, Ireland, Poland, Portugal, Spain, and the Baltic 
republics—are positive players with the expectation of EU financial assistance in the form 
of agricultural subsidies and regional development funds. 

 By contrast, some member states have expressed serious reservations about further 
integration. An early example was French president Charles de Gaulle’s veto of Great 
Britain’s application to join the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1963 on the 
grounds that British membership would diminish French influence within the community. 
Another is Britain’s and Denmark’s resolve in 1991 to opt out of automatic membership 
in the EMU under terms of the Treaty on European Union to avoid subordinating their 
macroeconomic policies to supranational control. In 2005 the French and Dutch rejec-
tions of the draft constitutional treaty expressed deeply rooted elite and citizen ambiva-
lence toward further EU deepening. In 2009 Polish and Czech leaders delayed ratification 
of the Lisbon treaty for either domestic political reasons or because of their resistance to 
increased EU power under the treaty. 

 Scandinavian members of the European Union have been divided in their views of 
the European Union. For reasons similar to the United Kingdom’s reservations about 
supranationalism, both Denmark and Sweden chose to postpone joining the EMU. A 
majority of Danish and Swedish citizens later voted against full EMU membership, at 
least for the foreseeable future, in national referendums in 2000 and 2003. By contrast, 
Finland has ardently embraced the full responsibilities and consequences of EU mem-
bership (including the EMU) as a means of enhancing its national security and eco-
nomic ties with the West. 

 Who governs in individual countries affects national policy toward the European Union 
as well. Georges Pompidou, who became the president of France in 1969, reversed de 
Gaulle’s negative stance toward British membership in the EEC when he agreed with Ger-
man chancellor Willy Brandt and other heads of government to expand the community. 
Nearly thirty years later, New Labour’s electoral victory under Tony Blair led to more 
positive British engagement in EU affairs than had been evident under conservative lead-
ers Margaret Thatcher and John Major. More recently, conservative prime minister David 
Cameron signaled renewed British reservations at a European Council meeting in October 
2010 when he rejected a 6 percent increase in the 2011 Union budget proposed by the 
European Parliament. He and fellow members of the European Council subsequently 
compromised on a 2.9 percent increase. 
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 Germany is a special case. During the early postwar years in West Germany, the two 
major parties—the Christian Democrats and the Social Democrats—were divided in their 
attitudes toward European and transatlantic relations. The Christian Democrats, under the 
leadership of Konrad Adenauer, proved to be ardent advocates of both economic and 
military cooperation within Europe and the broader North Atlantic community, but the 
Social Democrats were skeptical of any steps that might deepen Germany’s division. That 
the Christian Democrats dominated the national executive office when the formative deci-
sions were reached to launch the ECSC and later the EEC made an enormous difference 
in Germany’s commitment to the integration movement. Only later, with the adoption of 
a new pro-Western and a more moderate ideological program in 1959, did the Social 
Democrats unequivocally embrace European integration as well. Changes of government 
since then have had little substantive impact on Germany’s involvement in European 
affairs. 

 National governments also affect community actions—and therefore the course of the 
integration movement—through coalition strategies with other member states. The most 
important and durable coalition is a strategic alliance between France and Germany. This 
alliance is rooted in a mutual recognition among postwar leaders in both countries of the 
imperative of political reconciliation after three disastrous wars in less than a century. It 
was deepened by the close personal friendship between de Gaulle, the first president of the 
Fifth Republic, and Adenauer, the first chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany. In 
January 1963 the two leaders signed the historic Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation, 
which institutionalized Franco–German reconciliation and established the foundation for 
long-term policy rapport between the two countries.2 Their mutual support was decisive 
in achieving important milestones in the EU parallel processes of widening and deepening. 
In a speech in June 2000 to members of the German Parliament in Berlin, French presi-
dent Jacques Chirac publicly affirmed Franco–German cooperation as the “motor” driv-
ing European integration.3 

 Alongside the two councils, another instrument for the exercise of national power 
within the EU is the intergovernmental conference (IGC), a diplomatic forum in which 
representatives of the member governments consider the adoption of new European trea-
ties or treaty amendments. The first IGC spanned the negotiations among the six founding 
members of the ECSC to establish the EEC and Euratom in 1957. Important IGCs since 
then include those leading to the Single European Act, the Treaty on European Union, the 
Treaty of Amsterdam, the Treaty of Nice, and the Lisbon treaty. In 2000 another IGC 
deliberated proposed treaty changes governing QMV and the composition of both the 
European Commission and the European Parliament in anticipation of the eastward 
expansion of the European Union. Partisan divisions among the member states initially 
clouded the prospects of agreement on the requisite treaty amendments. The protracted 
disagreement underscored the power exercised by the national governments within the 
European Union, straining even the cohesiveness of the Franco–German alliance as a 
crucial force driving the European integration movement.4 

 Another manifestation of national power within the European Union was a decision 
made by fourteen member states (the total at the time was fifteen) to impose a bilateral 
freeze on high-level political contacts with Austria after the right-wing Freedom Party 
joined the conservative People’s Party in a national coalition in February 2000. Leaders of 
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the fourteen countries were motivated by their displeasure with the neo-Nazi sympathies 
expressed by a leader of the Freedom Party. The sanctions, although not formally an action 
by the European Union, resulted in strained relations within the community that were 
eased only when they were lifted toward the end of the year. 

 The Councils as Actors 
 Despite national autonomy in bilateral relations and important aspects of EU affairs, suc-
cessive treaties—from the Single European Act to the Lisbon treaty—have diminished the 
intergovernmental character of the various EU councils. Each of these treaties has signifi-
cantly deepened European cooperation, giving the councils and other EU institutions, 
including the European Commission and the European Parliament, new collective powers 
and policy responsibility.5 

 Although national governments retain the right of veto over some executive and legisla-
tive matters, the dynamics of the QMV have transformed the Council of Ministers and the 
European Council into quasi-supranational bodies. Peer pressure, combined with the 
arithmetical imperative of the QMV for member states seeking to enter into policy coali-
tions in council deliberations, discourages obstructionist behavior by national actors. On 
occasion, when a member government decides it cannot endorse a collective action, it 
chooses to “opt out” of the decision rather than unilaterally veto it. One example is the 
Thatcher government’s 1989 decision not to endorse the Social Charter. The right of 
member states to “constructive abstentions” from council decisions is explicitly recog-
nized in treaty provisions governing the European Union’s Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP), as explained in Chapter 8.4.6 

 The long-term trend toward increased supranationalism in the legislative–executive 
functions at the council level has been reinforced by the inclusion of the president of the 
European Commission in meetings of the European Council and the elevation of the 

The first two executive officers to 

serve under the new Treaty of 

Lisbon are former Belgian prime 

minister Herman Van Rompuy 

(left), who was elected president of 

the European Council by fellow 

members of the council, and Cath-

erine Ashton, who was chosen the 

High Representative of the Euro-

pean Union for Foreign Affairs and 

Security Policy (the European 

Union’s de facto foreign minister) 

by members of the council and af-

firmed by majority vote in the Eu-

ropean Parliament.

Source: Thierry Tronnel/Corbis.
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more powerful High Representative of the Union as a vice president of the European 
Commission. 

 The European Commission and “Bureaucratic Politics” 7 
 The European Union’s overtly supranational institutions are also important instruments 
of power and decision making. Most visible among them is the European Commission. In 
contrast to the “high politics” characteristic of council decisions, the European Commis-
sion, with its extensive staff of professional civil servants, embodies a less visible level of 
“bureaucratic politics” that is highly significant in the day-to-day activities of the Euro-
pean Union. The bureaucratic level of policymaking—and therefore of politics—has been 
characterized by an accretion of common policies and standards produced by the Euro-
pean bureaucracy (and its masters within the commission). The process of bureaucratic 
rulemaking is facilitated by the powers given the commission to initiate rules and the regu-
latory nature of much of the emerging European political system. 

 Policymaking at the bureaucratic level appears fragmented into relatively narrow, spe-
cialized fields of competence. This fragmentation and the now more numerous linkages 
between components of the commission and components of national bureaucracies are a 
crucial aspect of decision making within the European Union. For that reason, much of 
the politics of the European Union can best be understood as bureaucratic politics.8 The 
tendency of bureaucratic decision making to occur within policy communities (especially 
those of a technical nature) has had the effect of depoliticizing what could have been highly 
divisive issues. As a result, the less overt politics of the European Union has been able to 
force, or perhaps cajole, integration along. 

 European Parliament as Legislator and Watchdog 
 A supranational institution from the outset, the European Parliament has steadily increased 
its power in relation to the various councils. Expanded powers of joint decision making in 
Union legislation significantly augment the European Parliament’s established authority 
with respect to most facets of EU governance. 

 Within the parliament, power is concentrated in the various party factions whose mem-
bers are elected at five-year intervals. The moderate European People’s Party (EPP) and 
the Socialist Group (PES) dominate legislative procedures because of their sheer size. 
Since 1952 these two groups have alternated at regular intervals in claiming the presidency 
of the European Parliament, except for a brief interlude from 1979 to 1982 when a liberal 
held the office. Because neither the PPE nor the PES can claim an absolute majority of 
seats in its own right, both parties have been compelled to cooperate in asserting parlia-
mentary authority in relation to the councils and the commission. Facilitating the strategic 
alliance between the two groups is their common support for a more assertive role of the 
European Parliament in community affairs and especially their agreement on social issues. 

 Meanwhile, institutional authority is dispersed among the European Parliament’s pre-
siding officials, including the president and fourteen vice presidents, and its intricate com-
mittee structure. The presiding officials play a decisive role in determining the 
parliamentary agenda and overseeing daily proceedings, and the European Parliament’s 
twenty standing committees are responsible for most preparatory work and the drafting of 
parliamentary reports and resolutions. 
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 A dramatic exercise of parliamentary power occurred in January 1999 when members 
of the European Parliament exercised their authority under Article 201 (ex 144) of the 
Treaty of Rome (renumbered Article 226 in the consolidated treaties) to create the Com-
mittee of Inquiry to investigate allegations of fraud among members of the European 
Commission. (An earlier motion to censure the commission failed to receive the requisite 
two-thirds majority.) The committee’s findings that individual commissioners were indeed 
guilty of favoritism and financial mismanagement prompted the voluntary resignation in 
March of the Commission led by Jacques Santer of Luxembourg. The commissioners 
continued their work in a lame-duck capacity until Romano Prodi and a new set of officials 
took office in May. 

 Together with the authoritative rulings of the ECJ on issues such as job discrimination 
(see Chapter 8.2), the activities of the European Parliament come closest to addressing the 
European Union’s persistent “democratic deficit.” The direct election of its members, its 
expansive legislative functions, and its watchdog functions are an important link with a 
European citizenry familiar with the prerogatives and functions of national parliaments. 
Yet the European Parliament will not fully resemble a parliamentary regime until future 
treaty revisions give it the right to initiate legislation and the ability to more closely scruti-
nize the behavior of individual members of the European Commission. 

 Private Interests 
 Even though the national governments and the European Union’s own institutions are the 
pivotal instruments of power within the community, trans-European interest groups also 
exercise varying degrees of influence. According to informed estimates, some three thou-
sand groups maintain offices in Brussels with the unadorned purpose of lobbying the 
European Union on behalf of special interests. The most important of these groups are 
industrial firms and employer associations, followed at a distance by organized labor. 
Together, representatives of private capital and labor are recognized as “social partners,” 
who play an important role in the “low politics” of economic and social legislation.9 

 Industrial firms are represented in Brussels by two major groups: the European Round 
Table of Industrialists (ERT) and Business Europe, which was founded in 2007 as a suc-
cessor organization to the Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe 
(UNICE). ERT is made up of the chief executives of some of Europe’s leading multina-
tional companies—among them, Phillips, Royal Dutch Shell, Siemens, Fiat, Renault, 
Nokia, and Volvo. Created in 1985, ERT formulated the original vision of a single Euro-
pean market that was later transformed through the commission and the European Coun-
cil into the Single European Act.10 Business Europe, larger and more bureaucratized than 
ERT, was established in 1958 to advise EU institutions on pending legislation of interest 
to business associations.11 Business Europe represents forty member federations from 
thirty-four countries (its most prominent non-EU member states include Croatia, Nor-
way, Switzerland, and Turkey). Institutionally, the association consists of a Council of 
Presidents, made up of the presidents of the national federations; a Committee of Perma-
nent Delegates, consisting of “ambassadors” of the federations; policy committees that 
have functional responsibilities for economic and financial affairs, external relations, social 
affairs, industrial affairs, and company affairs; and a professional secretariat that coordi-
nates the work of the policy committees and disseminates association views at both the 
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Union and national levels. The shared policy priorities of the ERT and Business Europe 
include market liberalization and deregulation, which they promote through multiple 
informal and formal contacts primarily with commission officials. Business Europe also 
uses its membership on the advisory European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) 
for similar purposes. 

 Organized labor’s counterpart organization is the European Trade Union Confederation 
(ETUC). Union leaders were initially highly skeptical of the integration movement because 
it seemed to benefit private business more than ordinary workers, but the economic realities 
of a deepening community prompted representatives of national trade union federations in 
the member states to establish ETUC in 1973. It currently consists of eighty-two national 
trade union confederations spanning thirty-six European countries representing a com-
bined membership of 60 million workers. ETUC gives organized labor an institutional 
voice on the EESC and in commission deliberations, albeit one that is not as strong as those 
of the better financed and more powerful ERT and Business Europe. Because of ETUC’s 
weaker status, the commission “has consistently bolstered ETUC in order to provide a 
counterweight on the labor side to UNICE on the management side.”12 

 The European Commission has expressly encouraged a “social dialogue” among Busi-
ness Europe, ETUC, and other labor market partners to augment the material dimensions 
of European integration, particularly since the advent of the Single Market in the 1980s. 
Their collaboration has frequently been fruitful, although the social partners have differed 
in their attitudes toward the Social Charter and the Social Protocol attached to the Treaty 
on European Union (ETUC was strongly supportive, whereas Business Europe officials 
were far more reserved). In recent years, both ETUC and Business Europe have construc-
tively contributed to commission efforts to devise strategies to promote community-wide 
economic growth and reduce unemployment—especially in response to the international 
economic and financial crisis that began in 2008. 

 Citizen Inputs 
 Even though European citizens lack direct access to executive instruments of power in 
Brussels, they are able to affect community activities in many ways. Most important, they 
determine the composition of national governments and the European Parliament through 
the electoral process. The integration movement is primarily elite-driven, but the executive 
bodies in the member states—and through them central EU institutions—are ultimately 
dependent on the general support, or electoral sanctions, of the voting public. 

