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Preface and Acknowledgments

This little book has been fun to struggle with! It is somewhat at odds
with what one does these days in ‘EU studies.’ A great many very
talented academics today analyze the EU unto its innermost parts, a
welcome sign of how important and interesting the EU has become.
Sometimes, however, one gets the sense that big pictures are lost.
As I write, large changes are afoot for EU institutions, politics, and the
future of European integration. My point of departure, reflected in what
follows, was that it would be a good idea to give ‘big picture voice’ about
these changes to those who lived on the upper floors of the European
Quarter in Brussels. My deep thanks must first go to the 100 or so mem-
bers of the ‘EU elite’ who were willing to share their thoughts with me.
At least three of them have left us and I would like to remember them
here. François Lamoureux was a friend who was among the most tal-
ented and ferocious advocates of ‘ever closer union’ ever to stalk the
corridors of the Berlaymont. Bronislaw Geremek was one of the leaders
who united Europe after 1989. I knew Tommasso Padoa-Schioppa only
as a ‘respondent’ and prolific writer, but he belonged to the select group
of great activists for a new Europe. They are sorely missed by Europe.
My dearest hope is that they will be replaced in much greater numbers.
Several friends helped in conversation and ‘pilot interviews,’ among
them Jean-Louis Moynot, Jean Tardif, and several EU officials who ought
not to be named, including those who share my overdriven interest in
carving pure turns. I have been supported in this project by my for-
mer employer, Brandeis University, by the Minda de Gunzburg Center
for European Studies at Harvard, by a Fulbright grant, by the European
Commission (which made me an ad personam Jean Monnet Chair at a
very good moment), by the University of Montreal-McGill Center of
Excellence on the EU, and by the University of Montreal more gener-
ally, which very generously took in the aging, wandering, immigrant
that I have become. Elise Auvachez was a great help, as was Marie-Claire
Major. Dr. J – Jane Jenson, Associate Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Sci-
ences at the University of Montreal and one of Canada’s leading political
scientists – has shared houses, dogs, skiing, gardens, intellectual life, and
much more with me for more than half of her life. She has helped the
most, in general, and on this little project. I have dedicated the book to

ix



x Preface and Acknowledgments

her and she has not objected to this even after reading the text several
times. She has made the book, and my life, better in invaluable ways,
attending to the details that almost always escape me, and providing a
huge amount of collegial criticism. How fortunate I have been!



Part I

Introduction

In the wake of half a century of wars among European nations, a EU
was created and carried forward by a generation of Western European
politicians, intellectuals, and citizens. The EU’s founders concluded that
binding cooperation among European nation states was the way to go.
They sought to create ‘ever closer union’ as worded in the preamble to
the Treaty of Rome that founded the European Economic Community
(EEC) in 1957.

The EU has had many successes. A great deal of new European coop-
eration actually has occurred since the mid-1980s and the EU’s policy
scope has significantly expanded. In response to the end of the Cold
War the EU has welcomed most of the formerly communist central
and eastern European countries into membership. The result of this has
been the peaceful unification of the European continent, an historic
first. The EU now has greater voice and stature in the world, extending
well beyond its traditional focus on trade and economics into global
environmental policy and foreign policy. Indicators of EU success are
numerous.

Yet today, five decades after its creation and well after the founding
generation and its passions departed the scene, the EU is stuck in uncer-
tainty and self-doubt. Leaders and citizens alike frequently have posed
the same questions. What is it? Where is it going? When and where
will is stop? Is it still useful, and to whom? What should it be? How
should it get there? This book asks a group of prominent ‘Europeans,’
leaders or officials, engaged in the enterprise of European integration
for their answers to such questions. Our main goal is to enlist them in
characterizing the nature of the EU’s present difficult situation.

In a media-drenched age, the term ‘crisis’ is often invoked to dra-
matize what are in fact relatively small emergencies – harsh conflicts
between political rivals, governmental deadlock, too much inflation,
too little employment, deviant actions of private citizens and groups,
too many potholes and rusty bridges, and even inclement weather.1

Used in a more serious sense, the term ‘crisis’ means a turning point in
an unstable and dangerous time when decisive but uncertain change is

1



2 Introduction

impending. The term is used in medicine, as in the crisis of a disease, and
in the arts, where in drama or in music there is crisis and then denoue-
ment. The word is also used to describe unusually dramatic moments
of economic and political change, when important routine processes
and habits cease to work, opening a situation of great uncertainty where
major changes are needed to allow the system to function again. This is
the usage that we intend to observe.

The term arises regularly in discussions about key turning points
in European integration. Two highly placed veterans of the last two
decades of the EU’s life, both respondents in this study, offered sage
comments about the notion.2 The first, a high-ranking official who had
seen practically everything close up over two decades, offered an his-
torical description of what he had seen. ‘Ever since I arrived in Brussels
we have always been in crisis . . . . We’ve stumbled from crisis to crisis
but we have always ended up going in the right direction . . . and look-
ing back it is likely that these crises have been key to our progress.’
Deconstructed, his message was that crises were endemic to European
integration and that EU member states had regularly been able to sur-
mount them and move on to greater success. The second veteran, a
former European Commissioner, employed a familiar ecclesiastical anal-
ogy which probably needs less deconstruction. ‘The European Union has
been a cardinal sin against the Westphalian order, and as the Church has
always preached, we’ve often been called upon to pay for our sins.’

Part I of this book briefly reviews the EU’s history, providing a tenta-
tive taxonomy of the EU’s periodic and frequent previous crises, and
assesses what they teach about the process of European integration.
It also introduces the elite Europeans who will characterize and explain
the EU’s present crisis. Part II then presents a detailed discussion of what
these respondents said specifically about the troubles of the EU in the
first decade of the new millennium. This is where we had originally
planned to conclude. Alas, research on the EU is perilously open to dra-
matic changes in scenery. As we were preparing our text, global financial
structures exploded around the Europeans whom we had interviewed
and the EU abruptly found itself faced with a much more menacing
crisis than the one we had been examining. As this international catas-
trophe unfolded we thus returned for more discussion with a selection of
our respondents. Part III thus concludes about both the EU crisis we orig-
inally researched and the EU’s new crisis, how the EU itself responded
initially to it, and what this has meant to our story.



1
Trials by Fire: The EU and Its Crises

European integration has never been a simple process. The new Europe
has become even more difficult recently, however. Member states dis-
agree with each other on almost everything that matters. National
leaders now routinely blame the EU for problems that they cannot
resolve at home, even after they have willingly signed up to European
policies meant to confront these very same problems. This blame avoid-
ance also reflects citizenries divided about European integration, often
along lines of social class. In its brief history European integration
has attracted support and allegiance from social groups who have per-
ceived benefits from it. Others, however, have often lined up to defend
their country and national identities against what they perceive to
be negative incursions from the EU. Experts debate the meaning of
these divisions. The term ‘Euroclash’, recently chosen by an optimistic
observer, summarizes the debate.3

These citizens are not misperceiving reality. The recent history of
European integration does demonstrate that forward movement has had
contradictory results. The EU’s economic mandate, from the beginning
its home policy territory, broadened greatly in the 1980s and 1990s
to include the single market program and Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU). Without these innovations it is arguable that European
economies would now be sidelined in a globalizing world, particularly
in the light of the worldwide financial crisis that began in 2008. If these
innovations did prevent things becoming much worse, they have not
lived up to their initial advertising, however. For much of the recent
period, there has been slow economic growth, high unemployment, ris-
ing poverty and social exclusion, and insufficient innovation, all putting
the vaunted ‘European social model’ under strain.

3



4 Introduction

Along with these economic programs, the EU has acquired new pol-
icy prerogatives in other areas. There has been spillover from the single
market program, for example, because of its commitment to the ‘four
freedoms’ of movement of goods, services, capital, and people. The EU
has acquired new power to set norms and standards. Its competition pol-
icy has grown more significant as an instrument preventing trusts and
cartels, controlling mergers and acquisitions, and limiting national eco-
nomic subsidies. EU market liberalization has opened national monop-
olies to competition in telecommunications, gas, electricity, and postal
services. Many private services, including the financial sector, have also
been liberalized. The EU regulates workplace health and safety and has
certain other prerogatives in social policy, in areas of social dialogue
and equal rights between men and women, and in broader matters
of anti-discrimination. It spearheads European environmental policies.
Through its structural funds and Common Agricultural Policy, the EU
redistributes resources to poorer regions. The EU is the main player in
the protection of European consumers. With the removal of border posts
allowing people to circulate freely, it has moved into law enforcement
coordination, anti-terrorism, immigration, and civil law. The EU is now
deeply involved in European research and development policies, higher
education, and public health. There has also been slow progress toward
common European foreign and defense policies, but the EU is now an
international actor well beyond its traditional commercial powers.

This list of new prerogatives might be much longer, but already it
clearly implies that the EU is much more deeply involved in the lives of
citizens of member states than earlier. This has not always worked out in
positive ways, however. Market liberalization and competition policies
have provided positive public goods, but they have also differentially
impacted on groups and sometimes have been experienced negatively
by producer organizations, guilds, unions, and similar associations.4 EU
regulations in health, consumer norms, safety standards, environmental
protection, equal opportunities, and safer working conditions, among
other areas, are regularly denounced by some citizens as micromanage-
ment from Brussels. Eurozone monetary rules about acceptable levels
for deficits and debts limit public spending by member states, with one
result being that wages and social programs have become the major
levers for adjusting to globalization.5

The end of the Cold War created a puzzling new international situa-
tion for the EU. The rapid collapse of the Yugoslav Federation illustrated
how treacherous this new world order could be, as key member states,
faced with an explosion of warfare and ethnic cleansing, could do little
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but squabble, issue solemn pronouncements, and send a few unarmed
emissaries to the Balkans. Despite much talk about common EU for-
eign and defense policies, it took US intervention to begin recreating
order. The collapse of the Soviet bloc posed even greater challenges. The
ex-communist central and eastern European countries (CEECs) aspired
to become market democracies, implying that they would eventually
want to join the EU. Adding ten or more poor and mostly small mem-
bers in the midst of other very complicated and uncertain transitions
was daunting, especially because the EU15 were still digesting very
large economic changes that had begun in the middle of 1980s.6 More-
over, a flock of new members with different histories and interests from
Western Europeans would complicate EU decision-making and involve
reforms to EU institutions initially designed for six Western European
countries.

The 2005 political ‘emergencies’ made the EU’s difficult situation
much more visible. On May 29, the French held a referendum to ratify
the European Constitutional Treaty. The ECT document was the product
of long public consultations and discussion by the European Conven-
tion, set up to remove matters of institutional reform from a seemingly
bottomless mire of intergovernmental disagreement.7 On referendum
day, 70 percent of French voters turned out and 55 percent voted ‘no.’
The French debate had been thorough. Every citizen received the text
and the issues had been discussed exhaustively by political leaders and
the media. But unemployment was high, economic growth lagged, and
there was widespread anxiety about the future of the French welfare
state. Support for President Jacques Chirac was flat and Chirac did a
dreadful job arguing for the new treaty. Many voters thus used the
referendum to express negative feelings about him. The Socialist party
leadership was split between for and against. Sociologically, the middle
classes, the better-educated, and the better-off voted ‘yes.’ Blue-collar
workers, rural dwellers, the young, the poorer and less well-educated
were more negative, many fearing for the future of France’s social model
and seeing the EU as a liberalizing threat to it. A majority of ‘no’ vot-
ers also believed that by defeating the referendum they could thereby
precipitate renegotiation of the ECT in a more ‘social’ direction.8

When the Dutch held their own ECT referendum a few days later on
1 June, their verdict, harsher than the French, was 62 percent against.
Like France, the Netherlands was a founding EU member and had tra-
ditionally been strongly pro-European. The results of the French vote
played a role in Dutch negativity, but the opposition had its own roots.
This was the first referendum in Dutch history and the government of
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the day was unpopular, partly because after long years of a supposed
Dutch Miracle, the economy had turned sour. Elites, confused by the
new referendum procedure, did not campaign effectively and national
debate was unclear. Perhaps more significant was the timing; Dutch soci-
ety was in the throes of debate and upheaval about immigration and
cultural diversity.9 The sociology of the ‘no’ voters was similar to that
of France, however. Poorer, the less well-educated, and the young were
in the forefront, anxious about social policies, like the French, but also
concerned that the Netherlands was likely to lose relative power in the
EU because of the ECT. They also worried about paying more than their
share of the EU budget. Finally, some felt that the ECT threatened a loss
of Dutch sovereignty, in particular because a larger EU with changed
institutions might infringe on the country’s social liberalism.10

The 2005 referendums plunged the EU into paroxysms of self-doubt.11

Just before the French vote, The Economist, a consistent critic of the
EU, ran a cover that featured a ‘Song for Europe’ (‘to the tune of
La Marseillaise, in French or Dutch’) with the words ‘Non, non, non,
non . . . peut-être [perhaps] oui . . . non, non . . . ’ For liberals of the British
establishment and elsewhere, represented by The Economist, the negative
referendums were a come-uppance for a top-down, over-meddlesome
EU with superstate pretensions. The magazine further editorialized that
‘ . . . the divergence of views and national prejudices in the EU are so
wide that it is a mistake to try to force more and more policy areas into
a single framework.’12

The referendum results meant that the European Constitutional
Treaty was dead and its reforms would not happen until new ways could
be found to propose them. The EU of 27 members would have to carry
on with methods that were already troublesome at 15. More ominously,
the referendum results delivered by two of the peoples that had founded
and pushed forward European integration demonstrated that the long
moment of permissive consensus based on citizens’ deference to elites
had ended. On French and Dutch evidence it was at least possible that
a majority of ordinary citizens no longer believed that the Union was
working for their benefit.

Were the referendums signs of a real EU crisis, as the media pro-
claimed, far and wide? And what did crisis actually mean? EU leaders
gave themselves a reflection period after 2005 to find new responses.
Then during the German Presidency in the first half of 2007, they collec-
tively authored the Lisbon Treaty, officially agreed during the Portuguese
Presidency at the end of 2007. The treaty retained most of the impor-
tant institutional reforms from the ECT, but dropped its pretensions to
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providing a Constitution. It was not an easy document to read, how-
ever; some observers argued that it had been deliberately written that
way to make it more difficult for anyone to draw the conclusions that
the French and Dutch had done in 2005.13

Once the new Lisbon Treaty had been drafted, every effort was made
to avoid referendum votes, in the hope of rapid ratification. Irish law
required ratification by referendum, however. Ireland had been gen-
uinely blessed by EU membership, in two decades rising from being
one of the EU’s poorest countries to having its second-highest average
income. This rise was greatly aided by EU structural funds. The vote
seemed reasonably risk free, even if the Irish had voted against the Nice
Treaty in 2001.14 Alas, the Irish did it again in June 2008, voting from
52 percent to 48 percent against the Treaty. The demographics of the
Irish vote resembled those of the earlier referendums. The better off and
better educated were for it; the poor, young, and women were against it.
Eurobarometer surveys once again uncovered multiple reasons for Irish
negativity. ‘Lack of information’ about the Lisbon Treaty came in first,
a factor pointing to the quality of the Irish debate itself, but also to
the success of the Lisbon authors in making the new treaty boring and
impenetrable.15

Faced with these three results, observers speculated that had there
been more referendums on either the ECT or the Lisbon Treaty there
would have been more rejections. Behind these patterns of voting and
referendum defeats, real or potential, were larger questions. What kind
of crisis did the EU face and what would follow from it?

Crises and the integration of Europe

The following pages provide a brief overview of the EU’s crisis-prone
history and offer a typology of different kinds of crises in the Union’s
development. The first type has happened because the EU needed
agreement among member states on key points of institutional and
policy architecture. Member states’ consent on such matters could
be withheld, creating ‘crises of design.’ Next, because the EU devel-
oped in economic and political worlds whose shifts and convulsions
constrained what the EU could be and do, dealing with such large
shifts has often created ‘crises of international adaptation.’ Thirdly, the
EU has periodically expanded its membership, from the six original
members to today’s 27, and each expansion has necessitated recon-
figurations of EU institutions, policies, and processes, contributing to
‘crises of enlargement.’ Finally, EU member states have periodically
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withdrawn from cooperation, provoking ‘crises of member state retreat.’
While these four types of crisis can be identified separately, nothing has
prevented them from combining to form large, difficult to untangle,
political knots.

Crises of design

European integration has been a unique effort to transcend norms
and practices of governance in existence since the crystallization of
the Westphalian system of sovereign states in the seventeenth cen-
tury. Since then, states have been the basic units within which peoples
live under legal and practical monopolies of authority. This world of
states came to be organized in an international system around princi-
ples of sovereignty. In this system the duty of states was to respect the
sovereignty of other states, even if this principle was often disregarded
because real states were unequal in size and resources. Westphalian real-
ities and ideologies emerged first in Europe, as did the national state,
their fullest embodiment. And in the first half of the twentieth century
they reached their historical nadir in massive bloodbaths that began in
Europe and threatened civilization around the globe.

From its outset, European integration was meant to transcend this
Westphalian world.16 It began in the only way its inventors could devise,
in efforts to build new forms of cooperation among sovereign states.
Robert Schuman, Jean Monnet, Konrad Adenauer, Paul-Henri Spaak, and
others were well aware of the challenges they faced. Monnet, the ini-
tial architect, had seen Westphalian notions undermine the League of
Nations in the 1920s, where he served briefly as its Deputy Secretary-
General. He and the other founders had also experienced at first-hand
the horrors of Europe’s twentieth-century wars.

The origins of European integration are in the European Coal and
Steel Community (ECSC). This germinated in 1950 when the French
were being pressed by the Americans to settle outstanding Franco–
German differences and begin normal dealings with a new German
Federal Republic. Monnet, then head of France’s powerful economic
planning commission, put together the ECSC proposal for a unique sys-
tem of transnational control over the coal and steel industries. Robert
Schuman, the French foreign minister, then quickly finessed the plan
through the French government.17 The Germans signed on immedi-
ately, and four additional partners – Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Luxembourg (the Benelux countries) – quickly enlisted, composing the
original ECSC six, soon to become the EEC six.18
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Monnet, Schuman, and the other founders had a strategy. They knew
that their efforts would be doomed if they depended on resolving a
huge range of matters in a single giant transaction to create a United
States of Europe. Success was more likely by working on limited sectoral
issues. At the top of the list of outstanding French–German issues need-
ing quick resolution were the iron, steel, and coal industries. Germany
and France were both aware that the United States would impose its
solutions if they could not find their own arrangement. French public
opinion, profoundly anti-German at that point, might accept a nor-
malization of relationships if Germany’s heavy industries of war were
neutralized. German industrial interests, anxious to pursue recovery,
desired a deal that could open markets. Each side needed raw materi-
als from the other and both were worried about overproduction in coal
and steel. Economic analyses demonstrated, in addition, that return-
ing to the pre-war system of cartels, tariffs, and quotas would make for
slow growth. Beyond this the interdependencies of modern industrial
economies were such that the founders foresaw that integration sector-
by-sector, beginning in two industrial areas, could spill over into new
areas. The ECSC’s Monnet-designed institutions, which were purpose
built to promote more and more integration, would become the model
for later efforts.

Monnet and Schuman’s breakthrough to the ECSC was immediately
followed by several failed initiatives. French and Dutch proposals for
Europeanizing agriculture and a French proposal for a European trans-
port authority were dropped. A multilateral proposal to establish a
European Political Community (focused on foreign affairs) could not
be agreed. But in 1952, the original six ECSC members signed another
treaty to set up a European Defence Community (EDC). The idea was
to capitalize on the need to find acceptable ways for the Germans to
rearm in response to urgent American pressure to develop NATO, in the
context of the Korean War. The prospect of a large German army so
quickly after the end of World War II understandably frightened most
non-German Europeans, but Monnet’s EDC responded to American
pressure by proposing a European transnational army that would con-
tain German troops but without re-establishing independent German
military forces.19 In 1954, however, the French Parliament then refused
to ratify EDC, creating a first crisis of design. The cause was deep partisan
disagreement in French domestic politics.20

The very process of imagining and negotiating new institutions had
deepened commitment to integration among European elites, however,
and the crisis was transcended when national delegates went back to the



10 Introduction

negotiating table in search of sectors other than security and defence.
The idea of a customs union among the ECSC six came originally from a
memo by Johan Willem Beyen, the Dutch foreign minister. It led to con-
vening the Messina conference in 1955.21 At Messina delegates agreed
to appoint a committee chaired by the Belgian, Paul-Henri Spaak, to
refine the Beyen proposal. The two 1957 Rome Treaties resulted. These
were separate bargains among the original six ECSC members to build a
European Economic Community and a European Atomic Energy Com-
munity (Euratom, which was Jean Monnet’s pet proposal).22 It was the
EEC, or Common Market, as it came to be called, that mattered most.
The EEC agreement became the real anchor of European integration.

The EEC treaty proposed a customs union and common markets for
manufactured and agricultural goods, with limited integration in other
additional areas. The institutions of the new EEC were a modified ver-
sion of those that Monnet had designed for the ECSC. Member states
would originally be the EEC’s sole legislator, but the treaties also pro-
posed mechanisms to encourage states to cooperate more fully than
by simple multilateral bargaining. The European Commission had a
monopoly over proposing EEC legislation and ensuring that it was
applied. The idea was not to empower bureaucrats per se, but to establish
a body that could think and act for the EEC as a whole, promote con-
sensus among member states about cooperation, and have the exclusive
prerogative to translate such consensus into legislative proposals. The
Commission was also organized to guarantee that France and Germany,
the two big member states, would not unduly lord it over the others. The
EEC also had a supranational Court of Justice, the ECSC Court trans-
formed, to ensure that new legislative instruments and administrative
actions were within limits established by treaty. It also gained the power
to sanction actors, including states, when they were not doing what
they had bound themselves legally to do by signing the treaties. Implied
was that duly legislated EEC laws, once the Court had deemed them to
conform to the treaties, would have precedence over national laws.23

What did the founders intend to build? If there is one answer, it is
that they did not really know. The preamble to the EEC treaty declared
that member states were ‘determined to lay the foundations of an ever
closer union among the people of Europe,’ and we have to presume that
this wording was not simply gratuitous. The ultimate goals of European
integration were unclear at this point, however, as were the pitfalls
that awaited the founders. The enterprise rested on a compromise that
allowed the pursuit of certain collective paths promising economic
payoffs – transnational market liberalization behind a unified EEC tariff
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barrier in the first instance. The hope was that these paths would con-
solidate prosperity, democracy, and peace. Some, albeit a minority, also
wanted to build a federal Europe and foresaw the Common Market
spilling over toward a real European state.24

The EEC was basically intergovernmental. Any member state at the
Council of Ministers could stop action. This meant that during the
heady early years of the EEC, when the practicalities of the Common
Market and other key treaty provisions were filled in, there were per-
sistent disputes, some spectacular. Two instituted real crises of design.
The first occurred when the British, who first tried subverting the EEC
by promoting an alternative European Free Trade Association, applied
to the EEC in the early 1960s. French President Charles de Gaulle dra-
matically vetoed their application.25 De Gaulle did not want the British
to join because they were certain to resist integration beyond simple
free trade, thereby hindering the French who sought to use the EEC
for their new and ambitious national goals. Quite as importantly, de
Gaulle, whose ultimate goal was a Europe with greater autonomy from
the US in the Cold War, saw the British as a Trojan horse for US inter-
national hegemony.26 This veto was a crisis of design in the sense that it
blocked the road towards a thin version of the EEC.

The French President had strong anti-federalist views about EEC insti-
tutions, however. Following these principles, he provoked a second crisis
of this type when the fledgling European Commission and its president
Walter Hallstein tried to define their role in ways that displeased the
French. President de Gaulle precipitated what came to be called the
‘empty chair crisis,’ from July to December 1965.27 Because decision-
making by unanimity then prevailed, the absence of any member state
from key meetings meant immediate paralysis. The crisis was resolved
by the ‘Luxembourg compromise,’ which preserved unanimity when a
member state declared a ‘deep national interest’ and for two decades
prevented the EEC from moving to the qualified majority voting pro-
cedures that the Rome Treaty had foreseen. The empty chair episode
also announced strong French preferences lasting to this day for an
intergovernmental rather than federal EEC.

Such crises of design resulted from member states insisting on their
own definition of the basic architecture of EEC institutions and policies
and were significant in shaping early European integration. Keeping the
British out allowed important plans, policies, and political markers to
be embedded in the EEC in ways that might not have happened oth-
erwise. Had the British been allowed to join in the mid-1960s, they
would have weighed in to discourage development of an interventionist,



12 Introduction

supranational customs-free area and might also have challenged basic
matters such as the Commission’s prerogative of proposal, the ECJ’s
development of European jurisprudence, market re-regulation, and the
Common Agricultural Policy. These challenges, if successful, could later
have blocked initiatives such as the Single Market program and Eco-
nomic and Monetary Union. We can never know what the European
Commission might have become in the absence of the empty chair cri-
sis, of course, but because of it the Commission emerged chastened, less
ambitious and less powerful. The empty chair crisis thus restricted the
use of EEC supranational instruments from urging new cooperation and
put limits on federalist and functionalist dreaming.

The threats that lay behind these crises were real. Had France pulled
away from the EEC altogether, the EU might have ended before it had
really begun. The stakes were high, therefore. Such crises of design may
have been inevitable at the start of an uncertain, ambitious, and sub-
versively anti-Westphalian enterprise. But this type of crisis was not
confined to the early years, as we will later see, because the subse-
quent course of European integration has regularly implied large design
changes, often following treaty renegotiations and enlargements. Sub-
sequent crises have rarely been as dramatic as those in the 1960s,
however. As negotiating around major EU matters became more routine,
member states and EU institutions together developed better capacities
for gathering information and anticipating the consequences of new
bargains. The stakes in such crises rose steeply however, as the costs of
disrupting European cooperation rose.

Crises of economic adaptation

The EU has often found itself at the center of global historical pro-
cesses. There would have been no European integration at all without
the Cold War, to cite but one example. The Cold War made it impossi-
ble for the actors most responsible for the international bloodbaths of
the first half of the twentieth century to engage in the brutal realpolitik
that had led to such disasters. As mentioned, it was Cold War diplomatic
pressure applied by the US to re-establish German ‘semi-sovereignty’
that proved critical in movement toward the ECSC.28 But European
integration, once begun, was based on market and economic matters,
making its course sensitive to major shifts in the international economy.
After 1945, helped substantially by American aid via the Marshall Plan,
each Western European country refined its specific strategies for gov-
erning the economy, growing its welfare state, steering and subsidizing
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national industrial development, regulating credit, priming the pump
to stimulate demand, and sometimes outright planning.29 By the 1970s,
the European Communities (EC – the term used for the EEC, Euratom,
and the ECSC after the Merger Treaty of 1965) had become a set of
trade linkages among six national economies, each regulated and con-
trolled in its own way.30 Despite the limited terms, the customs-free zone
nonetheless brought substantial increase in trade: from 1960 to 1970,
internal EC trade rose from less than 40 percent to nearly 60 percent of
total trade among member states.31

While trade nourished additional economic growth, the national con-
tinued to predominate over the transnational in economic activity.
The 1970s international economic crisis deeply shocked these national
development models, eventually provoking adaptations within the EC
that included major shifts in policies and institutional arrangements.
Before this occurred the EC’s internal situation itself changed. De Gaulle
resigned in 1969, a victim of France’s 1968 May events, and his succes-
sor Georges Pompidou was less demanding, allowing renewed energy for
the integration project. The 1969 Hague Summit proposed to ‘widen’ the
EC to the British, Danish, Irish, and Norwegians (who eventually did not
join), to ‘deepen’ by giving it greater budgetary powers (creating ‘own
resources’ EC revenue streams), and to begin foreign policy coordina-
tion (the so-called European political cooperation).32 Leaders and elites
also sketched new plans for regional development funding (through the
European Regional Development Fund – ERDF) and more social pol-
icy. Finally, Pierre Werner, the Luxembourg Prime Minister, was charged
with chairing a high-level committee on Economic and Monetary Union
whose 1970 report called for a unified European-level monetary policy,
a central bank to administer it, and a European single currency, all to be
staged into place by 1980.33

Harder times and economic crisis would derail these projects, how-
ever. The problems began after 1971 when the United States, facing
import vulnerability and chronic trade deficits, backed away from
the commitment to international currency stability made at Bretton
Woods in 1944. After 1971, currencies floated against the dollar and
one another, generating fluctuating exchange rates and international
currency market speculation. Volatile exchange rates were particularly
treacherous for the EC, given the multiplicity of national currencies.
European economic elites faced new difficulties at forecasting and slower
trade growth. Member state governments were tempted by beggar-thy-
neighbor approaches to crisis management, in particular by revaluing
their own currency so as to gain trade advantages. The EC’s largest single
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budgetary item by far was the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). This
program of price supports designed to provide stable incomes to farmers
had to confront capriciously changing price levels in different countries,
forcing administrators to realign price supports repeatedly and creating
new tensions between member states.

The oil shocks of 1973 and 1979 made things worse. The EC was
dependent on imported oil denominated in American dollars. Mem-
ber states thus faced rapidly rising oil prices against the background
of already inflationary domestic economic environments. In reaction
to rising prices, trade unions pushed for higher wages and compa-
nies raised their prices. Since the EC remained a group of relatively
independent national states whose citizens demanded a response from
their government, many initially responded by fine-tuning older pol-
icy approaches. The diversity of responses that followed made Europe’s
situation even more complicated. Worse still, these divergent efforts
usually failed to get national economies moving again, instead reveal-
ing the perplexing phenomena of stagflation – simultaneous sluggish
growth and inflation. Low growth, rising unemployment, and lower
government revenues created precarious public finances and neces-
sitated squeezing state spending on programs important to citizens.
Profits and investment levels declined and European industry began to
lose competitive advantage.

By the later 1970s, the EC was in a steep downward economic spiral.
Governments faced macroeconomic policy uncertainty and angry work-
ers who mattered a lot electorally. The schemes most often devised in
response – early retirement, extended income support through disability
payments, and other forms of subsidized compensation to reduce unem-
ployment – put even greater strain on public budgets. Moreover, floating
currencies and frenzied currency trading made those EC members with
serious financial problems much more vulnerable to speculation and
sometimes, as in the UK in 1976, to the harsh scrutiny of the IMF.34 Then
when it became essential for governments to moderate wage growth,
there was more friction and conflict with trade unions.35

It took a difficult decade before different international economic
norms, emerging largely from the United States (which mainly had its
own interests in mind), were clarified. In the interim EC governments
had to retool in the face of growing international market openness,
stringent budgetary constraints, the decline of Keynesianism, and the
end of full employment, challenges that involved politically difficult
domestic adjustments. For a very few EC members, like Germany, pre-
existing practices made this adjustment easier. For other countries,
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dramatic political change brought the adjustment, as in the UK in the
form of neoliberal Thatcherite leadership. These were the extremes,
however. More often governments muddled through hoping that the
turbulence would subside. As things turned out for them, this could not
happen without significant changes both domestically and in the EC.

At first member states had turned away from European cooperation
and integration, making casualties of most of the ambitious programs
set out at the 1969 Hague Summit and EMU first of all. Forbidden by
EC rules from using tariffs and quotas to protect their economies, many
erected new non-tariff barriers to achieve the same purposes, relying on
standards, norms, and trademark laws to stifle imports.36 Such decentral-
ized practices may have been less spectacular than national vetoes and
empty chairs, but their potential for corroding European integration was
just as great.

EC-level responses were not lacking, but they were slow and came
almost exclusively through intergovernmental deal-making. In the
1970s the informal summits of heads of state and government were
formalized to become the European Council, a new forum recognized
in the Single Act in 1987.37 The European Monetary System (EMS) was
its most significant early innovation and the most important single
European-level response to this crisis. All EC members belonged to the
EMS, with an EC Monetary Committee (involving central bankers from
each country) playing the key administrative roles. Membership in the
Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM), the hard core of the EMS system, was
voluntary, however. It included only those countries willing to accept
the ERM’s strong monetary policy constraints. The British, for exam-
ple, did not join until 1990. ERM participants had to keep the value of
their currency within a narrow band of reference (± 2.25%) that was
tied to a weighted basket of member currencies that fluctuated with
the American dollar. ERM also included mechanisms for market inter-
vention to help threatened currencies stay in the narrow band, plus
methods for revaluing ERM currencies against one another.38

EMS arose out of a classic Franco-German deal in which the balance
of power between the hard-currency Germans and the soft-currency,
devaluation-prone French was left to be tested in practice, something
that did not take long to happen.39 The French elected a Left govern-
ment in 1981 on a program of renewed Keynesianism and reformism
that quickly ran afoul of international economic realities.40 The currency
had to be revalued three times in 18 months and the French went to the
brink, almost leaving ERM and EMS, before they worked a near-complete
policy U-turn in early 1983 that saved EMS, and perhaps the EC with it.
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With the French recommitted, the EMS and ERM became a significant
link between the EC’s 1970s crisis and the renewal of integration in the
later 1980s.

Such a protracted crisis of economic adaptation, not the last in EC
history, was fundamentally different from earlier crises of design. It did
not involve member states threatening to cease cooperating, for exam-
ple, nor did it lead them to brandish the menace of ending European
integration altogether. If at first national policies devalued somewhat
the importance of relying on the EC to sort things out, ultimately
the crisis was resolved by a combination of converging adjustments
among member states and leadership by the Franco-German ‘couple’
at EC level, supplied by successive generations of French presidents
and German Chancellors, first Giscard d’Estaing and Schmidt and then
François Mitterrand and Helmut Kohl.

Enlargement crises

The 1970s and early 1980s, also brought a third type of crisis, this one
connected to EC enlargement. Accepting new members, beginning in
1973, turned out to be much more than a pro forma exercise. After its
1960s successes, the EC became a desirable club to which applicants
were expected to pay initiation fees. In particular, they had to accept
the acquis communautaire, the collected laws, regulations, and practices
of the existing EC. It was inevitable, given different national interests
and outlooks, that a few applicants would not much like parts of this
acquis. Moreover, as in most exclusive clubs, existing members could
tinker with the initiation fees to their advantage. Both of these facts
meant that once officially admitted, new EC members, now endowed
with the duties, rights, and powers of membership, might then bargain
payback with older members for those parts of the membership deals
about which they were less enthusiastic. Beyond this were larger issues.
Enlargement obliged old as well as new member states to reconsider
issues such as decision-making rules, the balance between larger and
smaller members, and how much members should contribute to the
EC budget. These subjects could on occasion produce major disagree-
ments. Finally, new members brought a new mix of national outlooks
that could complicate existing coalitional patterns, making coordinated
action more difficult.

Once Georges Pompidou retreated from de Gaulle’s veto on British
membership, a first enlargement of the EC to bring in the UK, Ireland,
and Denmark could follow in 1973 (Norway negotiated entrance, but
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its citizens voted against joining in a referendum). The British entry
deal made the UK a high net contributor to the EC budget. This was
largely because it had to transfer its national revenues from tariffs and
agricultural levies to Brussels and provide three-quarters of its budgetary
contribution to the CAP, by far the largest EC budgetary item at the time,
and from which it got little back because British agriculture was small
and highly efficient.41 Promises made by existing member states that
this situation would be alleviated over a seven-year transitional period
were not fully kept.42 The end of this period coincided with the election
of Margaret Thatcher in 1979, and the new Prime Minister was indig-
nant about the European budget situation and proved to be a tough
negotiator.

At a moment when the EC was already bogged down by economic
turbulence, the new British Prime Minister demanded changes to the
1973 deal, repeatedly insisting that she ‘wanted our money back.’ She
was able to win temporary deals year by year but this was not enough.
Then in 1983, with the EC budget in real difficulty because CAP costs
had exploded and with other problems on the table, Thatcher threat-
ened to stop Council business altogether unless a permanent settlement
could be reached.43 Tension persisted until the June 1984 Fontainebleau
European Council, when a harsh confrontation between Mitterrand and
Kohl on one side and Thatcher on the other led to a new rebate agree-
ment that was less than the British wanted but more than most others
had wanted to give.44

Accession of Greece in 1981 followed similar lines. Greek membership
had been controversial. The European Commission had not strongly rec-
ommended it, citing an abundance of serious economic and political
problems. The European Council overrode the Commission, however,
on the grounds that membership would help consolidate Greek democ-
racy after years of authoritarian rule. When time for accession came,
however, PASOK, the Greek socialist party in power, was uncertain about
the EC (and NATO, in addition) and unhappy with the accession deal
struck by its center-right predecessors. Thus the Greek government,
invoking Greece’s relative poverty, insisted that the EC provide more
development aid, threatening that without it, it would block the acces-
sion process of the two other southern European ex-authoritarian states,
Spain and Portugal.45 The 1984 Fontainebleau European Council also
resolved this matter, creating the Integrated Mediterranean Programs,
the immediate ancestor of the structural funds.46

Enlargement crises, new in the early 1980s, were likely to recur when
the Community again expanded. However technical negotiations about
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the acquis communautaire were made to appear, the basic issues were
political and distributive. Aspirant members were bound to have inter-
ests that did not quite coincide with those of existing member states.
Those already in the club were tempted to offload some EC burdens onto
newcomers. When such issues were on the negotiating table, applicants
were in weak positions to get what they really wanted. After accession,
reconsideration might be possible, but they had to be willing to play
hardball, at the cost of threatening a crisis for everyone.

Settling the British and Greek enlargement crises at the June
1984 Fontainebleau European Council was also a product of the
Franco-German ‘couple,’ in this case, collaboration between François
Mitterrand and Helmut Kohl. The Fontainebleau settlement, following
on the heels of the relative stabilization of EMS, was another funda-
mental step opening prospects for further EC action. The single market
program, the Delors budgetary package of 1987–1988, and movement to
EMU were the results. Such positive outcomes were far from inevitable,
however. Serious crises threatening the forward movement of the EU
carried no guarantee that member states would be able to transcend the
challenges.

Bicycling dangers? Crises of member state retreat

By the early 1980s, the EC was alive, but the body was not stirring
much. Combined crises nourished deep pessimism about its future.
Jacques Delors, Commission President, reflecting in 1991 on this earlier
moment, noted that ‘Europe has had ten years of success, five years of
crisis, and seventeen years of stagnation . . . ’47 For Delors the definition
of ‘success’ was persistent movement towards greater integration, crisis
was when such movement stopped, and stagnation was when European
actors and institutions could barely hold on to what had already been
achieved without doing anything new. Delors and others often used the
bicycle metaphor to describe this story. For them European integration
was like a bicycle which, once up and going, had to be pedalled con-
stantly to avoid falling over. Once the bicycle fell, moreover, it would be
very difficult to get going again.

Jacques Delors was one of the leaders, along with François Mitterrand
and Helmut Kohl, most responsible for moving integration forward in
the ‘years of success’ from 1985 into the early 1990s. His appointment,
another product of the 1984 European Council at Fontainebleau, got the
European bicycle off the ground and with the Commission’s 1985 White
Paper on completing the single market the EC began its greatest ride



Trials by Fire: The EU and Its Crises 19

ever.48 Quickly thereafter the Single European Act (SEA) endowed the EC
with new prerogatives, decision procedures, and enhanced the power
of the European Parliament. Next came the 1987–88 Delors budget
package that reconfigured budgeting, began reforming the CAP, revised
methods and financing of the structural funds, and created today’s bud-
getary procedures.49 Once the budgetary situation had been clarified,
the European Council appointed a high-level committee chaired by
Delors to outline Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). The Delors
Committee’s 1989 Report led to the 1991 Maastricht Treaty on EU
which, once ratified, introduced more major changes, including EMU,
co-decision for the Parliament, and two new intergovernmental pillars,
one in foreign and security policies and the other in justice and home
affairs.50

These achievements did not happen easily and disputes were never
far from the surface, with member state criticisms every step on the
way.51 British Prime Minister Thatcher wanted to liberalize markets but
not to do much more. She opposed the intergovernmental conference
(IGC) that led to the Single Act, railed against the threat of ‘socialism
by the back Delors,’ by which she meant market re-regulation at EC
level plus new social policy initiatives. She also repeatedly denounced
the danger of a European superstate and tried hard to block movement
to EMU.52 The only factor that prevented a British-provoked crisis was
that the Prime Minister had become isolated in EC deliberations. The
newer and poorer EC members, who crystallized into what the press
called ‘club Med,’ insisted on transfers from the richer member states in
exchange for accepting the single market, EMU, and new environmental
policies.53 The Germans, in the past one key actor moving the EC bicycle
forward by volunteering to pay the bills, were reluctant converts to EMU
and they agreed only after the fall of the Berlin Wall, when they traded
EMU for EC support for rapid unification while successfully insisting
that EMU would look as much like German monetary policy-making
as possible.54 In general, the combination of a skilled President and his
Commission plus a functioning Franco-German ‘couple’ in the Council
of Ministers and European Council kept these threats from materializing
into crisis.

Nothing came easily, however. The major frenzy of new integration
initiated after 1985 created an uncertain future for member states. In the
immediate aftermath of the Maastricht Treaty being agreed, the bicycle
began to wobble, therefore. The Danes refused to ratify the Maastricht
Treaty in a 1992 referendum. This was a real shock, even if insiders
wrote it off to long-standing Danish reluctance to transfer sovereignty
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to Brussels. The European Council quickly cobbled together opt-outs to
allow another referendum in 1993, this one successful. In the mean-
time, the French barely approved the new treaty in a September 1992
referendum – 51 to 49 percent – despite a campaign in which the French
political elite was united in its support. And at just this moment new
economic troubles exploded, ending the first real burst of growth that
much of the European continent had seen since the 1970s. In September
1992, a major recession began, whose causes were German Bundesbank’s
efforts to stifle inflation that had followed unification in 1990. The
recession that followed threatened the phase-in of EMU.

In late 1993, the Delors Commission, sensing a change in climate,
sought to galvanize member states into a new cycle of forward move-
ment by publishing a White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness, and
Employment, which sounded alarms about the EU’s chronic unemploy-
ment, labor market problems, and declining competitiveness in the face
of globalization. Strapped member states were unwilling to sign on to
the financial commitments, however. The bicycle had fallen.

In 1994, when the European Council had to find a new Commission
President, some member states, led by the British, moved to put a stop to
the activism of the Delors years. The result was agreement on the weak-
est plausible candidate, Luxembourg Prime Minister Jacques Santer. The
moment was also the beginning of exit from the scene of the European
leaders who had been pedalling the European bicycle since the 1980s.
Their successors would demonstrate markedly less enthusiasm for the
EU. The neo-Gaullist Jacques Chirac, whose lack of passion for European
integration was legendary, succeeded François Mitterrand in 1995. Felipe
Gonzalez, the Socialist who had led Spain into the EU, retired in
1996 and was replaced by a center-right leader, José Maria Aznar,
who focused more on the Spanish domestic scene. The completely
predictable pro-Europeanism of the Italian Christian Democrats along
with its political power itself ended in scandals in 1993–94. Succession
brought alternation between the unpredictable center-right Eurosceptic
Silvio Berlusconi and pro-European but unstable and divided center-left
coalitions. Helmut Kohl, key partner of Mitterrand and Delors, left the
German Chancellorship after 16 years in 1998, in favor of a new Red–
Green coalition led by Gerhard Schröder, a man of tepid devotion to
matters European.55 The member states had retreated.

Sounding European elites: Analyses of the EU

It is too soon to appreciate fully the type of crisis that the EU has
experienced in the second half decade of the new century. Experts,
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who realize the depth of the problems, are as uncertain as anyone else
about how to explain them. There is no consensus about the economic
difficulties of the EU, for example. Some economists, along with the
anglophone business press, insist that the EU’s problems stem from
insufficient liberalization.56 Others claim that the problems follow from
the EU having become too liberal.57 A third set of economists argues
that the EU’s Lisbon Strategy in place since 2000 has not been inno-
vative enough to catch up with the new economy.58 Some political
scientists and lawyers identify the EU’s problems as institutional and
political more than economic. One group asserts that the EU is a clas-
sic international organization that would be wise to revert to being an
agent of regulation and avoid ‘real’ politics. In contrast, others propose
that the EU is a sui generis system of multilevel governance in need of
further elaboration and institutionalization.59 There are also arguments
that EU institutions are too supranational and have unduly undermined
national sovereignty while others lament that they are not suprana-
tional enough.60 Another classic argument is that the EU is handicapped
by a democratic deficit.61 At the same time strong voices argue that a
sound institutional balance between European and national institutions
has in fact been struck.62 Finally, many see the EU’s recent enlargement
as a miracle of democratic cultural pluralism for the rest of the world to
emulate. Their detractors, in contrast, see recent enlargement as having
dangerously diluted the European project.63

Buried in this enormous range of disagreement is, however, surpris-
ing consensus that the EU’s recent years have been unusually tense
and dangerous. The point of departure of this study is that it would
be enlightening to assess these years not only by reading scholars, but
also by discussing them with some of the people most professionally
engaged in understanding and devising solutions.

Who are these people? They are top civil servants in European
institutions, Commissioners, the politically appointed leaders of the
administrative bodies in these institutions, top interest group officials,
and leaders in the European Parliament. In 2005, we did several pilot
interviews with a small group closely associated with Jacques Delors’
presidency of the European Commission.64 We found them profoundly
pessimistic about the current EU and appalled at the state of the Union
that they had earlier worked so hard to build. The strength and pas-
sion of their critical views bespoke of hopes dashed and futures blocked.
The question that immediately arose was whether their pessimism was
overly colored by their experiences in the Delors years. The answer
could come only through a more systematic approach to identifying
respondents. A much broader selection of high EU officials and leaders



22 Introduction

would have to be sounded about whether they thought the current
period constituted a crisis, and if so, what kind of crisis it was? We thus
built out from our initial group of Delors Commission veterans by the
classic snowballing methodology. Each interview we undertook con-
cluded by asking for additional names of people who fit the interview
criteria. Almost always this request elicited several new names, who were
then contacted.

The first criterion in choosing respondents was that they had to
hold, or to have recently held, very high positions in or very near
key EU institutions, primarily the European Commission, the Coun-
cil of Ministers, the European Parliament, and key EU-level interest
groups closely associated with these institutions. The second was that
they had to have sufficiently long experience to have accumulated
substantial institutional memory.65 The reasons for the first were that
European institutional elites were most likely to speak the conceptual
and political language and to use the explanatory narratives that pre-
vailed in their specific institutions. The second criterion was to ensure
that interviews were with people who had more to offer than immedi-
ate analytical snapshots and current institutional messages. If there was
something happening in the EU that merited the word crisis it had to
have historical roots. Historicizing the discussions might help uncover
understandings of these roots and explore the causal narratives used by
respondents to connect them to contemporary events. We thus sought
people whose careers stretched back to the years of Delors, Mitterrand
and Kohl, the 1980s and early 1990s.

Because the actual number of potential interviewees was relatively
small and scattered across several institutional locales and because a cer-
tain number of the persons targeted declined to be interviewed, there
could be no pretence that those we talked to were a sample of a well-
defined population from which we would be able to reach statistical
conclusions. In order to address this research situation, we adopted
the ‘grounded theory method,’ perhaps the most widespread qualita-
tive toolbox used today by sociologists.66 In general, the method seeks
to derive elements of sociological generalization ‘from iterative pro-
cesses of going back and forth between progressively more focused data
and successively more abstract categorizations of them.’67 The particular
research strategy, sometimes labeled theoretical or network sampling,
rarely tries to account for events or describe processes through data
triangulation. It seeks instead to catalog the range of ideas circulating
within a particular population and to uncover deeper logics at work. It is
often used when the target group has no precise official membership
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from which a population could be identified and a sample chosen.
Rather than statistical representation, the goal is to capture theoretical
variety in the sample and to generalize from that.

The interviewing process was simple. Prior to the interview, respon-
dents were sent an abridged version of the original research proposal
and told they would be asked to reflect on a list of the EU’s major
successes and failures since the mid-1980s. They were given clearly to
understand that discussing this list would serve as the beginning of
a process meant to elicit their general analytical narratives of events
leading to the Union’s present situation. They were also informed in
advance that they would be asked to identify ideas and strategies that
might allow the EU to move forward. Since the group contained a large
number of prominent figures who were being asked to open their hearts
and minds to us, its members were promised anonymity.68

We conducted 84 open-ended interviews, most an hour or longer,
from autumn 2005 through springtime 2007, and then another ten
follow-up interviews in 2009. Selection had to be made with an eye on
national distribution, given the multinational nature of European elites;
interviewees came from 15 of the current 27 member states. Our crite-
rion of long EU experience clearly discriminated against Central and
Eastern Europeans, however, and our group of interviewees reflected
this. Central European involvement in the Union had obviously been
briefer than that of the EU-12 and EU-15 member states, even if a
number of Central Europeans actually did fit by virtue of having partici-
pated in enlargement negotiations. The average seniority of respondents
was around 20 years, which is roughly the time necessary for EU civil
servants to rise to elite positions. The group included 41 A-1/AD-16
or A-2/AD-15 present or recent Commission and Council officials –
Directors-General, Deputy Directors-General, and Cabinet Heads, for the
most part.69 There were 11 recent European Commissioners. On the
parliamentary side there were 21 members of parliament (MEPs) and
Europarliamentary officials, including EP Committee leaders plus group
and institutional leaders and officials of European parliamentary groups.
There were 13 present or former national ministers, usually ministers of
foreign or European affairs. There were also eight European-level interest
group leaders, mainly from business and the union movement. Out of
82 there were but eight women, a fact explained primarily by the gender
profile of EU institutions over the period of interest.70

What makes the views of these particular people significant, and
what might be significant about their views? The bulk were career EU
functionaries, a minority held or had held elected positions, some in
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national parliaments and governments but most in the European Par-
liament, while a few were lobbyists. In general, the group was on the
bureaucratic side. The portion of the group that was more political, that
is the Europarliamentarians, were deeply associated with the European
mission of the bureaucrats (because their main duty is to consider
proposals and communications from bureaucrats), even if they were
responsible to national electorates.

The respondents included many leaders of the ‘Brussels bureaucracy.’71

Colloquially, this label often implies the enrolment of civil servants in
a collective mission to take power from nation-states and transfer it to
supranational bodies, often portrayed as elusive, opaque, undemocratic,
and the kernel of a European superstate. This portrait is as tendentious as
it is widespread. EU institutions, centered in Brussels, are largely staffed
and led by officials organized in hierarchies and imbued with a specific
and unique ethos and deontology. They work in a set of highly unusual
political institutions that are sufficiently different from those of national
governments that one really needs to be something of an insider to
understand them. A connected particularity is that the EU is transna-
tional, with officials who come from many countries and who are sworn
to pursue transnational purposes. In practice, the EU must parse every-
thing in transnational politically consensual terms, a fact that feeds
another distinctive characteristic. The EU must speak in strange tongues
that invariably seem esoteric to outsiders. The result is that the world of
high EU bureaucrats and the world of the Union more generally is easy
both to mythologize and to scapegoat. Both happen regularly.72

It is often pointed out that the Brussels bureaucracy, only slightly
more than ten thousand key people (of roughly 30,000 employees in
general), is far smaller than the civil services of many large cities.73

Paris has 47,000 workers on its payroll, for example. EU officials directly
manage some important programs, but most EU policies are actually
implemented and overseen by the officials of the member states. The
most significant roles played by people like our respondents lie else-
where than in administration, therefore. In fact, they are as much or
more policy intellectuals and generalist political analysts as they are
administrators. In part, this follows from the EU’s institutional youth.
While member states have most often set out the general goals and
strategies of the EU – the EU has always been fundamentally inter-
governmental – they have often left the actual definitions of roles and
policies to officials, exercising post hoc control over the results. But the
most important reasons for respondent’s unique roles have to do with
the EU’s pioneering status in a new world of multilevel governance.
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From its origins, the EU was designed to be an entity simultaneously
‘of’ and ‘beyond’ European countries. Governments and peoples had
their own national preferences, but they had few clear European inter-
ests and goals. Member states could conceivably have devised the EU’s
common interests, goals, and practices through persistent multilateral
bargaining. The founders were well aware that had member states been
left on their own to do so, however, and had the EU been designed
to work like an ordinary international organization such as the United
Nations, results would have been slow, difficult to achieve, few and far
between, and discontinuous, as history had amply demonstrated. Jean
Monnet, who knew this history as well as anyone, put the issue clearly
in his memoirs in discussing the reasons for introducing a High Author-
ity into the design of the European Coal and Steel Community. It was
needed, he said, ‘to breach national sovereignties in ways that were suf-
ficiently limited to encourage consent but sufficiently large to lead states
towards the unity needed for peace.’74 To make integration really work,
conscientious intergovernmentalism would not be enough. The goals
were to find sectors where intergovernmental collaboration was likely
to bring real win–win outcomes and to create institutions that endowed
high officials with constrained but real vanguard roles to promote such
outcomes among governments and peoples. Thus, in the difficult talks
to create the ECSC in 1950, Monnet and Robert Schuman made the
inclusion of an independent and supranational ECSC High Authority,
the European Commission’s predecessor, non-negotiable.75

When the EU was begun, people knew that there was something
called Europe, but beyond geography, vague notions about shared
culture and a history of terrifying wars, there were few agreed-upon
conceptions of Europe’s real interests and goals. The founders thus cre-
ated new institutions, one of whose main purposes was to help discover
what these interests and goals were.76 The idea behind this was that an
actor beyond the member states, whose leaders and populations were
steeped in national identities and preferences, was needed to articu-
late those areas where European cooperation was needed, plausible and
feasible, and could be pursued in programs that member states and peo-
ples would support. The institutions where these people worked were
also charged with elaborating persuasive meta-narratives about common
European interests that could complement and eventually even compete
with existing national stories.

Top European leaders are, and were meant to be, intellectuals charged
collectively with helping to produce the meanings of European integra-
tion. These are complicated tasks and when the Rome Treaties, which
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basically adopted the ECSC institutional model, were drafted, they were
assigned to several European institutions. These were in the first instance
the European Commission and the European Court of Justice (which
would, in time, build up jurisprudence based on its readings of the
treaties). In time they were joined by the intergovernmental European
Council and the directly elected European Parliament.77 The shape and
direction of the EU’s evolution has depended significantly, although far
from exclusively, on intellectual work done by these institutions and
those who work in them.78 People like our respondents were not simply
managers and paper-pushers, therefore. They were ‘organic intellectuals’
charged collectively with helping to produce the meaning of European
integration.79

None of this should be taken to mean that people like our respondents
were a unified phalanx pursuing single-minded goals. They had to have
very good arguments and be unusually persuasive to get anywhere, but
they were a very diverse lot. They came from different countries, with
the real cultural and political differences that this still implies. Their
diversity was institutional as well, since they worked in different insti-
tutions, each with its different role in the European system. Moreover,
despite systematic career rotation between positions inside most of EU
institutions, their careers demanded highly specific technical specializa-
tion, endowing them as a group with very specific ways of seeing. Our
respondents lived in an unusual, rather experimental, world, therefore,
and were each likely to have particular visions of this world.

The primary goal of this book is to explore in detail the understand-
ings and analysis held by elite Europeans about events at a particularly
important point in EU history. In shorthand form, we are interested
in their ideas.80 Implied in this is the contention that their ideas mat-
ter. However, our primary intention is not to use their ideas to explain
events or outcomes, the usual task set by those concerned with how
ideas matter. Instead we want to explore what particular actors think
about the causal processes underlying the EU’s current difficult situa-
tion. Beyond being important historical documents, these ideas may
also help shape future EU policy and strategy debates and contribute
to choices about institutional design. The very institutions in which
they work have been explicitly designed to confer practical significance
on their ideas, and our respondents’ job descriptions include helping
to produce and diffuse the meanings, proposals, and visions without
which ‘Europe,’ as something separate from a combination of its mem-
ber states’ national interests, might never have come to exist. People
like our respondents, in other words, are at the heart of a machine to
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produce EU meaning. It is their job to create narratives about the needs
to which the EU should respond, how these needs have emerged, how
the EU should respond to them, how the EU should continue to exist,
and, ultimately, what Europe really is.81

The respondents in this study, of course, could not know whether
they or their ideas will make a difference in the period to come and, if
so, what kind of difference. They know how complicated and variable
the EU system actually is. They also understand that member states have
the final say. They know how many different permutations and combi-
nations of actors and institutions might eventually steer the EU’s future
courses. What we wanted them to do was relatively modest, to analyze
retroactively the recent past and then to enlist them in shedding light
on whether today’s EU was in crisis, and if so what kind of crisis and
why. As readers are about to learn, they were eminently well-suited to
these tasks.



Part II

Europeans’ Thinking about Crisis

When we spoke, most respondents believed firmly that the EU was in
crisis and also saw crises at the very core of the EU’s history.1 ‘Ever since
I came to Brussels we’ve always been in crisis,’ said one veteran Council
official. A former Commission mandarin added that ‘any big picture
you take of the EU, no matter from what angle, will show it always
in crisis.’ One optimistic conclusion from this was that ‘we should be
more relaxed about these ups and downs because they are part of the
intergovernmental game . . . ’ (CCO). About the present crisis, an MEP
(Member of the European Parliament) added that ‘time is a currency
that can achieve things . . . give this one a few years.’ Not everyone was as
optimistic, however. ‘There is no inevitability that European integration
is going to happen,’ said one former Commissioner.

A few respondents insisted that while the EU might be suffering a
contemporary malaise or is troubled, this was not crisis. ‘The Union
is functioning quite well, warts and all’ said one Commissioner. For
these respondents, policies were running and the EU’s daily institutional
functioning continued without inordinate difficulty, even in new policy
areas where movement was bound to be slow, and in the Commission
and Council where new member states might have been expected to
create new difficulties.2 ‘Europe continues doing its work,’ noted a high
Commission official. ‘We continue to do competition policy and our
other important things, EMU is steaming ahead, and we’re hitting on
all cylinders,’ said another.3

Most respondents underlined that the EU system took steady lead-
ership from leading member states and EU institutions plus good luck
to make things work. More rarely, good Commission leadership could
help ‘get member states to assume their responsibilities, or help them
to discover the important things that they were willing to share and
do together’ (CCO). Ultimately, however, troubles happened. ‘We get
crises when we – the member states together – do not understand clearly
what is happening’ (C). An elder statesman and former Commissioner
with experience at practically every national and EU level added, almost
mystically, that ‘when things get going really badly there is usually a
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pattern. Rationality and clarity about what needs doing and our pat-
terns of governance fall out of synch. Then we get malaise and shocks.’
It had always been like this, he added. ‘You should have been around
towards the beginning; what a horror show that was.’4

In order to move beyond assessments of the events of the day and
Europe’s current situation, we used a simple technique to encourage
reflection. We asked for a list of the most significant EU successes and
failures since 1985. The lists of successes were remarkably similar, typ-
ically including the single market program, Economic and Monetary
Union and enlargement. Often, however, other respondents thought
that the EU’s failures were the downsides of these successes.

Everyone agreed that the EU was such an unusual venture in inter-
national cooperation because of its market creation, opening, and
regulating. Everyone also recognized that these activities were still at
the center of the Union’s life. This meant that economic performance
was a major determinant of practically everything – success, failure, and
crises.

Also on the list of successes was the most recent and fifth enlargement.
Many noted it had been a geopolitical, economic, and administrative
success, but enlargement had always created problems. Changes in the
composition of the EU complicated inter-governmental relations as a
greater array of national interests came into play. Interviewees were also
practically unanimous about a third source of crisis, declining mem-
ber state ardour for integration. There were different explanations for
this, but a significant retreat of member states from the job of building
Europe was clearly underway. In addition, respondents asked themselves
whether the institutions working badly might not be another important
factor in explaining crisis. They also knew full well that the EU suffered
from serious problems of legitimacy. One retired Commission official
starkly comment that ‘we’ve not been able to bring the people along
with us.’ Finally, at its peril, the EU had fallen behind international
developments such as economic globalization and the rapidly changing
post-Cold War balance of power.

All of these varied factors had their exponents. Part II will present
and discuss respondents’ ideas about the causes of the contemporary EU
crisis in detail.



2
Economics, for Better or Worse?

There are few political systems whose recent economic history is as
tumultuous as the EU’s. It was not surprising therefore, that many of
our respondents chose to frame their answers to our queries about the
reasons for the tumult by talking about economics. In their lists of EU
successes over the past two decades they invariably began with the eco-
nomic innovations made during the Delors Commissions. They told a
common story, one in which one quarter of respondents had themselves
been active participants. It merits, therefore, a preliminary summary
here.

The golden age – 1985 and after

In the first half of the 1980s, the EU had been in paralytic
‘Europessimistic doldrums’ and few were optimistic that it could get out
of them. Beginning in 1984–85, however, François Mitterrand, Helmut
Kohl, and a Commission led by Jacques Delors broke the deadlock and
began a new moment in EU history which many respondents regarded
as a golden age. One week after taking office in 1985, Delors asked the
European Parliament, ‘is it presumptuous to announce . . . a decision to
remove all the borders inside Europe from here to 1992 . . . ?’ The first
step was a White Paper on Completing the Internal Market, which listed
nearly 300 measures to unify the EU’s still largely separate national
markets into an ‘area without internal boundaries in which the free
movement of goods, persons, services and capital is ensured.’5 The sec-
ond step was in spring 1985 when the European Council convened an
Intergovernmental Conference to adapt the Rome Treaties to the Single
Market. The IGC rapidly hammered out the Single European Act (SEA),
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the first large reform of the Rome Treaty and one that expanded EC
prerogatives and the power of the European Parliament.

Several new European-level initiatives had initially seemed plausible
to Jacques Delors.6 However, he learned from his preliminary 1984 tour
of the capitals that key member states were unlikely to agree on any-
thing but new market-building. A wide range of member states could
find their national interest in such a project.7 Other important actors
quickly came to support the single market trajectory. The program was
highly liberal and carried with it threats of ‘social dumping.’ Social
democrats and center-leftists nonetheless hoped that with astute politics
such threats could be used to make Europe more ‘social’ through upward
harmonization of social and other standards and might lead to its
greater involvement in social policy more generally.8 Those who hoped
for greater European political integration, including many in Brussels
institutional circles, anticipated that the single market would promote
new spillover and bring more ambitious political goals to the fore. They
knew that the single market would require some institution-building
if only to provide necessary regulation for the newly created European
market space. Finally, big European manufacturing companies, through
the European Business Round Table, were early and strong advocates for
the new approach. They foresaw rapid adjustment to the single market
and that success in the new single economy would connect national
economies by more than trade.

The Delors Commission was tireless in seeking broader public support
for the program. It scored a coup in 1987 with the Cecchini Report, for
example. The report focused on the ‘costs of non-Europe,’ asking coun-
terfactual questions so as to lay out how Europe would suffer if it did
not carry out the single market program. The report, the work of the
European collective intellectual at its most energetic, described two pos-
sible futures. The first was a bright vision of innovation, leadership, and
success that portrayed the European economic world with the single
market program fully implemented. The second, without the program,
was a sorry story of decline and weakening competitiveness, in which
Europe would be stuck on the sidelines observing the success of the
Japanese and Americans, seen at the time as Europe’s most threatening
rivals.

Delors, who had spent many years as an active trade unionist, was
also aware that liberalization scared labor movements and he actively
sought ways to win union support for the Commission’s proposals. The
Single European Act thus contained a clause favoring European ‘social
dialogue,’ which involved high-level discussions between employer
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associations and unions. The Commission also provided support for
the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) to enhance its voice
in deliberations, and in 1989 published a European Social Charter that
proposed a number of important European-level social policy initiatives
favoring workers and, indirectly, unions.9

Proposals for Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) followed. Billed
as a logical complement to the ‘1992 program,’ EMU would involve
a federal monetary policy, administered by a new European Central
Bank, and a single European currency, the euro. EMU promised to
end the European currency fluctuations, reduce transaction costs within
the EU, make real factor prices across countries more visibly compara-
ble, promote the integration of financial markets, and enjoin countries
to pursue prudent public financial practices. After complicated inter-
governmental dealings, particularly between France and Germany in
the months around the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989–90, and a
long intergovernmental conference, EMU was agreed at Maastricht, the
Netherlands, in December 1991.

The complicated consequences of success

Once we had asked respondents to list the EU’s major successes and
failures since 1985, we then asked them to explain their choices. Our
ultimate goal was to encourage them to provide causal narratives about
the sources of the EU’s contemporary troubles. As noted, virtually every-
one began their list of successes with the single market program and
then moved to EMU and the rest of the accomplishments from the
‘golden age’ after 1985.10 The comments of one high official were typ-
ical. The ‘1992 project was well done professionally, it was successfully
implemented, it was well marketed to the peoples of Europe, and it had
quite an impact on the real economy. Indeed, it worked even before
it was firmly in place because once it was announced different eco-
nomic actors then changed their expectations and behaviors positively
in anticipation of what we later legislated’ (CCO). Another respondent
claimed ‘the Single Market has had tremendously positive effects on
European productivity’ (IG).

The Single European Act (SEA) was another successful product, and
according to several respondents the institutions played a major role in
this outcome. Although Delors had at the time been hesitant about the
prospects for an intergovernmental conference, Commission veterans
were eager to announce the importance of Commission contributions to
the SEA.11 The Act also had important consequences for the institutions,
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opening the door to ending the Council unanimity, facilitating new EU-
level monetary initiatives, and making social dialogue legitimate.12 Its
environmental provisions would eventually help lead two decades later,
according to one respondent, to a Europe that is ‘the conscience of the
world’ in the area of sustainable development (CCO). The origin of the
Schengen area of free cross-border movement was located in the SEA’s
stress on free movement. It later contributed to the Justice and Home
Affairs (JHA) pillar inserted at Maastricht and the explosion of actions
around justice and home affairs.

Among respondents who had been actors in the period around 1985,
many argued that if the single market program was the heart of the EU’s
1980s renaissance, it was far from the only important initiative. Several,
for example, underlined the importance for the EC’s economic renewal
of the enlargement to Spain and Portugal in 1986. ‘People were deeply
worried about their backwardness and anxious about the potential for
social dumping coming from such poor countries, yet integration hap-
pened quickly and painlessly’ (CCO). Actions of the Iberian member
states after accession had helped push things forward, particularly in
the first Delors budgetary package (1987–88). They provided new polit-
ical impetus for the package’s design and for doubling the structural
funds, which one respondent cited as a rare instance of ‘unlimited EU
solidarity’ (CCO).

European Monetary Union was the second large change seen as a great
success after 1985. One leading Commission official noted that ‘I’d say
the same things about EMU and the Euro [as he had said about the sin-
gle market], they were well prepared, professionally implemented, and
actors in the real economy anticipated what it would do and adjusted
their actions accordingly. Indeed, EMU had “deepening effects” that few
realize. It created a framework of reference for reforms in social policy
and budgeting . . . that went far beyond macroeconomic policies.’ For a
parliamentarian, ‘EMU is a triumph, despite its problems.’ Others made
less dramatic but still strong claims about EMU and the Euro, desig-
nating them the unsung heroes of European economic stability. ‘Where
would Italy or Spain have been without the Euro?’ was a query repeated
by a dozen people. They were referring to the currency stability these
countries might not have seen without the Eurozone. Many also fore-
grounded the positive effects of European Central Bank (ECB) policies
on national budgetary practices and stability. ‘Duisenberg and Trichet
[the first two ECB presidents] have done an excellent job’ (CCO).

What was striking, however, was how many of those interviewed,
including front-line actors in both the 1992 initiative and EMU,
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underlined that these successes had generated their own problems. One
frequent example was that the single market, a smash political hit at
the time, had become bogged down when it came time to integrate
the market for services. The 2005–06 fracas around the Services Direc-
tive (the so-called Bolkestein Directive) had left deep scars within the
EU and disagreements among our respondents.13 A few had reserva-
tions about liberalizing services in general, with left-leaning respondents
being upset by what they saw as an abrupt and heavy-handed neolib-
eral push by the Commission. Most acknowledged that because services
account for 70 percent of economic activity within the EU, opening
markets in services in some way was important and probably essential.
Some criticized the Bolkestein Directive itself as having been provoca-
tive and many agreed that it had been ill-timed, coming into public
view almost exactly at the same time the debate about the constitu-
tional treaty heated up in France. There is no doubt that the directive
had been politically costly during the fateful 2005 French referendum,
when its opponents mobilized strongly for a ‘no’ vote, citing the harsh
Brussels neoliberalism that they saw at work in the Bolkestein proposal.