 In addition to determining the outcome of national and European elections, voters in 
some of the member states exercise the right of referendum to decide the fate of crucial 
EU initiatives. Nowhere is this more important than in Ireland, where legal precedents 
require referendums on constitutional amendments and therefore on pending Union 
treaties. As previously recounted, a majority of Irish voters initially rejected both the 
Treaty of Nice and the Lisbon treaty, only to reverse themselves in subsequent referen-
dums. Other dramatic instances of citizen-level distrust of the European Union occurred 
in 2005 when French and Dutch voters rejected the proposed EU constitutional treaty, 
thereby spelling its demise. In both cases, voter discontent over domestic political issues 
and leadership played a more pivotal role in the treaty’s rejection than opposition to the 
European Union per se. 
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 Referendums have also been common in Scandinavia. Norway has twice rejected mem-
bership in the community through national referendums (1972 and 1994). In Denmark, 
six referendums have been held on the European Union. In 1972, the first took place; 63 
percent of the electorate voted in favor of joining the EEC. A narrower majority approved 
the Single European Act in 1986, but in June 1992 Denmark stunned its fellow member 
states when 50.7 percent of voters rejected the initial version of the Treaty on European 
Union. Only after the European Council agreed to add a “Danish protocol” allowing the 
nation to opt out of the EMU did a majority of Danish voters approve the treaty in May 
1993.13 Denmark once again proved a naysayer to the European Union in September 
2000, when 53.1 percent of voters rejected joining the EMU and adopting the euro. In the 
fall of 1994, national referendums were also held in neighboring Sweden and Finland on 
accession to the European Union, with positive outcomes in each case. In September 
2003, however, a majority of 55.5 percent of Swedish voters followed the earlier Danish 
lead by rejecting their country’s membership in the eurozone. 

 The linkage between public opinion and election outcomes and the European Union is 
meaningful, if sometimes fitful and disruptive. Recurrent voter skepticism toward the inte-
gration process reflects both citizen unease about the European Union’s “democratic 
deficit” and widespread concerns that the further harmonization of fiscal and social poli-
cies on the European level constitutes a potential threat to domestic political systems. 
Specifically, most of the British seem loath to cede further slices of national sovereignty to 
central decision-making institutions on the continent, just as many Danes and Swedes are 
reluctant to relinquish distinctive features of their well-established welfare states. 

 Influential Individuals 
 Alongside collective actors such as governments, EU institutions, private interest groups, 
and voters, certain individuals have wielded significant influence in community affairs. 
Foremost among them are the “founding fathers” of the integration process: Jean Monnet 
and Robert Schuman of France, Konrad Adenauer of Germany, Paul-Henri Spaak of 
Belgium, and Alcide De Gasperi of Italy. Together, these statesmen forged an unprece-
dented degree of European elite unity that was a necessary condition for launching the 
ECSC and EEC in the 1950s. In contrast to their more nationalist predecessors in execu-
tive office, they shared a commitment to international cooperation rooted in their indi-
vidual origins as “borderland” Europeans and their shared humanistic religious values.14 
Willy Brandt, chancellor of West Germany from 1969 to 1974, similarly proved to be an 
effective architect of both deeper and wider European union based in his wartime exile 
submersion in the internationalist traditions of Norwegian and Swedish social democracy. 

 Activist presidents of the European Commission have also advanced the European 
idea. Among them are Walter Hallstein of Germany, who served as the first president of 
the commission from 1958 to 1967, Roy Jenkins of the United Kingdom (1977–1981), 
and especially Jacques Delors of France (1985–1995). Hallstein helped to institutionalize 
the fledgling EEC, Jenkins skillfully managed the community’s second round of enlarge-
ment and the introduction of the European Monetary System (EMS), and Delors was a 
principal architect of both the Single European Act and the EMU. 

 Romano Prodi assumed the European Commission presidency in September 1999 
intent on following in Delors’s footsteps. His would-be activism, however, was curtailed by 
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a more assertive European Council toward the commission as a whole. Prodi’s eclipse 
suggests that the autonomous authority of commission presidents is subject to the assent 
of the national government officials making up the council. This constraint has character-
ized the presidency of Prodi’s successor, José Manuel Barroso, as well. 

 NOTES 

1.  Andrew Rettman, “Netherlands attacks ‘creeping EU powers,’” http://euobserver.com. 
2.  Haig Simonian,  The Privileged Partnership: Franco-German Relations in the European Com-

munity 1969–1984  (Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press, 1985). 
3.  “French Leader, in Berlin, Urges a Fast Track to Unity in Europe,”  New York Times,  June 

28, 2000. 
4.  “The Franco-German Axis Creaks,”  Economist,  November 18, 2000. 
5. See Chapter 8.3.
6.  Article 31 of the Consolidated Treaties. These provisions apply to abstentions only by one 

or at most a small number of EU members. If abstentions constitute a third or more of a 
council vote, “the decision shall not be adopted.” 

7.  The author is grateful to G. Guy Peters for these insights into EU policymaking. 
8.  Jerel Rosati, “Developing a Systematic Decision-Making Framework: Bureaucratic Politics 

in Perspective,”  World Politics  10 (1981): 234–252. 
9.  A third social partner is the European Center of Public Enterprises (CEEP), which repre-

sents civil servants. 
10.  Maria Green Cowles, “Setting the Agenda for a New Europe: The European Round Table 

of Industrialists and EC 1992,”  Journal of Common Market Studies  33 (December 1995): 
501–526. 

11.  “Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederation of Europe (UNICE),” in  Encyclopedia 
of the European Union,  ed. Desmond Dinan (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1998), 220. 

12.  Desmond Dinan,  Ever Closer Union? An Introduction to European Integration,  3rd ed. (Boul-
der, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2005), 451. 

13.  They did so by a margin of 65.7 percent to 43.3 percent. In a fifth referendum on the 
European Union in May 1998, approximately 55.1 percent of Danish voters endorsed the 
Treaty of Amsterdam. 

14.  Monnet was active before World War I in international business in Canada and served as 
an international economic adviser in China and Romania during the interwar years. 
Schuman was born in Luxembourg, grew up in France, and studied at German universi-
ties in Bonn, Munich, and Berlin. Adenauer was a native of the Rhineland in western 
Germany, and so he was physically closer and personally more sympathetic to neighboring 
France, Luxembourg, and Belgium than to “Prussian” Berlin to the east. Similar to Chan-
cellor Willy Brandt’s experience, Spaak learned to think in global terms while in wartime 
exile in London. De Gasperi had served as a deputy in the Austrian Parliament before 
becoming an Italian citizen in 1919. All were Roman Catholics. 
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8.4   How Is Power Used?   

 MULTIPLE INSTITUTIONAL, NATIONAL, AND OTHER PLAYERS INTERACT 
to make EU policies—or at least try to influence them. Outside powers also play a 

role in helping shape European Community initiatives and its use of power, beginning 
with the United States from the early stages of the integration process onward and includ-
ing Russia, other neighboring European nonmember states, countries in the Middle East, 
and China. 

 The European Union exercises power in myriad ways and contexts. Its principal 
achievements have been in the realm of economics, but it has also contributed to political 
development through its support for democratization and market reforms on its southern 
and eastern peripheries and international peacekeeping efforts through its common for-
eign and security policies. Its chief policy instruments include money, regulations, political 
example, and diplomacy. 

 This chapter explores the central arenas of EU policymaking and implementation—
beginning with the budgetary process and continuing through economic management and 
expenditures, regional policies, the “Lisbon Strategy,” the Single Market, rules of compe-
tition and state aids, social and environmental policies, the economic and monetary policy 
within the euro area, and foreign relations. Although the European Union is not the super-
state that some of its critics decry, its policies have a significant effect on European eco-
nomic performance, politics, and society at large. 

 The Budgetary Process 
 European Union expenditures account for just over 1 percent of its member states’ gross 
domestic product (GDP), but despite their comparatively small magnitude, they matter a 
great deal, especially with respect to economic management and regional development. The 
budget for 2013 totaled 150.9 billion euros (the equivalent of approximately $200.7 bil-
lion). The European Union lacks the power to tax the member states’ citizens directly, but 
instead draws on a variety of direct and national revenue sources to finance its operations. 

 Agreement on the annual budget involves complex negotiations among the European 
Commission, the Council of Ministers, and the European Parliament. On September 1 of 
each year, the European Commission submits a draft budget to the council and parliament 
based on estimates drawn up by the various EU bodies, with the exception of the European 
Central Bank (ECB), which manages its own finances. The consolidated treaties stipulate 
that revenues and expenditures must be “in balance.”1 The commission’s proposal is then 
debated among members of both institutions. It is at this point that national and suprana-
tional interests have sometimes clashed. The European Parliament has twice rejected the 
budget until compromise agreements could be negotiated with the council and postponed 
its approval of the budget in 2005 in a dispute over agricultural subsidies. 
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 After reaching a preliminary decision, the council submits its version of the budget 
to the European Parliament. Parliament then has the option of either approving or not 
opposing the budget, in which case it is adopted. Conversely, a majority of parliament 
members may propose amendments, in which case the budget is sent back to the com-
mission and the council for further consideration. The council may then accept the 
amendments, which is tantamount to budgetary approval, or it may convene a meet-
ing of a conciliation committee (made up of an equal number of members represent-
ing the council and parliament) to resolve differences. In that case, final approval is 
subject to a qualified majority among members of the council and a majority vote in 
the European Parliament.2 Once both the council and the parliament have approved 
the budget, the commission is assigned responsibility for its execution and program 
management.3 

 From late 2012 into the first half of 2013, member states engaged in a heated dispute 
over terms of a long-term budget for 2014 through 2020. They ultimately reached an 
agreement at a European Council meeting in June 2013 that calls for expenditures of 960 
billion euros (approximately $1.25 trillion), which include first-time cuts to placate 
demands by austerity-minded Germany, Britain, and the Netherlands to reduce expendi-
tures at a time of continued sluggish European economic performance. It also retains a 
controversial multimillion euro annual rebate to the United Kingdom, which Prime Min-
ister Thatcher had negotiated in the early 1980s to compensate Britain for alleged “exces-
sive payments” to the European Union.4 

 The European Parliament endorsed the package in a preliminary resolution later the 
same month. (A formal vote was scheduled in September or October 2013.) 

 Like earlier annual budgets, the 2013 budget (which was adopted in December 
2012) allocates expenditures among five principal categories. In order of decreasing 
magnitude, these include sustainable growth, the preservation and management of nat-
ural resources, citizenship and freedom, security and justice, foreign policy, and admin-
istration (see Table 8-10). (Each of these categories is discussed in greater detail next.) 

Table 8-10  European Union’s 2013 Budgetary Appropriations: Overview

Appropriations Category Billions of Euros
Dollar Equivalent 

(in billions of USD)
Percentage Change 

from 2012

Sustainable Growth 70.6 93.9 4.8
Preservation and Management of 

Natural Resources
60.1 79.9 05

Citizenship, Freedom, Security, Justice 2.1 2.8 2.0
EU as a Global Player 9.6 12.8 1.9
Administration 8.4 11.2 1.8

Total 150.9 200.6 2.1

Source: European Commission, “EU budget 2013 in figures,” http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff. The author’s conversion of euro totals into 
USD is based on an exchange rate of 1:1.33 (July 2013).
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The Union draws most of its revenue from three major sources: (1) national contribu-
tions based on a capped rate of the annual gross national income (GNI) generated in each 
member state; (2) custom duties on industrial and agricultural imports, which are col-
lected at the point of entry and automatically transferred to Brussels; (3) a percentage of 
the base used to calculate value-added taxes (VATs) in each member state. A far smaller 
amount of “other revenue” includes surpluses carried over from the previous year and 
miscellaneous income such as interest on deposits and payments from non-EU organiza-
tions (see Table 8-11).

The largest contributors to EU revenue, in declining order, are Germany, France, Italy, 
and the United Kingdom. Given its diminutive population, Malta is predictably the small-
est contributor (see Table 8-12). These disparities in budgetary contributions have peri-
odically prompted sharp national criticism of alleged unfairness.

 Poland receives the largest share of EU spending, followed in descending order by 
Spain, France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom (see Table 8-13). Most EU 
expenditures are targeted at economic management, the lion’s share of which consists of 
agricultural subsidies. Britain’s contributions to the EU budget have long since been an 
object of criticism by government officials who have considered them excessively subsidies 
to allegedly less efficient continental agricultural systems. 

 Economic Management and Expenditures 
 Until 2010 the largest of the EU budgetary appropriations was allocated to the pres-
ervation and management of natural resources, most of which is spent on the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy (CAP). Since then (and projected into the foreseeable 
future), the largest category has been sustainable growth—which includes various 
regional development funds. Beginning with the 2011 budget, appropriations ear-
marked for foreign policy activities displaced administrative expenses as the third-
largest category. The smallest appropriation is apportioned to citizenship, freedom, 
security, and justice. 

Table 8-11  Sources of European Union Revenue, 2013 Budget

Revenue Sources Millions of Euros
Dollar Equivalent 

(in millions of USD)
Percentage of Total 

Revenue

GNI-based resource 97,284.22 129,383 73.4

Custom duties and sugar levies 18,755.20 24,494 14.1

VAT-based resource 15,029,95 20,619 11.3

Other 7,103,52 9,448 1.2

Total 155,758,24 183,444 100.0

Note: GNI = gross national income; VAT = value-added tax.
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 Each of these expenditure categories (with 
the exception of administrative salaries and 
related expenses) is discussed in turn, beginning 
with the preservation and management of natu-
ral resources by virtue of CAP’s venerable status 
as “one of the oldest and most controversial 
Community policy.”5 

 Preservation and Management 
of Natural Resources 
 Natural resource management includes the CAP 
and support for rural development. CAP’s princi-
ples were enshrined in the Treaty of Rome in 1957, 
and for decades CAP proved the Union’s single 
greatest expenditure. Over the decades, CAP has 
been subject to repeated efforts to decrease its 
cost, increase its efficiency, and add new policy 
requirements. 

 As reaffirmed in the consolidated treaties,6 the 
purpose of CAP is as follows: 

 •  “to increase agricultural productivity by 
promoting technical progress and by en-
suring the rational development of agricul-
tural production and the optimum utilisation 
of the factors of production, in particular 
labour; 

 •  “thus to ensure a fair standard of living for 
the agricultural community, in particular by 
increasing the individual earnings of persons 
engaged in agriculture; 

 •  “to stabilise markets; 

 •  “to assure the availability of supplies; 

 •  “to ensure that supplies reach consumers at 
reasonable prices.” 

 Ministerial officials concluded an agreement in 1962 to promote these objectives 
through the creation of a unified market for the free movement of agricultural products 
among member states of the European Economic Community (EEC). The market was 
engineered to favor goods produced within the community and protected by a common 
external tariff, regulated prices, the creation of a central funding mechanism financed 
by levies on industrial and agricultural imports to be administered by the European 

Table 8-12  Four Largest and Four Smallest National 
Contributors to the 2013 Budget

Country
In Millions of 

Euros

Percentage 
of National 

Contributions

Largest Contributors

Germany 19,671.1 19.1
France 18,050.8 17.5
Italy 14,336.2 13.9
United Kingdom 11,273.4 10.9

Smallest Contributors

Cyprus 160.15 01.6
Latvia 159.75 01.5
Estonia 136.67 01.3
Malta 56.32 00.5

Source: The Guardian, “How Much Does Each Country Pay and 
Where Does it Get Spent?” www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2012/
eubudnov/22eubudget-spending-contributions-european.union.

Percentage contributions calculated by the author.

Table 8-13  Largest Recipients of EU Expenditures 
(2010)

Country
Total EU Spending 

(in Millions of Euros)
Percentage of EU 
Appropriations

Poland 14.444.60 12.3
Spain 13,162.33 11.6
France 13,162.33 11.3
Germany 12,132.98 10.3
Italy 9,585.87 8.2
United Kingdom 6,570.05 5.6

Sources: The Guardian, “EU Budget 2010: What Does the European Union 
Spend and Where Does the Money Come From? (www.theguardian.com/
news/datablog/2012/jan/26/eu-budget-european-union-spending). 
Percentage expenditures calculated by the author.
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Commission, internal subsidies to encourage production (to ensure an equitable stan-
dard of living for farmers), and export subsidies designed to make European products 
competitive on the world market. These provisions were implemented by 1968. (See 
Table 8-14.) 

In subsequent years, CAP succeeded in achieving its declared treaty objectives of 
increased production, market stabilization, a plentiful and diverse food supply, and higher 
incomes for farmers. At the same time, CAP generated a host of unforeseen problems. 
Guaranteed prices led to overproduction of a number of products (including milk, butter, 
and wine) and costly storage arrangements at the expense of the EEC; moreover, subsidies 
to farmers in a noncompetitive market resulted in high prices for consumers. Financing 
the system became steadily more expensive, so that by the 1960s CAP’s share of the 
annual EEC budget exceeded 50 percent. In addition, the system yielded unfair advan-
tages to larger farmers over smaller ones and to some member states over others. France, 
with its strong agrarian lobby, in particular enjoyed a proportionally higher level of agrar-
ian subsidies than its neighbors.

 These shortcomings prompted a series of reform measures by the Council of Ministers. 
The first initiative was the Mansholt Plan of 1968 (named after the commissioner of agri-
culture at the time). The plan entailed the introduction during the 1980s of a “co-respon-
sibility” levy on dairy farmers to help cover the cost of storage of milk and cheese products, 
the introduction of milk production quotas, and a cap on future CAP spending. An even 
more radical policy shift followed in 1992 with the MacSherry Plan (also named after an 
agricultural commissioner), which called for price cuts for certain products, including beef 
and grain; subsidies to farmers to withdraw land from production and to practice better 
environmental protection measures; and a partial shift from price supports to direct 
income payments to farmers. 

 The European Council endorsed the next major reform at a summit in Berlin in 1999 
in anticipation of the then-pending enlargement of the Union into central and eastern 
Europe. With its adoption of a comprehensive political agreement known as Agenda 2000, 
the council mandated that CAP should promote greater EU competition on the world 
market through a reduction in the price of agrarian products. This goal would be achieved 
by cutting production subsidies for grain, milk and milk products, and beef and veal. 
Direct income payments would compensate farmers for their loss of subsidies. The reform 
also called for a new system of national financial allocations that would allow member 
states to distribute agricultural aid “according to their own priorities, subject to certain 
Community criteria to prevent distortions of competition.”7 In addition, Agenda 2000 
introduced a new dimension of agrarian policy in the form of financial support for rural 
development to be financed in part through regional funds (discussed in the next para-
graphs). Its declared purpose—as outlined in a detailed plan spanning 2007–2013—is to 
encourage diversification of the rural economy, improve the environment and the coun-
tryside, and improve the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sectors.8 Since 
2000 the European Union has allocated nearly €4.4 million (approximately $6.2 million) 
a year to these objectives.9 

 Changes envisaged in Agenda 2000 were codified in a mid-term review of CAP 
submitted by the European Commission in July 2002. The commission’s policy 

Do n
ot 

co
py

, p
os

t, o
r d

ist
rib

ute

Copyright ©2015 by SAGE Publications, Inc.  This work may not be reproduced or distributed in any form or by any means without 
express written permission of the publisher.



695

Ta
bl

e 
8-

14
  

Eu
ro

pe
an

 U
ni

on
 A

pp
ro

pr
ia

tio
ns

 b
y 

Ca
te

go
ry

, 2
00

7–
20

13
 (i

n 
M

ill
io

ns
 o

f E
ur

os
 a

nd
 P

er
ce

nt
ag

es
 o

f T
ot

al
 A

pp
ro

pr
ia

tio
ns

)

Ca
te

go
ry

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

To
ta

l 
20

07
–2

01
3

Pr
es

er
va

tio
n 

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t o

f N
at

ur
al

 
Re

so
ur

ce
s 

(in
cl

ud
in

g 
Co

m
m

on
 

Ag
ric

ul
tu

ra
l P

ol
ic

y)

55
,1

43
59

,1
93

56
,3

33
59

,9
55

60
,3

38
60

,8
10

61
,2

89
41

3,
06

1

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
44

.0
44

.4
42

.0
42

.6
42

.0
41

.5
40

.1
42

.4

Su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

Gr
ow

th
 (i

nc
lu

di
ng

 C
oh

es
io

n 
Fu

nd
s)

53
,9

79
57

,6
53

61
,6

96
63

,5
55

63
,6

38
66

,6
28

69
,6

21
43

6,
77

0

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
43

.8
43

.6
45

.9
45

.4
44

.8
45

.6
46

.1
44

.8

Fo
re

ig
n 

Po
lic

y
6,

57
8

7,
00

2
7,

44
0

7,
89

3
8,

43
0

8,
99

7
9,

59
5

55
,9

35

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
5.

3
5.

3
5.

5
5.

6
5.

9
6.

1
6.

3
5.

7

Ci
tiz

en
sh

ip
, F

re
ed

om
, S

ec
ur

ity
, J

us
tic

e
1,

27
3

1,
36

2
1,

51
8

1,
69

3
1,

88
9

2,
10

5
2,

37
6

12
,2

16

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
1.

0
1.

1
1.

1
1.

2
1.

3
1.

4
1.

6
1.

2

Ad
m

in
is

tra
tio

n
7,

03
9

7,
38

0
7,

52
5

7,
88

2
8,

33
4

8,
67

0
9,

09
5

55
,9

25

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
6.

0
5.

7
5.

7
5.

6
5.

8
5.

9
6.

0
5.

7

To
ta

l
12

4,
45

7
13

2,
79

7
13

4,
72

2
14

1,
27

3
14

2,
62

9
14

7,
21

0
15

1,
97

6
97

4,
76

9

So
ur

ce
: E

ur
op

ea
n 

Co
m

m
is

si
on

, F
in

an
ci

al
 P

ro
gr

am
m

in
g 

an
d 

Bu
dg

et
, B

ud
ge

t i
n 

Fi
gu

re
s,

 G
en

er
al

 B
ud

ge
t o

f t
he

 E
ur

op
ea

n 
Un

io
n 

fo
r t

he
 F

in
an

ci
al

 Y
ea

r 2
01

0,
 h

ttp
://

ec
.e

ur
op

a.
eu

/b
ud

ge
t/d

oc
um

en
ts

/2
01

0_
en

.
ht

m
?g

o=
t1

_0
#t

ab
le

-1
_0

. P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

al
lo

ca
tio

ns
 c

al
cu

la
te

d 
by

 th
e 

au
th

or
. T

he
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

es
 fo

r 2
00

7–
20

13
 re

pr
es

en
t a

ve
ra

ge
s.

Do n
ot 

co
py

, p
os

t, o
r d

ist
rib

ute

Copyright ©2015 by SAGE Publications, Inc.  This work may not be reproduced or distributed in any form or by any means without 
express written permission of the publisher.



Part 8 European Union

696

 recommendations included provisions to decouple direct aid and production, simplify 
the system of direct payments to farmers, and reduce intervention prices in various 
agrarian sectors. The European Council endorsed the commission’s proposals the fol-
lowing January. In November 2008 the European Union’s agricultural ministers agreed 
to further measures to decouple direct aid from production and allow for greater flex-
ibility in allocating funds to sectors with special problems, such as those involving envi-
ronmental measures or “improving the quality and marketing of products in that 
sector.” The commissioner’s decision also calls for phasing out of milk quotas by April 
2015, an increase in support for rural development, and provisions for investment aid 
to young farmers.10 

 CAP was augmented with the creation in 2000 of the European Agricultural Guidance 
and Guarantee Fund. Its purpose was to promote sustainable rural development through 
measures to modernize and diversify agricultural investments and encourage younger 
farmers to stay on the land. This fund was superseded by the European Agricultural Fund 
for Rural Development, which was established in 2006 with the same general objectives. 
The council approved funding of €5 billion (nearly $7 billion) for 2009–2010 for invest-
ment in biodiversity, water management, dairy restructuring, renewable energy programs, 
and the development of rural broadband infrastructure.11 

 The cumulative effect of these policy reforms has been to reduce CAP expenditures, 
promote market flexibility in place of centralized bureaucratic management, introduce 
greater self-discipline among farmers, and encourage rural development. The reforms 
have also increased EU bargaining leverage in international negotiations to reduce global 
barriers to freer world trade. In the view of European critics, even bolder measures are 
warranted. In November 2007 former agricultural minister Mariann Fischer Boel from 
Denmark called for the elimination of agrarian subsidies altogether—a radical proposal 
that met with tepid response from her colleagues but might prove feasible in future CAP 
reforms. 

 Sustainable Growth and Regional Policies 
 The member states of the European Union represent enormous variety in levels of 

economic development, national income, and employment prospects. Observers often 
speak of discernible “north–south,” “east–west,” and “core-periphery” divisions between 
the richer and poorer regions. Exacerbating this problem has been the successive enlarge-
ment of the European Community–European Union to include, first, Spain, Portugal, and 
Greece on the southern periphery, and, second, ten postcommunist governments to the 
east. Discernible regional differences also exist within individual member states. Northern 
Italy is far more industrialized and wealthier than southern Italy; the reverse is true of 
regional contrasts between northern and southern England and western and eastern parts 
of Germany. 

 To address material and social differences between and within the member states, the 
European Union has adopted an active regional policy to promote economic cohesion 
within the community by reducing economic disparities. The beginnings of a regional 
policy can be traced back to the Treaty of Rome, and major new financial commitments 
to development and economic-social cohesion within the community were initiated 
under the Delors Commission, coinciding with the implementation of the Single Market 
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program and the Single European Act. The admission of twelve new member states 
since 2004 has further underscored the importance of activist regional development 
measures. 

 Regional policy is channeled through various structural funds designed to promote 
economic development and greater social cohesion within the community. These include 
the following: 

 1. The European Social Fund (ESF), which was created in 1958 to promote employ-
ment and vocational training. The ESF will distribute some e75 billion (approxi-
mately $104.5 billion) to member states for these purposes during the period of 
2007–2013.12 

 2. The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), established in 1975. Its 
assigned purpose is to cofinance investments with national and subnational govern-
ments to promote the creation or maintenance of jobs, strengthen regional 
infrastructure, and encourage local development initiatives spearheaded by small 
and medium-size enterprises.13 In pursuing these objectives, the ERDF focuses on 
the following missions: 

 •  Objective 1: Eligible regions are those in which the per capita GDP is below 75 
percent of the community average. These currently include most of central and 
eastern Europe, southern Italy; much of Greece, Portugal, and Spain; parts of the 
United Kingdom and eastern Germany; and the thinly populated areas of Sweden 
and Finland. Nearly 156 million EU inhabitants are affected. 

 •  Objective 2: Regions experiencing an unemployment rate higher than the com-
munity average caused by laggard performance in the industrial and service sec-
tors, a decline in traditional sectors in rural areas, and difficulties facing the 
fishing industry. Targeted regions include much of northern England; most of 
Spain not covered by Objective 1 assistance; much of central France and central 
Italy; parts of Austria, southern Finland, and the Baltic states; and most of  Cyprus. 
The European Commission reports that 15 percent of the total population of the 
European Union is affected by Objective 2 aid. 

 •  Interregional cooperation designed to strengthen economic and social cohesion 
across national boundaries and between remote regions and more developed 
areas. Examples include the Atlantic area, the Baltic Sea region, and southwestern 
Europe.14 

 3. The European Investment Bank (EIB), which was founded in 1958 with the purpose of 
making long-term loans for capital investment projects. The bank is owned by the 
member states and operates wholly outside of the EU budget. The EIB provides loans 
to public and private bodies and enterprises for up to 50 percent of the investment costs 
of a project, technical assistance, and venture capital to small and medium-size enter-
prises.15 Projects funded by the EIB must promote EU objectives—including economic 
and social cohesion and convergence, innovation aimed at fostering the development of 
a knowledge-based economy, the development of trans-European networks in the areas 
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of transport and energy supplies, and improvements in the urban environment. Ac-
cording to its 2007 annual report, the EIB invested €41.4 billion (approximately $57.8 
billion) in the member states and European Free Trade Association (EFTA) countries 
and €6.4 billion ($8.9 billion) in neighboring nonmember countries.16 

 4. The Cohesion Fund, implemented in May 1994. Its stated objective is to help 
member states stabilize economic development and reduce social disparities. To this 
end, the fund finances up to 85 percent “of eligible expenditure of major projects 
involving the environment and transport infrastructure.” Eligible recipient nations 
are those whose per capita gross national product (GNP) is less than 90 percent of 
the EU average. In 2005 and 2006 the Cohesion Fund invested €28.2 billion ($39.3 
billion) in these countries. The European Commission determined that after 2006 
the activities of the Cohesion Fund would be more closely integrated with the Euro-
pean Union’s other structural funds.17 

 The Lisbon Strategy 
 Augmenting the Union’s regional development policies is a broad initiative launched by 
the European Council in March 2000 during the Portuguese presidency, appropriately 

Pictured is a prototype of one of Poland’s super-fast PKP Intercity railway trains, which was placed in service in time 

for Euro 2012, the 14th European Championship. The train was modeled after France’s TGV. The European Union 

provided 50 percent of the funds to pay for the railroad modernization project.