There was also wider, if quieter, agreement that the directive had been
ill-written, too ambitious, and badly handled strategically. According to
some of those closest to its drafting, it might have been more intelli-
gent strategically to have made several more narrowly sectoral proposals,
phased in gradually over time.14 Many respondents who had worked
in the Prodi Commission (1999–2004) and who had been involved
with the issue were defensive about what had happened, undoubtedly
because they were on record for having agreed to a directive that had
caused extensive pain and grief to the Commission and the EU more
broadly. An official who had been very close to the process admitted that
‘we rushed it out, it needed another year of preparation, and then when
all the many questions about it were raised, we weren’t really prepared
to provide answers’ (CCO). Another confessed that ‘the Commission
did not see the explosion coming. It was the end of the Commission’s
life and we left out the politics . . . we lost our political compass’ (CCO).
Those of a more social democratic bent were simultaneously apologetic
and annoyed. According to most of them, pledges had been made at
the moment of the directive’s passage to introduce further legislation
that would have sheltered public goods and services. But these pledges
had been set aside by the Barroso Commission, which took over in
2005. Parliamentarians had a different take, however, and were quick
to announce that they had played a key role in helping to clear up the
problems that the Commission had created with the directive. Splitting
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all these differences, one official saw the outcome as ‘a halfway solution,
clearly suboptimal. We haven’t liberalized services enough, but some
of the older member states don’t want to. But the result is better than
nothing, even if the benefits are not up to what was advertised’ (CCO).

The Bolkestein imbroglio was far from the only problem to emerge
directly in the lineage of the economic reforms of the mid-1980s. The
most far-reaching general argument about the downsides of the single
market program, for example, was that it had ‘failed to generate new
support for political integration in its wake’ (CCO). This remark, made
forcefully by someone whose personal inclinations were politically
right of center and who favored EU-induced market liberalization, was
repeated by several left-leaning respondents, although usually in more
passionate terms. One well-known European parliamentarian com-
mented that ‘what we are faced with is nothing less than the failure of
the Delors project . . . which attracted me to Europe in the first place. His
theory, which I heard him express many times, was that if we integrated
the market, the people would then insist that we should integrate poli-
tics more so that they could win back control of things. This turned out
to be dead wrong.’ This MEP concluded that the single market, instead
of promoting the new democratic political integration of the Union for
which he had hoped, had opened the way to neoliberalism and market
fundamentalism. He added that it was little wonder there was growth in
public disaffection from the EU in the first half of the 2000s.

There was also widespread and far-reaching concern about whether
the single market, even given its success, could continue as a reliable
core policy area for the Union. Insiders knew that making the single
market work involved more than flashy and important victories like
those after 1985. Indeed, the single market was a constant struggle that
demanded steady and continuous work thereafter and this work had
turned out to be difficult. Three former Commissioners, all close to
those who had actually engineered the machinery of the single mar-
ket, underlined the rising level of member state non-compliance. ‘There
were 1500 infringement procedures last year, mainly involving big coun-
tries . . . I worry about the cohesion of the single market,’ said one. His
analysis, repeated by the others, was that once the easier matters of
opening markets for manufactured goods had been addressed, tougher
issues, such as opening the market for services, had emerged. One exam-
ple they cited were the major barriers to market mobility in the financial
sector, where guild-like protectionism by professional groups was strong
and there were fortresses of national resistance. As manufactured goods,
at the core of initial EU market integration, fell in proportion to the
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EU’s total economic activity, blockages to integration in other areas had
become very serious barriers to new growth and nurseries for national
opposition to the EU. Another leader summarized the situation as fol-
lows: ‘For a while with the single market we Europeans were learning
how to cooperate in order to compete globally. Now there is a real
danger that at least some of us are learning how to collude to block
competition’ (IG).

These opinions came from economic liberals who firmly believed that
new market opening generated added-value and prosperity for Europe.
What was most interesting, however, was that they refrained from the
union and welfare-state bashing that was a daily staple of the – partic-
ularly English-language – liberal press. What concerned them more was
resistance to integration from business and professional organizations.
The EU, and the Commission in particular, had helped stimulate such
opposition, noted a former Commissioner, by over-regulation. ‘There
has been too much micro-management in things like the definition
of standards for mutual recognition . . . and it has created widespread
fear that the EU was bent on imposing change.’ The Commission had
helped turn itself into a scapegoat, therefore, but quite as important,
‘key economic actors have become wary and may have drawn back
from Europe.’ Finally, tied to ongoing internal discussions about making
member state tax bases comparable, several Commission leaders were
concerned about the ferocious resistance by member states to harmoniz-
ing parts of national taxation systems, something which they thought
was needed.

Concerns linked to economic globalization also came to the fore.
Business support had always been critical for the success of the single
market. Without continuing strong support from business actors, the
EU was likely to find itself in even more serious political trouble than
it already was. Thus an interest-group leader with long years of high-
level European insider experience was gloomy about the challenges to
the European economy. ‘The big corporations are now as much global
as European. This means that some of them see Europe as but one mar-
ket among others . . . and worse still, they are not sure that the EU can
deliver for them anymore.’ His first worry was that large companies such
as those that had been central in the push to the single market program,
and in particular the members of the European Business Round Table,
were shifting their strategic vision toward success in global markets. This
was due partly to the realities of globalization, he noted, but he feared
that these key economic actors were also beginning to lose confidence
that the EU would find ways to inject sufficient new economic vitality
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into the EU and that the EU was losing the edge which had for so long
been its key advantage. A younger commission official seconded this
position, concluding that ‘the single market could be reversible if its
benefits decline. Global tariffs are disappearing, after all, and this makes
our customs-free zone less relevant, especially since globalization allows
you to manage things like supply chains from a distance and locate
closer to the markets you want.’15

The real problems are economic

Most respondents saw economic problems as only one of the many
causes of current EU difficulties. A few saw economic factors as the
cause of crisis, however.16 The core of their argument was the failure
of core European economies to grow and modernize enough since the
mid-1990s. The consequences of this failure, they claimed, were mem-
ber states’ inability to produce satisfactory economic outcomes for their
citizens. They saw a shortfall between these outcomes and the opti-
mistic advertising about the single market and EMU, vaunted as recipes
to renew European economic success. In the face of relative austerity,
the result was that citizens had to bear more than what they considered
their share of the cost of building the EU. This, in turn, encouraged
member state politicians, seeking to avoid the wrath of their voters,
to try and shift responsibilities for economic insecurity to the EU. The
blowback from such strategies inevitably undercut the EU’s ability to
function.

Respondents had many ways of communicating that the single mar-
ket had not paid off as advertised for ordinary citizens. Slow European
economic growth after 1997 was a major culprit, while ‘what there has
been is dependent on world market conditions. There hasn’t been much
endogenous growth at all’ (CCO). One prominent formulation of this
argument, also highlighted by the campaign rhetoric of Nicolas Sarkozy
in his run for the French presidency in 2007, was about an alleged block-
age to growth embedded in European policies. The usual designated
culprit was the Stability and Growth Pact. ‘The ECB’s monetary pol-
icy has been so constraining that there hasn’t been room to promote
growth’ (IG). ‘Over the past decade the EU has done practically nothing
to use its tools to promote growth. Growth wasn’t even considered as
an issue in the European Convention [leading to the European Consti-
tutional Treaty]’ (IG). ‘The Euro may have really helped some countries,
like Spain, but in general we’ve not been able to use its full potential
because of the lack of demand. Hence [we see] high unemployment’
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(CCO). ‘Because the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) pushes everyone to
generate a budget surplus during growth, it would make local sense that
it would allow them to have bigger deficits in recession, but the EMU
ayatollahs decided against this’ (CCO).

The many strong economic liberals we interviewed argued in exactly
the opposite direction, however. To them the problem was that mem-
ber states had too often disregarded the SGP and shied away from the
structural reforms the Pact was meant to encourage. As a Commissioner
put it, ‘at Dublin [in 1996] we solemnly agreed strict adherence to the
SGP, but now if you insist on it you get called a “Euro-fundamentalist.”
No one sticks to it, not even the Germans, who preached water and now
drink wine.’

A more widespread complaint about EMU (ten respondents, many
French) was that ‘there is no economic government’ (CCO). Putting
this statement in less coded language, the respondents meant that there
was an absence of serious – understood as constraining – macroeco-
nomic policy coordination in the Eurogroup, which frequently resulted
in a suboptimal policy mix.17 The core of this analysis was the coor-
dination problem that arose when each national government pursued
its own macroeconomic policies, despite the mandated exercise of
producing broad economic policy guidelines (BEPG) in the larger con-
text of EMU’s single monetary policy. Respondents had different ways
of discussing this problem. ‘There is no pan-European view. Instead
you have national strategies to lower national wage costs to enhance
national competitiveness . . . that have amounted sometimes to beggar-
thy-neighbor strategies that are not a European way of thinking’ (IG,
the reference was to German policies). Others mentioned the danger
of tax competition within EMU to gain national advantage. Some wor-
ried further that ‘we are in the middle of the river. We haven’t had the
instruments that we need to make the single market and the Euro pro-
mote growth . . . tools like macroeconomic policies, tax harmonization,
and industrial policies’ (EP).18

Despite high expectations, the payoffs from EMU had been low in
terms of what Europeans needed most, job creation and economic
growth. Why? For some, EMU had imposed ‘German-model monetary
policy, where deflation cancelled out growth. EMU members are institu-
tionally prevented from responding coherently on the macroeconomic
policy side,’ leading to ‘convergence in the direction of slow growth’
(CCO). Two francophone respondents added that ‘this is where Lamers-
Schäuble [i.e., so-called reinforced cooperation in which some member
states agree to move ahead of more reluctant others] should have kicked
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in.’ Without it, the result is ‘now Europe cannot really exploit the single
market and Euro to its advantage’ (IG).

Reviews of the single market and EMU were thus positive but
nuanced. Reviews of the Lisbon Strategy, which did not appear on
respondents’ lists of EU successes, were almost all negative.19 Respon-
dents with roots in the Delors years noted that the Lisbon strategy,
including its weak spots, had precedents in the 1993 White Paper on
Growth, Competitiveness, and Employment: The Challenges and Ways For-
ward into the 21st Century.20 Ex-Commission staffers and officials saw
in this White Paper Delors’ third attempt to bring the member states
together, after the single market and EMU. For them, it was the unwill-
ingness of member states to seize the opportunity to cooperate that was
perhaps the most important sign of potential crisis. The Lisbon Strategy,
introduced in 2000 during an entrepreneurial Portuguese presidency,
picked up on many of the 1993 White Paper’s ideas. It then became
the EU’s flagship economic platform.21

The Lisbon Strategy announced the ambitious goal of making the EU
the world’s most advanced knowledge economy by 2010, at which point
it promised the EU would also have restored full employment and pre-
served Europe’s social model, albeit after serious reform. The strategy was
also supposed to produce expanded and more coherent research and
development efforts as well as promoting new infrastructure, opening
new paths for small- and medium-sized enterprises, bringing environ-
mental policies for sustainable development, and upgrading education
and training.

When we talked to respondents it was well beyond the halfway mark
toward Lisbon’s 2010 target date, and across the board they expressed
skepticism. They noted that if the Lisbon agenda might be seen as a cata-
logue of good intentions, it had not worked as policy. The basic problem
was that there had been insufficient coordination: ‘because of subsidiar-
ity, the Lisbon goals cannot be imposed on member states. They have
to impose them on themselves, and they don’t do it because they don’t
have a real sense of ownership’ (CCO). Another respondent concluded
that ‘according to Lisbon, Europe should deliver, it promises to deliver,
but it doesn’t, and probably it cannot. The focus was originally on the
right things, but there has not been enough political will and trust to
pull it off’ (CCO). ‘The Lisbon approach is different from that of the
single market. Its goal is to incite, but there are no compliance mech-
anisms . . . so . . . the rate of reform is much slower and unbalanced. This
nourishes uncertainty and feeds the temptation of continental protec-
tionism. The Commission and the Council made the right analyses.
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We need much more R and D [research and development], we need to
raise the competency and human capital of our peoples, we need new
up-to-date infrastructures, we need to combat climate change – all that
and more. But after we announced all that, the true crisis of the EU was
revealed, because doing it all became member state business. Commu-
nity competences are forgotten and in these key areas, [that are] the
economic areas that built the EU, we are now in a completely intergov-
ernmental mode. We should know that this just doesn’t work’ (CCO).

In most of these remarks there were complaints that member states’
willingness to cooperate had declined because the changes they would
need to undertake were politically unpopular. Some respondents were
harsher, however. All of the half-dozen respondents who ventured into
discussion of the various open method of coordination (OMC) pro-
cesses, which were the Lisbon Strategy’s preferred way of coordinating
member state responses, thought that they had failed to produce the
desired results.22 Some were even less kind in their assessments. For one
respondent, the Lisbon strategy was ‘a joke . . . the Blair business-plan
for Europe’ and the Portuguese were simply fronting for the British.
Accordingly, it ‘leads citizens directly to the conclusion that the EU
has become an agent for liberal globalization’ (CCO). Another Com-
mission official, quite as dismissive, wondered whether the Strategy’s
failures really mattered very much because ‘Lisbon is virtually unknown
outside the Brussels beltway.’23

Backbone problems?

This was more than the grumpiness of bureaucrats whose good ideas had
not worked out because the real world had not cooperated. They were
expressing anxiety about the future prospects of the EU’s market and
economics policy backbone in general. One powerful and parsimonious
narrative, stated starkly by a former Commissioner and repeated by
other Commission and Council officials, focused on the long transition
from post-war national Keynesian policies to a largely Union-engineered
European price stability regime. This shift had begun in the later 1970s
with the European Monetary System, then continued in the single mar-
ket program, and was finally consecrated by EMU. For the adherents
to this view, it had brought an ‘enormous cultural revolution’ (C). This
involved basic reconfigurations of economic policy and those who made
it, as well as vast changes in the incentive and reward systems faced
more generally by economic actors and citizens. Such changes were
so fundamental that they inevitably would take a very long time to
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be understood, implemented, and internalized. This long-term process
raised big political issues. The changes involved real and sometimes
severe short-run costs. Citizens and organized groups, often egged on by
blame-avoiding national leaderships, might link the pain to European
integration, helping national public opinions to sour further on the
Union. In some places Euroskepticism was spreading among national
political elites and citizens and encouraging deeper domestic responses
to globalization that carried an anti-EU edge.

One widely respected former Commissioner saw in this the makings
of a basic change in longer-term narratives about Europeanization itself.
His analysis is worth providing in detail. He noted that for decades
after 1958, integration had coincided with economic growth that citi-
zens and leaders both could attribute even if only in part to European
market integration. The shift to a regime that privileged price stability
and domestic structural reform was an important, perhaps necessary,
response to globalization, as many noted. In contrast to the first phase
of integration, he assessed that the shift made ‘the benefits of EU eco-
nomic integration less easy to perceive. These new benefits are diffuse
while at the same time the costs have become concentrated.’ In sim-
pler terms, while price stability and domestic reform for greater market
responsiveness and flexibility were probably unavoidable and necessary,
they hurt many people. One result was that many citizens were not
‘willing to accept the concentrated costs’ because they were directly hit
by them. This response, in turn, created major political problems in
member states, leading national politicians to be ‘less comfortable, more
suspicious, and more risk averse’ about the EU, because the domestic
political payoffs to them from advocating European solutions to their
national problems had become highly uncertain.

This former Commissioner was both a gifted economist and a political
realist and his conclusion worried him greatly, as he explained. There
was nothing automatic and inevitable that would lead such an eco-
nomic cultural revolution toward positive conclusions. If insufficient
economic payoffs fed political backlash against European integration,
then the long march toward changing Europeans’ calculus of costs and
benefits could shut down, or at least be slowed. Both outcomes could be
disastrous for the EU’s future. Whether such negative results occurred or
not, such an alteration of citizens’ perceptions of the Union as a force for
prosperity were dangerous in themselves, feeding a vision of an EU bent
on liberalizing and globalizing at whatever cost to citizens. Widespread
acceptance of such a vision would make new and needed European-level
cooperation much more difficult.
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It is clear that rapidly shifting and uncertain economic processes
helped explain some manifestations of the EU’s crisis. In the 2005
referendums, the economic costs of recent European integration played
into panicked arguments that eclipsed medium-run perspectives. More-
over, widespread political pushback against these costs, despite the real
possibilities of longer-term gain, could slow down the EU’s develop-
ment. Worse still, this was the kind of public opinion phenomenon
that political leaders in member states, condemned to operate with
an electoral calculus that put weight more on short-term success than
longer-term system change, would have difficulty resisting.

The ‘more and better social policy’ puzzle

Beyond such concerns about cost–benefit analyses and political timing,
many respondents contended that EU citizens wanted and needed more
attention to social policy and that public opinion support for the EU
might grow if the EU could respond to these desires and needs. One
offered that ‘people are still generally pleased with Europe, according
to Eurobarometer polls, but the absence of effective macro-economic
policy and the failure of social dialogue at European level plus really
low welfare gains, growing inequality and the negative distributional
effects of change could feed public feelings that working people are pay-
ing the adjustment costs of a rush to competitiveness that originates
in Brussels’ (CCO). The danger that this respondent saw was that a
‘strong public sense of immediate worsening’ would connect to the idea
that ‘the EU was using globalization to produce a new distribution of
wealth.’

Expressing a desire for a ‘more social’ Europe was something that was
heard strongly in the French referendum campaign in 2005. But there
had been echoes of it elsewhere. Alas, it was easier to note this than
to devise proposals that could make a practical difference, as our inter-
views demonstrated. One EU administrator lamented that Delors-era
approaches to European social dialog had been pretty much forgotten.
He noted that in those years ‘we tried to woo key social groups, the most
important intermediary groups in different national civil societies, and
tried to bring them inside. We wanted to make sure they knew where
we were going and what this would mean for them and our hope was to
help them to become real actors in regulation’ (CCO). All this had been
lost in the last decade, he mused. ‘There is no longer any social peda-
gogy and there is no really coherent method for incorporating different
people and different organized groups into what the EU is up to.’
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This stance was a bit nostalgic, of course, but others felt similarly.
A left-leaning MEP with a trade unionist background, who had been
seduced away from initial Euroskepticism by Delors’ promises of social
dialog, remarked that since those years there ‘hasn’t been a social agenda
at all. Instead there’s been general reluctance to go into social matters
altogether, so much so that trade unions are now really disaffected.’
He saw British hands at work here, particularly in matters such as
services liberalization and the Lisbon agenda, which he characterized
as ‘Blair using the Portuguese as his front men.’ He was also critical
of what he saw as the supply-side focus of the idea of employabil-
ity inserted into the heart of the European employment strategy. ‘The
UK now has disproportionate influence on what we do and seems
bent on imposing its schemes to build Scandinavia on the cheap. The
Union has turned to deregulation and globalization and the Anglo-
Saxon model.’ Even if this remark obviously contained a heavy dose
of nostalgia, it was significant because of its conviction that the EU
had ceased even to try to do what this respondent considered to be
social policy.

There had been no lack of Commission talk about social policy mat-
ters, particularly in the Lisbon Strategy and from the Directorate-General
for Employment and Social Affairs. Many concurred, however, that gen-
eral lack of Community-level social policy prerogatives was a barrier to
almost anything except writing papers for consultation and preaching
the good word. Moreover, there was wide recognition of what several
described as the failure of social dialog, plus the refusal of key mem-
ber states to allow the EU to gain any role in some key social policies,
even indirectly, by invoking subsidiarity. Several respondents argued
that defending the European social model and new social policy ini-
tiatives could only come in one of two ways. Either they would emerge
from the decentralized Lisbon Strategy and the OMC, or come directly
from member-state level. Policies such as social pacts to control national
wage development could at best enhance national prospects and social
policies at the expense of other EU member states. In existing condi-
tions both meant dispersed and uncoordinated action, however, and
this fragmentation might make things even worse.

When discussions about the European social model had taken a rare
European turn, as they had briefly done after the 2005 referendums, the
British could be counted on to refuse new initiatives, and they had allies
in the Nordic countries and the CEECs (Central and Eastern European
Countries). A major Commission official – with direct citations from
Gordon Brown at hand – noted that ‘the end of the Cold War really



Economics, for Better or Worse? 45

meant the Europe wasn’t needed any more. Now they [the British] think
that everything is about globalization.’ The Scandinavians, whose social
arrangements were the model of the day for reconciling labor market
flexibility and social policy commitment, feared that new European
involvement would only make things worse for them at home and for
this reason they were likely to be unenthusiastic about a more social
Europe as well. Most of the new CEEC members were bent on exploiting
the cost advantages of their new liberalism. Getting much new traction
to save or beef up Europe’s social model via greater EU involvement was
a dim prospect, therefore. But if there were some, often francophone,
advocates of new European social policies among our respondents, oth-
ers – the majority of our group – argued in just the opposite terms.
‘We are not as competition-minded as we used to be. People have grown
afraid of competition. They want safeguards and because of this we’ve
not done enough structural reform. Maybe we need to hit bottom before
we can change’ (C). EU elites, like elites more generally, come in both
liberal and social democratic packages.

Finally, certain respondents expressed real gloom about whether the
EU’s economic backbone and market-building commitments might
have definitively lost their appeal. ‘Prosperity was the agent of European
integration, and now Europeans have started to ask themselves why it
isn’t working so well. The magic formula of prosperity may have been
lost’ (C). Another variant was that ‘Europeans are aging and this has
made them much more afraid of the economic future’ (C). A third
respondent was even more pessimistic. ‘We may be at the end of a long
phase in the history of Europe and it may be that we are not in the same
type of European building process anymore. Looking at the way people
judge the European model these days, it is clear that the relevance of the
original model is no longer shared in the same ways’ (CCO). Or, in even
more radical terms for this respondent, ‘our road map is still the sin-
gle market and EMU from the 1980s, but now there are new issues like
immigration, employment, energy security, and climate change and so
far we’ve made declarations with nothing much – zero – behind them.’

It became evident in reviewing the substance and tone of our inter-
views that our respondents were accustomed to spending much of their
time in a turbulent economic world. This was where the EU’s core man-
date lay and it was the central environment in EU life. In their eyes
this made economics less a crisis area than a set of administrative prob-
lems that were chronically difficult to manage. The EU had always had
to deal with economic ups and downs, it had not always succeeded in
its dealings, but by and large it had responded to problems proactively
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and innovatively. Respondents knew full well that these problems had
become even more difficult since the end of Europe’s post-war boom and
that the EU’s ways of coping with them had helped but had not solved
them. In short, most shared in a common wisdom that economic ups
and downs, along with life, death, and taxes, would always be there.

The end of our intensive interviewing coincided with terrifying news
reports on exploding global financial problems that touched European
as well as other economies deeply. This was clearly a crisis, in any sense
of the term. In our interviews, however, almost all respondents had seen
the upturn in European growth after 2006 as the light at the end of
Europe’s long tunnel, signifying that the long transition begun in the
1980s was bearing its fruit. We had talked to upwards of a 100 EU lead-
ers at a moment when dark financial clouds were gathering, and with
one exception, none of these talented observers and practitioners sensed
what was coming. How could this have been? This is a question to which
we will return.



3
Enlargement: Triumphs and Trials

That a EU that began with six Western European countries in 1957 had
27 members and covered most of the European continent by 2007 bears
strong witness to the triumph of integration. Practically everyone con-
ventionally labeled European, except the Norwegians, the Swiss, and the
western Balkan states of the ex-Yugoslavia, has joined the EU.1 It was
no accident, therefore, that most respondents argued that enlargement
should be on the list of the EU’s great successes, right after the single
market and EMU.

Preparing the fifth enlargement

There have been several major moments of enlargement since the
mid-1980s. Greece joined in 1981 and Spain and Portugal followed
in 1986; Sweden, Finland, and Austria came in 1995, and then eight
Central and Eastern European countries (CEEC) plus Cyprus and Malta
became members in 2004. Bulgaria and Romania entered in 2007. Each
enlargement, in its own way, deepened the meaning of European inte-
gration and elaborated the EU’s accession procedures. The most recent
enlargement, the fifth since 1973, may have been the most significant,
however. While it reunited Europe after the Cold War, it may also have
been the most disorienting. However, the fourth enlargement preceded
it, absorbing a number of officially neutral countries.

The roots of the fifth enlargement began even before the fourth had
taken place. The EU was alert in responding to the fall of the Berlin
Wall in 1989. The Commission’s prescience about German unification,
which led to a rapid integration of Germany’s five new länder into the
EU and made them eligible for money from the structural funds, was a
signal. This alertness was crucial in helping diminish remaining German
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opposition to negotiating EMU. Encouraged by the EU’s reaction to
German reunification, each of the CEECs seized the occasion to com-
mence building new market societies and liberal democracies. The EU
responded by opening up trade and market arrangements and provided
transitional aid through the PHARE program.2

Nonetheless, in the Maastricht year of 1991, which launched new
policies and institutional arrangements that involved a major deepening
of integration among existing member states, substantial new east-
ward enlargement was still very distant. The United States, concerned
to anchor CEEC countries to Western-style economies and politics as
rapidly as possible, proceeded to bring many into NATO very quickly.3

It also pressured the EU to take them in as fast as possible. The EU,
however, was both uncertain about the types of regimes that would
emerge and worried about upsetting a delicate balance between exist-
ing EU members that had taken 50 years to strike. It was thus initially
quite reserved in its enthusiasm for enlargement to the east, something
that the US did not easily understand.4

Seen from Brussels and many member state capitals, the CEECs
were an unknown quantity with a future that was unclear. François
Mitterrand, the French President, proposed that a new European con-
federation, built in concentric circles, would be more promising. In this
model, Eastern and Central Europe would be secured in a waiting room
until they gained some stability and proved their EU-worthiness. The
Commission’s initial thinking about new EU membership was focused
more on the Western European neutral countries, for which the end
of the Cold War made accession possible. The Commission hoped that
Sweden, Finland, Norway, and Austria (all except Norway officially neu-
tral) would happily sign up to a European Economic Area (EEA), which
would serve as a waiting room for their future membership. In the
EEA they would have to apprentice to be fully fledged EU members by
learning how to coordinate things among themselves rather than acting
separately, as they had in EFTA (European Free Trade Association). The
EEA message was that potential new EU members needed first to become
more like existing members before they would be fully qualified to join.

The logic of EEA was that each of these potential newcomers was
set in its individual ways and, unless they changed their outlooks,
they might upset the internal balance of member state interests in the
Union. A priori the credentials of this group were excellent. They were
all wealthy, democratic, predictable and reliable. But they had not been
sufficiently socialized into EU life, according to promoters of this new
training ground. The Swedes, profoundly convinced of the virtues of
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their socioeconomic model, might resist the EU impinging upon their
habits, for example. The Finns were in the midst of a difficult economic
and social shift away from trading dependence on the Soviet Union, and
the outcome was uncertain at the time. The Austrians were somewhat
Euroskeptic. The Norwegians (if they could overcome internal oppo-
sition) were almost certain to cause problems for the EU’s common
fisheries policy. Until these and other issues could be ironed out, the
strategy was to treat their EU membership as a result of slow progress
toward deeper integration with the existing Union.

However, the EEA strategy collapsed when, following the Swedish
lead, the four all applied for full EU membership in 1991. The EEA model
might have been useful for the Eastern and Central Europe countries,
but it was not used. Despite early signals that they ought to apprentice
for a time before trying to become full members, CEEC leaders, includ-
ing Lech Walesa, the heroic leader of the Polish Solidarity movement,
began to visit Brussels, knocking on the door of EU membership.

For a while they had to content themselves with ‘Europe agree-
ments,’ economic deals that opened parts of markets to the newcomers,
but without any clear promises about membership. By the June 1993
Copenhagen European Council, however, change was in the air. If there
were to be an enlargement to the east sooner rather than later, it would
be of unprecedented size and scope, extending to poor countries with
limited democratic experience and precarious new institutions. The
European Council thus set out the ground rules for enlargement which
became known as the Copenhagen Criteria. Before accession, applicants
would have to demonstrate they had stable institutions that would
ensure democracy, the rule of law, human rights, and respect for and
protection of minorities, a functioning market economy, and the capac-
ity for competing within EU markets.5 The Copenhagen Council also
established a new approach for dealing with membership applications.
Previous experience with enlargement meant that accession had become
highly conditional. Candidates had to conform to the obligations, rules,
procedures, and laws contained in an ever-growing acquis communau-
taire. For CEEC applicants this would include everything legal about
the EU – institutions, rules, laws, and other obligations – up through
the Maastricht reforms, in addition to any new innovations that might
occur between the acceptance of an application and actual membership.

The acquis had become huge by the 1990s. For the fifth enlarge-
ment the compilation had 31 chapters and more than 80,000 dense
pages. Compliance entailed intense effort on all sides.6 Tracking and
confirming that commitments were met was the vast job given to
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the Commission, which had to supervise the exercise of chapter-by-
chapter screening of the candidates.7 When the Commission deemed
that chapters should be closed, all member states then had to sign them
off. Ultimately, as well, all member states had to ratify the final accession
treaties.

The enlargement of 2004, actually concluded in 2007, took almost a
decade to complete, therefore. Cyprus, Malta, and eight CEECs (Poland,
Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania) went ahead. Bulgaria and Rumania, the two countries with
the most serious problems preparing for membership, had to wait until
2007. CEEC candidates were all relatively poor despite the economic
progress that began in the mid-1990s, and much poorer relative to exist-
ing EU members than Mediterranean newcomers had been in the 1980s.
This implied considerable redistribution eastward through loans, the
structural funds, and the CAP (Common Agricultural Policy). For this
to happen, richer EU-15 members had to pay more in and get less back
from the EU budget, a challenge that was not easy to meet during an
economically and politically difficult moment. A long ‘financial perspec-
tives’ dispute – the third since the EU budgetary procedures had been
recast by Delors in 1987–88 – was concluded in Berlin in 2000. It was
painful and left its marks on relationships among member states.8

The fifth enlargement encouraged market democracies in the CEECs
and unified Europe’s west and east. The Union’s territory expanded by
23 percent, its population by 25 percent (to half a billion), and its GDP
by 12 percent. The accomplishment was huge. It brought in a host of
new member states with very different histories from those of the EU-
15. If only because of the sheer numbers, it promised to pose serious
institutional issues for the Union as a whole.

Worries about the institutional effects of enlargement began dur-
ing the negotiation of the Amsterdam Treaty in 1997, where accession
processes officially started. They led the Union to pursue new inter-
governmental discussions about adapting the institutions. Institutional
structures designed for six Western European countries at the begin-
ning of the Cold War had, by already the 1990s, become slow, clunky,
and prone to sub-optimal decisions at 15. At 27 the possibility of
dysfunctional outcomes was geometrically greater.

Adapting institutions was part of a larger puzzle. Earlier enlargements
had multiplied the diversity and divergence of interests among mem-
ber states, making it complicated to reach political agreements, which
were also bound to be slower in coming. At 27 members, divergence
on policies and goals was likely to grow again, at an historical moment
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when Europe was likely to face other momentous choices. Finally, the
rapid redefinition of EU geographically was bound to lead citizens to
ask themselves ‘where will this all end?’ This question would prompt
deeper ones that the EU had never fully faced, such as ‘what is Europe?’
and ‘who is European?’

Triumphs . . .

Talking to respondents about the recent enlargement prompted two
immediate observations. First, whatever people eventually focused on,
they almost all began with a self-congratulatory sigh of relief at the
skills, capacities, and adaptability that the EU had generated for the
enlargement processes. Next, when asked to elaborate on enlargement
successes, they were as breathless as ordinary European citizens. Some-
thing extraordinary and unexpected had occurred, and it had dazzled
them.9 There were few, including those who criticized different aspects
of what had happened, who did not see enlargement as a major
EU foreign policy triumph and as a step forward for European and
international democracy.10

There was great pride in how it had all gone, therefore. Respondents
were quick first of all to underline the global geopolitical importance of
the new enlargement. ‘We cannot claim credit for the collapse of the
Berlin Wall, but we certainly deserve credit that the collapse of the wall
did not lead to chaos’ (CCO). Another added, ‘we had to enlarge, it was
inevitable . . . but it confirmed the success of the EU’s foreign policy and
our global commitments.’ (CCO). Respondents from the Commission,
particularly those close to DG (Directorate-General) Enlargement, were
unusually self-congratulatory. One gushed, ‘when I think how much
capacity-building we did, how much we helped new members to build
their institutions . . . what a good job’ (CCO). According to another Com-
mission official who had followed the accession period from inside one
of the candidate countries, ‘enlargement has been a success story in all
ways. I’ve never seen such willingness on the part of elites like to lis-
ten to advice from Brussels and follow it.’11 The enlargement processes
had even worked their way deep into the domestic politics of aspirant
members, he noted. ‘Politicians trying to get ahead at home learned
pretty quickly how to use Brussels to justify their positions.’ He con-
cluded that ‘enlargement is a bigger achievement than the Euro and the
single market put together.’12 The enthusiasm was put more generally by
an EU elder: ‘the beauty of European integration is not so much opening
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markets, but the magnet effect of Europe . . . the huge carrot of becoming
members of the EU that transforms cultural models’ (C).

Most respondents agreed that it was remarkable how the enlargement
process had obliged new members to get rid of past bad habits in ways
‘that would have taken decades longer through endogenous processes’
(CCO). One Europarliamentarian commented that ‘when you look at
the 12 new members you can see a palpable transformation . . . they are
growing like mad, but in a system that forces them to change positively.’

Finally, the judgment of a Commission leader that the enlargement
‘has been a great triumph of EU foreign policy’ was widely shared. Here
EU foreign policy clearly meant the use of tough conditionality to pro-
duce desirable ends – the ‘club’ game at its best. ‘EU conditionality really
works. The Union managed to produce real change in the candidate
countries and in the world, and it was tied to the Union’s values, not to
military power.’

Trials and uncertainties . . .

Enlargement was a hugely complex project touching different dimen-
sions of life in the applicant countries and the EU itself. It was not
surprising to hear reservations and caveats, therefore.13 Many, includ-
ing some of those who had announced positive and enthusiastic views,
saw enlargement as a serious contributor to the EU’s current difficul-
ties. A first group, largely French-speaking and including some strident
nay-sayers, argued that recent enlargements had ‘lacked a real project’
(CCO).14 To them, enlargement had been undertaken without enough
consideration about its underlying goals and fit within a vision for
Europe as a whole. ‘There was little new reflection on what Europe
should do . . . and we applied the acquis without much imagination. Our
approach to things was bureaucratic rather than political. We were more
like a toboggan sliding down hill rather than intelligent people follow-
ing a real plan’ (CCO). ‘We did the same things that we have always
done in this enlargement, only on a bigger scale’ (EP). A Commission
leader argued that beyond the routine invocation of the acquis commu-
nautaire there had been ‘no conditions for joining’ either in 1995 or the
fifth enlargements. His conclusions were harsh: ‘so we enlarged and we
ended up with a busted engine’ (CCO). An interest group leader added
that in the 2004–07 enlargement ‘the new members had expected an
Eldorado’ but that enlargement had been done on the cheap, ‘without
sufficient solidarity.’
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Such comments reflected widespread worry that, in Brussels jargon,
the fifth enlargement had brought a great deal of widening without
enough deepening. In this perspective, while the Maastricht Treaty had
opened prospects for greater integration, particularly on political mat-
ters, these prospects had been shut down in the rush to add new,
post-communist members. One respondent even lamented, ironically,
that it might have been much better ‘if the Cold War had held on for
another ten years. We lost an important moment to breathe and rethink
after the 1992-Maastricht rush’ (CCO). A similar lament was that pro-
posals such as Francois Mitterrand’s for a European Confederation or
Jacques Delors’ original idea of a ‘big Europe’ of concentric circles had
not been taken seriously.15 The strongest criticisms, however, came from
European federalists, clearly a dwindling minority inside European insti-
tutions, and from remnants of the team that had earlier worked with
Jacques Delors.

Enlargement also elicited different negative comments from the few
left Euro-skeptics to whom we talked. They thought that it had helped
undermine steering capacities in national states simultaneously under
siege from globalization. Their argument, familiar from the 2005 French
referendum debate, was that the recent enlargement, unlike earlier ones,
had helped ‘demolish the [national] state,’ through enhanced EU-level
‘neo-liberalism’ (EP). This was because the new member states had
enhanced the bargaining power of EU members who saw the Union
as a ‘free-trade zone’ rather than a political enterprise. In other words,
enlargement had given the UK a boost in EU politics. This, plus cum-
bersome decision-making procedures, had thus diminished possibilities
for positive policy collaboration at the European level to Europeanize
these state capacities. One further consequence mentioned by some
was that enlargement had tended to ‘put states into competition with
one another, leaving national governments to be whipsawed by global
market forces’ (EP), particularly in the areas of taxation and social
policy. What often followed from these arguments were laments that
enlargement had eliminated prospects for neo-Keynesianism, Colbertiste
industrial policies, new EU social policy initiatives, and the creation of
new public goods at European level. In all, these arguments came down
to an assertion that particular forms of EU deepening, often a projec-
tion of certain French positions onto a European stage, were no longer
conceivable, concerns that were often tinged with bitterness that the EU
could not be turned to strong social democratic purposes.16

The backdrop for these criticisms was a widely shared belief that
enlargement had led to greater diversity in national interests, greater
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differentiation of national expectations of what the EU should do, and
new barriers to policy cooperation at the European level. Some speakers
were blunt. After a peroration on the importance of EU institutions,
a veteran Commission official concluded flatly that ‘it is impossible
to have European policies with 27 members’ (CCO). Another com-
mented that the 1995 enlargement had ‘strengthened the influence
of the UK’s intergovernmental approach’ and that the fifth ‘enlarge-
ment has weakened Community processes and created new barriers
to forward movement’ (CCO). Beyond this, said another, ‘there has
been failure to integrate the new members politically. The European
vision has not been well-anchored in their populations, and they
do not see the EU as an intermediary between themselves and the
world’ (CCO).

It was no surprise to EU insiders that newer members had differ-
ent reasons for joining the EU than earlier ones. The earliest members
had been on a quest to end the disastrous ‘European civil wars’ of the
first half of the twentieth century. The Spanish, Portuguese, and Greeks
had needed EU help after the fall of very nasty dictatorships. The new
members, by and large, had other goals. Thus respondents repeatedly
underlined the divided loyalties that flowed from seeking security in
NATO and economic success in the EU. One added, ‘some of them, like
Poland and Hungary, have joined for economic reasons, but others are
in simply because they don’t want to be left alone’ in security terms
between Russia and the EU, or in the Balkans (CCO). They see ‘the EU in
legal terms. They are willing to accept what exists but quite unprepared
to go further and their ties to the US and NATO in security matters
are a real problem now when we are trying to design a new global
posture for the Union’ (CCO). Several respondents seconded this by
referring to the pro-American positions that many CEECs had taken on
the Iraq War.

The fifth enlargement had also intensified the EU’s chronic identity
problems. According to a former Commissioner, ‘enlargements have
blown up the ideological consensus that we built over 30 years. We had
a real consensus on a model of integration. Sweden, Finland and Austria
are less European and more liberal economically than we were, while
the 10 CEECs are simply not in the same mold’ (C). At a moment
when the Kaczinski twins, as Poland’s President and Prime Minister,
were causing problems about qualified majority in the Lisbon Treaty, an
otherwise optimistic MEP remarked that the ‘new members don’t under-
stand that the EU is a consensual democracy where things aren’t decided
by fisticuffs and knockouts.’ Vaclav Klaus, the outspoken Euroskeptic
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Czech President, was also frequently denounced. One Commission offi-
cial noted that ‘Poland and the Czech Republic have not learned; they
joined to get the rewards without paying their dues.’ A former Commis-
sioner commented in exasperation that since the 2004 enlargement he
had witnessed ‘things that I’d never seen in the EU before . . . from Klaus,
the Slovakian opposition, the Hungarian Right, of late the Poles . . . And
the ways some are dealing with Russian minorities in the Baltic coun-
tries. These are things that contradict our Charter of Fundamental
Rights’ (C). Another ex-Commissioner added that ‘bringing enlargement
to a successful conclusion is not going to be that easy. We’ve got to deal
with Polish nationalism, Slovakian racism, a Hungarian Prime Minister
who is a liar, and the fact that Bulgaria and Rumania were allowed to
join too early. Who the devil invented the year 2007?’

Respondents from the new member states usually gave back as much
as they were getting. One MEP (Member of the European Parliament)
from a CEEC asserted that ‘ . . . the new members aren’t blocking any-
thing at all . . . it is totally untrue, a big lie, that the system is working
less well since enlargement’ and then, with reference to negotiations
about the Lisbon treaty, he added ‘after 50 years of integration there is
a big shift underway. The balance has really been upset and the four
bigs [France, Germany, Italy, and the UK] are winning, the smalls are
losing, the money we anticipated is disappearing.’ He claimed that the
European Convention had been ‘a conspiracy by France, Germany, and
Italy who want the benefits of the European area at the least possible
costs . . . an intergovernmental directoire.’

The conclusions of such discourses varied. Many thought, like one
about-to-retire Commission official, that ‘we have to be patient, we have
to bring people step-by-step, and this is difficult for the moment because
everything seems to be happening at once.’ Time and socialization into
EU practices would ease the problems, he added. Another Commission
leader added, ‘they have had to do 50 years of painful work in two years,
in a broader world where everything is changing so rapidly’ (CCO). For
others the problem was bad luck: ‘it is really sad that this enlargement
may get lost in a bad economic situation. We have a prosperous Europe,
but we also have mass unemployment. These are the kinds of circum-
stances that promote populist responses. Look, for example, at Poland
and Hungary’ (EP).

Others worried, however, that the EU had been fundamentally
changed by the new enlargement and that its effects had ‘left us without
a road map’ (CCO). ‘Our Union is now an amalgamation of the idealism
and federalism of the original six and the more pragmatic approach of
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the other 21,’ said one veteran, adding that ‘one wonders if there is
anyone anymore who shares the original enthusiasm’ (CCO).

Enlargement, institutions, and politics

It was understandable that high-level EU practitioners would worry
about the effects of enlargement on the EU institutions where they
worked and lived. A few claimed to be surprised that these effects were
much less serious than they had anticipated. Many more expressed
anxiety and concern, however, claiming that ‘the machinery doesn’t
work well any more’ (CCO). Respondents well beyond the shrinking
circle of federalists feared for the future of a community method that
depended on the Commission and the European Council to push reluc-
tant member states toward cooperation.17 Enlargement had weakened
the Commission, they said. One official bluntly stated that having, ‘27
Commissioners is crazy’ (CCO) and another added that ‘some Com-
missioners behave as if they are supposed to represent their country,
everyone has a parliamentary army, and sometimes the Commission
looks like the lobby of COREPER’ (CCO).18 Another added that, ‘for large
member states the Commission has been marginalized because it is seen
as a place where small countries run the show’ (CCO). There were also
complaints about certain new Commission members, with one official
complaining that ‘Commissioners should be named because they are
competent, not simply because they carry a certain passport’ (CCO). The
Commission’s ‘services are suffering, there are just too many DGs. In for-
eign affairs alone there are now six different DGs under four different
Commissioners. This doesn’t work; it is slightly crazy’ (CCO).

Perceived institutional problems did not end with the Commission,
however. Council negotiations were slowed by its new size. In one
insider’s words, ‘Council meetings are like going to the cinema, there
are so many people there’ (CCO). A blunt former Commissioner even
averred that many governmental leaders ‘don’t really know how the
EU is run. They think they know but they don’t. We should have no
illusions about the competence of the European Council’ (C). ‘Negoti-
ate, negotiate, and then negotiate some more . . . now it takes forever to
conclude,’ was a typical remark (CCO).

Another common line was that EU-15 national politicians had
failed ‘to bring people together behind enlargement’ (CCO). Some
thought that the Commission bore some responsibility, but more
blamed member states. ‘We couldn’t refuse to enlarge. It was our global
responsibility . . . a geopolitical fact . . . but we did it by stealth’ (CCO).
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In the blunter terms of a CEEC respondent who believed more generally
that the enlargement had been a great success, ‘the problem was that
politicians were too stupid to tell their citizens what was going on. There
was too little communication from national leaders, the media failed at
their job and what doesn’t work in enlargement is the product of their
inaction’ (EP). Because enlargement was difficult and problematic, the
absence of political pedagogy within and by member states to explain
and justify the change encouraged public opinion to see enlargement
as ‘a leap in the dark’ into uncharted territory (C). This, in turn, helped
nourish the ‘enlargement fatigue’ that wore down the EU body politic.

Lack of clear leadership and explanation had also stoked citizen fears
that the EU had no real boundaries and that enlargement might never
end, some respondents claimed. ‘The Union now has to stabilize the
Western Balkans, and we will see how that goes. But after that the ques-
tion of what is Europe has to be addressed seriously . . . but will it be’
(CCO)? Several felt that the Commission and European Council bore
a lot of responsibility for the prominence of this difficult question, in
particular because of the ways in which they handled Turkish accession.
On this issue respondents reflected what one read in the newspapers
every day. A former Commissioner noted ‘Turkey is too large, too differ-
ent . . . and what comes afterwards, the Ukraine, Georgia? Then “on est
parti pour la gloire”; we won’t be able to manage things.’ He added that
‘if we let Turkey join, the UK will have finally gotten what it wants. The
EU will be reduced to a free trade area.’

Finally, several noted acerbically that the fifth enlargement had
been done on the cheap, particularly when compared with the 1980s
Mediterranean enlargement. ‘This time there wasn’t nearly enough
real financial solidarity and this dashed hopes that the new members
had about what they would get from the EU-15’ (CCO). Such alleged
stinginess had first emerged in the difficult 1999 discussions around
the pre-enlargement financial perspectives package. Faced with EMU
conditions, low growth, high unemployment, and national budgetary
problems, the most influential EU-15 member states had then balked
at large new commitments to the EU budget. They were particularly
reticent about committing to new net contributions whose immedi-
ate benefits would end up outside their own borders. Germany, the bill
payer of last resort in earlier budget negotiations, had a Red–Green gov-
ernment that was determined to hold the line because of the huge costs
of unification. Things were further complicated by the need to recon-
figure structural funds arrangements. Because CEEC per capita income
levels were much lower than EU-15 averages, under pre-enlargement
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rules for structural funds financing they would have been eligible for
the lion’s share of funding. EU-15 structural fund recipients refused to
contemplate this, however. The result was that EU-15 members changed
the rules to protect some of what they had been receiving. This meant,
however, that the CEECs would get relatively less than they had hoped.
On top of this, the zealous protectors of EU-15 CAP funding managed
to slow the eastward spread of CAP benefits. All this, said one very
knowledgeable Commission official, ‘makes this enlargement more than
a little bit dangerous, compared to others. The less help the new mem-
bers get, the less integrated and incorporated into the Union they are
likely to feel.’ Another puzzled, ‘we’ve got big regional issues to face.
How much and what should we be giving to new members, and for
how long, and how can we agree on how to pay for it? We’ve not
got the answers right yet, and if we continue to enlarge – think about
Turkey and how much help Southern Anatolia would need – we’d better
do so’ (CCO).

With a few exceptions, therefore, most respondents did not see the
fifth enlargement as a black-and-white affair. It was both. It was most
often a source of great pride, but it was also often a contributor to the
EU’s current difficult situation, and for some it was even the source of
EU problems. Undoubtedly much of this fretting could be explained by
the fact that the fifth enlargement had been by far the largest single
concern of the EU since the mid-1990s, absorbing huge investments of
energy, time, creative thinking, money, and worry. The stakes were vast.
If enlargement worked out, then the cause of advancing democracy and
humane market societies would have been bolstered. But it would take
longer than the decade since the process had begun to know this result.
The effects of the enlargement on the workings and direction of the EU
were uncertain, therefore. Those we interviewed knew that there were
bound to be such effects, that they would probably be large, and that
some were bound to be negative.

A few respondents, of course, felt that the effects of enlargement as a
cause of crisis needed to be treated as relative. In general, they thought,
there were deeper reasons for the EU’s troubles. One former Commis-
sioner asserted that ‘the EU’s real problems did not come from this
enlargement. We need to look more closely at how the Union has been
changing internally for years in major and complex ways to find the
roots. But enlargement provides lots of people with a useful and con-
venient scapegoat and excuse for what has happened. The truth is that
the EU’s problems were already present before enlargement. The Union
was stagnating economically and politically. If enlargement has played
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any role, it has made this stagnation more obvious and quite a bit more
difficult to solve.’ This sentiment was echoed by a Commission elder
statesman, who averred that ‘enlargement is not our basic problem.
We were already stuck before it hit us.’

Then the global financial crisis of 2008–09 greatly complicated
any evaluation of the fifth enlargement. Optimistic assessments of
high CEEC economic growth seemed to make sense before the crisis
exploded. Only afterwards, however, did the liabilities associated with
rapid CEEC integration into EU and North American financial circuits
become visible. We will later return to these questions.



4
Flight of the Member States

Not far beneath considerations of the fifth enlargement was a basic,
almost mathematical, anxiety. Enlargement had already created bouts
of EU indigestion, was an important element in contemporary troubles,
and would leave difficult legacies. The more EU members there were, the
more complicated it became for them to reach agreement. Enlargement
meant slower and more convoluted processes for reaching any agree-
ment that might be possible, deals of lower quality when deals could be
made at all, and, more generally, less momentum toward integration.
Moreover, these problems were likely to persist even if the institutional
reforms proposed in the European Constitutional Treaty and the Lisbon
Treaty were implemented. The more members the EU had, the more dif-
ferent and diverse national interests were, and the more complicated it
was to reconcile them.

Such anxieties went far back into the EU’s history. Respondents under-
stood, perhaps better than anyone else, that the EU was a unique
international organization, much more than an ordinary intergovern-
mental arena. But it was, nonetheless, intergovernmental at its core.
Fifty years after the Treaties of Rome they saw themselves on a frontier
trying to help this unique organizational creation go forward. As one
respondent commented, ‘you have to remember that European inte-
gration began in mistrust between countries which we have somehow
managed to overcome more often than anyone would have believed
possible, but the mistrust persists’ (EP). From experience respondents
knew how precarious things could be. The EU’s history had alternated
between moments of intergovernmental cooperation and periods when
there was a retreat from it.

Member state support for European integration could be fickle. The
European Coal and Steel Community, the EU’s institutional ancestor,
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had a supranational High Authority, the predecessor of the European
Commission, to incite international cooperation in the face of antic-
ipated member state reluctance. The EEC – later the EC and then
the EU – had a similar institutional architecture with a Commission
proposing legislation, a Court promoting European legal integration,
and now with a European Parliament and the European Council provid-
ing additional urging toward cooperation. Our respondents were clear
that without this architecture such cooperation would never have hap-
pened. But even with it the forward movement of European integration
had seen brief moments of success, periodic crises, and long periods of
stagnation.

Behind this history of starts and stops, energy and entropy lay
intergovernmentalism. When there was forward motion, it was because
member states, helped by EU institutions, had found reasons to cooper-
ate. When crises occurred, it was because member states stopped cooper-
ating. When things stagnated, it was because member states preferred to
go their own separate ways. The EU’s history had thus most often fallen
between the two stools of academic theorizing about European integra-
tion, neo-functionalism and intergovernmentalism. Neo-functionalism
foresaw a transnational mobilization of interests and elites within and
by European institutions spilling over from one issue area to another,
eventually moving to political union. Intergovernmentalism, and its
recent descendant, liberal intergovernmentalism, argued in contrast
that shared national preferences, crystallized in treaties and the institu-
tions needed to make member state commitments credible, accounted
for the Union’s development.

Respondents’ stories hewed more closely to EU history and the intu-
itions of Jean Monnet than to any pure version of either theory. They
believed that supranational actors, including themselves, sometimes
made a big difference, softening clashes between national interests in
ways that facilitated greater cooperation. They knew also that some-
times they could not make themselves heard above the din of national
discord. One of the EU’s most distinguished elder statesmen put all this
in near-mystical terms. When ‘rationality and governance’ fell out of
phase, meaning when member states had not yet understood that there
were new needs for Europeanization, cooperation could not happen and
crisis followed (C). In such situations, he argued, pressure built over time
and then the crisis could be resolved, sometimes by half measures and
less than optimal deals, but resolved nonetheless. Beyond this claim lay
his firm belief that rationality eventually led toward the ever greater
union foreseen by the Rome Treaty.
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‘Member states are not doing what they are supposed to do!’

Claims that the EU’s present troubles were due mainly to actions and
inaction by member states were widespread. If governments’ willingness
to cooperate declined, as many respondents felt that it recently had,
then the causes most often lay with something happening nationally.
One former Commissioner put things succinctly. ‘Today’s difficulties did
not originate in Brussels,’ he said, but existed because ‘the member states
are not doing what they are supposed to do.’

Perhaps the most convincing argument about this issue was that
much in the contemporary EU’s troubles flowed from the exhaustion
of older, traditional, reasons why EU members had sought cooperation
through the EU in the first place. ‘Europe progressed in the past less
because of the Commission, however important it may have been, than
because member states could get together to push it forward. Each of
them had its own particular, often different, reasons for doing so’ (EP).
Things had happened, however, in recent years to diminish the drive to
cooperate, this respondent continued: ‘now the big member states no
longer accept giving new things to Europe, except perhaps for the sin-
gle market. This is partly because the new issues on the table are at the
cusp of national sovereignty: foreign policy, social policy, fiscal policy,
JHA [justice and home affairs] . . . and here they really don’t want to play.
The result is that movement is slow, very slow, or not at all.’

One declension of this argument was that the original six had
been more deeply committed than those who joined later and who
approached the Union in more instrumental ways. In the words of a
Commission veteran (CCO), ‘at first the Six had an obvious mandate
and they approached it with a pragmatic vision that delivered much
more that people expected – peace, stability, prosperity. We need to com-
pare the idealism and federalism of the original Six with the more prag-
matic approach of the other 21.’ He concluded his thoughts mournfully,
asking ‘does anyone share this original enthusiasm anymore?’

Often there followed a list of the reasons why older member states
had been willing to invest in European integration rather than going it
alone. We were fortunate enough to find an MEP who carried just such
a list in his head. The quest for post-war Franco-German cooperation
was the intergovernmental launching pad for integration. For France
the EU had been a great substitute to compensate for lost great power
status. Refined by General de Gaulle according to his vision of what
the EU should be, the French had then ‘used the EU to punch above its
weight.’ Germany, he added, had seized upon integration as a vehicle for
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reestablishing itself morally, diplomatically, and legally after Nazism. De
Gaulle had tried to instrumentalize these German reasons in the 1963
Elysée Treaty that was designed to formalize the Franco-German cou-
ple. Earlier, the EEC had served the Germans well as an external anchor
for their ongoing process of democratization. The Germans had a fed-
eralist vision of the EU, which had served as a historically important
counterpart to France’s confederalism. Italy cooperated because the EU
‘gave the Italians the governmental capacities which the Italian state
did not provide enough of,’ the MEP continued. The Benelux countries
needed the EU because their small size necessitated access to larger mar-
kets for trade and also because they wanted a guardian of peace between
their historically bellicose French and German neighbors. Their goal
of establishing a careful political balance in the original Six between
themselves and these larger neighbors was thus built into European
institutions.

This same MEP went on to review the conceptions of the first acces-
sion states in the 1970s and 1980s. After joining in 1973, the British had
seen the EU primarily as a dynamic economic area that might help pull
their declining economy out of its doldrums. For Ireland the EU was a
way of taking distance from the British and also a model and source of
financial support for modernization. The Danes hoped to gain more dis-
tance from the Germans, in much the same ways that the Portuguese
later hoped to ‘escape from the Spanish’ in the Iberian Peninsula. Spain,
Portugal, and, to a lesser extent, Greece also saw the EU as a source of
external leverage to transcend the legacies of dictatorships, democratize,
and modernize, and as a source of money to help in doing so. The bot-
tom line was that ‘each country got something big from Europe, often
large solutions to historic problems,’ and the EU was also an important
tool ‘to achieve national reform goals that would otherwise have been
impossible through politics as usual, and we shouldn’t forget a useful
scapegoat to invoke when such reforms turned out to be too costly for
some people.’

The next problem was to determine why and how such older reasons
for investment in the EU had come to be exhausted.1 Several respon-
dents argued that most often the reason was that the historical circum-
stances of their origins had ceased to exist. The EU had contributed
enormously to consolidating peace in Europe and to democratizing
its politics. Citizens and member states had long since come to take
these things for granted, however. The smaller countries’ problems with
large and bellicose neighbors had been mitigated by peace in Europe,
plus the EU’s willingness to allow them relatively strong institutional
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and political voices. German democratization and pacification were a
huge success, and with few exceptions other EU members had learned
to relax. Unification after 1989 had fully restored German sovereignty,
however, leading the Germans to behave more independently. This was
one reason among many why the Franco-German couple had become
less effective. The Italians’ use of the EU as vincolo esterno (Italian for
‘external anchor,’ useful to pursue domestic economic and political
reforms that would otherwise have been very difficult) wore out in time
as such change became routine. Intergenerational changes enhanced
these exhaustion effects. According to one MEP, ‘for the kids, the great
problems that Europe had resolved were in the past, but they faced
plenty of problems in the present that no one, including the EU, has
been able to solve, like jobs, security, the Middle East, climate change,
and a long list of other things. So many of them now look at the EU and
ask “what good is Europe to us”?’

Respondents noted that the exhaustion of older members’ reasons for
appropriating European integration was not the only thing at work. The
EU’s own strategies and policies had contributed to a decline in mem-
ber state commitment. One left-leaning MEP argued strongly that recent
economic liberalization, EMU, and enlargement had had the effects of
‘putting states in competition with one another.’ This had had conse-
quences for what they subsequently did, he claimed, by undermining
earlier inclinations to cooperate. ‘Now there is something like a war
of all against all, and because of it the added-value of the EU is being
rapidly lost.’ A colleague put the same point more gently. The single
market and EMU had promoted divergent national economic policies
because each member state ‘looked for its own way in globalization’
(EP). More generally, member states were wary of the EU because its pol-
icy prerogatives since the Maastricht Treaty were challenging national
sovereignty in new ways. These arguments sometimes had paradox-
ical conclusions. Strategies of certain member states that were truly
exhausted nonetheless continued to motivate key national actors in
ways that had helped create the EU’s current impasse. France was fre-
quently discussed in such terms, not least by French respondents.2 These
remarks were often damningly succinct, as in ‘the French have always
tried to push others around in Europe and now they have really failed.
They’ve lost the leadership of the EU’ (CCO). Another official remarked
‘On Europe, the French have broken down’ (CCO). Yet another asserted
‘The epicenter of the crisis is France, which has lost its pacesetter role
and become the limit setter’ (CCO).

Sometimes comments were more limited, focusing on the economic,
such as ‘you must remember that France is not really a market economy’
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(CCO). And some were devastatingly angry, as was an experienced MEP:
‘France no longer has a European vocation; it is at risk of becoming the
sick man of Europe.’ France was also criticized for the ways in which
its persistent domestic policy preferences hurt the EU, for ‘economic
patriotism’ (a term used by Nicolas Sarkozy that others translated into
protectionism), and for its corporatist resistance to reforms that were
needed for its own and Europe’s sake.

Sometimes criticism of the French was even more far-reaching. ‘The
deep contradictions of French strategies for Europe have finally broken
through . . . and they may be mortal for us,’ said a distinguished Com-
mission leader. His historically grounded argument was that de Gaulle
had set out a basic policy approach in the 1960s and since then the
French, particularly an unmovable foreign office (the Quai d’Orsay),
had been ‘on automatic pilot’ (CCO). For him the basic problem was
that the French had always ‘wanted more Europe and weaker European
institutions.’ This led French diplomacy to push for Europeanization
while simultaneously arguing against giving a greater role to the Com-
mission, the Parliament, or the ECJ (European Court of Justice), the
European institutions most capable of ensuring that Europeanization
would work. This was not a matter of partisan beliefs, he was quick
to add. The ‘Socialists have been as bad as the Right’ even though
the flurry of activities under Mitterrand had obscured this Gaullist
stance. Mitterrand had been willing to make certain concessions, ‘but
only when Jacques [Delors] was President of the Commission.’ The
most important consequence of this insistence on ‘more Europe’ within
strict intergovernmentalism was that it led ‘into the wall’ when inter-
governmental processes could not keep up with rapid changes in EU
policy prerogatives. The problem had become clear by the later 1990s
when the many demands of the single market, EMU (European Mon-
etary Union), and new EU policy responsibilities stemming from the
Maastricht Treaty kicked in. From that point on, persistent French insis-
tence on intergovernmentalism had become a very serious liability,
limiting the production of new cooperation needed to move many new
things forward, this Commission leader concluded. The problem, stated
succinctly by an expert who was not French, was that ‘if France was able
to be a world player at all it was because of its power in the EU, and
unanimity has always been a key to French EU leadership. By the end
of the 1980s, as unanimity began to give way, France began to lose its
leadership. Despite this, it has continued to insist on unanimity since
then’ (IG). Another non-French respondent made a similar argument.
‘France lost its privileged position in the 1990s, and has been very
uncomfortable since then’ (CCO).
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Many of these discussions ended in ad hominem comments about
French leaders. For one parliamentarian very familiar with French
Socialist leaders, Lionel Jospin (Prime Minister from 1997 to 2002) ‘saw
the EU as the Trojan horse of globalization and was not sure at all that
the EU was the right place to confront it.’ President Jacques Chirac, who
had shared power with Jospin during negotiations of the Nice Treaty,
was portrayed as Euroskeptical and cynical about the EU, easily tempted
by the domestic strategy of using the EU as a scapegoat, as well as an
opportunist. ‘To choose a good example, Chirac knew all about the
Bolkestein Directive two years before it ever became an issue in France,
and he said nothing about it at all. When it started to stimulate passion
in France in 2005 however, he then went on the warpath against it. He
targeted the pigeon, then he shot at it, and lo and behold it fell down,
along with the ECT’ (CCO).

The UK was the other large member state whose traditional strategy
was seen to be problematic.3 Here the story was also familiar. Many
respondents, including some from the UK itself, argued that from the
moment it joined the EU, after its strategy of relying on the Common-
wealth and EFTA (European Free Trade Association) had failed and it
had fallen behind economically, the UK had systematically opposed
any extension of supranationality, been staunchly intergovernmentalist
on institutional matters, ‘wanted only an economic union,’ and sup-
ported American foreign policy even when most other big EU member
states did not (CCO). When the British had brought these positions into
play in the Delors years it had been possible to marginalize Margaret
Thatcher’s hard-line positions, to the point where she was eventu-
ally opposed even within her own government. However, the 1995
enlargement had brought in new members who shared many of the
UK’s basic goals, if often for different reasons. The Swedes, Finns, and
Austrians were natural allies of the UK on many issues. They ‘don’t need
Europe,’ did not want undue European interference with their delicate
but successful domestic arrangements, and reinforced the British inter-
governmental dislike of the Monnet method (EP). Respondents often
allowed that ‘Tony Blair is the most European British leader we’ve seen’
(CCO) and certainly in comparison with Gordon Brown, not known for
such qualities, who was just entering the scene. But even Blair was still
on the traditional liberal British line.4

British and French intergovernmentalism thus combined to create
problems, particularly given the different objectives of each country.
‘These days the UK wants more single market, but not much else, while
the French want more Europe, but don’t want more single market, and
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this little impasse can pose its own problems,’ said a Commission old-
timer. Many also argued that the fifth enlargement had worked in much
the same way. A number of CEECs (Central and Eastern European Coun-
tries) shared the UK’s ‘market only’ approach to the EU. ‘Having just
regained sovereignty, they are reluctant to give it up to the EU. The
commitments of Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary and the Baltic
countries are limited to the EU’s legal base. They’re willing to say yes to
what is, but they’ll say no to anything more. Moreover, they’re already
tied to NATO for their security . . . so they are liberal and nationalist
at the same time’ (CCO). In general, from the 1990s until the crisis
exploded in 2008, relative British economic success had enhanced the
credibility of its liberal economic outlooks and, indirectly, its politi-
cal prestige. One consequence had been a larger coalition around UK
positions, which made new Europeanization more difficult to promote.
Moreover, even if France and the UK had completely different positions
on the desirability of more integration, it helped that ‘institutionally,
France is on the same side as the UK’ (CCO).

The weakening of the Franco-German couple was another big prob-
lem, usually raised in combination with discussions of the weaknesses
of French strategies, the strengthening of the UK’s position, and effects
of the fifth enlargement. This was very serious because France and
Germany had taken the lead on numerous important occasions in the
past. Some believed this to be temporary change, more a function of the
incumbency of leaders less committed to Europe. ‘After the generation
of the Kohls and Mitterrands left the scene,’ Jacques Chirac turned out
to be ‘less than a zero on Europe,’ pronounced a former Commissioner,
while Gerhard Schröder had been ‘a total opportunist’ on European mat-
ters. Both of the latter were both often portrayed as exclusively focused
on their national political careers, treating the EU as something between
a sideshow and an annoyance. There was considerable hope that with
the change of the French and German leaders that Angela Merkel and
Nicolas Sarkozy would improve matters, even though insiders knew
full well that the personal chemistry between the two was toxic. Many
respondents were more pessimistic, believing that French–German EU
leadership had been effectively drowned by the increased size of the
EU and the coalitional shifts that enlargements had brought. Moreover,
‘France and Germany have both failed at the structural reforms they
need to do. What can they suggest for others to follow’ (CCO). In con-
trast, some interviewees from new member states saw dissolution of the
Franco-German couple as a positive change, and they were rather bel-
ligerent in their views about its return. ‘At this point we are seen as
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second-class Europeans and the others expect us to shut up,’ said an
MEP from a new member state, in a transparent allusion to Chirac’s
2003 remarks about Iraq, when he said that new member states should
learn when to keep quiet. ‘But we will never accept a new directoire.’

. . . And poor national leadership

The most frequent observation about why member state outlooks
had changed was that they had elected bad national leaders. Silvio
Berlusconi, an object of near-universal scorn among those we inter-
viewed, was seen as an unprincipled populist and sometimes as a
‘clown.’ Some noted that his lack of detailed attention had been
significant in the untimely collapse in 2003 of negotiations on the Con-
stitutional Treaty which, had they succeeded, might have preempted the
2005 problems that the Treaty suffered. Spain’s José-Maria Aznar and the
Netherlands’ Jan-Peter Balkenende earned little more respect. Tony Blair
was a partial exception, and not only for non-British respondents, to
such caustic and dismissive remarks, however, most often because of his
leadership in moving the British into the European Security and Defence
Policy (ESDP) after the St Malo declaration in 1997. Such compliments
were grudging, however, because Blair was also a formidable advocate
for the traditional British conception of European integration as a free-
trade zone and British intergovernmentalist goals. Blair looked good in
comparison with Gordon Brown, who was notorious for treating the
ECFIN (Economic and Financial Affairs) Council lightly, to the point of
often not even showing up at times where he was Britain’s Chancellor of
the Exchequer.5 Brown was also on record as arguing that the European
project was obsolete and that globalization constituted the new frontier.

The arrival of such ‘bad,’ by which respondents meant not only
incompetent but also less or ‘non-European,’ national leaderships in the
mid-1990s was one of the most oft-cited causes for the EU’s troubles.
The argument rarely stood on its own, however. Respondents knew full
well that leaders in democracies are produced by deeper causes, calling
for further explanation. When respondents searched for such explana-
tions they went in many different directions. Some blamed European
integration itself, often invoking those reforms they had earlier listed as
great successes for producing national withdrawal. The simplest line,
however, was that of Euro-fatigue. The rapid rush toward the single
market and EMU, as well as the enlargement years, had exhausted the
energy of member states, causing them to turn inward, disconnect-
ing them from European causes. This line was not always pessimistic,
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however. Member state withdrawal was sometimes interpreted as the
result of needs to internalize the effects of much rapid change after
1985. In this argument, once governments and voters had assimilated
such changes they might then move toward renewed commitment to
European cooperation.

It was commonplace among respondents as well as the press to believe
that the political costs of further European integration had risen with
the EU’s movement into new policy areas after the Maastricht Treaty.
‘The new areas are close to what used to be the sacrosanct core of
sovereignty . . . look at JHA [Justice and Home Affairs] and the CFSP
[Common Foreign and Security Policy], where you need national will-
ingness to cooperate, which had to be developed painfully step-by-step,
with great opposition from national political establishments’ (CCO).
The result was that ‘member states have pulled their horns. National
sovereignty is directly threatened and things have slowed a bit’ (CCO).
With respect to Justice and Home Affairs, member states were being
pushed to work together in sensitive areas like immigration policy,
police work, judicial cooperation, and civil law. ‘This is not as simple
as setting health and safety standards for machine tools’ (CCO). A for-
mer Commissioner commented that ‘getting Ministers of the Interior to
collaborate or even to talk straight with each other . . . if you are looking
for a tough job, there it is.’

Given the high stakes, cooperation on defense and foreign policy
issues was bound to be tentative, even if respondents close to the area
were pleased with what the EU had done. Fundamental disagreements
among member states on issues like the Iraq War were deep and persis-
tent. A Commission veteran resorted to history to explain these kinds
of problems. ‘Some member states are clearly no longer big powers,
and they are in very bad spirits as a result. In countries like France,
Germany, and the UK the big power era is still in peoples’ minds, and
now it is lost. There have been a series of sad events for them. First
they lost their empires, then they lost their relative place in the world
to the US, and now they have to face the rise of India, China, and
Latin America. It paralyzes them; they cannot decide much of anything
anymore’ (CCO).