Source: Pitchal Frederic/Corbis Sygma.
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named the Lisbon Strategy. Its ambitious purpose was to make the community more inter-
nationally competitive and achieve full employment by 2010 (the latter goal has proven 
wholly unrealistic in light of subsequent financial and economic upheavals throughout the 
world). The Lisbon Strategy spelled out a ten-year action and development plan that called 
for the transition to a more dynamic knowledge-based economy and the “modernization” 
of human resources through increased investments in education and means to promote 
greater labor mobility. An environmental component added in 2001 at a European Coun-
cil meeting in Sweden would “draw attention to the fact that economic growth must be 
decoupled from the use of natural resources.”18 From the outset, members of the Euro-
pean Council decreed that the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy would depend heav-
ily on supportive measures by member state governments. 

 The Lisbon Strategy failed to achieve the European Council’s early anticipated results. 
As an adviser to the European Commission on the effects of pending EU enlargement, 
Dutch prime minister Wim Kok conducted a review of the Lisbon process in 2002 in 
which he concluded that the European Union must redouble its efforts to promote growth 
and job creation. The commission acted on Kok’s assessment in February 2005 by propos-
ing that the Lisbon Strategy be streamlined through a clear division of policy responsi-
bilities between the community and member state governments. The latter were required 
to submit detailed three-year national reform programs containing specific information on 
implementation and results in their country. The first of the reports was submitted in 2006, 
prompting the council to issue a salutary report in 2008 welcoming results achieved dur-
ing the initial three-year cycle. At the same time, council members soberly acknowledged 
that further structural reforms throughout the Union “are now particularly important 
against a backdrop of a slowdown of the economy, higher oil and commodity prices, and 
ongoing turbulence on financial markets.”19 

 The Single Market 
 One of the most important uses of regulatory power to deepen European integration 
and promote economic growth is the attainment of a Single Market for the free move-
ment of goods, finances, services, and people within the community. As recounted in 
Chapter 8.1, the blueprint for the Single Market was laid out in the white paper of 
1985, which was drawn up by the European Commission during the early tenure of 
Jacques Delors as president and promptly endorsed by the European Council. The 
impetus for moving beyond the established common market came from a combination 
of business interests, commission personnel, and members of the European Parliament 
with a shared interest in making the community more prosperous and internationally 
more competitive. Its essence, as spelled out in 282 directives contained in the white 
paper—which obligated the member states to enact appropriate enabling legislation—
was the elimination of technical, physical, and fiscal barriers that impeded economic 
union. The commission and the council set December 1982 as the deadline for imple-
menting the Single Market. 

 The principal features of the white paper included the following: 

 •  The abolition of most physical controls on the transport of goods across national 
frontiers within the community. 
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 •  The elimination of “barriers created by different national product regulations and 
standards” through the introduction of a mutual recognition principle that would 
allow the free entry of “goods lawfully manufactured and marketed in one Member 
State . . . into other Member States.” 

 •  The removal of fiscal barriers and the harmonization of national VAT systems, which 
involved the introduction of a standard community-wide VAT rate of 15 percent 
(with permissible national exceptions for such items as food, medicines, and books 
that would qualify for a lower rate) and the elimination of border controls for VAT. 

 •  Community-wide liberalization of public procurement in construction and services. 

 •  The free movement of self-employed workers and professionals through a general 
system of mutual recognition of the comparability of university studies, degrees, and 
diplomas. As a corollary to this principle, the commission declared its intention “to 
increase its support for cooperation programmes between [higher] education estab-
lishments in different Member States with a view to promoting the mobility of stu-
dents, facilitating the academic recognition of degrees and thus diplomas, and 
helping young people, in whose hands the future of the Community’s economy lies, 
to think in European terms.” 

 •  The liberalization and harmonization of financial services and “financial products” 
such as insurance policies, savings contracts, and consumer credit.20 

 Alongside requisite national legislation to implement the directives mandated by the 
white paper, the Single European Act of 1987 enhanced community capacity to govern 
the Single Market by extending administrative powers of the European Commission in 
areas of social policy, research, and the environment. In addition, the act introduced the 
important principle of qualified majority voting in decisions by both the European Coun-
cil and Council of Ministers. 

 An important adjunct to the Single Market was the abolition of frontier passport con-
trols among most of the member states. This goal was achieved through the progressive 
implementation of the Schengen Agreement, named after the location in Luxembourg 
where it was signed in 1985 by France, Germany, and the Benelux countries. After Greece, 
Italy, Portugal, and Spain came on board, the Schengen Accord became operational in 
1992. The agreement guarantees the free movement of persons and established common 
rules governing visa requirements, asylum requests, and border controls. It also created a 
framework for transnational cooperation between police services and judicial authorities. 
A core component is the Schengen Information System, which links national database 
systems to facilitate information exchange concerning missing persons, arrest warrants, 
and false passports.21 

 The Schengen Accord was incorporated into the European Union’s legal and institu-
tional system under the Treaty of Amsterdam and is an integral part of today’s consoli-
dated treaties. Thirty states are currently members of the Schengen area, including three 
non-EU countries: Iceland, Norway, and Switzerland. Ten central and east European 
member states joined in December 2008. Border controls remain in place in Bulgaria, 
Cyprus, and Romania, pending a decision to eliminate them by the European Council. 
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The United Kingdom and Ireland remain outside the Schengen area, although they have 
the right of consultation and cooperation with participating members. 

 Rules on Competition and State Aids 
 Much of the construction of the Single Market involves what economists call “negative 
integration,” or the elimination of discriminatory barriers to freedom of movement across 
national borders. Accompanying these measures are complementary forms of “positive 
integration,” which A. M. El-Agraa defines as the following: 

 The modification of exiting instruments and institutions and, more importantly, the 
creation of new ones so as to enable the market of the integrated area to function prop-
erly and effectively and also to promote other broader policy aims of the union.22 

 An important instrument of positive integration is the delegation of national political 
authority by the member states to the European Commission to enforce common rules on 
competition and state aids. 

 Jean Monnet and other founding leaders of the European integration movement were 
inspired by the American precedent of antitrust legislation and the dismantling of cartels 
in occupied Germany after World War II to assign regulatory policies to the fledgling EEC. 
Council directives and decisions by the European Court of Justice (ECJ) during the 1960s 
expanded the regulatory power of the commission and the ascendancy of European law 
in enforcing competition policies. The Treaty on European Union (TEU) elaborated com-
mon rules governing competition and state aids, which have been retained in the consoli-
dated treaties. Article 102 in Title VII of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European 
Union expressly proclaims the following: 

 Any abuse by one or more undertakings of a dominant position within the internal 
market or in a substantial part of it shall be prohibited as incompatible with the in-
ternal market in so far as it may affect trade between Member States. 

 Examples of such abuse include price fixing and “limiting production, markets or techni-
cal development to the prejudice of consumers.” 

 The European Commission is assigned responsibility for enforcing these provisions, 
including authorizing member state governments to undertake remedial measures. It is spe-
cifically authorized to monitor restrictive practices and abuse of dominant positions and to 
preapprove company mergers with European Union-wide dimensions. In July 2009 the 
commission exercised its antitrust powers by fining major German and French energy cartels 
$1.53 billion because they had maintained a market-sharing agreement not to sell imported 
Russian gas on each other’s markets despite the liberalization of European gas markets.23 

 The consolidated treaties are similarly firm with respect to government subsidies or tax 
breaks that unduly benefit national enterprises or services. Article 107 states in seemingly 
unequivocal language the following: 

 Any aid granted by a Member State or through State resources in any form whatso-
ever which distorts or threatens to distort competition by favouring certain under-
takings or the production of certain goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between 
Member States, be incompatible with the internal market. 
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 The treaty allows permissible—if potentially disingenuous—exceptions to this general rule 
with respect to government measures to promote economic development in areas “where 
the standard of living is abnormally low or where there is serious underemployment,” aid 
of a “social character” granted to individual consumers, and “aid to make good the dam-
age caused by natural disasters or exceptional occurrences.” 

 On balance, the commission has been relatively more successful in enforcing antitrust 
rules than in curbing state aid. It succeeded in blocking a proposed merger of General 
Electric and Honeywell in 2001, and compelled the Microsoft Corporation—under threat 
of a lawsuit—to agree in 2009 to distribute browsers of European software companies 
through its Windows operating system. In May 2009 the commission levied a $1.45 billion 
fine for antitrust violations against Intel on charges that the company had illegally used its 
dominance in the European market to discriminate against competitors. (Intel promptly 
announced it would appeal the decision.) Google has also been targeted by the European 
Commission and individual member state governments on charges of alleged invasions of 
privacy on its site. 

 In contrast, a number of governments in the European Union have resisted commission 
efforts to curtail state aid to designated industries or sectors. Among them are France, 
Italy, and Spain, all of which maintain traditions of “state intervention and ‘indicative’ 
[economic] planning.”24 The German government has pursued a more subtle form of 
resistance, mainly because economic and social dislocations in the wake of national unifi-
cation in 1990 have compelled extensive public investment in the eastern states. Despite 
occasional conflicts between the European Commission and individual member states, 
state aid as a percentage of GDP has declined as a result of the Economic and Monetary 
Union (EMU) among a majority of EU states and the diffusion of neoliberal attitudes 
toward economic management. Brian Ardy reports that the percentage has fallen from 
 3 percent during the first half of the 1980s to 0.6 percent in 2004.25 

 Social Policy and the Environment 
 In addition to the implementation of the Single Market and the extension of the commis-
sion’s regulatory authority to enforce rules of competition, the Union is committed to 
promoting a “social dimension” to augment the material effects of economic integration. 
This commitment has taken the form of an ambitious Social Charter, which eleven of the 
then-twelve members of the European Council endorsed in 1989,26 and the adoption by 
the European Commission of a “renewed social agenda” in 2008. Both documents are 
largely rhetorical affirmations of the need for greater social and economic cohesion, 
expanded investments in vocational training and job creation, and greater gender equality. 
Few resources are available to EU officials for pursuing these objectives. Instead, the 
Union relies primarily on the member states for the implementation of social policy. They, 
rather than the European Union, are primarily responsible for administering and funding 
basic social services such as health care and unemployment benefits. 

 The European Union is relatively more successful in pursuing an activist environmen-
tal policy than its social policy. In collaboration with its member states, the European 
Union has utilized the commission’s regulatory powers to aggressively promote environ-
mental health and comprehensive “green” standards for recycling, air quality, water purity, 
sustainable energy technologies, and the use of pesticides in agriculture. In 2002 the 
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Council of Ministers and the European Parliament adopted an action program for 2002 
through 2012 that emphasizes continued efforts to sustain high environmental standards 
in these and other areas such as climate change.27 Some EU environmental policies—such 
as the commission’s strict regulation of imports of genetically modified food—have gener-
ated trade disputes, especially with the United States. 

 The European Union and other international participants failed in their efforts to 
achieve agreement on an international treaty limiting greenhouse gas emissions at the 
December 2009 Copenhagen climate conference, but the European Council promptly 
reaffirmed a conditional offer by the community “to move to a 30 percent reduction by 
2020 compared to 1990 levels, provided that other developed countries commit them-
selves to comparable emission reductions and that developing countries contribute 
adequately according to their responsibilities and respective capabilities.” In the same 
statement, the European Union and its member states signaled their willingness to con-
tribute €2.4 billion ($3.25 billion) to implement the agreement.28 The European Union 
is the world’s first group of nations to offer such an incentive to help developing coun-
tries. 

 The Euro Area: Achievements and Crisis 
 An important corollary area of positive integration is the EU’s implementation of the 
EMU in 1999 and the introduction of the euro as a common currency among qualified 
and willing member states on January 1, 2001. By the beginning of 2014 eighteen coun-
tries belonged to the eurozone: Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, France, Ger-
many, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, and Spain.29 Several “mini-states” have also adopted the euro as their 
currency: Monaco, San Marino, and Vatican City, although they do not formally belong to 
the EMU. As previously noted, the United Kingdom, Denmark, and Sweden have so far 
opted out of membership even though they qualify according to the economic conver-
gence criteria contained in the TEU. Prospects for Polish membership in the eurozone 
were clouded in 2010 because of domestic conflicts between opposing political blocs and 
personalities over implementing the requisite economic reforms to qualify.30 Estonia and 
Latvia joined in January 2011 and July 2013, respectively. 

 As recounted in Chapter 8.2, the ECB administers the EMU on behalf of the Union. 
The TEU, which established the legal basis for the EMU, accords the ECB complete inde-
pendence from governments and other EU bodies, although events have demonstrated 
that it is not wholly immune from politics. An early indication was French pressure to 
appoint a French banker as first president of the powerful executive board. After elaborate 
negotiations, member states named a Dutch national, but in a compromise political ges-
ture he agreed to serve only the first half of his term before relinquishing it to a French 
banker. His successor, Jean-Claude Trichet, a former governor of the Bank of France, has 
served since 2003, and his term expires in 2011. 

 The ECB is empowered to make and administer monetary policy in the euro area, 
which has important indirect effects on the monetary policies of nonmember states as well. 
Alongside its responsibility to issue euro bills and coins, the primary treaty-assigned task 
of the ECB is to promote price stability. The principal means to this end is the bank’s 
control of the supply of money in circulation, which it manages through its power to set 
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interest rates. The ECB is also charged with holding and managing the foreign reserves of 
the member states and conducting foreign exchange operations. 

 From the outset, a hallmark of ECB policy has been its determination to contain infla-
tion through a strict monetarist policy—reminiscent of the earlier policies of the German 
Federal Bank after which the ECB is modeled. From 2000 through the summer of 2008, 
the bank doggedly maintained an average interest rate of 4.5 percent despite recurrent 
pressure from some governments and enterprises to lower it to facilitate cheaper borrow-
ing. Its policies succeeded to the extent that the average monthly inflation rate in the 
eurozone from 2006 through 2008 was 2.5 percent. Only in response to the international 
financial crisis triggered in 2007 did the Governing Board reduce the rate to an unprece-
dented 1.0 percent in July 2008. Because of falling demand triggered by recession, the 
Euro area’s monthly inflation rate averaged only 0.7 percent through 2009.31 

 In response to the worsening global economic crisis, national governments and various 
EU institutions undertook multiple initiatives to encourage the restoration of financial 
confidence within member states and the community at large. These included government 
measures to increase deposit guarantees at banks and the declaration of a commission 
commitment “to promote transparency and responsibility in the financial sector and sup-
port the development of the internal market.” The European Parliament chimed in with 
demands for legislation “to improve the framework for the supervision of hedge funds and 
private equity and . . . new rules to provide greater transparency in hedge fund and private 
equity policies.”32 EU officials met repeatedly in various venues—including sessions of the 
European Council, the Eurogroup, and the eurozone’s largest industrial members—to 
discuss coordinated measures to strengthen the financial systems. 

 In April 2009 leaders of France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the United Kingdom con-
ferred with the government heads of fifteen major industrial and developing nations at a 
Group of Twenty (G20) summit in London. Collectively, the participants agreed to pro-
vide $1.1 trillion to help restore international confidence, growth, and jobs, but the delib-
erations revealed a deep policy chasm between Anglo-American support for expansive 
government-sponsored stimulus packages to help jump-start stalled economies and a 
preference by France, Germany, and Italy for tighter regulation of financial markets and 
reliance on their countries’ established social safety networks to ease the effects of 
increased unemployment. These differences were papered over in a final communiqué 
that affirmed the need for joint action to monitor more closely the international financial 
system but was short on specific enforcement mechanisms and a coordinated program of 
stimulus measures.33 

 For the rest of 2009 into 2013, the economic record was mixed. The European Union’s 
strongest economies—Germany, France, Poland, and Sweden—were able to achieve a 
modest restoration of growth through 2011 by emphasizing job retention and environ-
mental innovation.34 In disturbing contrast, however, member states on the European 
Union’s southern periphery experienced continuing recession, and deepening budget 
deficits caused by profligate government spending during times of easy credit. Whereas 
growth rates in both France and Germany (as well as Poland) exceeded the performance 
level forecast for the euro area as a whole, Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spain all per-
formed below the projected average.35 Greece experienced a stubborn streak of negative 
growth from 2008 through 2012. Speculations began to abound that Greece might exit 

Do n
ot 

co
py

, p
os

t, o
r d

ist
rib

ute

Copyright ©2015 by SAGE Publications, Inc.  This work may not be reproduced or distributed in any form or by any means without 
express written permission of the publisher.



8.4  How Is Power Used?

705

the eurozone. Gloomier pessimists predicted the potential collapse of the eurozone and 
even the European Union itself. 

 In an urgent attempt to stave off a potential collapse of the Greek economy due to a 
staggering national debt exceeding 12.7 percent of its GNP, in March 2010 EU member 
states and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) reluctantly agreed to a financial rescue 
package—accompanied by a firm deadline for repayment—totaling the equivalent of $146 
billion. In return, Greek officials announced draconian budget cuts designed to reduce the 
country’s deficit to less than 3 percent by 2012.36  The cost of the bailout proved immensely 
unpopular in much of northern Europe, especially in Germany, where voters dealt the 
governing Christian Democrats a stunning electoral defeat in state elections in North 
Rhine–Westphalia in May. In Greece, thousands of citizens took to the streets to protest 
the cuts, including a general strike in July 2013 to protest austerity policies imposed by the 
Greek government in response to EU demands. 

 High unemployment rates also accompanied the euro crisis, due to sluggish economic 
growth and austerity policies pursued by governments in response to demands by Germany, 
the United Kingdom, and other more affluent nations in the European Union. The countries 
most adversely affected were Greece, Spain, and Portugal (see Tables 8-15 and 8-16). 

 By midsummer 2013 the eurozone crisis eased with the resumption of growth in Ger-
many and France, trigged by increased American demand for European exports. A leading 
market index of economic output “rose to its highest level in 18 months, to 50.4 in July 
from 48.7 in June. . . . A reading above 50 is considered a sign that the eurozone economy 
is growing. It was the first time the index was above 50 since January 2012.”37 

 The euro crisis has revealed a policy and ideological conflict between demands led by 
German chancellor Angela Merkel for government austerity to reduce national debt in 
Greece and other peripheral nations as a means to restore market confidence and hence 
indirectly stimulate growth. The pleas for austerity were countered by calls by Keynesian 

Table 8-15  Annual Gross Domestic Product Growth, 2008–2012

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

France -0.1 -3.1 1.7 2.0 0.0
Germany 1.1 -5.1 4.2 3.0 0.7
Greece -0.2 -3.1 -4.9 -7.1 -6.4
Italy -1.2 -5.5 1.7 0.4 -2.4
Poland 5.1 1.6 3.9 4.5 1.9
Portugal 0.0 -2.9 1.9 -1.6 -3.2
Spain 0.9 -3.7 -0.3 0.4 -1.4
Sweden -0.6 -5.0 6.6 3.7 0.7
United Kingdom -1.0 -4.0 1.8 1.0 0.3

In Comparison

United States -0.4 -3.1 2.4 1.8 2.2
Canada 0.7 -2.8 3.2 2.5 1.7
Russia 3.2 -7.8 4.5 4.3 3.4

Source: The World Bank, The World DataBank (August 2013), www.worldbank.org.
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economists and leaders of the nations most severely stricken by the eurozone crisis for 
greater stimulus spending to encourage economic growth and reduce staggering unem-
ployment levels. 

 The euro crisis also underscores anew the fundamental contradiction between the 
ECB’s power to regulate monetary policy within the eurozone, on the one hand, and con-
tinued national political autonomy to conduct fiscal policy (including taxation, borrowing, 
and government spending), on the other. Whether member states would ever be willing to 
countenance an extension of community power over national fiscal policies is a controver-
sial idea. A more likely response is ad hoc intervention by the more affluent member states, 
similar to the aid package to Greece, to shore up weaknesses elsewhere in the eurozone. 
The alternative—a collapse of the euro system—is theoretically conceivable but unlikely 
because of the enormous economic and political costs it would entail. 

 The European Union as a Global Player 
 The external outreach of EU power touches on the entire global community, with particu-
lar significance accorded its relations with the United States, Russia, and China. The Union 
also has vested foreign policy interests in nonmember European countries, the Middle 
East, and world trade negotiations. Its policies embrace an array of bilateral and multilat-
eral instruments. 

 Relations With the United States 
 The United States commands a special relationship with the European Union by virtue of 
history, politics, and economics. In addition to deeply rooted ethnic and cultural ties based 
on centuries of immigration and a shared civilization, Europe and the United States have 
together experienced two world wars and post–World War II initiatives to create a security 
community free of the threat of armed conflict within the North Atlantic region. The insti-
tutionalization of that community through the parallel creation of the North Atlantic 

Table 8-16  Unemployment Levels as a Percentage of the Total Workforce, 2008–2011

Country 2008 2009 2010 2011

France 7.4 9.1 9.4 9.3
Germany 7.5 7.7 7.1 5.9
Greece 7.7 9.5 12.5 17.7
Italy 6.7 7.8 8.4 8.4
Poland 7.1 8.2 9.6 9.6
Portugal 7.6 9.5 10.8 12.7
Spain 11.3 18.0 20.1 21.6
Sweden 6.1 8.3 8.4 7.5
United Kingdom 5.3 7.7 7.8 7.8
United States 5.8 9.3 9.6 8.9
Canada 6.1 8.3 8.0 7.4
Russia 6.3 8.4 7.5 6.6

Source: The World Bank, The World DataBank (August 2013), www.worldbank.org.
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Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Western European Union (WEU) for collective 
defense purposes coincided with early moves to launch the European integration move-
ment. From the outset, the United States has been a vital participant in the economic and 
political reconstruction of Europe and the evolution of the European Union out of the 
initial impetus of the Marshall Plan aid program and successive stages in the expansion of 
a transnational community. 

 Diplomatic relations were established between the United States and the European 
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1953. Ambassadorial status was accorded the 
EEC’s delegation to the United States (in Washington, DC) in 1971. The two sides insti-
tutionalized regular high-level political consultations with the Transatlantic Declaration in 
1990, which established the machinery for biannual meetings between the US president 
and presidents of the European Council and the European Parliament. In 1995 the United 
States and the European Union adopted a joint action plan that committed both partners 
to intensified cooperation in promoting international peace, stability, democratization, and 
economic development. Bilateral diplomatic relations are augmented by extensive aca-
demic, educational, scientific, and cultural exchanges and cooperation. 

 Economics is a core pillar of the North Atlantic partnership. The European Union and 
the United States are each other’s principal trading partners. Together they account for 
 60 percent of global GDP, 30 percent of world trade in goods, and 42 percent of world trade 
in services. In 2012 EU countries exported $291.7 billion in goods to the United States and 
imported $205.8 billion in goods. Trade in services in 2011 included EU exports of $145.5 
billion to the United States and imports from the United States totaling $140.1 billion. US 
direct investments in EU member states in 2012 amounted to $197.2 billion (or three times 
total United States’ investments in all of Asia);38 investments from EU member states in the 
US economy totaled 1.4 billion euros (or approximately 1.92 billion dollars) in 2011. 
 Regular economic policy consultations are conducted through organized business, legisla-
tive, and consumer “dialogues.”39 Trade disputes occasionally flare up between the Euro-
pean Union and the United States, mainly over charges of discriminatory import regulations 
and food safety, but according to commission calculations, they impact only about 
2 percent of transatlantic trade.40 The European Commission and the US government 
opened negotiations in 2013 on a comprehensive free trade agreement, which the  European 
Union claims “would be the biggest bilateral trade deal ever negotiated—and . . . could add 
around 0.5 percent to the EU’s annual economic output.”41 

 Military security is a second major foundation block of partnership between the United 
States and the European Union. Ten west European countries joined with the United 
States and Canada in establishing NATO in 1949; the alliance expanded in tandem with 
the escalation of the Cold War during the 1950s and 1960s to include other strategic Euro-
pean players such as West Germany, Greece, Spain, and Turkey. Today, twenty-one EU 
member states belong to NATO, including ten former communist countries that have 
joined since 1999. Five nonaligned EU states (Austria, Finland, Ireland, Malta, and Swe-
den) are members of NATO’s Partnership for Peace, a nonmilitary program launched in 
1994 to promote cooperation with non-NATO countries (including the Russian Federa-
tion and various former communist republics in eastern Europe). 

 Security issues commonly involve greater reliance on bilateral negotiations between the 
United States and individual European countries than is characteristic of economic 
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 relations within the North Atlantic area, as evidenced by recent American initiatives to 
bypass the European Union in negotiating directly with the governments of Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Romania about stationing components of a new antimissile defensive 
shield on their territory. 

 The Russian Bear 
 Daunting historical legacies, expansive economic and political ties in the postcommunist 
era, and intermittent conflicts characterize relations between individual European coun-
tries and the European Union as a whole and its towering neighbor to the east: Russia. 
Successive military invasions from the West dating from Swedish expansion in the seven-
teenth century continued through the Napoleonic wars in the early nineteenth century, 
Imperial Germany’s defeat of the Czarist empire in World War I, and Nazi Germany’s 
savage onslaught during World War II. The Soviet Union’s defeat of Germany on the east-
ern front and its occupation of much of central and eastern Europe helped create the 
postwar division of Europe into hostile communist and democratic–capitalist camps. 
Soviet bellicosity during the Cold War strengthened west European resolve to forge a mil-
itary alliance with the United States and initiate the regional integration process. Stalin and 
his successors viewed the ECSC and the EEC with deep suspicion as integral features of 
an alleged capitalist encirclement. Accordingly, the Soviet leaders refused to accord diplo-
matic relations to the European Community and to cultivate meaningful economic rela-
tions. This policy of self-imposed isolation began to change only after Mikhail Gorbachev’s 
rise to power in the mid-1980s and his determination to improve ties with the West as a 
means to facilitate far-reaching reforms at home. 

 The subsequent implosion of communism throughout central and eastern Europe—
including the Soviet Union itself—set the stage for a fundamental reorientation of EU–
Russian relations. Building on principles of economic assistance already in place in Poland, 
Hungary, and other former communist regimes, the European Commission extended 
technical aid to the Russian Federation in 1991 to help the government pursue its dual 
transitions to democracy and a market economy. Within a scant two years, assistance to 
Russia spiraled from $254 million to $9.7 billion. The level of assistance declined through 
the remainder of the decade in tandem with the incipient success of market reforms and 
the infusion of direct investments from the West.42 

 The EEC’s early initiative has been expanded under the EU into more extensive links 
with the Russian Federation. The 1991 economic assistance program—designated TACIS 
(Technical Aid to the Commonwealth of Independent States)—was supplanted in 1994 
by a Partnership and Cooperation Agreement. The partnership agreement, which was 
extended in 1997, calls for closer EU–Russian economic integration, a relaxation of mutual 
visa requirements, joint efforts to combat terrorism, and an expansion of educational 
exchange and joint research endeavors. Most of the same objectives are incorporated in a 
parallel European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument with various successor 
states to the former Soviet Union and other countries. The Partnership and Cooperation 
Agreement has been augmented by an EU pledge to provide €60 million ($82.6 million) 
annually to pursue these objectives plus additional funds to promote nuclear safely in the 
Russian Federation.43 Supplementing the network of intergovernmental linkages is the 
growing importance of trade, dominated by Russian exports of oil and gas. Russia  currently 
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ranks as the European Union’s third-largest trading partner after the United States and 
China. 

 Despite these positive achievements, various conflicts have clouded European–Russian 
relations. One is Russia’s intermittent disruption of gas exports through Ukraine to a num-
ber of European countries. On three occasions (in 2005, 2008, and 2009) the Russian 
state-run gas monopoly, Gasprom, temporarily cut off or reduced gas exports because of 
commercial disputes (albeit with political overtones) over the price of gas and Ukrainian 
charges for pipeline transit. A second energy dispute erupted in 2008 when Gasprom 
announced it would construct a pipeline—with German financial backing—under the 
Baltic Sea. Known as Nord Stream, the pipeline will bypass both the Ukraine and Poland 
to allow the direct export of gas from Russia to Germany and west European markets 
beyond. Polish officials promptly objected to the project on political grounds, alleging that 
their government was not sufficiently consulted about the agreement and hinting that it 
would make Germany too energy dependent on a potentially volatile Russia. Representa-
tives of other EU countries bordering on the Baltic—notably Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 
and Sweden—were initially skeptical for environmental reasons, fearing that construction 
of the pipeline could damage the Baltic seabed. After receiving assurances from Russia and 
Germany that the environment would be sufficiently protected, they approved the project 
in 2009. The completion date was set for 2012. In 2007 Russia had already announced 
plans to construct a southern pipeline that would cross Bulgaria (with a branch going into 
Turkey) and pass through Italy to France. Known as South Stream, the second pipeline is 
also due for completion in 2012. 

 Nationalism has fueled more vitriolic confrontations. A decision by Estonian officials in 
April 2007 to move a Soviet-era bronze soldier memorial from the center of the country’s 
capital to a location on its outskirts provoked a massive cyber attack against Estonian 
ministries, parliament, political parties, banks, and other offices, which caused a break-
down in public and private communications and prompted widespread concern within 
NATO ranks about the threat of cyber warfare to national security in all Western societies. 
The Estonian foreign minister and other officials attributed the attacks to Russian author-
ities, which the Russian government denied; several pro-Kremlin youth groups later 
claimed responsibility. No one has been officially charged. 