Arguments about EMU’s deficiencies were similar. As we have earlier
noted, many respondents thought that whatever the merits of EMU,
the European Central Bank’s policies had discouraged economic growth.
This was one of the more important reasons they cited for the difficulties
of macroeconomic policy cooperation in the Eurozone. It had ‘put states
in competition with one another,’ and obliged them ‘to promote things
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like tax- and social dumping’ (EP). ‘There is little pan-European look-
ing at things. Instead we get beggar-thy-neighbor national economic
strategies that target their EU neighbors. This is not a European way of
thinking’ (IG).

It was yesterday’s news, although mentioned very often, that national
politicians were on edge because of constant opinion polling and fre-
quent elections. Respondents commented that world-historic changes
such as globalization, the fact of multilevel governance, and vastly
increased transnational economic interdependencies had cost politi-
cians their capacity to deliver on promises to voters and make clear to
them what was actually happening in the complicated world around
their home countries. Nonetheless, an eminent economist argued that
‘leadership consists in being more far-sighted than those who you lead,
and this is what is missing today’ (IG). He attributed much of the lack to
the long years of economic stagnation that EU countries have been liv-
ing with. A high Commission official with long experience at national
level put things another way. ‘Why bad leadership? Globalization and
other things have raised the level of uncertainty in our societies. You
see it in anxiety about immigration, the growth of crime, fewer jobs
and worse jobs . . . issues that voters feel that politicians are really unable
to control. And the media overdramatizes the negatives. Politicians are
like the boards of companies that have to face shareholders after each
quarterly report. They get obsessed with short-term results and make
promises that they hope people will immediately forget. Politics gets
shallower and shallower and more constrained by populism.’

But also rare moments of self-criticism

Respondents often commented that national leaders in the EU claimed
credit for anything positive coming out of the EU while also blaming
Brussels whenever it was useful for national political purposes. This
game also included denying any responsibility for difficult EU decisions
that these same leaders had supported behind closed doors of the Coun-
cil of Ministers. These blame avoidance and credit-claiming strategies
also flowed from the EU’s institutional makeup. As a high Council offi-
cial noted ‘we are the lousiest communicators on earth. No one knows
what goes on when we decide something. It is normal for us to dis-
agree, but no one takes the trouble to explain that “yes, we are fighting
now, but hold on, we are going to reach an agreement.” Moreover,
intergovernmental compromise means that we have to communicate
in the grayest of terms.’ These practices left an open field for national
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posturing ‘particularly since no real EU-level media exist and they know
that their national media will pay attention only to what they say them-
selves.’ Worse still, he continued, ‘most national politicians don’t know
how the system works anyway.’ Many respondents repeated Jean-Claude
Juncker’s famous remark about referendums, that ‘you can’t denounce
the EU six days a week and then expect people to vote for it on Sunday.’

Our respondents almost always identified with the EU institutional
side in their stories of member state defection from the European cause.
Few were completely blind to the likelihood of serious problems created
by EU institutions, however. In the words of a former Commissioner,
‘we have not succeeded in convincing people that there can be a win-
win game between building Europe and national interests,’ with the
‘we’ clearly meaning those at the EU’s center. Several confessed that
the Commission might also have contributed to the problem, often
by its excess interventionism and regulatory zeal. One outspoken ex-
Commissioner decried that ‘the Commission still reasons in federalist
terms, even though it is crystal clear that European federation is not
on. That fantasy is over. But our people conclude that if something
is good the Commission should do it. So there we went off to tackle
smoking, obesity, fire escapes, and accidents in the home. These are
all terrible mistakes. If the Commission can’t learn to control itself it
will dig its own grave and we’ll all end either in chaos or a super-
bureaucracy. We and the Commission in particular need to reestablish
contact with reality. The mindset is wrong. They think that they should
do everything.’ Another ex-Commissioner also was critical of regulatory
practices. ‘We have not been innovative enough. The EU doesn’t reg-
ulate well enough. Things are too complicated – they could be much
simpler – and we should try much harder to demonstrate that what we
are doing will help rather than hinder important things. It is still terribly
hard to start a business in most of the EU; we could help there. And we
are as slow as molasses when we actually do regulate. Infringement pro-
ceedings can go on for more than two years. Imagine!’ Several officials
went out of their way to note that ‘sometimes we are haunted by myths
from a golden past, the Delors–Mitterrand–Kohl years. This doesn’t help
one bit. We’re in a different era now, and we have to think about things
differently’ (CCO).

If only a few ventured this far into self-criticism, others knew that they
were part of the problem. ‘The Delors success gave the Commission new
prominence, but we didn’t realize that we needed to learn how to handle
being overexposed . . . we may have set ourselves up to be the scape-
goat’ (CCO). He went on, ‘we lost the plot. Perhaps we underestimated
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how much people were interested in what we were doing. And then
there was the Santer Commission mess, it did huge damage.6 The media
everywhere wanted a story, even though what was really going on was
peanuts. The damage happened anyway.’

It was also clear to some that the Convention–Constitutional Treaty
episode, begun in good will to include broad interests in discussion
about the EU’s institutional future, had ‘ended in tears, illustrating more
than anything the our system is really broken’ (CCO). ‘The constitu-
tional treaty must be the nadir of the EU’s history. We managed to
structure things so that there was no win-win situation at all, only win-
ners and losers, often the bigs vs the smalls, about arcane institutional
matters that completely baffled people’ (CCO).

Some of these critical judgments were openly political. On the one –
left – hand, ‘the Barroso Commission is marching forward toward a
free-market Europe. We are headed to the freest, most open market
in the world . . . and a lot of our citizens have not signed up for this’
(EP). On the other – right – hand, ‘we need to create a more business-
friendly environment at European level. The EU should be much more
competition-minded’ (C). On yet another – perhaps third – hand, some
were rueful that this kind of issue remained at the center of EU debate
and they returned to the theme of exhausted agendas. ‘Our road map
hasn’t really changed since the 1980s. It is still moving on the single
market and EMU track. But time has moved on. These things aren’t what
we should be thinking about any more. People are worried about jobs,
globalization, energy supplies and climate change, immigration . . . What
have we really done about immigration? Our border patrol, what is it?
Two boats and a helicopter . . . pathetic! We make grandiose declarations,
but they are full of hot air. There is nothing – zero – behind them’ (CCO).
Another official shared this position: ‘If we can’t find genuine solutions
to real European problems, then it is no wonder that citizens turn back
to their national governments in search of answers. And we and the EU
then pay dearly’ (CCO).

Such arguments usually pointed in dramatic and pessimistic direc-
tions. One long European story had come to an end without beginning
any new and equivalent narrative. Long-standing national political
habits of investing in European integration had diminished, and if they
were to be replaced at all there was no guarantee that they would be
replaced by anything new that could promote strong commitment to
European cooperation. One eminent MEP put things philosophically
and strategically. ‘What we are up against is a mammoth difficulty
knowing what the next scenario should be. Either we will understand
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the need for strengthening EU or we won’t, but if we do not the conse-
quences could be terrible. It is disheartening, but evident, that everyone
is still used to thinking in nation state terms, however. Something new,
like where we are going, or building a new entity, needs a new way of
thinking, a new discourse that is not that of the nation state. But gov-
ernments still think intergovernmentally and they now more and more
assume that the EU is intergovernmental.’ A veteran Commission offi-
cial, someone who had seen it all in a long career, put it another way.
‘It isn’t so much that things are going wrong, but to use a bad metaphor
about human development, we’re just through adolescence and we now
face adulthood. We’ve outgrown our old suit and we need to stop look-
ing at today’s problems with yesterday’s eyes.’ He had little to contribute
about how today’s eyes might see things, however.

In our interviewing from 2005 through 2007, respondents had been
deeply worried about member state retreat from European integration,
viewing such withdrawal as a primary cause of the EU’s crisis. Many were
not optimistic that the situation would change, either. None foresaw,
however, that the ability of EU member states to cooperate would be
tested as severely as it was by the global financial crisis that erupted in
2008. We will later review the results of this test.



5
Institutions: Virtues, Vices,
and Rebalancing

Two-thirds of our respondents believed that institutional problems were
an important reason for the EU’s difficulties. This theme was undoubt-
edly more salient because they were talking when alarm bells from
referendums on the European Constitutional Treaty in France and the
Netherlands still echoed. Respondents had many ways of analyzing
these defeats and pointed fingers of blame in different directions. Talk-
ing about the French referendum usually began with tales of bad leaders,
mentioning Chirac and Jospin by name, who were seen as indiffer-
ent, perhaps even hostile, to European integration. Respondents also
thought that voters had been misled by politicians who sometimes saw
referendums as occasions to position themselves politically for their
own future, as some French leaders had done, with their eyes on the
2007 presidential election. In the Netherlands, the government, led by
Jan-Peter Balkanende, was also ineffectual and the political elites, who
had never held a national referendum, had been puzzled about how
to proceed. Beyond such factors, however, it was clear that the French
and Dutch were worried about the future of their social models and
that many voters saw both the EU and globalization as threats to it,
sometimes separately, sometimes together. The French had been deeply
shaken by the Bolkestein Directive and the opening of negotiations with
Turkey. In the Netherlands, the so-called Polder (or Dutch) Model was a
rare Eurozone economic success story. But it was in downturn, and the
Dutch had been deeply disoriented about the place of immigration in
their society. They were also worried that the ECT’s institutional changes
might lead to too much power for the larger member states.

Referendum votes are usually capricious things, with voters being as
likely to decide on the basis of real or imagined current grievances as
on the real issues posed by the referendum itself. Everyone we talked
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to knew that the results of these referendums could not be so easily
explained away, however. In particular, the EU’s recent history made
them acutely aware how long issues of institutional reform had been
on the EU’s front burner and how these long years on the boil had
been deeply damaging. The EU’s institutional saga may thus be worth
recounting briefly.

How the institutions became the issue

The Single Market Act had given the EU new policy prerogatives. These
included procedures for using qualified majority voting (QMV) and new
powers to the European Parliament for co-decisions. What is colloquially
termed ‘Maastricht’ then brought more policy prerogatives in mone-
tary, economic, foreign, and defense policies. In addition, in Justice and
Home Affairs (JHA) there were new roles in policing, immigration, and,
potentially, civil law. But Maastricht had also put the common foreign
and strategic policy (CFSP) as well as JHA policy operations into inter-
governmental, non-Community ‘pillars’ with unclear scope. This had
led the Maastricht negotiators, aware of such unfinished business, to
mandate another Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) to consider mat-
ters left open. The 1996 IGC resulted in the Amsterdam Treaty, which
helped clarify the areas of CFSP and JHA. But this had not been enough.
By 1997, there had been massive changes in the EU’s circumstances,
with the fifth enlargement of the Union on the horizon.

The scheduled accession of 12 new members made EU institutional
renovation an urgent task. The number of Commissioners and how
they were shared out among member states needed rethinking, also
putting the role and nature of the Commission potentially in the bal-
ance. The size of the European Parliament had to be adjusted, with large
implications for how the Parliament would operate. Most importantly,
however, member state voting power in an enlarged Council of Minis-
ters had to be reweighted, an issue sure to reopen discussion about the
relative power of EU members, large and small, in intergovernmental
bargaining.

Institutional reconfigurations became a priority after Amsterdam, lest
the Union slide toward indecisiveness and inaction. But other institu-
tional issues were also on the table. Leaders deemed that it was time for
Europe to begin find its rightful place in world affairs and Amsterdam
had agreed that the EU needed a ‘Monsieur or Madame CFSP’ to beef up
the EU’s hesitant foreign and security policies, as well as giving the inter-
national community a single and identifiable ‘phone number to call,’
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whose absence Henry Kissinger had once lamented. There were in addi-
tion very good reasons to worry about how the EU’s rotating six-month
presidency would work in a much large Union. Holding the presidency
had always been an important way to bind member states more closely
to the European project, even if there had occasionally been bad presi-
dencies. At 27, however, a member state would hold the presidency only
every 14 years, and this implied that maintaining continuity of attach-
ment would be much more difficult and that more robust administrative
arrangements at the center were needed. Moreover, many of the new
member states were small, without the personnel and resources to make
an EU presidency work well. It made sense, then, to think about chang-
ing all these institutional arrangements, but most possible changes were
likely to upset existing political equilibriums among existing member
states.

It had been impossible to confront such issues at Amsterdam because
the IGC had not been mandated to do so. Moreover, it was not a
good time to do so politically because the EU was then in final tran-
sition to EMU (European Monetary Union), while the need to meet
the convergence criteria plus globalization had lowered growth and
raised unemployment, making citizens clearly more anxious about the
future. These anxieties were important reasons why center-left govern-
ments came to dominate the European Council in 1997, a political shift
that underlined citizen concerns about employment and social policy.1

The pending enlargement to the CEECs (Central and Eastern European
Countries) added a different source of uncertainty because it would be
unprecedented in size and complexity. Few member states anticipated
how the enlargement would go and very few ordinary citizens gave it
much thought at all.

The Amsterdam negotiators thus avoided directly confronting the
important institutional issues raised by the proposed new enlargement,
but they did initiate some financial changes. Carrots of economic
help were provided by the EU-15 as incentives to shape up the mar-
kets, institutions, and other practices of the applicant countries. The
Commission initiated discussion on financial perspectives for the acces-
sion period with proposals called Agenda 2000.2 The fifth enlargement
turned most rich members of the EU-15 into net contributors, obli-
gated to pay more into the EU budget than they got back. Few of them
wanted this status, given their strapped domestic budgetary situations.
After final agreement was reached in Berlin in 1999, commitments to
pre-accession transfers were kept, but the arguing and posturing that
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occurred communicated the message to CEEC applicants that the richer
Westerners were not eager to share resources. The evidence that there
were limits to EU solidarity left a bad taste.

Another IGC on institutional reform was scheduled for the 2000
French Presidency. Culminating at Nice, this conclave continued the
bickering and posturing among EU-15 members and created as many
problems as it resolved. It also illustrated the problems of the rotat-
ing presidency. The French were in the middle of a tense moment of
political cohabitation in which a Center-Right President Jacques Chirac,
who faced re-election in two years, was engaged in hand-to-hand polit-
ical combat with Socialist Prime Minister Lionel Jospin, who wanted
to replace Chirac. Chirac was a buccaneer, a ruthless political brawler
focused on the short term and Jospin was a rather rigid Leftist who
had never been convinced that the EU was the right place to confront
French economic and social problems. Their jousting took place against
the background of an anxious and divided citizenry that had lived with
more than 10 percent unemployment for more than 15 years, and many
associated these economic difficulties with EU reforms in the same years.
Neither of France’s political principals at Nice had the EU’s concerns
truly at heart, therefore.

The results of these institutional adjustments were inevitably unsat-
isfactory. Chirac was blunt about France’s determination to maintain
and even enhance if possible the relative power of larger EU-15 member
states, a stance that antagonized the smaller member states and led to
more conflict. Moreover, the issue of what was a ‘large’ as opposed to an
‘almost large’ member state provoked bitter quarrels about reweighting
QMV among Spain, Poland, and others. Nice’s processes and products,
widely denounced at the time, also left a very bad taste.3

Citizens of the EU could not really follow such esoteric elite dis-
putes, particularly because national leaders took little trouble to inform
them about their significance. Institutional change was nonetheless
a matter of great urgency and this eventually led to a rare moment
of EU political creativity, with considerable consequences. In autumn
2001, the European Council at Laeken during the Belgian Presidency
decided that the EU should try harder to engage citizens, and not
only elites, in the task of updating EU institutions. This perspective
led, of course, to the Convention, meant to enlist everyone in the
redesign of European institutions. This decision, and the subsequent
Convention and ECT, were the proximate background when we met our
respondents.
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Rebalancing the institutional triangle: the Commission

One worry, announced by one-third of all respondents, including
present and former Commissioners and high Commission officials, was
about the changing role of the European Commission. These respon-
dents felt that the institutional dimensions of EU troubles, if badly
resolved, could threaten European achievements and lead to a rever-
sion to an unmediated EU intergovernmentalism. Such an evolution, in
turn, could lead to EU stagnation and perhaps even corrode much of
what had already been accomplished.

One leading Commission official presented a dramatic position:
‘The Commission is no longer a proposer and it no longer guarantees
the treaties. Instead it has become a big NGO that no longer defends the
common interest. Now it does its best work printing glossy brochures,
sending obscure papers out for consultation to exclusive audiences, and
building websites.’ Many others lamented that the Barroso Commis-
sion had retreated from proposing legislation, one of the Commission’s
central constitutional roles. In the word of a Commission elder, ‘the
Commission produces so few things these days that the European Par-
liament soon won’t have anything to do . . . and when it does propose
something it is often populist stuff like regulating banking fees for
international transfers or lowering roaming charges on mobile phones,
things that look like public relations stunts to tease public opinion but
really don’t change much’ (CCO). He concluded that such things were ‘a
rather poor substitute for the big questions that Delors used to ask “what
do we want to achieve together; what is this all for?” All this work really
can’t have been only for lower roaming rates!’

When officials asserted that weakening the Commission was bad for
European integration it was because they believed that the institution
had long lain at the heart of the Community Method. In the words
of a former Commissioner, offered after a long and detailed paean to
the EU’s many successes, ‘all this has been achieved by a Community
Method which did not exist before anywhere.’ The strongest version of
this position was that little could happen at all without a Commission
that promoted, elaborated, and proposed strong new initiatives. As one
veteran asserted, ‘European nations are so powerful and protective of
their interests that to get a truly “European” view you need the Com-
mission’ (CCO). He feared member states would be loath to cooperate,
even after 50 years of European integration, without an agency like the
Commission pushing them to do so and proposing practical ways to
translate European needs into law and policy.
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The Delors years often provided the historical background for such
arguments. A respondent who had been closely associated with the
Delors Commission claimed that Commission decline had begun in the
waning years of that Commission. ‘Our institutional problems may have
begun at Maastricht. The Maastricht negotiations on political union
were really not prepared . . . that’s why they ended up unfinished and
got postponed to Amsterdam.’ One result of this was that the ‘institu-
tions didn’t adjust after the TEU [Treaty on the European Union], and we
are still in that situation with institutions that are out of synch’ (CCO).
Others contended that there had been a serious failure in 1993–94, at
the very end of the Delors period, after the Commission had tried to
bring the member states together for the third time (after the Single
Market and EMU) around the White Paper on Employment, Growth, and
Competitiveness, meant to propose proactive approaches to the onrush
of globalization. At that point member states had refused to be brought
together and they opposed the White Paper’s financial proposals. The
deeper message was that this had been a turning point. The result was
that now ‘the Commission is much weaker than it was earlier, especially
in the Delors years, but it still is clear that the member states really need
someone to show them the way’ (CCO).

There was nostalgia for the Delors era, therefore, and not only from
those who had been active in it. ‘Perhaps the worst thing that has
happened is the decline of the Commission,’ said one astute, but
relatively detached, observer. ‘My God, how the Commission missed
Delors and Pascal (Lamy) after they left . . . this has been the most
dramatic institutional change. Since then . . . well . . . Jacques Santer was
appointed after the UK vetoed all stronger candidates, because he
had no member state enemies, implying that he would not be too
energetic, which was what they wanted. It is hard to have enemies
when you come from Luxembourg. And now the Commission is far
too bloody big because of enlargement. The morale of the cadres has
collapsed’ (CCO).

Some Commission respondents, less attached to the Delors era, argued
that the Commission had helped to produce its own decline. ‘We’ve
suffered from our own hubris. We got carried away and started inter-
fering in places that we would have done better to stay clear of, in
issues like regulating fire escapes and swimming pools, and then we gave
credence to the notion that we were nit-picking and micro-managing’
(CCO). A former Commissioner added that ‘the mindset is all wrong.’
He associated this mindset with what he saw as lingering, unrealistic,
and politically dangerous federalism.
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Others, including many from the Commission itself, argued that the
Commission had not been solely responsible for EU successes and fail-
ures and that the legends that it had developed about this were neither
accurate nor helpful. ‘Beware,’ said one leading and wise Commission
official, ‘of nostalgia for a Commission that never really existed as an
institution. The high period was more a product of leaders, mostly
national ones at that, who pushed things forward. Delors was impor-
tant, for sure, in particular because he was uniquely able to make the
Commission into a real player in the European Council. But the Com-
mission’s success at that point was more because there were people
like Mitterrand, Kohl, and even Thatcher around.’ He added that ‘key
moments for Europe are really an issue of people,’ and more specifically
of ‘European’ member state leaders. It was true that when the Commis-
sion had been most influential, it was because of its ability to play in
arenas where it could command the attention of key national leaders.
The long years since this had been the case were worrisome, how-
ever. As another elder statesmen noted, ‘no present member state leader,
excepting Chirac and Juncker – and even Chirac is now gone – has ever
dealt with a strong Commission. This is bound to be important’ (C).

One close observer cautioned about the Commission’s past responsi-
bilities and present situation. ‘The worst thing we could do would be
to pretend that the Commission is a kind of government. We should
remember the moments in the Delors years when the Commission came
close to saying that “in the end we know what’s best.” Well there was a
price to be paid for that. This is something like, the more they try, the
less they succeed’ (CCO). Other colleagues agreed. ‘The Delors Commis-
sion overstretched, and underestimated the costs of implementing what
they decided, leaving the next Commissions with a long tail of unfin-
ished business to be dealt with. Carrying this tail has eaten up a lot of the
resources that we might otherwise have used for new missions’ (CCO).
Another high-level manager went even further. ‘The Commission is now
fighting for its identity. The member states need the Commission to
take distance from the day-to-day, to do forward-looking thinking, and
to come up with new ideas, but the idea that the EU is a state whose
growth and expansion is never-ending is not inevitable and not right.
The Commission does not have to do everything’ (CCO).

Many shared such criticisms of the Delors years, but more recent and
modest European Commissions also received mixed or negative reviews.
Few disagreed that the Santer Commission had been a problem. This was
not simply because of the corruption episodes that had brought its pre-
mature end, which most thought were as much the result of member
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state stubbornness (‘the French refused to get rid of Cresson’) and mis-
placed partisanship in the Parliament as anything else. The real reason
was that the Commission began its long retreat from leadership under
Santer, who had resolved to do less but better and ended up mainly
doing less. The Prodi Commission also got mixed reviews. It was widely
seen as one of the best ever in terms of the quality of its individual tal-
ent. Romano Prodi also had the good sense to let his best Commissioners
follow their own lights, even if this had sometimes led to cacophony,
bad timing, and incoherence, faults that were best illustrated by the
announcements of the Bolkestein Directive on liberalizing services and
the opening of enlargement negotiations with Turkey on the eve of the
risky French and Dutch referendum campaigns. A number of others also
claimed that Prodi, an ex-Prime Minister, had been more political then
collegial in his Commission work, accentuating trends toward the gov-
ernmentalization of the Commission that were continued by Barroso.
Prodi’s governmental style undercut the Commission collegiality that
many thought was central to its job of promoting European common
interests. And almost everyone who dwelled on Commission changes
thought that Prodi had been a dismal, often incoherent, communicator
inside the Commission and to the outside world. This was an important
weakness, some said, because the Commission President should be cen-
tral in galvanizing collective work and in informing member states, the
media, and citizens of what the Commission was doing. One sharply
critical expert, who thought that Prodi had been ‘a disaster,’ noted fur-
ther that ‘Prodi couldn’t even summarize what had happened at the end
of Commission meetings; Pascal Lamy [Commissioner for Trade at the
time] ended up doing it’ (CCO).

The Barroso Commission did not receive high marks either, even from
some of its own highest officials. José Manuel Barroso was recognized
for having great skills as a speaker and communicator who could be per-
suasive and astute in several languages, in strong contrast to Prodi. But
many found fault with his Commission’s weak leadership, in particu-
lar, its timidity in proposing things. ‘The Commission lacks confidence
in dealing with everyone, from the European Parliament and member
states to the Americans and the Turks’ (C). ‘At a moment when the
Commission should be pumping fuel into the machine, it is afraid to do
much’ (CCO). ‘Barroso is a tactician, not a strategist’ (CCO). ‘The Com-
mission isn’t a vanguard any more. Now it is more like the secretariat of
the Council of Ministers’ (CCO). ‘Barroso doesn’t want to legislate. He
is into this new governance stuff where the Commission consults with
everyone all the time, and this takes the wind completely out of the
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initiative process’ (CCO). ‘The President is a pure politician who tries to
manage the Commission for his own image’ (CCO). ‘Barroso is a nice
guy, but he is really a lightweight’ (CCO).

There was a different take on things coming from some respondents
who claimed that what others saw as lack of confidence and reluc-
tance to act was really deliberate strategy. Barroso was on record also
saying that the Commission should do less but better, and being com-
mitted to getting rid of things that member states found invasive and
annoying. Moreover, he was assiduous at advertising achievements that
opinion polling indicated as popular among citizens (like the reduction
in mobile phone roaming charges). Barroso was the third former Prime
Minister to become Commission President, after Santer and Prodi, and
even more than his predecessors he ran the Commission in governmen-
tal rather than collegial ways, backed by a singleminded and tough staff.
Delors, with French and German backing, was wont to announce large
Commission policy proposals to ‘bring the member states together’ that
were supported by high-minded rhetorical preaching. Barroso worked
differently because the conditions were different. Before exposing Com-
mission positions, he carefully scanned the member state horizon to
judge what the inter-governmental market for new EU policies was likely
to bear. Only after he had a strong sense that something new would be
politically viable did he risk proposing new programs.

One critic thus argued that Barroso ‘sees the member states as his
clients’ with the risk that the Commission would become ‘the execu-
tive of the Council of Ministers’ (CCO). Indeed, until the climate change
and energy security program in 2007, there had been few large proposals
at all, something which was not difficult to understand in the political
situation after the French and Dutch referendums. This did not help
Barroso’s reputation, however. And when there had been proposals, as
with the climate change package, the Barroso method allowed member
states, rather than the Commission, to gather in the credit.

Many criticisms of Barroso reflected resentment among EU elites of
the member state-induced change according to which Commission Pres-
idents should be an experienced politician with high-level service in
a member state, ‘one of their own,’ named from the same political
camp as the victors in preceding elections to the European Parliament.
This change was bound to encourage political disagreement because, in
partisan terms, the small world of high Commission and Council lead-
ers was far from united. Those whose hearts were on the Center-Left
saw Barroso as a liberal or neoliberal who believed that markets should
function with a minimum of regulatory interference, implying that the
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Commission ought not to propose very much. ‘The Barroso Commis-
sion is a narrow interpreter of the gospel according to The Economist, The
Financial Times, and The Wall Street Journal,’ said a less than sympathetic
Commission official. Those with a federalist vision of the Commission’s
mission and who did not approve of the Barroso Commission’s line of
less and better regulation joined in such complaints for their own rea-
sons. Those who were more comfortable with the neoliberal gospel, and
there were many, strongly disagreed.

Many thought also that the Commission’s problems had been
compounded by enlargement. Twenty-seven Commissioners made for
‘untidiness,’ with negative effects on collegiality and functioning. There
were too many Commissioners for the number of real jobs that the
Commission had and the need to find employment and staff for
them affected the quality of Commission work. There was widespread
complaining that some new Commissioners saw themselves as repre-
sentatives of their own countries rather than as advocates for European
common interests. Many also commented on the lack of understand-
ing among new Commissioners of the roles that the Commission had
been designed to play in the EU. One official suggested that the effects
of enlargement meant that ‘the big member states now see the Commis-
sion as a place run by the smalls,’ in ways that had enhanced their search
for other places to do their business and their tenacity in negotiations
about reforming the institutions.

Such comments were not universal, however. Several respondents,
having anticipated enlargement difficulties, expressed surprise that
there had been so few real problems. Others tempered criticism with
optimism that treaty change would resolve the numbers problem and
that in time socialization into the Commission’s institutional culture
would increase effectiveness. Many respondents, repeating a Barroso
Commission mantra, noted that better communication might also help
to solve these problems. However, one Commission official who had
tried long and hard to do such communicating work but ended up in
complete frustration commented that ‘the EU cannot explain itself. The
Commission hasn’t the slightest idea how to explain what is going on
from a political point of view.’ Another noted that ‘we’ve always tried to
aim our communications at our immediate stakeholders and this leads
us to put out messages that are too complicated and specialized. But
we’ve never tried, until very recently in the work of Margot Walström
to aim at the public in general’ (CCO).4 Most advocates of improved
communication strategies quickly confessed that they thought that any
success was bound to be limited. Among other reasons, they thought
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that getting the Commission heard more clearly was not in the interests
of most member states, at least for the time being.

These diverse remarks often revealed nostalgia about a Delors golden
age. In the ensuing conversations this often turned into complaints
about the shortcomings of subsequent Commissions. Beyond idealized
memories of lost pasts, however, there was widespread anxiety about
the eclipse of Commission influence among EU institutions and what
this might mean in the EU’s future. Beyond political, generational, and
conceptual divisions, plus occasional self-criticism, there was agreement
that the essential causes of the loss of Commission influence lay beyond
anything the Commission itself had done. Put simply, the member
states had wanted it to happen. The story’s end was that the role and
relative weight of the European Commission in the EU’s institutional tri-
angle had changed over the past two decades. Given the EU’s capricious
institutional pasts, this was not the first time that the Commission had
lost clout and no one could know for sure whether this change would
be permanent. Many respondents worried that it might be, however.

Other parts of the triangle

Remarks about other institutions were less portentous. A large number
of respondents did talk about the increasing weight of the European
Parliament, however. ‘The EU is no longer just the Commission and the
Council; now we have to think of the Parliament as well,’ said a leading
Commission figure. The Parliament had emerged as ‘a democratic body
in the middle of Commission and Council dealings,’ a remark that inad-
vertently indicated his opinion about how small a place there had been
for democracy in earlier EU dealings. At last, ‘the EP is now a moving
target that complicates the institutional game, for better or for worse’
(CCO). The culture of the European Commission historically had been
to look down on the European Parliament, so the fact that grizzled Com-
mission veterans were grudgingly positive about the Parliament’s new
roles was significant. ‘Parliament is doing well co-deciding. What they
do is more and more political, in a good sense, and we really needed
that. They have learned quickly how to do a very good job, particu-
larly at making sure that we have done our own work properly,’ said
one Commission official. In other words, even if the rise of the Parlia-
ment had interfered with cozy dealings between the Commission and
the Council and been viewed originally with apprehension, things had
turned out better than anticipated. ‘The Parliament is much stronger,
and no longer totally irresponsible, as we in the Commission had always
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implicitly believed’ (CCO). Another outspoken colleague announced
that ‘the Parliament is now full of itself, but it is clearly more serious
than it was’ (CCO).

Many cited detailed evidence, like the Commission official who noted
that ‘the Parliament has evolved from a talking shop into a significant
legislative role. Look at what it did on REACH and the Services Direc-
tive.’ Several respondents echoed this. ‘The EP now does a lot of the
really hard work on the big dossiers’ (C), such as REACH (Registration,
Evaluation and Authorisation of Chemicals). This was a directive passed
in 2006 proposing massive and hotly contested EU regulatory mech-
anisms. It was one of the most complex pieces of legislation in the
Union’s history. The chemicals industry would have to isolate and ana-
lyze the properties and risks of all chemical substances that they brought
to market and make the results publicly available.5 The directive had
huge implications for the global regulation of chemicals and implied
that EU regulatory approaches might eventually be adopted worldwide.6

Environmental NGOs (Nongovernmental Organizations) arrived in fero-
cious force in Brussels and Strasbourg and opposing them was what has
been labeled ‘the largest ever industrial lobbying campaign in Europe’
backed by the full resources of Europe’s own world-class chemicals
industry and its international colleagues, all deeply threatened.7 The
European Parliament played a very large role in sorting out such an
explosive mixture of conflicting interests and helped reach a workable
product in co-decision.8 One respondent allowed that ‘the result didn’t
fully satisfy anyone in the confusion of different lobbies out there,
but the proposal got tougher as things went on. These are both good
signs’ (CCO).

The Directive on Services in the Internal Market – aka the Bolkestein
Directive – was passed by the Commission in the very last days of the
Prodi presidency in 2004. As already noted, most Commission respon-
dents knew that the timing of the Services Directive had been a serious
mistake. In its original form, the Directive threatened basic industrial
relations arrangements in high-wage EU-15 countries. This had pro-
voked strong Left-of-Center political opposition across the continent
and Scandinavia.

It had been left to the Parliament to help limit the damage, which
it had done through intense and conflict-prone hard work. It had soft-
ened the directive by cutting out the country-of-origin principle that
would have allowed companies offering services outside their own coun-
try to operate under the rules of their home base. It managed to exclude
essential public services like broadcasting, post offices, public transport,
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health care, social services, and gambling from the directive’s scope.
MEPs (Members of the European Parliament) were proud of this. Their
amendments calmed some of the worst public fears about undermin-
ing public services and helped lower the heat raised by the original
Bolkestein draft. The outcome was a political compromise, blunting the
original directive’s harsh overreach, but it did not resolve its fundamen-
tal issues. Almost everyone was nonetheless pleased that the Parliament
had been able to put out most of the fires.9

Among the many parliamentarians we interviewed (21 of the total
group), it was striking how few focused on broad institutional issues,
however. This was a clear contrast to those from the Commission
and Council. This absence was odd because many of the MEPs in our
group had participated in the European Convention and they had spent
months addressing such issues in detail. Perhaps we had knocked on
the wrong doors, but it is more likely that today’s European Parliament
is more engaged in refining its own roles because of co-decision than
in reflecting on the broader institutional evolution of the EU. And it is
quite probable that the European Parliament’s co-decisional role does
not, in itself, lead parliamentarians to the constant focus on institu-
tional processes that is obligatory for those at the top of the EU’s other
parts of the institutional triangle.

The few MEPs who did comment more broadly on EU institutions
made many astute observations, however. One remark was that ‘the Par-
liament thinks that with co-decision the EU is a new political entity that
now has a real parliamentary basis, but neither of these things is really
true.’ An MEP who had once been a Commissioner seconded this argu-
ment. ‘The European Parliament is now a much more important part of
the system. But it still doesn’t convey to our citizens the message that
Europe is democratic.’ A third MEP concluded that, ‘we in the Parlia-
ment will not solve the “democratic deficit” problem; the Parliament
won’t fill the gap. National parliaments are losing their real legislative
powers all around us, and turning to the job of monitoring and control-
ling governments carefully to make them more accountable. It is odd
that the European Parliament seems to be moving in the other direction,
trying to be a force in the legislative process, even if there hasn’t been
much legislating to be done of late because of the Commission’s retreat.
The Parliament now goes into huge detail and tries to micro-manage the
legislative process. How else can we explain the ton of amendments we
produced on REACH?’