 An armed conflict between Russia and a neighboring European country erupted in 
August 2008 when Russian and Georgian forces clashed over opposing territorial claims 
to two disputed Georgian provinces on Russia’s border. The republic of Georgia, which 
had declared its independence from the former Soviet Union in 1991, claimed jurisdiction 
over the provinces, even though they had effectively broken away from Georgian control 
in the early 1990s under de facto Russian protectorship. When Georgian troops attempted 
to wrest military control of the provinces, Russia counterattacked and invaded parts of 
Georgia itself. The Bush administration offered rhetorical support to Georgia, which it 
had designated a potential member of NATO, but relinquished political initiative for 
responding to the conflict to the European Union. EU government officials promptly 
closed ranks and agreed at an emergency meeting of the European Council at the begin-
ning of September to suspend further talks on a new partnership agreement with Russia 
until the Russian government agreed to withdraw troops from Georgian territory. French 
president Nicolas Sarkozy then brokered a cease-fire between Russia and Georgia, which 
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was enforced by some 300 unarmed peace monitors recruited from EU member states and 
dispatched to regions bordering on the disputed provinces. Over Western objections, Rus-
sia subsequently recognized the two provinces as independent states. International ten-
sions gradually abated as both sides recognized that the conflict involved a very limited war 
that did not significantly change the strategic balance between West and East.44 The Euro-
pean Union has resumed policy consultations with Russia in a series of high-level meetings 
devoted to trade, energy, and environmental issues. 

 The European Union has established an Eastern Partnership (EaP) with a number of east 
European countries—including Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbai-
jan—in an effort “to integrate them within the bloc through democratization and free market 
economics.” In return, the European Union will expand trade, liberalize the visa systems and 
give financial assistance.45 The Russian government countered with an economic and diplo-
matic offensive designed to weaken EU influence in the region. The Ukrainian government 
acquiesced to Russian pressure in November 2013 by rejecting a trade deal with the EU in 
favor of accepting a $15 billion loan package from Moscow. This abrupt turnabout prompted 
massive public demonstrations against the government’s decision (alongside allegations of 
corruption and authoritarianism), including demands that the Ukrainian president resign. 

 China 
 The European Union’s relations with China are driven primarily by trade. Diplomatic 
relations were established in 1975, and a decade later the two systems concluded a Trade 
and Cooperation Agreement that was subsequently broadened into a Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreement. In recent years China has become the European Union’s second 
most important trading partner after the United States, and in 2009 China displaced Ger-
many as the world’s largest exporting nation. The trade balance is heavily skewed in favor 
of China, which in 2008 exported €247.6 billion (approximately $337.4 billion) worth of 
primarily industrial goods to the European Union compared to imports from the Euro-
pean Union of €78.4 billion ($106.8 billion). Direct investments by EU firms in China 
that year totaled €4.5 billion ($6.1 billion) in contrast to Chinese investments in the Euro-
pean Union of a scant €1 billion ($136 million).46 

 The European Union strongly endorsed Chinese membership in the World Trade Orga-
nization (WTO), which it joined in 2001, on the grounds “that a WTO without China was 
not truly universal in scope.”47 Despite this conciliatory stance, trade relations between the 
two partners have been a source of recurrent conflict. The European Commission imposed 
antidumping duties on Chinese shoe imports in 2006, which it extended in 2009. These steps 
prompted the Chinese government to file an unfair trade case with the WTO against the 
European Union, arguing that the European Union’s actions “caused damage to the legiti-
mate rights and interests of Chinese exporters.” China complained again to the WTO in early 
2010. The Commission spokesman for trade issues responded by saying the following: 

 Anti-dumping measures are not about protectionism, they’re about fighting unfair 
trade. Our decision was taken on the basis of clear evidence that dumping of Chinese 
products has taken place and that this is harming the otherwise competitive E.U. 
[shoe] industry.48 

 Another trade dispute erupted in 2013 over cheap Chinese solar panels, which the 
European Commission claimed were subsidized by the Chinese government and 
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 therefore constituted an unfair trade practice known as “dumping.” Before the dispute 
could escalate into a full-fledged trade war, the commission abandoned a proposed tariff 
on Chinese imports. The commission’s move came primarily in response to German 
opposition to the tariff, despite the fact that Chinese subsidies harmed a number of Ger-
man producers.49 

 Human rights issues are also an object of EU–Chinese contention. The General 
Affairs and External Relations Council joined the British government in strongly con-
demning the execution in late 2009 of a Pakistan-born British businessman who was 
sentenced to death on charges of importing several kilos of heroin in his baggage aboard 
an airline. In early 2010 Catherine Ashton, the European Union’s High Representative 
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, protested the unexplained disappearance of a 
prominent Chinese human rights activist from his home as well as the conviction of Liu 
Xiaobo, another human rights activist, on charges of “inciting subversion of state 
power” when, in the official view of the European Union, he had been exercising the 
legitimate right of free speech.50 In October 2010 the imprisoned Liu Xiaobo was 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in recognition of his role in promoting democratic rights 
in China. 

 European Neighborhood Policy—Iraq, Iran, and Israel 
 The European Union draws on its economic and diplomatic resources to pursue active 
foreign policies toward a number of regions and countries in addition to those discussed 
above. Similar to its partnership agreement with Russia, the European Union has con-
cluded a series of action programs with sixteen countries in eastern Europe and the Mid-
dle East. Established in 2004 under the aegis of the European Neighborhood Policy 
(ENP), the action programs were implemented to promote closer economic relations and 
strengthen shared political values with nearby countries.51 The European Commission 
depicts the ENP as the following: 

 A privileged relationship, building upon a mutual commitment to common values 
(democracy and human rights, rule of law, good governance, market economy principles 
and sustainable development). The ENP goes beyond existing relationships to offer a 
deeper political relationship and economic integration. 

 The European Union has allocated €12 billion ($16.4 billion) to the ENP for the 
2007–2013 budgetary period to help support economic and political reforms in the tar-
geted nations.52 

 Iraq and Iran 
 Two Middle Eastern countries that are conspicuously absent from the list of ENP recipi-
ents are Iraq and Iran. The European Union has helped monitor national, provincial, and 
regional elections in Iraq and has announced its intention to negotiate a Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreement but remains wary about Iraq’s arduous process of democratiza-
tion and its continuing crisis of refugees and displaced persons. At the same time, Union 
officials have signaled their willingness to cooperate with Iraq on energy. The European 
Union and the Iraqi government signed a “memorandum of understanding” in January 
2010 that calls for cooperative measures to enhance the safety of Iraqi pipelines for the 
export of gas and oil to the community while the European Union helps develop Iraq’s 
electrical system and expand its supplies of renewable energy.53 
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 Iran remains a special case of concern because of its potential development of a nuclear 
weapons capability, which both the European Union and most of the international com-
munity view as a serious threat to regional security. In protest against the Iranian govern-
ment’s proclaimed uranium enrichment strategy, the EU foreign ministers imposed in 
2008 a total arms embargo and a partial travel ban against persons involved in Iran’s 
nuclear program. Three EU member states—the United Kingdom, France, and Ger-
many—joined with the United States and other members of the United Nations Security 
Council in negotiating a tentative diplomatic agreement with the Iranian government in 
October 2009 that called for Iran to export most of its enriched uranium for processing in 
the West. If implemented, this would effectively postpone the development of nuclear 
weapons. Conservative Iranian hawks promptly forced the government to rescind the deal 
out of fear the West would not return the uranium. In early 2010 Iran escalated interna-
tional tensions by announcing that scientists had begun enriching uranium, ostensibly for 
use in medical isotopes, in a process that could rapidly yield the potential to produce 
weapons-grade uranium.54 EU foreign policy officials initially deferred a response to the 
Security Council but declared their determination to impose financial and energy sanc-
tions of their own if the United Nations fails to act. 

 Israel 
 EU–Israeli relations have been cordial and mutually beneficial, especially as measured by 
trade. The European Union’s long-standing diplomatic opposition to Israeli settlements on 
the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, East Jerusalem, and Golan Heights culminated in the 
release of new EU guidelines in July 2013 “that explicitly ban for the first time the financ-
ing of and cooperation with Israeli institutions in territory seized during the 1967 war.” 
The guidelines, which were scheduled to become effective in 2014, prompted a scathing 
Israeli response that the guidelines were “discriminatory,” “hypocritical,” and “unhelpful.” 
EU officials downplayed the Israeli criticism, arguing that “they were simply an implemen-
tation of longstanding opposition to Israeli activities” and only affect EU policies and not 
those of its member states.55 

 Common Foreign and Security Policy 
 Parallel with their pursuit of a wide range of regional economic and social issues and their 
conduct of foreign relations with nonmember countries, EU leaders have undertaken sig-
nificant moves to implement a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in their 
quest for a more viable collective role in broader European and world affairs. This quest 
involves a delicate process of balancing national self-interests and foreign policy traditions 
with the creation of new institutional and enforcement mechanisms under community 
control. An important factor in the Union’s pursuit of a CFSP is the looming edifice of 
NATO as the alliance confronts its own imperative to redefine its mission and strategies in 
the post–Cold War era. 

 The original six members of the EEC established a preliminary framework for forging a 
common foreign policy when they launched a consultative procedure known as European 
Political Cooperation (EPC) in 1969 and agreed to convene regular meetings of the Euro-
pean Council, beginning in 1974. This framework for foreign policy consultations was 
partially institutionalized in the form of a Political Committee, which served common 
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administrative purposes, and a Group of Correspondents, which monitored EPC activities, 
to keep each of the member countries informed. The linkage between the community and 
EPC was deepened when the European Council adopted a “Solemn Declaration on Euro-
pean Union” in Stuttgart in June 1983 that committed the member states to “intensified 
consultations with a view to permitting timely joint action on all major foreign policies.”56 
The relationship between the community and the EPC became more formalized with the 
adoption of the Single European Act in 1987, which mandated consultation and policy 
consistency between the two entities. The Persian Gulf crisis of 1991 and the outbreak of 
civil war that same year in what is now the former Yugoslavia provided additional impetus 
for community leaders to intensify efforts to coordinate their foreign policy strategies. 

 This resolve was codified in the TEU of 1991, which called on the member states to 
define a CFSP through new institutional channels of consultation and implementation and 
the creation of the office of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Secu-
rity Policy through the Treaty of Amsterdam of 1997. The underlying principle of CFSP 
was intergovernmental collaboration and decision making rather than supranationalism. 

 The preamble of the Lisbon treaty affirms the joint determination of the EU member 
states “to implement a common foreign and security policy including the progressive 
framing of a common defense policy, which might lead to a common defence. . . .” Build-
ing on the language contained in the Amsterdam treaty, the treaty specifies that the general 
objectives of CFSP are to do as follows: 

 •  safeguard [the Union’s] values, fundamental interests, security, independence and 
integrity; 

 •  consolidate and support democracy, the rule of law, human rights and the principles 
of international law; 

 •  preserve peace, prevent conflicts and strengthen international security, in accor-
dance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations Charter . . . ; 

 •  foster the sustainable economic, social and environmental development of devel-
oping countries with the primary aim of eradicating poverty; 

 •  encourage the integration of all countries into the world economy, including through 
the progressive abolition of restrictions on international trade; 

 •  help develop international measures to preserve and improve the quality of the envi-
ronment and the sustainable management of global natural resources, in order to 
ensure sustainable development; 

 •  assist populations, countries and regions confronting natural or man-made disas-
ters; and 

 •  promote an international system based on stronger multilateral cooperation and 
good global governance.57 

 The Union is assigned exclusive authority to make decisions governing common for-
eign policy actions, positions, and implementation (Art. 25 of the Consolidated Treaty). 
The Union’s power to do so is dispersed among the European Council, the Council of 
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Ministers, and the High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. The Euro-
pean Council is responsible for defining “the Union’s strategic interests,” objectives, and 
general CFSP guidelines (Art. 25). The Council of Ministers, meanwhile, is charged with 
framing specific common foreign and security policies and taking decisions to implement 
them “on the basis of the general guidelines and strategic lines defined by the European 
Council” (Art. 26). The High Representative—who, as previously noted, serves as chair of 
the Foreign Affairs Council and a vice president of the European Commission—is respon-
sible for implementing CFSP decisions (Art. 26). He or she may submit policy proposals 
to the Foreign Affairs Council and the European Council (as may any member state). The 
High Representative also represents the Union to third parties and international organiza-
tions and at international conferences (Art. 27). 

 Complex rules govern the CFSP decision process. The European Council is required 
to act unanimously on recommendations submitted to it by the Council of Ministers. Once 
a vote is taken, member states are obligated to honor the decision. The treaty does allow 
for member states to abstain from voting, however. In such a case the member state “shall 
not be obliged to apply the decision, but shall accept that the decision commits the Union. 
In a spirit of mutual solidarity, the Member State concerned shall refrain from any action 
likely to conflict with or impede Union action based on that decision.” A decision is not 
adopted, however, if one-third of the member states representing at least one-third of the 
population of the Union abstain (Art. 31). 

 Although unanimity—qualified by the option of constructive abstentions—is the norm 
in CFSP decision making, the treaty allows the Council of Ministers to make some deci-
sions by a qualified majority. This is the case (in the convoluted language of the treaty) 
when the ministers adopt a decision “defining a Union action or position on the basis of a 
decision of the European Council . . . [and] when adopting a decision defining a Union 
action or position, on a proposal which the High Representative for the Union for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy has presented following a specific request from the European 
Council” (Art. 31). 

 In addition to providing an institutional basis and rules for common foreign policy 
positions, the consolidated treaty reaffirms established provisions governing operational 
(or enforcement) measures under a parallel European Security and Defence Policy 
(ESDP). Such measures are officially defined as “missions outside the Union for peace-
keeping, conflict prevention and strengthening international security. . . . The performance 
of these tasks shall be undertaken using [civilian and military] capabilities provided by the 
Member States,” and typically take the form of multinational units. The European Coun-
cil is required to base operational decisions on the unanimous consent of its members. In 
recognition that not all member states belong to NATO, the treaty explicitly declares that 
operational decisions “shall not prejudice the specific character of the security and defence 
policy of [individual] Member States” (Art. 42). 

 Successive Council agreements and new treaty provisions have affirmed the autono-
mous capacity of the European Union to undertake joint measures in security and defense. 
In 1999 British prime minister Tony Blair acted to resolve an earlier dispute among member 
states about whether military aspects of the CFSP should be subordinated to NATO or the 
WEU by advocating the institutional integration of WEU and the European Union.58 The 
European Council affirmed the merger of both organizations at a summit in  Berlin in 
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March 1999, declaring that EU armed forces would be subordinate to the WEU in peace-
time but to NATO in the event of war. The Treaty of Nice later provided an institutional 
basis for future military action by authorizing the creation of a political and security com-
mittee, a military committee, and a military staff within the EU to address potential Euro-
pean crises in close consultation with NATO. France declared the following at the conclusion 
of the Nice summit in December 2000: 

 Consultations and cooperation between the two organizations will be developed in 
matters of security, defence and crisis management of common interest in order to 
make possible the most appropriate military response to a given crisis and ensure 
effective crisis management, while fully respecting the decision-making autonomy of 
NATO and the EU.59 

 The European Union’s CFSP remains contingent on intergovernmental cooperation. 
When consensus prevails, the member states are able to act together. Early initiatives 
included dispatching EU peacekeeping forces to Macedonia and the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo in 2003. By 2007 the EU had established fifteen Battlegroups, each consist-
ing of 1,500 or more troops recruited from the member states, as contingency ESDP units 
for rapid deployment where needed.60 After President Sarkozy mediated an end to the 
Russian–Georgian military conflict in 2008, EU member states dispatched some 200 
peace monitors to help enforce the cease-fire in the disputed territories. They returned to 
their home countries by the end of 2009. 