These were disturbing thoughts. One subtext was that European
parliamentarians were prone to misinterpreting their place in the
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broader political world. This was less significant than the reflections
of some insiders that the new roles the European Parliament had been
assuming, however energetically and astutely, did not really address the
EU’s problems of legitimacy and lack of resonance with citizens. One
hypothesis about this was that ‘there is a lack of symbiosis between
the EU and what happens in member states . . . there is a disconnect,
the institutions are too complex, people don’t get them, they feel as
if they are submitting to Europe, the citizens don’t understand at all’
(EP). A parliamentary official favorably inclined toward recent EU insti-
tutional changes made this point succinctly. ‘The EP is not considered
as “my parliament” or a real parliament, in part because it doesn’t have
the powers that one could reasonably expect in a supranational parlia-
ment, such as the power to propose.’ Also missing, he added, were ‘real,
politically salient, supranational political platforms that national politi-
cal parties and national politics can take seriously.’ EP elections remain
‘midterm health checkups for national parties.’

The European Council was the other key EU institution (besides the
Court, which was rarely mentioned by respondents) designed to gen-
erate cooperation among the member states. Its operational logic was
simple. Heads of state and government met periodically to consecrate
a general EU agenda which they pledged publically to implement and
which would serve as a strategy for the Commission in its role as pro-
poser. The European Council had been established historically to rival,
and perhaps blunt, the role of the Commission, with an agenda that
was only slightly hidden in the 1970s when it was created, that it was to
allow large member states (France and Germany in particular) to assume
greater power in calling important shots. One MEP we saw was adamant
that the European Council had been the major reason for EU successes.
‘Europe has moved forward not so much because of the Commission,
but because member states, each with their own reasons for want-
ing it, have bought it into movement.’ Another respondent, who had
directly participated in European Council proceedings over many years,
claimed that ‘from 1984 at Fontainebleau to the Convention in 2002,
the European Council was very much in control of things . . . setting the
agenda’ (CCO).

Those who reflected on the European Council were less than positive
about its recent history, however. It had been a central player in the
golden-age years after 1985, when it had been characterized by solid
collusion between the Franco-German couple and the Delors Commis-
sion, and with Jacques Delors in particular. In the 1990s, the European
Council had helped push new areas like CFSP and JHA forward, often
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against resistance from some member states. Both of these areas had
been designed at Maastricht to be intergovernmental, however. That
they had been propelled forward by the European Council was no sur-
prise, therefore, nor were the limits on this progress. The European
Council had also made the hard decisions about enlargement. In all
of these areas, movement had been slow, secret, and lacking in trans-
parency. One result, said a close observer, was that ‘today no one knows
who makes European law. Deciding in secret is built into multilateral
negotiations the way we do it, but we have to develop something more
open this. On the face of our recent problems, European laws will now
have to be made by European citizens’ (CCO).

The strongest criticisms were reserved for the area of institutional
reform. One general argument, repeated by several respondents, was
that the succession of IGCs on institutional reforms punctuated by
European Council meetings, which had lasted non-stop for almost a
decade, had ‘given a clear impression to citizens that the EU is always in
need of reform and repair’ (CCO). In this story, the cumulative grinding
effect of EU leaders repeatedly and publicly wringing their hands about
how European institutions were not working contributed to the EU’s
general malaise and reinforced negative feelings in an already skeptical
citizenry, especially since the same leaders were chronically unable to
deliver the reforms that they claimed were absolutely necessary.

One respondent, who had worked very closely with the European
Council, added philosophically, ‘it is normal for us to have disagree-
ments about big matters. We have always had them. Europe has
always been about fighting through such important things, but the
message that always gets missed is “hold on a bit, we are going to
find some kind of agreement” ’ (CCO). Translated, this meant that
most people could not follow and understand the complexities of EU
intergovernmentalism at European Council level. He added that fre-
quent accusations about Council of Ministers and European Council
lack of transparency were ‘utter bullshit! The Council and the European
Council are as open to the press as they can be.’ The transparency issue,
he thought, was a product of what happened after European Council
meetings rather than the meetings themselves. For him, the issue was
that there were no European media. His remarks were pointedly meant
to include papers like the Financial Times and The Economist, which
claimed to be promoting trans-European discussion and reporting but,
he noted, had clear national axes to grind. The result was that national
leaders and the national media that followed them ‘immediately change
what is said and translate it into national vocabularies.’ When there



Institutions: Virtues, Vices, and Rebalancing 89

were real problems that concerned the European Council, he argued,
they were most often created by member states and national interests.
Many such problems had arisen as a result of shifting national outlooks
toward the EU since the early–mid-1990s as new EU prerogatives took
hold at member state level, a process complicated by enlargement that
had brought more diverse national outlooks. He added that with the
fifth enlargement European Councils had become huge affairs involving
hundreds of people who often barely knew one another. The European
Council, as originally designed, was meant to encourage intense din-
ner table and fireside discussions among a few top leaders (who could
only have one other person with them) that might get to the bottom
of things and encourage new cooperation. ‘It is a bit like going to a
crowded cinema these days. There are endless recitations of national
positions and very little real exchange,’ he concluded.

Another respondent noted that the European Council had faced a
turning point in 2002, when the Convention was invented so as to shift
gears on institutional reform. After this, the effectiveness of the Council
had started to decline, he noted, in part because the Council of Minis-
ters and member states overloaded the Convention agenda. Sometimes
member states even ‘pulled a fast one by throwing new things on the
table at the last minute’ so as to block progress (CCO). In this context,
the European Council’s methods changed, leading to much more pre-
liminary negotiating. This meant that the Council’s conclusions were
now negotiated well in advance of actual meetings. A side effect had
been an ever-increasing uploading of unresolved detailed issues from
the Council of Ministers to the European Council, which then tended to
get distracted from its general strategizing roles. The results transformed
the European Council into a Council of Ministers writ large, often run
through bilateral negotiating by the rotating president, rather than a
vanguard institution whose members had deep personal contacts from
which they could conclude with important new proposals.

The European Convention and the Constitutional Treaty had been
epicenters of the EU’s recent institutional traumas, and many respon-
dents were critical of their processes and results. A few thought that
the Laeken Declaration and the idea of a European Convention had
been wrongheaded, but they were a small group. More thought that
both had been initially pragmatic and realistic ways to get the EU out
of a post-Nice rut and help make EU institutions more efficient and
democratic. The Convention’s premise of introducing new participants
to the debate and thereby enhancing support for reforms was widely
applauded. Alas, according to a number of respondents, rather than
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pulling in broader constituencies in the world beyond Brussels, the
Convention had tended to mobilize the usual Brussels suspects (NGOs,
experts, parliamentarians). More than anything else, however, there was
widespread criticism of the hype that had come to envelop the Conven-
tion’s work. Convention President Giscard d’Estaing bore the brunt of
this criticism: ‘that megalomaniacal Giscard’ was only one of the harsh
rebukes we heard (CCO). Giscard had introduced the inflated symbol-
ism of Philadelphia 1776 to the Convention’s work and this was also
seen as a provocative tactical mistake. Indeed, very few had anything
positive to say about the Convention Presidium’s insistence on intro-
ducing the term ‘European constitution’ into an already complicated
and conflictual discussion, although Giscard was not solely responsible
for this.10

Most insiders were acutely conscious of the kinds of institutional
reform that were needed. Almost all wished for more QMV, particularly
in Justice and Home Affairs and for the CFSP. They also desired changes
that might make the Commission more effective in an EU of 27 mem-
bers. Most thought that a foreign minister and a president could help
circumvent the problems of the existing rotating presidency and give
the EU greater symbolic personification. They also supported tweaking
EU competencies to capture emerging issue areas such as energy and
climate change. Most thought, however, that high verbiage about a Con-
stitution had greatly complicated the job of getting such incremental
reforms. It had set member states on edge and, worst still, enervated
public opinion. ‘It was the perceptions that counted, however modest
the proposals were’ (CCO).

In general, the Convention had positioned itself to look like a great
leap forward beyond the EU’s usual difficult incremental dynamics.
Some thought the positioning that emerged had not been very use-
ful, however. One respondent commented that it involved ‘proclaiming
that we were an elephant or a giraffe to people who really were not
very worried about what kind of animal we were until this’ (CCO).
It had also created the false impression that the EU was shifting gears
toward speedier integration and done this without asking the people.
The result strengthened popular feelings that the ‘European elite has
gone much too fast’ (CCO) and reinforced perceptions of the EU as
an elite conspiracy. More generally, the whole exercise had fallen far
short of what its advocates had hoped. ‘When we did try to correct
the impression of always being in need of repair, with good will, open-
ing up and debating at the Convention, it was a disaster. Trying to
engage everyone in constitutional debate did not give us new credibility
and didn’t persuade people to have a new sense of ownership’ (CCO).
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Finally, editorial choices by the authors of the Constitutional Treaty
were often raked over the coals. The ECT text’s cumbersome part III,
which regurgitated 50 years of EU treaty commitments at great length,
had needlessly exercised French public opinion about the EU’s tradi-
tional market-opening commitments at a moment when the French
were worried about globalization. For some, the explicit inclusion of
the Charter of Fundamental Rights had also exacerbated fears of an
encroaching European superstate.11

It may have been because of our timing – many interviews happened
during the 2007 German Presidency when work was well underway
toward the ‘reform treaty’ that would eventually become the Lisbon
Treaty – but a majority of respondents concluded that a much sim-
pler proposal to amend the existing treaties might have avoided the
2005 disasters. The Convention and the ECT proposal had provided
an additional target at which some French and Dutch voters could
aim in order to protest various, mainly national, grievances having lit-
tle to do with the ECT text. At its worst, the episode was seen as a
major distraction from the EU’s deepest problems which, to our respon-
dents, were less institutional than substantive. The EU really needed to
face urgent policy problems much more than entertain endless debate
about its institutions. There was little disagreement, however, that
the defeats around the Convention, ECT, and the referendums were
an albatross that needed removing as rapidly as possible. There was
widespread initial hope that member states would quickly ratify what
eventually became the Lisbon Treaty and avoid any further embarrassing
referendums.

The thorny issues of substance that needed urgent work made respon-
dents anxious about the institutions and whether the fragile balance
between them would be effective enough. Member states were now
much more diverse in their interests and what they wanted from the
EU, if they wanted anything, was more difficult to discern. Difficult
new enlargement questions, touching Turkey, the Western Balkans, and
other far-flung places, were on the table and they would not be easy
to resolve. The EU’s policy concerns were often different from the
economics and market core and fell much closer to the heart of tradi-
tional Westphalian notions of national sovereignty. Everyone expected
that they would be more difficult to manage. Finally, the chasm
between ordinary Europeans and the European project could not be
wished away.

An EU of 27 was profoundly different from one of 12 or even 15.
Everything took much longer because the multiplicity of national inter-
ests combined in different ways on any given matter. The EU’s new
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policy areas brought new and complicated management tasks that
provoked national resistance. The problems became even more com-
plicated when these new tasks, like much in the Lisbon strategy, fell
outside Community prerogatives, when it became a matter of EU insti-
tutions trying to persuade reluctant national governments to coordinate
policies when, more often than not, their domestic political situations
pushed them in different directions. ‘We are professionals on a fron-
tier . . . and the so-called governance shift away from our old business of
rule and law making into soft power has happened at just the moment
when the scale of the problems that we face has become huge’ (CCO).
In 2005–07, however, our respondents had no idea that EU institutions,
in a phase of rapid change, would be called upon to handle the effects
of a global economic crisis. Would they be able to promote the needed
new cooperation? Would they be able to do so with sufficient speed and
agility? Would member states, situated very differently in this new crisis,
be able to agree at all?



6
Bringing the People with Us

There are few people familiar with the EU, and even fewer EU citizens
who are not aware that the EU‘s institutions have problems of legit-
imacy. Put simply, the EU’s people do not know much about it and
often do not much like what they do know. At their origins, these
problems are architectural. EU institutions were purpose-built to help
six Western European nation states cooperate after a terrible war. Some
of those among the architects were strong idealists who hoped that the
new institutions would lead to something like a United States of Europe
by dissolving national differences into a federalist whole. Most of the
founders were realists, however, and they knew that making such a
federalist whole a transparent goal was likely to ensure failure. The over-
riding importance of generating international cooperation in Europe –
nothing less than a peaceful future was at stake – thus led the founders to
a path of sectoral integration that aimed at removing economic barriers
among member states.

Many of these architects, including Jean Monnet, knew that sectoral
integration would not guarantee success if things were left to classic
intergovernmental negotiating, however. This created a puzzle, since
they also knew that they could not circumvent the member states.
Finally, they knew that they would not be able to ask states to sacri-
fice too much sovereignty at any one time. Thus they decided to follow
the institutional model of Monnet’s European Coal and Steel Com-
munity (ECSC) in the EEC (European Economic Community) Treaty,
supplementing their sectoral approaches with elitist institutions like the
European Commission, a more constrained version of the ECSC’s High
Authority. These institutions would be given limited and specific powers
to promote new multilateral cooperation from above before proposals
went to the multilateral intergovernmental bargaining processes that
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underlay the process. If cooperation could be agreed for certain sectors,
these new institutions might help promote spillover into other areas.
This design, plus pressure from groups who would see their own interests
in greater integration, could provide support for European institutions.1

The founders thus invented the ‘Monnet Method,’ now more fre-
quently termed the Community Method. The European Commission
could alone propose legally binding legislation within the juridical
scope of the treaties. In time, the accumulation of legislation would
create a body of European law whose application the Commission and
the European Court of Justice would then oversee.2 Leaders of member
states were worried from the beginning about losing control, and thus
in the 1970s instituted their own institution, the European Council. The
European Council could not supplant the Commission’s rights of pro-
posal, inscribed in the Rome Treaty, but it could set a general agenda
within which this authority would have to be exercised. The complex
methods of decision and governance that emerged succeeded beyond
almost everyone’s expectations, even if they fell short of the hopes of
federalists. Fifty years later the EU has indeed ‘spilled over’ far beyond
its initial confines.

In all of this history there has thus been a constitutional settlement of
sorts. Constitutional settlements built on congealed power relations are
difficult to change, of course, and they are rarely completely consensual.
The same is true for the EU, which has had to face up to the fact that
these institutions are by design elitist and non-democratic.

Referendums and democratic deficits

After five decades of history the vices and virtues of the EU’s insti-
tutions were very familiar to those we interviewed, as Chapter 5 has
documented.3 Their appreciation of the institutional challenges was
often colored by the fact that they had worked in these institutions
for much of their professional lives. This meant that they most often
believed that the EU’s existing institutional system was ultimately
appropriate to the tasks of European integration. Nonetheless, the rejec-
tion of the European Constitutional Treaty in the 2005 French and
Dutch referendums and the 2007 Irish rejection of the Lisbon Treaty
inevitably promoted new reflection. ‘Public opinion has not come with
us,’ lamented one parliamentary veteran. ‘We’ve done a huge amount,
yet the people do not like it’ (CCO). ‘The period of enthusiasm is over
and now that it is difficult to change things, public opinion cannot be
satisfied’ (IG). An MEP summarized in more theoretical terms: ‘People
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are not aware how fast history has been moving and how fast we need
to go now to keep up with it. They still think that the nation state can
keep up, but in large part this is no longer true.’

To explain that ‘the people’ had failed to follow arguments about
the shortcomings of referendums fell easily to hand for many. Ratify-
ing a treaty, they knew, was never as simple as approving or rejecting
European integration, because doing so demanded knowledge of numer-
ous legal and political technicalities. Ordinary citizens were wont to
stray beyond the issue of treaty ratification to questions based on unhap-
piness about their domestic governments and their lives. And even
if referendum voters did not start this way, national political leaders
invariably tempted them in such directions. Referendums were blunt
instruments, therefore, for decision-making and perhaps even as likely
to harm the EU as help it.

Despite such reasoned opinions, our respondents were in shock after
the referendum losses. The referendums had eliminated any remaining
complacency they may have had about the EU’s political situation. How
ever badly they judged the resort to referendums, the results demon-
strated that the EU had deep and abiding problems of ‘connecting
with the people’ (CCO). This problem was not easy to admit, however,
because, as a long-time official underlined, in the difficult aftermath
of the Maastricht Treaty he had had to reconsider his conviction that
‘building the Union was a good in itself, an article of faith’ (CCO).

Despite recognizing that the EU had real institutional problems that
needed serious reflection and, eventually, reform, respondents nonethe-
less considered that reforms would help the EU make better connections
with citizens. But they also thought that there were limits to change.
The EU could not simply start all over again or abandon its ongoing
integration project to rebuild such connections. Five decades of history
had created institutional trajectories that could not and, for most ought
not, be discarded. If there were problems of legitimacy, the changes that
might help resolve them had to fit what had already been accomplished.

One striking thing about the statements of respondents around this
consensus was their almost complete refusal to engage with the debate
about the EU’s supposed democratic deficit, the concept most widely
used as shorthand for the EU’s political dilemmas. The concept, origi-
nally invented in the 1970s to justify more influence for the European
Parliament, posited that the powers delegated to the institutions by the
treaties were not subject to enough democratic control. Most respon-
dents felt that while there were real questions on the EU’s political table,
the democratic deficit debate provided misleading answers. However
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misunderstood EU institutions were, they did not violate accepted
philosophical canons of democratic responsibility and accountability.4

In the words of one sophisticated ex-Commissioner, ‘the democratic
deficit . . . well, you can always improve democracy, but the EU’s demo-
cratic deficit doesn’t exist.’ He then listed the many ways in which
the Union’s institutions were democratically vetted and kept in check.
Commissioners were appointed by elected national governments and
then intensely queried about their qualifications by directly elected
European parliamentarians before being allowed to serve. Members of
the European Council were democratically elected government leaders.
Members of the Council of Ministers came from their governments.
The EU institutional system was full of democratic checks and balances,
according to him.

Respondents acknowledged, however, that the democracy of EU insti-
tutions, built on top of intergovernmental dealings among democratic
nations, was derived rather than directly democratic.5 The problem was
real, even if it did not amount to a democratic deficit. On the other
hand, almost all saw the EU’s existing institutions as one of the few
guarantees that Europe could face challenges of globalization and inter-
national coordination that demanded the kind of multilevel governance
that the EU could provide. There were burning issues that European
national governments could not solve on their own which cried out for
European-level cooperation. As a Commission specialist on the insti-
tutions noted, ‘the debate about federalism is not about creating a
superstate. The Brits and others have been dead wrong about this. It is
about finding the right ways and the right places to do whatever needs
to be done’ (CCO).

Many respondents – one-third of those who explicitly focused on the
EU’s legitimacy problems – nested legitimacy issues in the larger political
puzzle of a crisis of democratic politics, whose most destructive mani-
festations lay more at member state levels than in the EU itself. ‘This is
an era of direct democracy and new populism and the EU is having a
very difficult time coping with it’ (IG). ‘There is a general crisis of poli-
tics, and people distrust politics and politicians. The only time anyone
talks about the EU is during elections. The rest of the time it is a scape-
goat’ (CCO). ‘Citizens are deeply anxious about the speed with which
things are changing these days and governments are too weak to take
the lead. For them it is easier to blame Brussels’ (C). ‘The politics of mem-
ber states have changed. In some places there is a real crisis, in others
there are a crowd of pragmatic new politicians who are terribly vulner-
able to opinion polls, plus populists who focus exclusively on domestic



Bringing the People with Us 97

problems. No wonder that the ability and willingness to cooperate in
Europe is suddenly weaker’ (CCO). ‘Things are going faster and faster,
in ways that people find it hard to grasp. Integration really does work,
but people are not used to it, they are locked into it and scared. Brussels
is far away and not a government and then there is the deeper issue
of national democracy; people no longer assume their responsibilities’
(CCO). ‘Uncertainty has grown in our societies, related to immigration,
crime that politicians cannot control, media that overdramatize nega-
tivity. Voters are insecure about the economic future and pretty certain
that their politicians are unable to find effective ways of helping them
out. . . . They increasingly focus on electoral cycles and elections and
this leads to an increasing political shallowness, growing expectations
among voters about dubiously simple solutions’ (CCO).

The ‘real’ problems . . .

Even if they were reluctant to use the term ‘democratic deficit,’ respon-
dents could not overlook the EU’s very real legitimacy problems. One
MEP, who was also a former minister, described the EU as at a turn-
ing point. ‘We face an historic shift from the Europe of the initiated
that we’ve had for so long to a Europe of the people.’ But why had
this shift occurred? Our respondents were not naïve, and recognized, if
sometimes grudgingly, that European integration had been long been a
stealthy, elite-driven affair. The harsh comment that ‘we failed to bring
the people with us’ (CCO) was a good summary, full of the ambiguity
that we often heard. A Central European elder statesman rephrased this
in clearer forms. ‘Why did what happened in 2005 happen? We have to
face our huge weakness on the political side of things. The EU has been
built very far from ordinary Europeans. Then after 50 years we had an
elite-level debate about our institutions. But there is no European public
sphere, and it turned out that there wasn’t a European media out there
to report what we were saying.’ Another veteran added, ‘there is a huge
distance between the EU and its citizens. Elites and politicians have built
this thing without much resonance among people’ (CCO). A Commis-
sion institutional specialist acknowledged that ‘we face a big gap. We’ve
made a speedy integration happen without really asking people. The
European elite has gone much too quickly. Our problem now is how to
bring Europe back to the citizens’ (CCO).

Many respondents also pointed to the opacity of EU institutions, in
particular those where member states worked most. The heart of the
EU’s intergovernmental negotiating was not transparent and difficult to
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penetrate. ‘We are paying for the secrecy of decisions made in diplo-
matic ways. We need much more open multilateralism. Europe makes
laws through secret deals and this is what doesn’t work anymore. Laws
have to be made by citizens and seen to be made by them’ (EP). Finally,
an old hand who had observed the EU from a multiplicity of different
perspectives observed that ‘the EU is an unidentified political object that
rules but which has not been defined by a common will’ (EP).

It was common to be told that many EU political problems had
arisen because of the sui generis nature of EU institutions. The central
issue was that the political lives of Europeans had been built around
experience with national parties, campaigns, elections, media coverage,
governments, and oppositions. European institutions did not look at
all like these national ones, however. The result was, therefore, citizen
puzzlement and misunderstanding, even if these European-level inven-
tions had served their purposes well and they had sufficient democratic
justification. One Center-Left MEP noted, ‘the citizens haven’t got it
yet. Everyone has a parliamentary regime in their heads, but the EU
falls completely outside European political culture. People don’t get the
famous institutional triangle, they do not understand its absence of
transparency, they cannot penetrate what the Commission in its ivory
tower might be up to, and a parliament that cannot propose laws is com-
pletely mysterious. Then there is the dense three-way dialogue among
the Commission, the Council and Parliament. How can my neighbors
find their way through this jungle, let alone identify with it. To them
the EU lives on another planet.’ The uniqueness of the institutional con-
figuration created a huge dilemma that was put succinctly by a former
Commissioner. ‘The EU can never be a democracy of proximity, close
enough to really engage the citizenry.’

What was to be done? Since it had taken Europeans centuries to inter-
nalize their national political habits, to the degree to which they actually
fully done so, learning about very new and very different European insti-
tutions would take time. For the moment, ‘people don’t understand a
supranational entity with power’ (C).

About a third of respondents blamed member states and their national
politics for most of these problems. The classic argument was that they
relied on blame avoidance. As an ex-Commissioner put it, ‘the member
states accept our successes and blame the EU for their problems. There
is no real democratic deficit, but there is a problem in our own national
democracies. No one has succeeded in persuading people that there is a
win-win game between the EU and national politics.’ ‘We need to move
from a Europe of the initiated toward a Europe of the people, but it is
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national politics that stands most in the way’ (EP). ‘There is now a crisis
of national leaderships that has been deepened by economic stagnation.
Leadership consists in being more far-sighted than those you lead, and
this is exactly what is missing today’ (CCO).

Perhaps because of the magnitude of the EU’s legitimacy problems,
most respondents preferred to focus less on solutions and more on the
processes that had created the problems. There were many stories about
policies and political developments that had not worked out as planned.
One example was about failed hopes that the post-1985 economic ini-
tiatives would spill over into new political integration. An MEP recalled
Jacques Delors responding to criticisms about the liberalizing dynamics
of the single market and EMU by arguing that ‘you’ll see. There will be
trouble about this, and the people will then demand that a more polit-
ical and democratic Europe be built.’ But the MEP went on to say, ‘the
theory that we should integrate the European market and that people
would then demand political integration follow turned out to be dead
wrong. What followed instead was neo-liberalism’ (EP).

This story of political momentum lost, frittered away, or never begun
came in other versions. One was that new EU post-1985 activities had
come much too fast. A former Commissioner offered this: ‘Our efforts
to maintain and pursue momentum turned out to be too strong. The
public did not follow us, could not follow us, and a current of hos-
tility developed instead. It didn’t help that we’d gotten into habits of
over-regulation and micro-management. Delors and our Commission
then became useful scapegoats, something that was becoming appar-
ent towards the end of the Delors years, but we refused to see it and
to believe that it could be serious.’ A different line held that Europe’s
economic failures had increased citizen misunderstandings. The sim-
plest version was that ‘the poor economic performance in the core of
Europe soured public opinion and as this happened the political classes
in core member states pulled back. The result has been that in continen-
tal Europe liberalizing and enlarging have come to be seen as a threat to
economic security and living standards’ (CCO). Other versions held that
resistance to structural reforms on the continent had fueled low growth
and high unemployment that, in turn, fed public backlash against the
EU. Another narrative was that the EU‘s turn to institutional reform
in the mid-1990s had been an expensive diversion. ‘We will probably
get the Constitution or something like it, but is that the project we
are pursuing? We should have known that people do not get passion-
ate about endless discussions about matters of institutional plumbing,’
commented a Commission elder. ‘We put much too much energy into
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the constitution. People wanted real payoffs, not all this talk . . . Giscard,
Philadelphia, and all that, it did us a terrible disservice’ (CCO). Some
added an even stronger punch line. ‘You could never get an EU con-
stitution without a real new EU project. Now we’ve ended up stuck in
mid-stream. The single market is not finished, there are few EU pub-
lic goods, there is no European coordination of economic policy . . . the
Lisbon agenda . . . well, everyone says that it is great but the problem is
that we are not doing it and national differences are now mortgaging
the future’ (EP).

The strongest form of this particular argument amounted to an
accusation of fiddling while Rome burned. IGCs (Intergovernmental
Conferences) and Conventions had fought over the different possible
weighting of qualified majorities, the size of the Commission, and other
such matters while European economies had drifted and global circum-
stances around the EU had changed. One veteran of the Delors years
believed that had begun very early on. ‘We were pretty focused on the
single market, then EMU, on issues of redistributing economic and labor
rights, but we didn’t really catch the novelty of globalization. We were
weak on industrial policy, on research and development, on the impor-
tance of what was happening in GATT [General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade] and the WTO [World Trade Organization]. We missed antic-
ipating the difficulties that people would face when our own strategies
and the processes of globalization began to come together, now we’re
paying for this, since public debate is all about the risks of globalization’
(CCO). ‘Europe should have been able to persuade people that it could
provide a buffer against the risks of globalization, better still, provide
another model for living in globalization’ (CCO).

It was also common to blame EU institutions for their weak commu-
nications and poor public relations strategies even if few placed great
weight on these things. ‘We’ve lost our way on getting communications
right, explaining things to the public and the key constituencies. Delors
was really good at this, but the Barroso bunch is not there yet at all’
(EP). Another commented, in support of the more energetic PR approach
taken by Commissioner Margot Walström, that ‘the people don’t like
the EU, they don’t know about the good sides of things and focus only
on the bad ones . . . there is no real communications strategy from the
center. People have to keep in mind that you cannot count on national
governments to do this sort of thing; they have little interest in doing
so. They need the EU as a scapegoat’ (IG). A very astute Council offi-
cial who agreed with these views doubted very much whether this kind
of communication clarity could ever be achieved. ‘We should try to be
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more honest about what Europe can do and cannot do, what it does and
doesn’t do, and what it should do and shouldn’t do. But ultimately we
have to live with the cacophony.’

Arguments about communications problems became more precise
when specific policy issues were discussed. Many argued, for exam-
ple, that the circulation of ideas and information about enlargement
were minimal and misleading. National governments were supposed to
inform their citizens why enlargement was necessary and important,
and they had often fallen short. A French respondent, still simmering
about the 2005 referendum, summarized this brutally. ‘Governments
did not do their job of explaining things. Year in, year out, I heard
nothing about enlargement from French governments. Whatever their
politics, there was not one word about enlargement. For 10 years France
had no discussion about Europe . . . the people didn’t know what was
at stake because no one bothered to talk to them seriously about it’
(EP). A Council official broadened the argument in discussing the Lisbon
strategy: ‘If you claim that the Lisbon strategy will end unemployment,
and many people and governments made exactly this kind of claim,
then you are misleading people. Lisbon is very useful, but everything
important in it depends on what the member states choose to do, and
they are all different.’

Communications were a problem, said those respondents who were
impatient about the communications ineptitude of both the EU and its
member states. But given the EU’s confusing institutions, the compet-
ing claims about what they were doing, and the Union’s cultural and
political pluralism, there was little agreement about what might make
the situation better. One proposal, discussed by a few participants, was
to politicize the EU so that it resembled the more familiar practices of
member state democracies. This solution, also proposed in academic cir-
cles, was that the EU should move toward limited democratic politics.
The European Parliament should establish a winner-take-more situa-
tion, with greater left-right divisions. The Council should become a
proper and transparent legislature. And the Commission should become
more like an elected executive, something which many felt was already
underway with new commitments to nominate and elect a Commission
President whose policy commitments had the same partisan leanings
of the parties that had won the most recent elections to the European
Parliament.6 The argument went that in time the EU institutions might
become less unfamiliar and distant to citizens. One younger Commis-
sion official endorsed such proposals, noting that ‘if the institutions
became more political, people would understand Europe better.’
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Strengthening links between EU institutions and the political lives
of member states was another strategic track worth pursuing for some
respondents. One of the Commission’s institutional experts proposed
ways of doing this. ‘There are models, in Denmark and the Netherlands
for example, for making European-level issues an obligatory part of
national parliamentary discussions. Perhaps more member states could
do this.’ He went on to say, ‘the idea of dual mandates where an MEP
would also be a member of the national parliament is worth exploring.’
What would help most, he noted, was ‘if the Council of Ministers could
hold the feet of national parliaments to the fire and make them take
on real consideration of EU matters.’ He was not optimistic about this,
however.

Few respondents fully agreed with these ideas. ‘Making the EU more
similar to national political life would be a tragic mistake. Imagine what
would happen if the Brussels institutions openly leaned to the left and
imposed new rules on a member state governed from the right. This is
a recipe for constant dangerous crises’ (C). An ex-Commissioner added,
‘our democratic problem, if that is what it is, cannot be resolved by
building a wonderfully democratic new world at EU level. There is not
really that much contradiction between the EU and national systems
now. The problem is more that the EU can never be a democracy of prox-
imity, and the solution is doing a much better job of including European
issues in the lives of national democracies. The real question is why this
doesn‘t already happen.’ A Commission official whose job was to think
about these things expressed similar sentiments. ‘Should we become
more like national systems, with a left-right divide and a Commission
elected by the Parliament? This would politicize the Commission and
other EU institutions and policies, the Union would lose its neutrality.’
The bottom line of his argument was that the EU only worked because of
this neutrality, meaning its capacity to promote and induce intergovern-
mental cooperation. Without this the problems would get much worse
at a moment when they needed to become much better. The group’s
near consensus was that ‘making the EU similar to a national polity
would be a tragic mistake’ (CCO). Nothing positive could come from it
in any foreseeable future, and the virtues of the existing institutional
system would probably be lost.

What really is wrong, then?

It was common to argue that the EU’s problem was that its project
had lost its foundational raison d’être. But what had worn out and
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why? Answers came in different declensions. One of the most famil-
iar, repeated several times, was about the destructive effects of recent
enlargement, which, in the context of deepening global liberalization,
had put member states into competition with one another, undercutting
EU cooperation. This boiled down to an old story about the EU’s orig-
inal purposes, connected with projects that the French and Germans
had been able to persuade or oblige others to follow then drowning in
the diversity of national interests. Others looked deeper, however, at a
long decline of the European spirit. ‘We are in the midst of the crisis of
the old European project of peace,’ noted one towering figure from the
end of the Cold War who had become a European parliamentarian. One
possible reason for this, he suggested, was that the old elites – leaders
like Kohl, Mitterrand, Delors, and others – whose experiences of living
through World War II had made them into statesmen, were no longer on
the scene. He added ‘there has been no more war, so there are no more
statesmen.’ Another leader from the same generation claimed that ‘the
French and German ambition after World War II originally was political
integration and consolidating democracy. Ultimately this was a federal-
ist view, but now there is no more devastation and no more fear of war,
and as a result we’ve lost this deep urgency and thrust’ (IG).

Part of the loss of spirit, several respondents added, had been inter-
generational change. One official put it this way: ‘Our populations have
gradually forgotten the great causes, and our children have never known
anything different than what they themselves have experienced . . . they
take things for granted, and instead of reflecting on what we’ve achieved
they are much more likely to ask “what do these people promise us for
the future.” Our old permissive consensus has disappeared and younger
folk need to be persuaded anew why being together is the best way
for Europeans to move forward.’ The bottom line for this respondent
was that ‘now we have to justify ourselves and what we propose on
today’s grounds rather than counting on help from memories from the
last century. Europe cannot provide good solutions, well, they’ll look
for them at national level’ (CCO). Others put the issue differently, argu-
ing that the old European spirit was really a discourse from the ‘youth
of European integration. Now European peoples have grown up and
become adult about Europe, and something different is needed’ (IG).

‘We’ve just turned 50. We are learning that we’ve got peace, but that
peace is now passé in Europe. We’ve also got prosperity, and it may also
be passé, both in reality and as a justificatory theme for the EU. People
now feel left out, and with respect to our projects for economic reform,
which are medium and long term, many people have concluded that
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that the EU doesn’t deliver’ (CCO). A former Commissioner known for
tough talking added that ‘we’ve got aging populations worried about all
kinds of things like stem cells, GMO crops, immigration, social mod-
els. For them peace is now exhausted as a fuel for Europe. Europeans
have become more Voltairian and they think that they live in best of
all possible worlds. While Americans still invest ideologically in their
future, Europeans are more pessimistic . . . they think that tomorrow will
be worse than today. It has become really hard for anyone to appeal to
the future.’ In other words, even if good new ideas and justifications for
the EU could be found, they might not be enough.