 In contrast, divergent national interests have provoked several intense policy disputes 
within the Union. A dramatic example was the inability of the European Union to forge a 
common response to the American-led invasion of Iraq in 2003.61 Great Britain and sev-
eral other EU member states joined in supporting actions by the Bush administration, 
while France and Germany adamantly opposed armed intervention. Sweden, Greece, and 
other EU countries adopted a more diplomatic stance, advocating reliance on collective 
security measures under the aegis of the United Nations. 

 EU states and many of their citizens are similarly divided in their degree of support for 
NATO military operations against Taliban insurgents in Afghanistan. At the beginning of 
2010, twenty-six European members of NATO had troops stationed in Afghanistan 
alongside American and Canadian forces. The largest European contingents were from the 
United Kingdom and Germany. Four nonaligned EU members, Austria, Finland, Ireland, 
and Sweden, also contributed a small military presence. Opposition to involvement in the 
war was especially strong in Germany and in the Netherlands, which announced after a 
government crisis over the issue in February 2010 that it would withdraw its troops from 
the conflict. 

 Citizenship, Freedom, Security, and Justice 
 The scant 1.2 percent of appropriations that the European Union committed to citi-
zenship, freedom, security, and justice for the 2007 to 2013 period understates the 
significance of the Union’s role in helping to administer this diverse range of regional 
policies. Most direct expenditures are borne by the member states, but the Union per-
forms important—if sometimes desultory—responsibilities in policy coordination and 
implementation. 
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 Citizenship, freedom, security, and justice policies can be divided into humanistic and 
societal security components. The humanistic component encompasses a range of educa-
tional and cultural activities. The flagship venture is the Erasmus higher education and 
training program, which has enabled some 2.2 million university students to study and 
work abroad since its inception in 1987.62 Parallel educational activities include the Leon-
ardo da Vinci program of vocational training, which emphasizes job placement for younger 
workers; Grundtvig, which funds transnational adult education programs among the 
member states; and Comenius, which sponsors secondary school partnerships aimed at 
developing promising pedagogical practices and curricula.63 A broader cooperative effort, 
which was launched in 1999 and extends beyond the European Union, is the “Bologna 
Process” of institutional cooperation among universities in some forty-seven European 
countries that seeks to develop a European Higher Education Area aimed at facilitating 
occupational mobility by students in today’s knowledge society.64 

 Another important example of humanistic policies is the European Union’s designation 
of a succession of cities as “European capitals of culture” because of their historical con-
tributions as philosophical, architectural, and literary centers of cultural creativity. Begin-
ning in 1985 with the European Commission’s selection of Athens as the initial European 
capital of culture, the honorific title has been bequeathed in turn to Florence, Amsterdam, 
Paris, Glasgow, Stockholm, Weimar, Vilnius, Istanbul, and other cities of renown. The 
purpose of these humanistic measures is to promote a stronger sense of “neo-national” 
European citizenship based on personal educational experience and mutual cultural 
appreciation.65 

 Societal security, in contrast, involves the use of regulatory and enforcement powers by 
multiple levels of government, intelligence agencies, and police units to promote law and 
order and thereby minimize physical and other threats to individuals and society at large. 
Such measures correspond to a core Union objective to provide “an area of freedom, 
security and justice” to all its citizens.66 At the same time, the amended EU treaties explic-
itly acknowledge that national security constitutes an “essential State function” that 
“remains [alongside the defense of territorial integrity] the sole responsibility of each 
Member State.”67 Therein lies a persisting tension between Union and member state 
responsibilities. 

 Asylum and Immigration Policies 
 In the official parlance of the European Commission, asylum can be defined as the follow-
ing: A form of protection given by a State on its territory based on the principle of . . . 
internationally or nationally recognized refugee rights. It is granted to a person who is 
unable to seek protection in his/her country of citizenship and/or residence in particular 
for fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a 
particular social group or political opinion.68 

 EU asylum policy is based on an intergovernmental agreement negotiated by twelve 
member states in 1997 governing rights of asylum within the community. Known as the 
Dublin Convention, the accord (which has subsequently been broadened to include addi-
tional member states and incorporated into community law) stipulates that asylum-seekers 
must submit their application for asylum in the first EU country they enter. The purpose 
of this provision is to eliminate an earlier pattern of “asylum shopping” from one EU 
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member state to another and to set firm conditions for processing individual requests. 
Persons who are denied asylum must return to their home country rather than being 
allowed to seek asylum in another EU member state.69 

 The EU statistical office reports that nearly 240,000 asylum applicants were registered in 
2008 throughout the Union. Their principal countries of origin were Iraq (12 percent of the 
total), Russia (9 percent), Somalia (6 percent), Serbia (6 percent), and Afghanistan (5 per-
cent). The highest number of applicants were registered in France, followed in descending 
order by the United Kingdom, Germany, Sweden, Greece, Belgium, and the Netherlands.70 
Given the enormous differences in national legislation and bureaucratic procedures govern-
ing asylum, the European Commission and the European Council have sought to achieve 
greater intergovernmental coordination in the asylum process—but with limited success. The 
Consolidated Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union calls on the member states 
to formulate a common policy on asylum but provides no specific criteria.71 Members of the 
European Council have conceded that “further advances are necessary.”72 

 EU immigration policies are somewhat less problematic. The principle of labor mobil-
ity, which was enshrined in the Treaty of Rome establishing the EEC and augmented dur-
ing the 1960s by a network of bilateral agreements between individual member states 
(notably West Germany) and nonmember countries such as Turkey, was extended to 
include white-collar workers through the implementation of the Single Market program. 
Beginning in the mid-1990s, however, immigration (including waves of illegal immigrants) 
became a major political issue in many of the member countries. The Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) reports that France and Austria wit-
nessed net increases of 18.2 percent and 13.4 percent, respectively, in the influx of immi-
grants in 2001, while the Czech Republic, Finland, and Ireland experienced immigration 
rates of approximately 15 percent that same year. The comparable rate in Germany—
which in 1993 constitutionally limited what had previously been a virtually unrestricted 
right of entry—was 6 percent.73 

 Despite restrictive national immigration policies and tighter border controls, the number 
of legal and illegal immigrants continued to increase. In January 2008, a total of 19.5 million 
foreign citizens lived in the twenty-seven member states of the EU: 6.0 million from non-
EU European countries, 4.7 million from Africa, 3.7 million from Asia, and 3.2 million from 
the Americas. The largest number of foreign citizens resided in Germany (7.3 million), 
followed by Spain (5.3 million), the United Kingdom (4.0 million), France (3.7 million), 
and Italy (3.4 million).74 In response to the growing numbers, government officials agreed 
at a European Council meeting in Tampere, Finland, in 1999 on principles of a common 
EU immigration policy. The Tampere agenda called for joint agreements among the mem-
ber states “on a comprehensive approach to the management of migratory flows so as to 
find a balance between humanitarian and economic admission . . . and the development of 
partnerships with countries of origin including policies of co-development.” 

 Over the next two years, the European Commission submitted a series of proposals to 
the council and the European Parliament to facilitate the formation and implementation 
of a common immigration policy. These proposals served as the basis for a succession of 
council directives in from 2003 to 2005 that codified terms of family reunification and 
long-term EU resident status, which are legally binding on all member states (except 
 Britain, Denmark, and Ireland, which maintain autonomous immigration policies in 

Do n
ot 

co
py

, p
os

t, o
r d

ist
rib

ute

Copyright ©2015 by SAGE Publications, Inc.  This work may not be reproduced or distributed in any form or by any means without 
express written permission of the publisher.



Part 8 European Union

718

accordance with their “opt-out” treaty provisions). In a parallel move, the Council of 
Ministers adopted punitive measures to combat illegal immigration and the trafficking of 
human beings for prostitution and other nefarious purposes.75 

 Measures Against Organized Crime 
 In addition to calling for a common EU immigration policy, government leaders also 
agreed at the Tampere summit in 1999 to create a judicial unit (Eurojust) as an institu-
tional mechanism to consolidate and streamline efforts to combat cross-national crime. A 
provisional body composed of national prosecutors was established in Brussels in 2000; 
Eurojust then moved to its permanent facilities at The Hague in 2003. Composed of pros-
ecutors, magistrates, and police officers recruited from the twenty-seven member states, 
Eurojust is the European Union’s principal instrument for negotiating cooperation agree-
ments with law enforcement agencies and nonmember countries to allow “the exchange of 
judicial information and personal data.” They include Europol, the European Union’s 
criminal intelligence unit with headquarters at The Hague;76 CEPOL, the European Police 
College, based in Britain; OLAF, a European anti-fraud office; and Croatia, Iceland, Mace-
donia, Norway, Switzerland, and the United States. 

 The European Council voted to strengthen the operational capabilities of Eurojust and 
expand its cooperative links with intelligence and enforcement organizations in 2008.77 
The implementation of the Lisbon treaty in December 2009 reaffirmed the Union’s 
resolve to promote “a high level of security through measures to prevent and combat 
crime, racism and xenophobia, and through measures for coordination and cooperation 
between police and judicial authorities and other competent authorities.”78 

 Antiterrorist Policies 
 Closely related to judicial and intelligence cooperation between the European Union and 
its member states is the Union’s antiterrorist strategy, which targets Islamic extremists, 
violence-prone separatists, religious fundamentalists, and antisystem ideological groups. 
Although terrorist attacks have taken place on European soil for decades (notably in Ger-
many, Ireland, Spain, and the United Kingdom), the attacks of September 11, 2001, on the 
United States and subsequent bombings in Madrid and London in 2005 prompted the 
European Union and its member states to intensify efforts to combat international terror-
ism. An important first step was council agreement in September 2001 to establish a Euro-
pean arrest warrant, which is valid throughout the territory of the European Union and 
replaces earlier cumbersome country-to-country extradition procedures. A European 
arrest warrant may be issued by a court in one member state against a person charged with 
a crime who resides in another state. Judicial authorities in the second country are charged 
with arresting and returning such a person as quickly as possible. The new procedure, 
which entered into force in January 2004, significantly expedites the surrender process. In 
the authoritative view of the European Commission, the European arrest warrant does the 
following: 

 [It] also means that Member States can no longer refuse to surrender to another 
Member State their own citizens who have committed a serious crime, or who are 
suspected of having committed such a crime in another country, on the grounds that 
they are nationals.79 
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 The implementation of the new law had immediate consequences. By September 2004, 
there were 2,600 arrest warrants that had been issued, resulting in the arrest of 653 per-
sons and the surrender of 104. Among them were “a failed London bomber caught in 
Spain, a German serial killer tracked down in Spain, . . . [and] a gang of armed robbers 
sought by Italy who were then arrested in six different EU countries.”80 According to the 
European Commission, the average time to execute a warrant has been reduced from nine 
months to forty-three days. Despite these successes, some member states—which were 
unnamed in the commission report—have resisted or delayed executing the warrants to 
protect their nationals against trial in another country.81 

 Other antiterrorist measures include the adoption of the Action Plan against Terrorism 
in 2001 and the European Council Framework Decision on Combating Terrorism in 2002 
(amended in 2007). These documents call on the member states to undertake coordinated 
measures to reduce terrorists’ access to financial and economic resources, expand inter-
governmental and interagency cooperation in an effort to prevent future terrorist attacks, 
establish a more effective system of border controls, and harmonize national antiterrorist 
legislation. In November 2007 the commission augmented the objectives of the 2001 
Action Plan with a series of regulations that criminalize terrorist training, recruitment, 
“public provocation to commit terrorist offenses,” and the use of explosives by terrorists. 
The commission’s regulations also allow for “the use of airline passenger information in 
law enforcement investigation.”82 

 The Action Plan and Council Framework on the EU level have significantly enhanced 
intelligence exchange and cooperation among governments and law enforcement agen-
cies on the basis of more explicit criminal legal provisions. Anecdotal evidence is illustra-
tive of initial successes in the implementation of antiterrorist measures by national 
authorities. In 2001 French and Belgian police arrested a group of conspirators who 
were charged with an al-Qaida plot to destroy the American Embassy in Paris and a 
munitions dump in Belgium. In Germany, public authorities had initiated 195 proceed-
ings against alleged fundamentalist terrorists by the end of 2004. In 2007 the police 
arrested three suspects belonging to a German cell of the terrorist group, “Islamic Jihad 
Union,” who were charged with preparing a “horrific” car bomb attack against US mili-
tary facilities.83 After the London bombings of 2005, the British government initiated 
legislation criminalizing the “glorification of terrorism.” By year’s end, some sixty per-
sons charged with planning terrorist acts were awaiting trial.84 An example of cross-
national policy cooperation between an EU and a non-EU state was the arrest in July 
2010 of three suspected terrorists with ties to al-Qaida operatives in Pakistan: one in 
Germany and two in Norway.85 

 In aggregate terms, the number of terrorist attacks in the larger west European mem-
bers of the European Union declined in the immediate three-year period after 9/11, com-
pared to the decade as a whole. Since 2006, however, the number has once again risen in 
tandem with a global increase in incidents of terrorism. (See Table 8-17; data on Russia, 
the United States, and Canada are included for comparative purposes.) EU member states 
experiencing the fewest number of terrorist attacks after 9/11 include the Scandinavian 
countries, the three Baltic republics, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, the Netherlands, Portugal, 
Slovakia, and Slovenia. Greece recorded a total of 378 attacks from 2002 through 2009, 
most of them instigated by ideological militants.86 
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 European Union Policy Assessment 
 How power is used in the European Union underscores the hybrid nature of the organiza-
tion as a confederal political system combining supranational and intergovernmental com-
ponents. The European Union is most powerful in its conduct of redistributive policies 
involving regional development programs and the CAP, which are financed primarily by 
its own economic resources. Through the implementation of successive council directives 
(including the white paper of 1985) and especially new treaty provisions, the European 
Union has also gained institutional authority in supranational decision making, the con-
duct of foreign policy, and the pursuit of common humanistic endeavors. The European 
Union also plays a crucial role in international trade, including negotiating trade agree-
ments with nonmember countries. Yet as the preceding discussion of societal security illus-
trates, national actors retain important reservoirs of political and bureaucratic power as 
both autonomous actors and as instruments of EU policy. 
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8.5   What Is the Future of 
European Union Politics?   

 THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LISBON TREATY IN 2009 REESTABLISHED 
the European Union on a firmer legal basis, thereby eliminating much of the political 

uncertainty that had characterized the community after the failure of the constitutional 
treaty in 2005. The European Union remains a distinctive political system embracing both 
intergovernmental and supranational institutional arrangements and policy actors. It 
embodies a system of dual sovereignty that contains the potential—though by no means 
the certainty—of developing into a federal European government. The Lisbon treaty 
advances that goal by establishing a presidency of the European Council and expanding 
the authority of the High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy as well as 
the powers of the European Parliament. At the same time, the treaty’s implementation has 
been accompanied by unanticipated controversies and policy conflicts, some of which date 
from earlier years. Union leaders must confront these issues among their first priorities in 
seeking to maximize the community’s continued viability as a political–economic system. 

 Institutional and Policy Imperatives 
 Institutional tensions characterized relations between the European Council presidency 
and the rotating presidency of the Council of Ministers during the initial phase of the Lis-
bon treaty’s implementation. These tensions were due in part to the uncertainty until well 
into 2009 concerning whether and when the treaty would be finally ratified, which left the 
Spanish presidency of the Council of Ministers unprepared about how to share executive 
power. Exacerbating relations between the two offices were the low-key political profiles of 
the first presidential incumbent, former Belgian prime minister Herman van Rompuy, and 
the European Union’s new foreign policy chief, Catherine Ashton.1 Early tensions between 
these executive institutions and personalities may only have reflected an awkward transi-
tional phase of structural innovation, but they must be resolved to avoid potential institu-
tional deadlock in the future. Overcoming this problem will require political resolve and 
administrative backing by the EU member states, especially France and Germany. 

 France and Germany also bear a major responsibility for managing economic and 
monetary cohesion within the eurozone. As principal architects of the Economic and 
Monetary Union (EMU), the two countries shared a common interest in eliminating the 
destabilizing effects of currency fluctuations and institutionalizing supranational deci-
sion-making procedures within the European Central Bank (ECB) through the adoption 
of the Treaty on European Union. Their joint obligation in the wake of the international 
financial and economic crisis from 2008 and beyond and Greece’s near default on an 
array of government bonds and loans, a subsequent bailout in Ireland, and potential crises 
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in other member states such as Spain and Portugal is to reconcile their differences over 
whether EMU should primarily serve monetary stability (which is Germany’s policy pri-
ority) or as an instrument of EU economic governance (which is the French goal). 
Whether that is possible will be a crucial test of the Franco–German partnership and the 
future of economic union itself. 

 The anonymous author of an op-ed article in the  Economist  is not sanguine about such 
a prospect: 

 When today’s German politicians talk about euro-zone harmonization, they mean 
extending fiscal rigour to all. French politicians, as usual, want more intervention; by 
harmonization they mean the abolition of economic tools in other EU countries, like 
lower tax rates or weaker labour laws, that can undermine intervention in the French 
economy. . . . What next? . . . Expect talk about Europe’s politicians demonstrating 
that they are stronger than markets, and lots of bluster about the wickedness of 
Anglo-Saxon “speculators.”2 

 As the chief economist at London’s Center for European Reform has observed: “The 
crisis should lead to political unity, but it could just as easily lead to a divided Europe.”3 
That prospect was potentially heightened when President Nicolas Sarkozy of France and 
Chancellor Angela Merkel of Germany, meeting at a summit in October 2010, proposed 
negotiating new treaty provisions that would restrict voting rights by member states that 
do not exercise sufficient fiscal discipline. It is likely that a number of EU governments will 
resist such draconian measures. 

 The Lisbon treaty has also complicated aspects of EU foreign policy. Shortly after its 
implementation, turf wars broke out among the European Commission, the High Repre-
sentative’s office, and national governments over EU diplomatic representation abroad. A 
case in point was the controversy in early 2010 over the appointment of a close aid to 
commission president Barrosso as head of the EU delegation in Washington, DC. Some 
European critics characterized the move as a “pre-emptive strike” by the commission.4 

 The European Parliament caused a more serious diplomatic rift when it used its 
expanded powers of co-decision to reject an agreement between the United States and the 
European Union to allow access by American authorities to financial transfers by Union 
citizens suspected of terrorist-related activities.5 The action by parliament may have con-
tributed to President Barack Obama’s decision not to attend a scheduled summit meeting 
with EU leaders in May 2010. Similar disputes are likely to occur in the future as an 
inevitable expression of increased institutional assertiveness and rivalry under the Lisbon 
treaty but are not necessarily evidence of an endemic crisis in foreign relations. 

 Pending Enlargement of the European Union 
 Future widening to include additional member states is another important item on the 
European Union’s agenda. The European Commission continues to negotiate with three 
applicant countries to determine their eligibility on the basis of the Copenhagen criteria 
for accession: Iceland, Macedonia, and Turkey. Another five countries are potential candi-
dates for admission: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia, and Kosovo. 

 Among the applicant nations, Turkey has had the longest—and most controversial—
relationship with the European Community. Straddling Europe and the Middle East, 
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Turkey is a Eurasian country and as such is not considered by many officials and citizens 
to be fully European. Turkey is an Islamic state with a turbulent political history that 
spans its ascendancy in the Ottoman Empire and its rebirth as an independent nation 
after the demise of the Ottoman Empire during World War I. In the interwar years, Tur-
key, under the leadership of Mustafa Atatürk, became a secular, Western-oriented nation 
after declaring its independence in 1923. Turkey cooperated with the Allies in the mili-
tary–political struggle against European fascism in World War II and later joined the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) as a territorial and military bulwark against 
the Soviet Union and its allied states. Turkey’s postwar history has been characterized by 
recurrent cycles of political democracy and military dictatorship. In an effort to encour-
age its political and economic integration with western Europe, the European Economic 
Community (EEC) signed an association agreement with Turkey in 1963 and established 
a customs union in 1995. Accession negotiations began in October 2005 but have proven 
inconclusive. 

 If Turkey were to join the European Union, it would be by far the largest member 
state geographically: 780,580 square kilometers compared with France’s 550,754 and 
Spain’s 504,782. And it would have the second-largest population after Germany: 76.8 
million compared with 82.3 million. Turkey’s large population is reason enough for 
many Europeans to be concerned about Turkish membership because of its implications 
for Turkey’s prospective share of votes in qualified majority voting in the council of the 
European Union. In addition, nearly 30 percent of Turkey’s population is employed in 
agriculture, and its per capita gross domestic product (GDP) was just $11,200 in 
2009—below that of most current EU member states (see Table 8-2). These factors 
indicate that Turkey would potentially pose serious financial problems for the EU’s 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and its regional development policies. Other press-
ing concerns are Turkey’s overwhelmingly Muslim population—which contrasts with 
Europe’s majority Christian denominations—and its violation of human rights, espe-
cially against its sizable Kurdish population. 

 The European Council accorded Macedonia candidate status in 2005, but negotiations 
with the European Commission on eligibility had not yet begun during the first half of 
2010. Like Croatia, Macedonia is a remnant state of the former Yugoslavia. After declaring 
independence in 1991, it became embroiled in a diplomatic dispute with neighboring 
Greece over its name (which Greek officials consider “too Hellenic”). Macedonia has also 
been beset by ethnic conflicts, in its case with a vocal Albanian minority. 

 Most of the remaining potential candidates for accession (Albania, Bosnia and Herze-
govina, Serbia, and Kosovo) are farther down the European Union’s list of likely members, 
at least for the foreseeable future. A common problem confronting all four countries is a 
widespread sense of “enlargement fatigue” among the core west European members of the 
community. The financial and political costs of absorbing even the thirteen newest mem-
bers since 2004 weigh heavily on domestic politicians and their voting publics. 

 Initially, an exception seemed to apply to the newest candidate for EU membership: 
Iceland, a North Atlantic island country with a population of only 306,693. Iceland is 
culturally and politically an integral part of the Nordic region and was constitutionally 
joined with Denmark until it achieved independence during World War II. Heavily depen-
dent on the fishing industry, manufacturing, and a mix of public and private services, 
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Iceland sustained a high degree of prosperity accompanied by rapid growth and low 
unemployment until its economy was abruptly jolted by the onset of the international 
financial crisis in 2008. Its annual growth rate plummeted to near 0 percent, and its exter-
nal debt surged to five times its GDP. An especially debilitating blow came with the col-
lapse of its three largest banks, which resulted in a freeze on accounts held by private 
foreign investors—principally British and Dutch—and brought the government to the 
brink of bankruptcy. That worst-case scenario was averted by an emergency $2.2 billion 
loan from the International Monetary Fund (IMF) secured in November 2008, but polit-
ical fallout from the crisis forced the Icelandic prime minister to resign in January 2009. 

  Scrambling to find a long-term solution to the financial crisis by joining the eurozone, 
Iceland’s new Social Democratic government applied for EU membership in July 2009. 
The country already maintains close ties with the community through a bilateral free trade 
arrangement, negotiated in 1972, and its participation in the European Economic Area, 
the Schengen Accord, and a range of community policies. Full membership would be a 
logical next step. In June 2010 the European Council agreed to open membership nego-
tiations on the condition that Iceland resolve its dispute with Britain and the Netherlands 
over monetary compensation to depositors who had lost money in the Icelandic bank 
collapse. The council declared that the pace of negotiations “will depend on Iceland’s 

European Commission president Jose Manuel Barroso (right) and visiting Macedonian president Gjorge Ivanov field 

questions during a press conference at the European Union headquaters in Brussels. Macedonia is one of five ap-

plicant nations, along with Iceland, Turkey, Montenegro, and Serbia, seeking membership in an expanded EU.

Source: Wu Wei/Xinhua Press/Corbis.
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progress.”6 By 2013 eleven out of thirty-three policy chapters had been closed, and the 
European Commission was poised to negotiate the remaining chapters, including fisher-
ies, the most controversial policy arena. 

 National elections in January 2013 foreclosed further negotiations for the present. Both 
of the winning parties—the Independence Party and the Progressive parties, which had 
campaigned against the austerity policies of the Social Democrats, are deeply skeptical of 
Icelandic membership in the European Union. In one of their first policy declarations after 
forming a coalition government, they announced that they would postpone further nego-
tiations with the European Commission until after a public referendum on the issue. 
Recent polls indicate declining public support for accession.7 

 The Future Is Now? 
 Both conceptually and empirically, one of the most perceptive assessments of the Euro-
pean Union’s contemporary status is Robert Cooper’s  The Breaking of Nations. 8 Cooper, 
was an adviser to former British prime minister Tony Blair and later a director general of 
external and politico–military affairs for the council of the European Union. Cooper dis-
tinguishes among three kinds of worlds in today’s international system: 

 1. The premodern world, consisting of “pre-state, post-imperial chaos. Examples of 
this are Somalia, Afghanistan, and Liberia. The state no longer fulfils Max Weber’s 
minimum criterion for having the legitimate monopoly on the use of force.” 

 2. The modern world, which Cooper characterizes as being “linked to that great engine of 
modernization, the nation-state.” In this world, “the ultimate guarantor of security is 
force.” Leading examples include the United States, the Russian Federation, and China. 

 3. The postmodern world (best exemplified by the European Union), which Cooper 
contends “does not rely on balance, nor does it emphasize sovereignty or the separa-
tion of domestic and foreign affairs. The European Union is a highly developed 
system for mutual interference in each other’s domestic affairs, right down to beer 
and sausages. Its principal foundations include the Treaty of Rome (as amended and 
expanded through subsequent treaties) and the Treaty on Conventional Forces in 
Europe (the CFE Treaty): this was born of the failures, wastes and absurdities of the 
Cold War.”9 

  Whether other states or regions join the postmodern world remains to be seen, but for 
much of the policymaking and institutional cooperation within the European Union, that 
future is now. Admittedly, it remains a work in progress. As the preceding chapters have 
shown, postmodernity within the European Union is far advanced in terms of regulatory 
policies and economic integration. Yet at the same time, member states frequently scrap 
over budgetary, agricultural, trade, and other issues. A particularly serious gap concerns 
the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The member states are commit-
ted to foreign policy coordination and have undertaken important treaty revisions expand-
ing the scope of the CFSP and assigning it actual leadership with the creation of the office 
of the High Representative for the CFSP. Yet as events have proved (particularly in the case 
of the Iraq War), the intergovernmental basis of decision making limits its effectiveness 
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when there is no consensus on which policy to embrace. This is a serious liability for the 
European Union in the competition for leadership with more determined and assertive 
modern states both within Europe and across the globe. 

 The European integration movement has succeeded far beyond the most hopeful 
expectations of its founders in creating what the eminent Czech–American political scien-
tist Karl Deutsch termed a  security community  based on the premise that interstate con-
flicts are settled peaceably rather than through resort to war or other forms of violence.10 
From the outset, European integration was elite-driven, with political leaders such as Jean 
Monnet, Robert Schuman, Konrad Adenauer, and Alcide De Gasperi acting in concert 
during the formative 1950s to lay the foundation for the original European Coal and Steel 
Community (ECSC) and its legal and institutional progeny, the EEC. Their transforming 
initiatives inspired later generations of leaders to advance still further the depth and scope 
of the integration project, culminating in today’s European Union. Notable among them 
were Jacques Delors, the proactive president of the European Commission from 1985 to 
1995; German chancellors Willy Brandt and Helmut Kohl; and French presidents Charles 
de Gaulle (in his own contrary way) and François Mitterrand. An economic powerhouse, 
the European Union is still seeking to define a corresponding international political role. 
Only time will tell whether future leaders will succeed in this enterprise. 

 For much of the course of the integration movement, average European citizens have 
experienced the EEC–European Union as subjects rather than as political participants, 
despite provisions since 1979 for the direct election of members of the European Parlia-
ment and more recent treaty provisions designed to make decision making and institu-
tional accountability more transparent. Although a majority of citizens are optimistic 
about the future of the European Union,11 many Europeans remain not just ambivalent 
about the Union but downright hostile, as reflected in the votes cast against proposed 
treaty provisions in national referendums held at different times in Denmark, France, 
Ireland, and the Netherlands. Populist euro-skepticism has continued with an increase in 
electoral support for right-wing parties in recent national elections in the United King-
dom, Sweden, Greece, France, Germany, and other member states.12 This trend does not 
portend the impending collapse of the European Union but is likely to complicate legisla-
tive proceedings in the European Union following elections to the European Parliament in 
May 2014. The ultimate challenge of European integration is thus to create and sustain a 
shared sense of social and political community that complements national identities. 
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