One of the most penetrating declensions of the declining-spirit posi-
tion argued that the original missions of the EU had run out of steam.
‘We are probably at the end of a long phase in the history of Europe,
no longer in the same type of construction’ (CCO). What this official
meant was that the EU’s traditional market-building stock in trade was
no longer enough to carry integration forward, even if there were a
great many urgent unfinished jobs to be done. ‘Looking at the way
people judge the European model now, it is clear that the relevance
of the original model is not judged in the same way. The old model
still produces results, but it provides little economic and trade insula-
tion against globalization’ (CCO). A central European, who had been a
precocious European in his own country, had negotiated enlargement
and had been a close observer of EU process well before joining the
Commission staff added, ‘I could sense the malaise already in the early
1990s . . . the standard motors of integration weren’t working the ways
they had before.’

Bringing the people to embrace European integration was an urgent
task for many respondents. Without it integration might stagnate.
Reflecting about this produced great anxiety, however. EU institutions
had worked and, moreover, were deeply embedded structurally and
historically after five decades. This meant that their distance from mem-
ber state citizens and their dissimilarity with national institutions had
become facts of political life, and problematic ones at that. What could
bring the people to a clearer understanding and support of what existed?
Consolidating the same institutional features, with more influence to
the people – a line that several respondents used – was easier said than
done. It would help ‘if we could back away from unpopular things
like the CAP [Common Agricultural Policy],’ said one Commission
official. Others advocated concerted efforts at avoiding, perhaps even
eliminating, the cumbersome regulatory practices and micro-managerial
interference for which the European Commission had become known.
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The practical situation and the reflections of the vast majority of
respondents pointed toward a strategy of building new legitimacy
through outputs. The way to restoring popular enthusiasm lay in find-
ing important new projects that European citizens would support and
which could only be done appropriately at a European level. Europe-
of-results strategies were not new, to be sure, but many respondents
thought that they were well proven historically.7 In addition, experi-
ence had helped them understand the projects that were unlikely to
work. Institutional reform, however important, provided no response
to legitimacy issues. Indeed, extensive evidence from the 1990s, with
the Convention and ECT (European Constitutional Treaty) had made
matters worse. Moreover, projects that EU institutions advocated but
whose implementation depended on voluntary member state coopera-
tion, like the Lisbon strategy, would not enhance the EU’s legitimacy
either. On the evidence of the Lisbon strategy’s results, or lack thereof,
voluntary member state cooperation was also ineffective at producing
the desired outputs. And even were results to be positive, there was a
strong likelihood that member state politicians would claim the credit.

There were real needs for new European-level projects in order to
address the legitimacy issues.8 Action on climate change and energy
security were the most evident candidates. There was widespread hope,
particularly at the high levels of the Commission and the Parliament,
that EU institutions could capitalize on rising public awareness of the
dangers of climate change and the serious problems of energy security.
These areas were perfect for EU-level action, many respondents thought.
They could underline the significance of multilevel European gover-
nance because national policies by even the largest member states could
have little effect on such a planetary set of problems. With new inter-
national negotiations in the offing to replace the approach to climate
change developed in the Kyoto Protocol, the EU might take the lead.
Armed with Europe-wide commitments on fighting climate change, it
might earn new international prominence and win positive feedback
from its own citizens. All in all, the climate change and energy security
package was one of the few sources of genuine optimism that we found.

One former Commissioner, who approached the legitimacy matter
more theoretically, knew why the problems were so difficult to solve.
‘We have consistently been unable to translate our action into politi-
cal legitimacy. In Montesquieu’s terms the Union is democratic, but it
doesn’t feel like it from inside. Why? Legitimacy is still a national state
thing. Getting beyond it is very hard. Westphalian structures go very
deep.’ The problem, in other words, originated in member states not
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at EU level. This was of little comfort, however. As one elder statesman
pronounced, ‘the EU was built on hope. We still have hope, in fact, but
now we don’t have a hope discourse. We’re inhabited by a fear discourse
instead’ (EP). Another grizzled former Commissioner nonetheless con-
cluded that ‘the ability of this bazaar to continue working is still there,’
and on the historical record he was correct. Ups and downs had recurred
and the EU persisted, if sometimes in rocky ways. But how would the
bazaar work in the face of the largest crisis and deepest recession since
the catastrophic 1930s?



7
EU Futures: Exiting Crisis,
Mastering Globalization

We did not press our respondents about what they thought the EU’s
future might or should look like. Many insisted on discussing these
issues, however. They often did so in fragments appended to other reflec-
tions, more feelings than complex argumentation. What they said was
revelatory, however. There were two recurrent themes. One was about
the shorter-term need to dig the EU out of the deep holes created by the
long, unproductive, and politically dangerous debate on institutional
reform characterized by the referendum defeats of the European Con-
stitutional Treaty. The other was long-term concern and hope about
the EU’s place in the world, when the EU found itself at a crossroads.
It could no longer be fully successful if it continued on its traditional
inward market-building trajectory alone, because post-Cold War events
and rapid globalization had begun a vast international reshuffling of
cards in geostrategic position and economic significance. Many respon-
dents felt that the EU would be less and less relevant unless it proved
able to reconfigure its outlooks to meet these two challenges.

Surviving the EU’s crises

What was to be done? Among the most common answers was an injunc-
tion to be patient and allow time to take its course – to ‘chill,’ in the
parlance of younger generations. One Commission official summed this
up, in a tired way, as ‘we should just wait for a while, wait until these
failures have all been digested.’ ‘Time is a currency that can achieve
things . . . give it a few years,’ said a former Commissioner. ‘We need a
period of quietness. With five years or so without any more enlargement
people will have the time to see that the institutions actually work well,
we should be able to settle the budgetary disputes by then, particularly
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about the CAP . . . and by then there will be a new crop of national politi-
cians, and this should help a lot. But now for a while we should aim
for an EU at a lower key.’ Another Commission official said ‘we should
go slowly, we shouldn’t skip any steps, and we shouldn’t forget that
enlargement is a big deal that needs time.’

Some expressed similar feelings more optimistically, like the Council
official who noted ‘we need to be more relaxed about our democratic
ways of resolving things. They can be complicated and difficult, but
up to this point we’ve always ended up going in the right direction.’
A former Commissioner added that ‘we need to remember that the
EU has gone very far historically. It is hard to imagine that it can go
back very much, the member states and citizens are too tightly bound
and the costs of unbinding seriously would be terrifying . . . we may be
in a bad moment now, but we will return to doing more integration
eventually.’ A philosophical MEP agreed with this: ‘this is the way we
have always worked. We are always late, but we are never too late.’
By this he meant that the EU was persistently slow at perceiving new
issues, devising ways to cope with them, and reaching key decisions.
It rarely missed the boat completely, however, or at least this was what
he thought.

One problem with such a wait-and-see position was that ‘the issues
won’t wait’ (EP). ‘We have to be patient, bring the people along with us
step by step, but these days everything happens at once’ (CCO). Two for-
mer Commissioners were not confident that allowing time to do have its
calming effects would help this time. ‘The danger that the EU now faces
is not that it will explode. The costs of this are too high for everyone,
but nonetheless it can slowly corrode,’ said one. The other worried in a
similar vein that ‘there is no guarantee that the EU will not degenerate.
We are in a constant struggle to keep the single market from declining
into collusion and protectionism to ward off new and different kinds
of competition . . . and more enlargement, like admitting Turkey, could
really do damage.’

Despite widespread frustration about the EU’s failures at reforming
its institutions, there was little disagreement among respondents about
what the EU might do to regenerate its energy when, as everyone hoped,
institutional problems had been overcome.1 The most common pro-
posal was that the Commission or European Council should find a
big new project that the EU alone could confront and that everyone,
especially citizens, would recognize as vitally important. This involved
a change in paradigms, as several put it. ‘We need a new suit, new
ways of seeing things, new frameworks of analysis. We’ve outgrown our
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old ways’ (CCO). ‘Everything is still economics . . . our problem is to shift
things into other areas’ (C). A Commission leader asked, ‘How can we
rethink the long term?’ He thought reconsidering the EU budget might
be one technique to engender new reflections.

Many hoped that the climate change and energy security program
developed in 2007-08 would be the regenerating project, a flagship that
could generate support from a broad range of actors and bring spillover.
‘It should have a wide impact, it is the kind of project that the member
states will go for after a bit of bickering about burden sharing, and it
could help put the Commission back in business’ (CCO). ‘We are in
a new period and the debate has to be different, climate change may
be the key. If we are careful in making our case to governments and
citizens that climate change policies will regenerate economic growth
in new ways – bringing smart growth for a resource efficient society –
we could get out of the “competitiveness rut” where we’ve been stuck
for a while’ (CCO).

For some, like one Commissioner’s chief of staff, such a project was
important not only because of its substance, but also because it could
open up a general debate about the goals of European integration. The
centrality of such big projects for creating what Fritz Scharpf has labeled
output legitimacy was put well by a veteran Commission leader.2 ‘There
is a deep need for the new generation to argue and debate about why
acting together is the best way to go forward, to discover what issues
will work for Europe. The most important thing is to ward off a return
towards the national. If the EU has no response to the real challenges
people feel, they will turn toward national responses.’ One of his col-
leagues was less than optimistic, however. ‘The present situation is quite
unstable, this is a tipping point. I’m really worried what kind of monster
could emerge from this cocoon’ (CCO).

Respondents also had ideas about what the EU’s futures were unlikely
to be. No one confessed to being a ‘European federalist,’ for example,
indicating that public use of the term was passé. The vast majority
believed that more European integration was desirable, even if this could
hardly have been otherwise, given their professional deontology. But
no one foresaw a United States of Europe, or anything vaguely resem-
bling it, as the EU’s final destination. A few had adopted Jacques Delors’
idea of a federation of nation-states, a different, more modest, and
more intergovernmental goal. Some even went far in the opposite direc-
tion. One official from the Parliament, for example, announced that
the ‘integrationist-federalist agenda is done, cooked.’ ‘Movement toward
federalism has been stopped,’ added a Commission official. ‘From here
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on in we need to tell everyone the truth and stop hiding; the EU is not
federal. Let’s face it, the EU is now primarily intergovernmental.’

The worlds of the EU are changing

Leaders of the EU, including Jacques Delors, had often fretted that
Europe might be stuck in the role of a ‘big Switzerland,’ economically
central but geostrategically peripheral. Such worries flowed from the fact
that Europe and its member states had lived for four decades in a world
structured by the Cold War, during which control over the territorial
defense of Western Europe was de facto removed from Western European
hands by NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization). The EEC could
claim some credit for the European peace that followed, because EEC
cooperation helped deepen transnational trust and encouraged democ-
ratization, economic openness, effective and honest governance, and
the rule of law. The basic fact, however, had been that EEC member
states could no longer fight one another because the world outside
Europe forbade them from doing so.

The Cold War did not completely deprive Europeans of international
capacities, but those that remained were largely exercised by member
states. The semi-sovereign German Federal Republic proved pivotal in
post-war East–West affairs. The French, Dutch, Belgians, and British
spent treasure and lives defending their colonies while the USA tried to
integrate decolonization into its anti-communist worldview. From early
on the French, with their new nuclear deterrent, high defense spend-
ing, and Fifth Republic assertiveness, tried to bend European integration
toward a ‘third force’ posture relatively autonomous of US hegemony.
Once they joined the EEC, the British, with their so-called special rela-
tionship with the USA, made sure that the French would be stymied.
The French and British both had permanent UN Security Council seats,
and each pursued its own foreign policy goals.

In general, the solidity of European commitments in NATO was
paramount and this had meant that the youthful EU had not been
deeply involved in high foreign and security politics.3 The first decades
of European integration were instead preoccupied with domestic mar-
ket opening and economic integration. The EU did negotiate the tricky
waters of international trade, however, between the fears of the USA and
others about ‘fortress Europe’ and its own members’ desires, particu-
larly in agriculture, to avoid being swamped by external competitors.4

But by the 1990s, with the coming of the single market program, EMU
(European Monetary Union) and enlargement, the EU – which was the
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richest trading area on the planet – had become a big player on the
global economic map.5

The end of the Cold War was as confusing to the EU as it was to every-
one else. The EU did not amount to much in foreign policy terms, even
if the Maastricht Treaty, negotiated in the immediate aftermath of the
fall of the Berlin Wall, contained vague language about building a Com-
mon Foreign and Security Policy.6 But no one, including the member
states, knew what this really meant. The EU had few resources, little
geostrategic capacity, not much of a ‘security culture,’ and a limited
global vision. The end of the Cold War also left European NATO par-
ticipants well prepared to fight huge battles that would henceforth
never be fought against enemies that were no longer enemies with
military strategies that were completely obsolete. An illustration was
provided by the EU’s divided and embarrassing responses to the disin-
tegration of Yugoslavia and the explosion of brutal warfare in the EU’s
backyard.

The EU’s initial steps came in the modest but modern 1992 Petersberg
Tasks, involving commitments to humanitarian and rescue work, peace-
keeping, and the use of combat forces in crisis management.7 It took
some time for key EU members to review their Cold War military
postures. By the second half of the 1990s, however, they were build-
ing smaller, better-equipped, and higher-technology volunteer national
military forces. Reluctance to spend on defense continued, however,
because money was needed for other things. The US, in contrast, was
so far ahead in these areas that many Europeans were tempted to free-
ride, attitudes often reinforced by American reluctance to entertain
independent European security arrangements outside of NATO.

Then the British–French St. Malo Agreement of 1998 began elaborat-
ing a new approach. It proposed an EU defense planning mechanism
and the development of several small, deployable battle groups. Steps
also began toward new airlift capacities and GPS satellite support needed
for electronic warfare. Javier Solana, the former NATO Secretary-General
who became the EU High Representative for Foreign Policy after the
Amsterdam Treaty, went into action at around the same time.

Optimism about the EU finding an autonomous foreign political iden-
tity had to be measured carefully, however. As Solana and others often
underlined, the EU’s common commitments were meant to be sup-
plements to what member states continued to do individually, and
independent from those of NATO and the USA. The divergent positions
that EU member states took on the war in Iraq in 2003 made clear that
no deep common EU foreign and defense intentions existed on large
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issues. Nonetheless, the presence of uniformed officers from different
member states in Brussels EU buildings signaled something new. The EU
was slowly developing a modest security culture and broader views on
global strategy.

New outlooks for a new world?

‘Most of our story is well known. Originally, foreign relations were not
important, with the exception of trade. But what we do in the world
has really changed. Our economic diplomacy is still central, but it has
changed as well. We do lots of other things; we are pioneers in a new
diplomacy’ (CCO). Those of our respondents in the Council and Com-
mission who worked closely on foreign and security affairs were eager
to advertise their modest successes. ‘We took a very long time to get our
act together and we are still not there. From Maastricht to Amsterdam
CFSP [Common Foreign and Security Policy] didn’t get very far, as the
mess in Yugoslavia demonstrated pretty clearly. But after Amsterdam,
and with Solana driving the business, we’ve made progress . . . it took us
a very long time to become serious, but now we are, with our headline
goals, battle groups, and the like. We’ve had 16 operations, none has
failed, and a few have made a real difference, like Artemis in the Congo’
(CCO).8

This official was proud of what he called the EU’s Cooper Doctrine
(after Robert Cooper, the Council’s Director-General for Foreign Affairs),
which aimed to do ‘exactly the kind of stuff the Americans are bad at.
It is a crisis management approach with both civil and military sides
to accompany a peace process. If we keep developing it we’ll advance
human rights issues and improve our relationships with new nations.’9

He concluded, carefully, that ‘we are not replacing NATO here, but
adding an additional instrument to foreign policy that NATO will not
do . . . but there are, there will be, problems.’

The EU had little choice but to be different in foreign and defense
policy because it was quite incapable of a common outlook, given the
deep divisions among its leading members. These had major divergences
over Iraq and American policies more generally, but also regarding deal-
ing with Russia, China, Afghanistan, and the Middle East. For its part,
enlargement made it much more difficult to agree on international pol-
icy, where the unanimity principle still prevailed. Smaller members had
less interest in most big geostrategic issues, but had no hesitation about
weighing in when such issues struck deep local nerves, as did the Baltic
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states when dealing with Russia, for example. What was ‘common’ had
to draw on the EU’s hidden strengths, therefore.

The heart of the Cooper Doctrine was a view of EU enlargement suc-
cesses, one widely shared by respondents. The analysis was that EU
conditionality to shape the behavior of outsiders, particularly potential
EU members or neighbors, could be the core of soft power allowing EU
international influence. ‘EU conditionality works, and it can produce
real changes’ (CCO). Those who wished to get close to or join the EU
were pressured to change their ways, to become more open economi-
cally, more democratic, and more administratively effective. They also
had to learn to observe human rights and uphold the rule of law. This
was the club effect, as many called it. The record showed that enlarge-
ment, first to formerly authoritarian Latin European countries in the
1980s and subsequently to formerly communist CEECs (Central and
Eastern European Countries), had fundamentally changed these coun-
tries, made a real difference globally, deepened democracy in the broader
European region, and was ‘tied to the Union’s values, not related to
military power’ (CCO).

Becoming a member could indeed confer significant benefits for aspi-
rants to EU membership and there were several potential members in
the queue. Respondents disagreed about their prospects, however. The
Balkan countries were lined up to join, but how many were willing to
play the ‘club game’ was unclear. Turkey remained controversial, as were
Ukraine and Georgia, where joining the EU raised delicate issues of rela-
tionships with Russia. Still, some believed that the club effect might
work even with more refractory near neighbors, for whom EU mem-
bership was not a real prospect. In particular, a careful dosage of aid,
market opening, and access to other benefits from the Union could help
make change around the Mediterranean (even though the EU’s exist-
ing Barcelona process, which professed the use of such techniques, was
stuck) and in parts of the Middle East and Africa.

The orthodox presentation of what had happened in ESDI, plus
lessons from the fifth enlargement, stoked optimism about a European
foreign policy that did not depend upon troops, bombers, and missiles.
The optimism of this idea of a ‘new diplomacy’ was offered by a Com-
mission official who announced that ‘we are not a superpower, but when
the Union acts in the world it should spread its own DNA, sell its moral
virtues . . . this could turn out to be its historic mission.’ A former Com-
missioner added, ‘building Europe may be stuck these days, but when
you get outside of our many problems, the EU is seen as a key element
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of innovation in world politics and it is the reference model for many
developing countries. Look at ASEAN [Association of Southeast Asian
Nations] or the Mercosur [Mercado Comun del Cono Sur].’

What did this talk about new diplomacy and spreading of Europe’s
DNA really entail? The definitions came in bits and pieces, but at their
core was the idea of ‘mastering globalization’ on the EU’s terms, with
most asserting that these terms would be very different from those the
United States had defined after 1989.10 There was widespread consensus
that the USA had made serious mistakes in overusing military power to
manage global problems. In the words of one experienced hand, ‘the
USA has been seriously weakened by Iraq. The cultural losses of what
they’ve done and the ways they have proceeded have been huge. How
can the Americans rebuild their reputation and position now? They’ve
displayed the outer limits of their strategy. The military option gets you
in, but then it cannot get you out’ (CCO). Then he added that ‘this
leaves a role for Europe. Perhaps this is our version of the peace divi-
dend, because the EU is not military at all. Rather what it stands for is
the idea that security is really found in good economics.’

Mastering the rapidly changing dimensions of globalization necessi-
tated the spread of global economic norms and standards of behavior.
Respondents claimed that the EU had something to offer here and the
weight to be taken seriously. Officials who knew European competi-
tion policy claimed that processes for creating global norms in this
area were already well underway, with the EU in the forefront. ‘Interna-
tional markets are more and more important for us, and we’ve learned
to deal with abuses of competition and mergers successfully among
ourselves. We are fast becoming the institution of reference about gov-
ernance in these areas as well, a real international authority promoting
the rule of law’ (CCO). The examples this official offered were famil-
iar to any alert observer. The EU had stood up to Microsoft bullying
when American anti-trust authorities had backed off.11 Earlier the EU
had blocked a proposed merger of the avionics divisions of Honeywell
with GE, which had already been cleared in the USA.12 Global trade
regulation demanded solid anti-trust rules, control over mergers, and
conventions about state subsidies. The EU had great experience with
all of these, and also considerable clout, as the regulator of one of the
largest and wealthiest regions in the global marketplace. Respondents
were clear that the EU was not, and could not be, seeking conflict with
the USA. It was instead trying to use its considerable influence to pro-
mote agreements that could advance the goals of both, while in the
process helping to build a needed global legal order.13 ‘The EU is in the
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vanguard of the governance of globalization. We’ve been working for
some time with the USA and others to coordinate competition policy.
We’ve now got an international competition policy network with 90–95
national agencies working toward “soft coordination” to bring about
convergence. Frankly, in the world as it is, I can’t think of any other
way to do this’ (C).

Respondents referred to other areas where the Union was developing
a strong voice in the scramble to promote new norms of global gov-
ernance. Almost all were market and trade-related, where the EU had
learned to speak with one voice. The EMU was also mentioned, almost
ritualistically, as an example of the EU weighing in strongly where with-
out it things might otherwise have gone very bad globally. The very fact
of the euro and European Central Bank steadiness in governing inter-
est and exchange rates was seen as an important new rock of stability.
In their absence, with EU member state currencies free to float and gov-
ernments free to inflate, devalue, and revalue, Europeans would have
undoubtedly contributed a great deal to a global situation that was visi-
bly difficult to manage even with EMU, while also doing Europe serious
damage. Those who made such points often added sotto voce that given
what the Americans were up to in monetary policy, EMU had turned
out to be even more important than anyone had anticipated, even if
ordinary Europeans were insufficiently aware of this.

REACH (already discussed in Chapter 5) was another Union policy
that exemplified to some the EU ‘spreading its DNA’ into global gov-
ernance. REACH, even in the modified form passed by the European
Parliament, established a tough new regulatory framework for chemicals
sold in the EU in the interests of public health and the environ-
ment. The argument we heard most was that because the EU chemicals
market was the largest in the world, REACH’s criteria and processes
would provide a new framework for the global governance of chemi-
cal research, development, and commerce, obliging global competitors
to move toward upward harmonization to European standards. Were
this to happen, it would send strong signals about European global soft
power in economic regulation and the inability of American industry to
resist it.14

REACH, in a classic policy area where important questions facing
member states could not be answered nationally, had its place in a much
longer EU story. In the early 1990s, in part because European leaders in
the Delors era were deliberately looking for new international arenas
to use EU soft power, the Union had played an important role in the
UN environmental conference at Rio de Janeiro and subsequently in
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the development and implementation of the Kyoto protocol. European
momentum in the climate change area had been fortified by the
strengthening of Green political groups, growing public anxiety, and
the obduracy of the USA, apparent under Clinton and blatant under
Bush, whose government claimed that climate change was a hoax. The
EU had thus been relatively free to take an international lead in cor-
ralling national support to make Kyoto a reality and then in initiating its
own internal cap-and-trade system to begin putting a price on European
carbon emissions.

Many respondents believed that the EU’s biggest new opportuni-
ties would come in anticipation of new international dealings to plan
the post-Kyoto era. Rather desperately in search of a big new project
area, in January 2007 the Commission had put forward a new energy
and climate change package that was adopted in principle (pend-
ing negotiations about burden-sharing among member states) by the
European Council under the German Presidency in March of the same
year. The Commission claimed grandly that the package was the way
forward for the EU via ‘an integrated energy and climate change pol-
icy . . . [that] . . . signals the launch of a new industrial revolution to
transform the way we produce and use energy, and the types of energy
we use.’15 The package was directed internally to EU member states, citi-
zens, and economic actors and outward to the international community.
The headline proposals were: (i) saving 20 percent of energy consump-
tion over projections for 2020; (ii) increasing the share of renewable
energies in consumption by 20 percent, with a tenfold increase in bio-
fuel in the mix by the same date; (iii) working intensively on new
technologies to reduce emissions; (iv) better integration of European
energy markets and policies; and (v) to ‘increase international coopera-
tion: if the EU can take a common approach on energy and articulate it
with a common voice, it can lead the global debate.’16

One of the leading advocates of this new package was a former
Commission official who was well-known as a creative machine for pro-
ducing EU policy ideas and who could barely contain his enthusiasm.
‘Climate change is the biggest threat that we face, that anyone faces,
and we can now respond to it by a smart growth scenario that will make
us the world leader.’ He continued, ‘we can follow up on the publicity
around the Stern Review. Citizens are ready, and even opponents now
know that there is no longer any free-lunch climate change scenario.
Something big has to be done, and sooner rather than later.’17 To lis-
ten to him, the new climate change and energy package promised to
be a one-stop solution to virtually all of the EU’s problems. The pursuit
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of clean technologies was a recipe for new smart growth that would
give the EU comparative advantage in economic globalization, partic-
ularly given the American head-in-the-sand attitude. Savings on cars,
trains, planes, and houses would cut back on energy dependency and
give the Union new leverage in the struggle for energy security, par-
ticularly with respect to Russia, whose turn to international hardball by
using its energy abundance had become a divisive thorn in the EU’s side.
Cap-and-trade, once the details were worked out, would in itself encour-
age new technological advances. ‘This is very different from the Lisbon
agenda. Lisbon has been pushing abstractions about efficiency and a
knowledge society. This is a project with a real tangible goal, building
the resource-efficient society that we need, a real, not an abstract, knowl-
edge society. This is something we all can understand and know that we
need . . . and is something that only the EU can promote. European lead-
ership here can work, we can build on it. And if we do it, my, what it
will accomplish for our image and position in the world’ (CCO).

This was gushing, even from someone who was an artist at it. But
it summarized the approach of those advocates who wanted first to
develop the EU’s ‘DNA’ and then spread it internationally. Of course, it
would take a great deal to make it work. It would not be easy to persuade
a long list of interests to cooperate, ranging from German car makers
to French gas companies, airlines, and the multiple industrial and labor
lobbies that stood to lose in the shorter run, not to mention the member
state governments who would have to pay attention to all of these cries.
Then to entice the American, Chinese, Indian, and other governments
to play would also be a stretch. But it was a grand, plausible, and above
all internationally credible endeavor that exemplified well the notion of
a new diplomacy.

In the interviews we heard different degrees of enthusiasm for the new
diplomacy line. One former Commissioner held a fairly modest posi-
tion, noting that ‘we can play a constructive role in the world around
us, to our east and south, and we can set up conditional privileged part-
nerships in our neighborhood that can help our neighbors open up
their economies.’ A more ambitious and general version was that ‘the
Union represents a paradigm that one wishes other areas of the world
would imitate’ (CCO). There were wistful sides to the discussion, how-
ever, whether asserted quietly or strongly. The EU was doing what it
could, making the best of what space it could garner to act on the world
stage by acting differently, perhaps more creatively and virtuously, than
would an ordinary Great Power. But there was sometimes an undertone
of disappointment in this.
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Other respondents approached the issue of EU in the world from other
angles. Whatever the EU was up to in high global politics, it was in
trouble economically, in those very areas that ‘big Switzerland’ analysis
had earlier boasted to be the EU’s great strength. One veteran from the
Delors era lamented that ‘we developed a pretty clear strategy after 1985
with the single market and then opening to EMU, and we hoped that
this would lead to a redistribution of economic and labor rights that
would modernize our social model without destroying it. But we really
did not see globalization coming; we were weak on industrial policy,
research and development, weak on what to do in the WTO, particu-
larly about agriculture’ (CCO). This same official went on to say that
‘when we began to understand all this, Delors tried for the third time
in 1993 to bring everyone together around new ways of thinking. You
remember that, the White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness and Employ-
ment, but this time the heads of state and government weren’t willing
to sign on. Eventually we got the Lisbon agenda which is the troubled
symbol of Europe facing economic globalization today. The heads of
state and government signed on, but only on condition that everything
that really counted would be left in member states’ hands. Community
competences were left out, except for the guidelines, benchmarks and
the statistics. The Commission became an intermediary in intergovern-
mental matters. This is something that doesn’t ever work, and Lisbon
hasn’t worked.’

Others agreed. The Delors–Mitterrand–Kohl market-opening, single-
currency momentum had gone forward as planned, they argued, but
it had been a continuation, perhaps the culmination, of what the EU
had set out to do in the 1960s, creating a real single market and sin-
gle monetary policy. Moreover, it was only inwardly oriented, designed
to make the most of the Western European industrial societies that had
been rebuilt after the war by turning them from distinct national mod-
els into a genuine single economy. Missing was awareness that these
kinds of inwardly looking goals would not be enough to confront an
international economy that was rapidly changing. In this new economy,
rich, formerly industrial economies would have to learn to exploit new
service areas as well as high-skilled and knowledge areas in a global econ-
omy in which lower-end industrial activities were spreading to where
labor costs were lower, in emerging market economies.18

This discussion was connected to concerns about how to reconfig-
ure and fine-tune the EU’s existing single-market and EMU economic
order to work in the global economy.19 Our respondents, promised
confidentiality, often used it to confide their judgment that the
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Common Agricultural Policy was an unmitigated disaster in the new
global order, for example. Some were optimistic that support for the
existing CAP would die out with the farmers it subsidized, whose aver-
age age rose annually. Some hoped that the CAP would be squeezed
in the Doha round of international trade negotiations, as it had been
in 1992–93 in the Uruguay Round. The Doha round was itself in deep
trouble, however.20 Yet others saw the CAP crumbling, beginning with
the budget negotiations in 2008.

The debate then often connected with ongoing disputes about what
the EU’s confrontation with globalization portended for the ‘European
social model.’ From the Left, for example, we heard arguments like those
that had run through the French referendum debate in 2005. EU market
liberalization and EMU undercut European state capacities for develop-
ing policies on globalization to preserve what was important in the
model. A further elaboration was that there was also a social liberal
(read Blairite) campaign afoot to reform the model out of all recogni-
tion. The punch line was that the EU itself was fast becoming an agent
of neoliberal globalization. Not many went this far, but there was great
uncertainty about social policy issues, including those who held more
neoliberal positions.21 Here, some respondents thought that EU efforts
to sustain European social policy configurations through reform could
be an important normative contribution to globalization, perhaps on
the same plane as environmental policy. One retired official noted, for
example, that ‘Joe Stiglitz is correct in saying that globalization threat-
ens to bring much greater inequalities. The market cannot be sustained
only by the market. We need markets and states together in Europe, but
we are under constant threat. We need to work hard to sustain our mar-
ket and also ward off this danger.’ Many agreed that European welfare
states and labor markets needed much more reforming. In particular,
the EU had fallen behind in making social policy more flexible, said one
former Commissioner, who concluded that ‘we’ve spent 10 years and
an enormous amount of energy on institutional issues, on building our-
selves. Whatever we say about this, it hasn’t helped us grow at all, while
others have been devoted to promoting growth alone.’ Everyone could
cite chapter and verse many reports from the EU institutions about these
issues which had concluded that member state social policy changes had
not gone far enough.22

While several respondents were enthusiastic about global environ-
mentalism and soft power diplomacy more generally, a large group of
respondents were convinced that the EU was not moving fast enough
to develop its broader role in the world and were unhappy with the



120 Europeans’ Thinking about Crisis

existing state of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) and
spreading the DNA of the EU.23 ‘The reality of globalization is really
tough, and politics should happen in debate with reality. It is true
that we have climate change and we cannot confront it without the
EU. It is true that we’ve been dealing with a unilateral America. Now
we can either moan and complain or develop a real foreign policy?
Everyone understands now that we need to regulate globalization, but
nation states cannot do it. Europeans need a voice to define and defend
European interests, but we are in a moment when we coming to under-
stand that Europe needs to be reinforced to meet these challenges, but it
has been happening much too slowly’ (EP). ‘Our most important issue
today is Europe in the world. Europe is highly relevant, if it were strong
enough to move forward towards this new world. But what if it isn’t?
People out there are looking for Europe to do so, but they don’t really
see it happening’ (CCO). ‘Where is Europe? There is a real demand for
Europe,’ said a former Commissioner. Another former Commissioner
added ‘there are problems. The US only takes the EU seriously when
we’ve developed the power to speak with one voice and this means that
our approach today doesn’t work in classic foreign policy.’ An MEP with
Commission experience added ‘the more globalization there is, and it is
rushing at us like a TGV [The French superfast express railway trains],
the more dangerous it becomes that the EU doesn’t yet have a strong
enough voice.’ The pessimistic spin in these remarks was put bluntly by
another former Commissioner. ‘There are limits to soft power. When the
EU needs more than this in the world, it cannot do very much.’

One cannot reproach respondents for their vagueness about the future
of an unidentified political object flying through stormy weather. Sal-
vation through good projects was a predictable hope, but it had not
worked out very well. Finding a good project had worked in the past –
the 1992 program was an illustration. Perhaps something like that could
happen again. Less confident respondents were content to wait out
the storms, however. Some repeated the Santer Commission’s motto of
doing less but better, rephrased by the Barroso Commission into some-
thing like ‘do little at all and only when we know it will work and, by
the way, we really should stop doing some of the things we are already
doing.’ Others put their faith in new habits of better management and
better communications. Convictions about the EU’s global future ran
deep, however. Overcoming the ‘big Switzerland’ dilemma was urgent.
Many believed that Europe’s formula of multilevel governance, despite
its many problems, could be a model for governance in the larger glob-
alized international system. From there, advocating that the EU should
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export it into international negotiations and organizations was a nat-
ural step. Using soft power and being a global good guy in a world in
which everyone else relied on more classical approaches could have its
advantages. In any event, the EU, with its many internal divisions, had
little real choice. Turning Europe into a great Westphalian power was
not possible, and no one suggested it.

We could not help noticing, however, that much of this talk was
packaged within arguments that the USA under Bush had stumbled
badly in its unilateral use of military force. This seemed to stimulate
excessive hope about the prospects for EU soft power and insufficient
self-criticism about its weaknesses and shortfalls. The world’s rising new
powers, including China, India, Brazil, and Russia, seemed set on mak-
ing their global claims by using more traditional repertories. How were
they likely to respond to the EU as good guy making virtuous pleas for
sacrifices to confront climate change, for example? Were they likely to
pay attention to an EU that lectured them about multilateralism and the
need for multilevel governance?



Part III

A Global Crisis

The Europeans we interviewed offered us a wide variety of commentary
on the crisis or troubles that the EU was experiencing in the months
between the summers of 2005 and 2007. The concluding part of this
study ends in mysterious uncertainty, however. Chapter 8, as an ana-
lytic summary, pieces together a general and even consensual story from
what the respondents said about the EU’s situation in the second half
of the millennium’s first decade. It summarizes what they identified
as lying behind all of the very serious economic, political, institu-
tional, and legitimacy problems that they had discussed so candidly
with us.

A classification and summary of their responses would normally have
ended our work, but by 2007 yet another shadow had begun to darken
the EU’s skies, this one emanating from global financial markets. At first
there were only a few indicators: bubbles in the housing markets of the
US and a number of European countries; exuberant stock markets; and
growing imbalances between different parts of the globalizing world,
in particular between the US, which was consuming more than it pro-
duced, and a rapidly growing China that was willing to loan money
to Americans to pay for the Chinese goods they were consuming. This
combination then exploded in 2008 into the largest economic melt-
down that anyone had experienced since the Great Depression of the
1930s. The result was that the EU’s world contained, on top of the
institutional and political challenges, economic conditions that tested
it in more immediate ways than those which we had discussed with
respondents.

Indeed, in our 2005–07 interviews, all respondents, with one notable
exception, embraced the economic optimism of the moment. Most
believed that the European economy had recovered fully from the bad
end to the dot.com boom of 2001–02 and had begun new growth
that might ease other problems like unemployment, citizen morose-
ness, and volatile governments. The one respondent who had sensed
that EU economies were sailing in truly dangerous waters forcefully
expressed anxiety, in a long and agitated monologue, about the dangers
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to Europe of the spread of ‘Anglo-Saxon ideas about shareholder value’
that were leading to irresponsible corporate governance obsessed with
strategies for pushing up short-term stock market valuation rather than
any longer-term creation of value. He was more on the mark than even
he realized, as it turned out.

We did a quick re-interviewing of a dozen key people in early summer
2009 to ask for their own explanations for the EU’s generalized blind-
ness in the face of the symptoms of coming crisis. From this it was clear
that leading Europeans had indeed been taken by surprise by the explo-
sion of crisis. Then, when crisis first broke, many had reacted to it as a
particularly American mess from which the EU and the rest of the world
would likely be decoupled. They quickly had to learn that this was yet
another error of appreciation. Pressed harder about what looked from
the outside as mistaken perceptions, naiveté, or delusion, several admit-
ted, in the words of a highly skilled economist, that ‘we were in the
dark, because we did not really know what was going on in the banks’
(IG). How would the Union respond to this reality test?

At almost the same time the Irish voted against ratifying the Lisbon
Treaty, reopening the treaty reform drama that had haunted the Union
for nearly a decade. What would the EU do faced with this second chal-
lenge? A third challenge came from the diplomatic countdown toward
the 15th UN Conference on Climate Change, whose agenda involved
replacing the Kyoto Protocol, and where the EU hoped that its leader-
ship of an international movement against global warming would be
acknowledged. Would the EU’s new soft power foreign policy thereby
make its mark?

Chapter 9 considers the surprising answers to these new questions.
We then conclude by assessing what all this has meant and may mean
for these European elites we interviewed.



8
European Elites and the Union’s
Crises: An Analytic Summary

One could claim that EU has been in continuing crisis throughout much
of the first decade of the twenty-first century. Therefore, it is important
to understand what our European elites really did say about this crisis
between 2005 and 2007. This is not an easy task. They were far from
united on their general analyses or the detail they offered in support of
them. In itself, this was ample proof that if there is a ‘Brussels bureau-
cracy,’ it is very far the united phalanx that some portray. Why this is the
case is not difficult to discern. Our respondents sat in very different insti-
tutional positions and they worked within an institutional division of
labor. In addition, they came from different national and political back-
grounds, despite all being ‘European.’1 Finally, for most of them their
jobs involved being part of a collective intellectual and as is well-known
intellectuals, individual and collective, are an argumentative lot. Our
respondents were no different. Even if bound to exhibit discretion by
their institutional positions and professional duties, their disagreements
were part of process of debate and dispute that contributes to defin-
ing Europe’s interests and goals. Despite such variety, however, larger
themes shone through the differences.

Economic problems as facts of EU life

From its beginnings, the EU was an economic undertaking and at heart
it still is. Despite their unanimous pride in the successes of the inter-
nal market program and European Monetary Union (EMU), however,
respondents expressed anxiety about the continuing viability of the EU’s
market-building strategic backbone, as Chapter 2 has detailed. One rea-
son was that the single market program was still incomplete and there
was strong resistance to moving any further, particularly by opening
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markets for services. This resistance fueled worries that those areas still
excluded from liberalization might eventually constitute beachheads of
resistance to further Europeanization, both economically and politically.
There were also concerns about whether the comparative advantages
created by the internal market and its external customs border might
be diminishing. Global market opening had lowered tariffs significantly
and, coupled with new technologies and the globalization of major
European companies, this made it easier for firms to shop about, raise
capital, and organize supply and marketing chains anywhere around the
globe. In time this mobility could make them less responsive to incen-
tives designed to deepen their European presence. Beyond the economic
effects of this shift in business strategy was a more general concern that
economic weaknesses would lead the EU to lose political support from
citizens of the Union.

More specifically, almost everyone believed that EMU had been a
great success, but some respondents feared that flaws had appeared in
its institutions and workings. One oft-heard line was that rigidities in
the Stability and Growth Pact, even after its 2005 reform, had inhibited
growth and made it difficult for national governments to adapt to cycli-
cal movements. Its one-size-fits-all approach could also be problematic,
because it distributed advantages and problems in ways that sometimes
seemed quite capricious. And there were widespread concerns about
the weakness of effective Eurozone macroeconomic policy coordination,
which went well beyond usual French complaints about the absence of
an economic government.

The most significant economic worry that respondents expressed was
that the EU’s strategies had traditionally been focused inward, on build-
ing a single European economic space. Two arguments had underpinned
these beliefs – that the single market would enhance prospects for
EU-level cooperation in other areas (promote spillover, in other words)
and enhance EU competitiveness in global markets. Many interviewees
now feared, however, that this approach might no longer be enough.

In addition, most respondents shared the gospel that had emerged
in the late 1990s. It held that Europe’s economies had to learn to
change more rapidly, research and innovate more effectively and coop-
eratively, become more flexible, train and activate their labor forces
better, and ultimately seek new market niches in the face of rapid
Asian low-cost industrialization and challenging catch-up strategies of
others outside wealthy North Atlantic areas. Reflecting this consen-
sus, the EU had attempted to achieve these ends via the 2000 Lisbon
Strategy. Deeper down, respondents saw even more worrying processes.
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With the exception of brief growth spurts and infrequent national
success stories, EU economies had grown much too slowly from the
1990s onward, bringing higher unemployment, lower tax revenues, and
greater pressure on member state budgets.

These economic risks, while bad enough in themselves, also had
political effects. They touched EU citizens in ways that enhanced the
deterioration of the Union’s image. European integration was most suc-
cessful when its citizens were optimistic, as many respondents noted.
Without such optimism it was hard for elites, whether national or
European, to persuade citizens to embrace more integration. In addition,
they had to face skepticism generated by the fact that earlier promises
that the single market, EMU, and the Lisbon Strategy would provide
solutions to exactly these kinds of problems. The result was that public
opinion in member states had come to associate the EU with constraint,
sacrifice, insecurity, and overblown, unfulfilled promises.

There were three interesting versions in the interviews of this story of
citizen backlash against EU economic initiatives. The first, coming most
often from Gallic and Left-leaning sources, was that not only had citi-
zens concluded that the EU was not delivering on its major promises,
but that they also suspected the Union of pursuing a strategy of pro-
moting globalization even to the detriment of citizens’ well-being. The
second, coming from the more liberal side, was that the single market,
EMU, and other EU economic initiatives were part of a massive experi-
ment at promoting a cultural revolution in citizens’ thinking that could
ultimately lead them to change their ideas about economic incentives
and make them more individually responsible and entrepreneurial. But
cultural revolutions on this scale took a long time to work and, quite
as important, the payoffs came only toward the end while sacrifices
were often needed in the shorter run. Serious citizen backlash in the
short term, however, could become strong enough to derail the desir-
able changes that the EU had tried to promote. Wherever respondents
stood on these two arguments, they agreed widely on a third, that the
Lisbon Strategy had turned into a politically costly failure. Its headlined
objectives had been grandiose but the EU had lacked the capacities to
oblige compliance.

The immediate consequences of all three of these arguments were sim-
ilar, for the respondents. Demanding economic conditions and unful-
filled EU promises created negativity in opinion polls, lost referendums,
and national politicians’ use of blame avoidance strategies in European
elections. All of this made it much more difficult for the Union to push
forward.



128 A Global Crisis

These were gloomy analyses, but if they had constituted the entire
story, few respondents would have concluded that a crisis existed. The
economic situation was not only dismal but also unpredictable. Yet,
these Europeans had lived with EU economic ups and downs for much
of their careers. Occasional bouts of gloom had always been par for
the course. Market building was the EU’s backbone and with noth-
ing to replace it at hand, EU elites had to cope, even if the citizenry
was grumpy. In 2005–07, many, if not most, respondents believed that
markets would eventually provide solutions and things would get bet-
ter. In the light of what happened so soon thereafter, this economic
optimism of the group seems astonishing.

Enlargement: An EU success with perverse consequences?

Commission President Barroso, appealing to the European Parliament
for his second term in 2009, claimed that in his first term his ‘ . . . first
mandate was about consolidating Europe at 27.’2 While this claim no
doubt was ex post facto rationalization, it did imply that the fifth enlarge-
ment had been a huge task. As Chapter 3 reveals, our respondents were
immensely proud of the enlargement, their roles in making it hap-
pen, and the highly professional ways that it had been carried out.
To them, the enlargement provided proof that EU conditionality truly
worked. Furthermore, they believed that this enlargement was a major
contribution to the spread of democracy in Europe and more broadly.

Respondents were quite aware that enlargements in the past had
brought serious problems and they knew that the fifth enlargement, the
largest and most complex in EU history, was likely to be especially prob-
lematic, with long-term economic as well as political consequences. The
arrival of a large group of poorer and smaller new members was cer-
tain to complicate the interplay of national goals and interests within
the EU, because power had to be redistributed and coalitions reconfig-
ured. And although many respondents were pleasantly surprised that
EU institutional adaptation had gone better than they had anticipated,
they also noted that the complex new negotiations and patterns result-
ing from enlargement made EU institutions more difficult to run and
made them run much more slowly.

Respondents knew it was inevitable that European politics at 27 would
be different and more unpredictable from those at 6, 12, or 15. The
past was a useful guide, however, and it gave them hope that difficulties
would lessen in time as new members were socialized, older members
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grew accustomed to their presence, and institutional reforms from the
Lisbon Treaty had a chance to settle in.

The problems that respondents anticipated before the enlargement
also turned out to be real ones they observed after the fact. Many
asserted that citizens of the EU-15 member states had not been suffi-
ciently well prepared for the fifth enlargement and were unaware of its
world-historical importance and its likely consequences. Respondents
held national governments responsible for this lack and feared that cit-
izens would react more negatively as they learned that enlargement
had a serious impact on their own lives in matters such as redistri-
bution and solidarity, increased migration from Eastern Europe, and
the employment effects of EU-15 companies moving or subcontract-
ing eastward. Growing popular sensitivity to such things might then
impact on national politics and feedback negatively on the EU itself
through reduced national willingness to cooperate at EU level. Some
also worried that the levels of financial solidarity for this new enlarge-
ment could turn out to be insufficient. Finally, many of those who had
been closely tied to the Delors Commission teams were unhappy that
the fifth enlargement ‘widening’ had intervened before the completion
of the ‘deepening’ they had always tried to engineer.

There were also important areas which most respondents overlooked
or downplayed. Before the financial crisis they were – almost wildly –
optimistic about the positive economic effects of EU membership for
the Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECs), in ways that some-
times seemed quite naive. The rapid economic growth that had occurred
led many to anticipate that the upward curves would be long lived,
as they had been for countries like Ireland and Spain. Moreover, few
respondents expressed any concern about the volatile history of politics
in the new central European democracies, especially in a context of a
long history of ethnic conflicts and political extremism in the region.

There was one – indirect – way in which these Europeans thought that
the fifth enlargement had been quite negative, however. This involved
the long saga of institutional reform that had started even before the
Amsterdam Treaty of 1997. There were many ways of discussing and
criticizing what happened around the Nice Treaty in 2001, the European
Convention that followed, and the drafting of the Lisbon Treaty in 2007,
as well as the assorted and difficult referendums these had provoked.
There was nonetheless unanimity around the proposition that these
processes, taken together, had communicated to citizens that the insti-
tutions of the EU were not working very well. Member states, confronted
with this problem, had been unable to agree on how to fix things,
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and the excruciating decade of Intergovernmental Conferences, summit
negotiations, and incessant squabbling about institutional issues from
the Nice Treaty negotiations to the final approval of the Lisbon Treaty
in later 2009 conveyed an impression that the Union had become dis-
tracted from focusing on economic and social policies of interest to its
citizens. As unemployment stayed high and the EU lost market share
to globalization, the overall public impression was that the Union was
fiddling while Rome burned.

Member states in retreat

The main reason respondents were worried about enlargement was that
it perturbed the already precarious political equilibrium among mem-
ber states. This fear connected directly to a conviction, analyzed in
Chapter 4, that member states had been retreating from European inte-
gration since at least the mid-1990s and that this retreat had deepened
in the new century. To most, this perceived retreat reflected strong
tendencies and deep processes; it could not be written off as situational.

The first of these processes was the relative exhaustion of the rea-
sons why different countries had committed to European integration
in the first place. Respondents’ list of the symptoms of this exhaustion
was long. French Gaullism had been seriously weakened by post-Cold
War international changes. Germany no longer needed to hide itself
behind the EU after German unification had been achieved. The British
no longer needed the Union to pump up an ailing economy. The
Iberian countries had relied on membership in the EU to democratize
and Europeanize, but the very success of their emulation of north-
ern European models made membership appear less compelling. The
Irish were no longer poor. The Benelux countries had lived in an open
European market for so long that there were no more reasons to fear
their larger neighbors. Beyond this, Europe had already achieved both
peace and prosperity and the post-war generation that had been so
invested in these achievements was no longer on the scene. Younger
generations of both citizens and politicians took such things for granted
and had different interests.

The retreat of the member states worried respondents more than eco-
nomic problems, enlargement exhaustion, and almost everything else.
The EU’s fundamental decision mechanisms are intergovernmental, and
for these mechanisms to work well, governments had to be willing to
consider cooperative responses to problems, even if it would be unreal-
istic to expect them to be willing to cooperate all the time. The most
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important part of our respondents’ jobs had always been to devise ideas,
words, and ways to achieve consensus on the way forward for the EU,
but the building blocks would always be organized by member states’
willingness to sign on. This willingness had diminished over time.3 Now,
if member states were more likely to be skeptical about cooperation,
there would be more trouble in an EU of 27 with more complex nego-
tiating processes and the likelihood of divergent coalitions. This was
particularly true because many new members from the fourth and fifth
enlargements approached the EU quite differently from earlier mem-
bers. The Nordics and Austrians were very protective of their sovereignty
because they feared EU interference with intricate and largely suc-
cessful systems of national socio-economic cooperation. Most of the
CEECs were loath to share the sovereignty that they had only recently
regained and were closely tied to the USA for their security through
NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization), giving the USA great foreign
policy influence over them.

Member state retreat was particularly threatening because of the
respondents’ widespread belief that more rather than less action by the
Union was needed. They considered that the EU needed a more robust
foreign and security policy, a coherent and forceful global profile, and
significant new work in the area of justice and home affairs on migration
issues and European citizenship. The level of member state commitment
that these important jobs would need was unlikely in existing condi-
tions, the respondents feared. Many of those interviewed expressed deep
frustration, therefore.

Cynical readers might conclude that it was easy for people like
our respondents to blame others, and particularly member states, for
Europe’s problems. Their jobs, reputations, and identities depended on
the EU being ever more newsworthy, popular, bigger and better. We thus
asked them repeatedly about the reasons for the member state retreat
they were describing. Most shared a repertory of shorthand answers.
A thesis summarized as ‘a new generation of bad leaders’ pointed at
Jacques Chirac, Silvio Berlusconi, Gerhard Schröder, and Gordon Brown,
among others, who demonstrably cared little about advancing the
Union’s cause. This was an overly simple analysis, however, and they
knew it. The key question was explaining why such figures had emerged
in member states after the era of Helmut Kohl, François Mitterrand, and
Felipe Gonzalez.

Many of the answers to this more precise question focused on member
states’ domestic politics. Because member states are lively democracies,
and if their leaders had soured on European solutions to problems,
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it must in part be in response to voters’ preferences. Most respon-
dents saw an electoral effect, and explained it with a range of theories.
Prominent among these theories was that the expansion in the EU’s
political and policy role begun in the Delors era had shattered the per-
missive consensus among citizens that earlier had facilitated elite-level
Europeanization. One result was more demanding and often negative
indirect popular participation carried into EU-level intergovernmen-
tal deliberations by member states. A second theory was that past
‘Europeanization by stealth’ had stimulated opposition and given crit-
ics of grounds for mobilizing opposition when there were significant
and negative distributive consequences. Finally, many were worried by
what they saw as serious, perhaps even pathological, tendencies at work
in European countries more generally, an analysis that we will shortly
present. All these trends contributed to a loss of steam behind the
European mission.

Shifting institutions

Connected to these claims about member state retreat were laments
about the changing balance among and within EU institutions, as
described in Chapter 5. The European Council was intergovernmental
by definition, and member state retreat plus the complexities of an EU
of 27 members had established serious new limits on its actions. It was
originally designed as an intimate conclave where national leaders could
hammer out broad Union agendas among themselves in intensive inter-
actions. Respondents described a European Council that now involved
larger and more formal meetings, with painfully long preparations. They
reported persistent passing of the decisional buck from one European
Council to the next, thereby overloading summit tables. They described
emergence of an intensive bilateralism to replace collective discussion
that had earlier led to consensus. If, on top of this, many member states
did not really want high-quality outcomes, it was predictable that there
would be mediocre results.

Commission officials disagreed about the changes that their own insti-
tution was undergoing, although most expressed general regret about
its historic decline in importance. Many criticized the Commission
presided over by José Manuel Barroso for its reluctance to lead, for its dis-
cretion – which usually involved waiting for member states to demon-
strate willingness to act before committing itself, and for its refusal to
legislate.4 This line of argument usually included a ‘mediocre leader’
component, tracing the declining quality of Commission Presidents
from Jacques Santer onward.
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Such a claim called only for a fuller explanation of why member states
might have wanted a weaker president of the Commission. The obvious,
and most frequent, argument was that member state coalitions wanted
to diminish the clout of the Commission. They did not want to repro-
duce the experience of the Delors years that had, in two brief terms,
substantially expanded the prerogatives of the EU and the power of the
Commission.

There was another, less nostalgic, version of the ‘declining Commis-
sion’ analysis, however. Member state wariness and determination to
rein in the Commission had made it impossible for it ever to use the
Delors model again. In this model, which some glorified, the Commis-
sion, after sounding the territory, had first made large programmatic
declarations to frame new European interests and then worked to per-
suade a coalition of member states to adopt new programs and agendas.
In constructing these it carefully built in incentive mechanisms pointing
to new spillover to which member states would then have to respond.
The agenda-shaping political intelligence of Delors and his team were
out of the ordinary, and the moment had been propitious, as most
respondents recognized, allowing the model to work. It had succeeded
also because of the reliable support that it could usually count on from
the French–German ‘couple.’ Delors’ activism had finally exhausted this
support, however, and provoked considerable backlash and wariness
from member states. In addition, the fourth and fifth enlargements had
changed the balance of power and coalitional prospects among them.

Those respondents who took this position usually argued that the
new realities put any Commission leadership, intrinsically weak or oth-
erwise, in a situation where it had little choice but to work with member
states quietly until it had uncovered new agenda items that might have
enough support to be taken seriously. When such items appeared, the
Commission would decide whether to turn them into proposals. This
approach dictated caution by any Commission, implied a much lower
profile and more careful management of its reduced resources. In other
words, it redefined the ways in which the Commission approached its
tasks of finding common European interests and projects. When the
new method worked, as its advocates claimed was the case for the 2007
Climate Change and Energy Security package, the Commission could
produce a project with majority support that not only could pass and be
implemented, but also might pump new air into the EU’s balloon.5

The differences between these two views were great. The first con-
cluded that the EU would decline definitively without strong leadership
from a strong, united Commission. The keys to this were strong people
at the top, voluntarism, and a willingness to take risks and stake out
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innovative proposals on their own, and effective organizational mobi-
lization. The problem was that member states were reluctant and they
had been successful at blocking such a strong Commission for more
than a decade. The second view believed that enlargement and changes
in member state outlooks made these old-style Commission approaches
obsolete. The new situation demanded a very different approach and a
different kind of Commission.

All of this meant that our discussions about the changing roles of
the Commission, that on first hearing might have sounded like disputes
about persons and personalities, were actually a debate about strategy,
over which respondents were deeply divided. Advocates of the Delors
model for a strong Commission deplored the changes underway. Advo-
cates of the new strategy – and the closer one sat to Barroso the more the
new strategy made sense – saw no other option than their own. A third
group hid from the confrontation in their immediate management
tasks.

Legitimacy problems

Evidence from failed referendums on treaty changes, low and declin-
ing participation in elections to the European Parliament, and repeated
opinion polls showed that European citizens were not enthusiastic
enough about the EU to support the forward movement that respon-
dents believed necessary. They considered the Union to be in a legit-
imacy crisis threatening European integration. They also agreed that
the ratcheting upward of EU activities since the mid-1980s had ended
decades of passive public acquiescence to elite-led Europeanization, and
from this they concluded that asking citizens to accept increased EU
impact on their lives without including them more in deliberation and
decisions was unlikely to work. Chapter 6 provides the varied analysis
of this concern with legitimacy in detail.

It was not surprising to learn that those we interviewed assigned pri-
mary responsibility for these legitimacy problems to leaders of member
states. For our respondents, these leaders had repeatedly used blame-
avoidance strategies that damaged the EU: when the EU pursued policies
that troubled their citizens they would attack the Union even when
they themselves, as participants in intergovernmental institutions, had
engineered the policies. On the other hand, when the EU accom-
plished something positive, the same leaders could claim credit for
themselves. The murkiness of political links between the EU democracy
and national-level democracies made the use of such strategies almost
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inevitable. In addition, member states failed to apprise their citizens
sufficiently of the potential outcomes of the fifth enlargement, leaving
them unprepared. Member states were also held responsible for the long
and painful debate about reforming EU institutions. In a moment of
recession and economic contraction, people cared about jobs and eco-
nomic growth. They cared significantly less about whether the rotating
Presidency was or was not titled President, or whether Monsieur or
Madame Common Foreign and Security Policy should become Monsieur
or Madame Foreign Minister of the EU.

Such conclusions were easy for our respondents to reach. It was widely
recognized that EU institutions were not working well and that serious
repairs were needed. Prescribing what to do was much harder, how-
ever. In 2007, many hoped that ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, which
would bring the long period of institutional uncertainty to an end,
would help. The other most frequent hope was to let time do its work.
The Union should lay low until opposition and uncertainty subsided.
Then it should start moving forward again in more graceful ways. There
was little consensus, however, about deeper solutions to the legitimacy
problems. One Commission position of the period, echoed by several
respondents, was that that the EU could be much better at communi-
cating its benefits and disseminating its messages. Few were convinced
that this was a real answer, however. Indeed several respondents were
ironic about it, mocking those colleagues who believed that prideful
bragging about lowering roaming charges for cellphones would be much
help. Many more wanted member states to assume their responsibili-
ties and integrate EU issues better into national politics so as to build a
bridge between Union and national politics. This was more exhortation
than concrete policy prescription, however.

Few respondents were comfortable with the idea of further politiciz-
ing the EU. This idea, advanced mainly in academic circles, foresaw
the development of a government-opposition institutional model, with
the Commission becoming more governmental and the Parliament
moving away from its traditional centrist, consensus-seeking mode.
Respondents’ reaction against this suggestion was philosophical, often
beginning with the proposition that a priori no common European inter-
ests existed. Such interests, and the concrete proposals needed to turn
them into practice, had to be defined by someone or somebody that
existed outside of traditional and nationally based models of partisan
conflict. European institutions had been expressly designed to serve
this function and their commitment to pursuing consensus had been
their method of doing so. There had often been long periods when it
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was very difficult to identify European interests – hence the EU’s starts
and stops – but what they thought had placed Europe above and beyond
member state and partisan goals was the careful creation of consensus
over time. Politicization, on the other hand, would imply hammer-
ing out European goals by conflict between majorities and oppositions,
an approach that opened the door to partisan and national majority
coalitions imposing their particular and local definitions of European
interests. In a multinational, multicultural context, this meant obliging
entire nations and political families to accept things that they did not
want. In time, this process would make it ever more difficult to agree
on what was appropriately ‘European.’ Indeed, institutions designed to
impose disagreeable measures on entire counties and peoples seemed a
surefire way to maximize national opposition to the Union.

Again, it might be tempting to write off such opinions as self-serving,
given our respondents’ positions as leaders in the very institutions that
would be most threatened by such politicization. Many respondents
were careful to go further, however, to argue that whatever the prob-
lems raised by institutional differences between national democracies
and European institutions, the primary sources of the EU’s legitimacy
problems did not lie there. They located their anxiety about the EU in a
broader concern that contemporary democracies had serious legitimacy
problems at the national level, from which the EU had been suffering
by ricochet. They provided several different accounts of these problems,
but almost all came down to a widening gap in the link between leaders
and voters, often tied to an absence of effective parties and coalitions.
In addition, modern campaigning technologies were often cited as one
source of these pathologies. For example, they saw that a proliferation
of extreme groups – loose cannons of a political kind – often focused on
narrow specific issues, to which politicians were obliged to respond. The
label used most often to describe the kinds of politics that had emerged
was ‘populism.’ Thus the bottom line was that if democratic politics
was breaking down in member states everyone was in trouble, including
the EU.

Most of those interviewed had long hoped that institutional reforms
such as those in the European Constitutional Treaty and Lisbon Treaty
would have allowed the EU to settle into a regularized political mode
that citizens would more readily accept, but this had been slow in
coming. Therefore, their most often prescribed solution to these many
legitimacy dilemmas was for the EU to invent grand projects, respond-
ing to widely felt citizen needs. In different terms, this argument was
that EU could limit its legitimacy problem with strong new doses
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of output legitimacy. Their best example of a grand project, perhaps
because of its immediacy to the interview moment, was the 2007 Cli-
mate Change and Energy Security package. This package, respondents
hoped, would be sufficiently popular to help people back away from
skepticism and learn to respect, if not love, the EU once more.

Climate change had become a powerful issue almost serendipitously.
Scientific and political mobilization had come together to focus on the
urgency of the problems. Since climate change was a dangerous global
externality that demanded global policies and public goods in response,
the supranational level was more appropriate than the national. The EU,
with its practice at generating responses to regional externalities, was
well placed to take the European and even global lead. The problem with
relying on such grand projects, however, was that nothing guaranteed
that issues of this level of importance and popular salience would recur
very often.

Turning outward

The final thoughts of many respondents as interviews drew to a close
often turned to new projects of a different kind. In a nutshell, most
believed that the EU needed to invest strongly in claiming its place in
global politics, as we summarize in Chapter 7. The successes of the fifth
enlargement had confirmed that EU conditionality – its use of the incen-
tive of membership to change national behavior – could work very well
indeed. Why not generalize such approaches, then, offering neighbors
and others various rewards for democratizing, building thriving markets,
and observing human rights?

The end of the Cold War taught another lesson. The EU painfully
learned in the Balkan wars of the 1990s that it also needed to stake
out new positions in hard foreign and security policy areas, using
instruments for crisis management, peacekeeping, protecting civilians,
building institutions, and, more generally, calming troubled waters.

Thirdly, economic globalization had made the world a smaller place
in which new rules, regulations, and procedures were under construc-
tion. The EU could use its international market clout to shape emerging
global norms in areas such as competition policy and product standards,
including the EU’s precautionary approach to product safety. And why
not add to this the EU’s existing comparative diplomatic advantages
in vital areas of the global commons, such as environmental protec-
tion and combating climate change? Finally, the EU might also commit
internationally to the kinds of multilateral practices that it had learned
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to use so well internally. Barely hidden in these wishes was the idea that
by globalizing its outlooks and practices the EU would also undertake
upgrading its market-economic practices to global standards.

One respondent put this quaintly as ‘spreading the EU’s DNA.’ This
expression implied that the EU’s values and practices were different in
positive ways from those of other contemporary international actors.
Thus the USA, many respondents thought, had gone beyond bound-
aries of acceptable international behavior in Iraq and elsewhere. Even
were it able to correct itself, it was unlikely to regain its lost credibil-
ity. Moreover, globalization was inexorably producing a new multipolar
international environment in which relative US decline was inevitable.
The important new actors in any emerging multipolar system would
behave in Westphalian ways, putting their own interests first and then
playing off others in classic balance of power ways while jockeying for
their own advantage. A more dangerous world political system could
result. In it, a EU behaving differently and more positively could provide
important emollients and models for others.

At their core these rather grandiose ideas contained the notion that
the existing Union was a community of values rather more than a power
political entity, and unusually well-suited to promote peace, democracy,
good governance, and respect for human rights. The reasoning behind
this notion was that the EU had already succeeded in linking European
nations and peoples in ways that had made it genuinely different from
other international actors. If it could mobilize this difference, it could
make this world a better and safer place and advance its own – superior –
goals.

This was a discourse built of necessity. Using soft power was undoubt-
edly the only way of getting member states to take EU global policies
seriously, given the deep divisions and determination of many to fol-
low more traditional national foreign policy directions, with hard-power
actors like NATO.6 Underlining this, it was obvious that any EU move
into the hard-power business, even if it were feasible, would cost money
for which most member states considered they had better uses.7

There was considerable wishful thinking in the discourse as well.
Enlargement conditionality had succeeded because countries genuinely
wanted to join the EU. It was less clear how far it could get with
countries with less compelling reasons to comply, such as neighbor-
ing countries unlikely to seek membership. Offers of some benefits
in exchange for conformity to certain European norms might be wel-
comed in a few cases, but one had to be very optimistic to believe that
they would be accepted in general, by Russia, for example, or in the
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Caucasus, the Middle East, and much of North Africa. There was also
a risk that these were among the places where conditionality might
deteriorate into quid pro quo games undermining the EU’s moral distinc-
tiveness. On the other hand, the peacekeeping and crisis-management
dimensions of sharing the DNA, when EU mediated civil wars or pro-
vided needed tools like policing and administrative development aid in
immediate post-conflict contexts, might be more promising given the
shortage of willing candidates in the most gruesome situations.

In general, however, a large-scale soft-power approach remained to be
fully elaborated and tested. Could the EU avoid taking sides in conflicts
where blame was shared among all protagonists? How would it avoid
being captured by its own member states with strong national inter-
ests in particular areas, such as France in francophone Africa? Could
the EU produce lasting successes in areas such as policing and jus-
tice and provide other public goods in really harsh conflict situations?
How would European citizenries react to the inevitable casualties of soft
power and peacekeeping endeavors? Our respondents had few answers
to such queries. For them going global was as much a hope as it was a
blueprint.8

There was another side to these discussions. In the midst of so much
anxiety and handwringing about the EU’s legitimacy problems there was
remarkably little awareness of possible new legitimacy issues that might
follow going global. For example, respondents did not reflect on the
fact that Europe’s peoples had not been consulted and had not con-
sented to such ambitious European projects for foreign affairs. They
may have hoped that soft-power approaches would mobilize the remain-
ing sources of traditional European global ambitions. Indeed, the ways
they talked about these approaches much resembled the discourses and
used the vocabularies of traditional national foreign and security policy.
It was elite-devised and -driven, with little thought to whether those
whose interests were supposedly being advanced and protected really
concurred with what was being done in their names. Perhaps this should
have given them pause, but it did not.

Crisis, crises

To some observers, because mobs were not in the streets, the Berlaymont
and the Justus Lipsius buildings were not under siege, and the Union
continued to function, there was no EU crisis. Such metrics of collapse
and chaos are not sufficient, however. The term ‘crisis’ is better defined
as a turning point situation from which major changes could ensue
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and whose directions are uncertain. Respondents did not see their crisis
after 2005 as primarily economic, however, probably because they were
used to recurrent economic problems. There was an ‘enlargement cri-
sis,’ however, and even if the EU had been through similar moments in
its past, the fifth enlargement was perhaps the riskiest to date. For our
respondents, the main worry about the fifth enlargement was that it
coincided with an evident retreat of member states from their earlier
commitments to European integration. Such retreats meant intensi-
fied intergovernmentalism and serious blockages to forward movement.
In these conditions respondents also sensed that the EU was living a
serious moment of institutional rebalancing. The EU’s supranational
institutions, the Commission in particular, were being eclipsed by resur-
gent intergovernmentalism and the ways in which these institutions
worked internally were also changing. The next dimension of the sit-
uation was an evident crisis of legitimacy. Debate about a democratic
deficit had been going on for decades, of course, but respondents per-
ceived something new. At some point in the early 1990s, clamor for
more active popular involvement and consent began to grow ever
greater. Respondents had all sorts of theories about why this had been
happening and proposed different small adjustments to the EU’s insti-
tutional plumbing in response. None of these promised to make a dent
in the problems, however.

The crisis was thus not a matter of angry crowds in the streets, offi-
cial buildings under siege, or an inability to function. It involved a
knot of several crisis syndromes that were intertwined to maximize the
EU’s future uncertainties. To make things even more challenging, most
respondents felt strongly that the EU urgently needed to assume major
new international tasks. It should shift gears economically to fit better
in new global conditions and learn to take its rightful place in an emerg-
ing post-Cold War international system. But the existing crisis made it
very difficult for the EU to take on anything new. Things looked dark
and gloomy, therefore. But the worst was yet to come.



9
The Great Recession as Reality Test

As we ended the main part of our interviewing a new shadow darkened
the EU’s skies, announced first by housing bubbles, ‘exuberant’ stock
markets, and growing global economic imbalances. In 2008, these
skies opened up onto the largest economic disaster since the Great
Depression. On top of the numerous and overlapping crises our respon-
dents had discussed, the EU now faced treacherous new international
economic conditions.

The global financial crisis was a reality test for what our respon-
dents had said about their EU. They worried that the Union’s strong
turn toward intergovernmentalism, based on a retreat of member states
from the European project, brought risks of compromise decisions of
the lowest common denominator type. They feared that even subop-
timal decisions would come much too slowly. They observed a strong
shift in the institutional balance, characterized by a decline in Commis-
sion influence and an increase in the power of the European Council.
This shift, they feared, could make it difficult for the EU to conceive new
projects and strategies. They were anxious about the Union’s precarious
legitimacy. Finally, they sensed that the EU’s traditional market-building
agenda was insufficiently attuned to new global needs and problems.

The results of this reality test have been puzzling. During the first
crisis period, from the American economic collapse in September 2008
into mid-2009, when emergency bailouts, stimulus plans, and new
financial regulations were at the top of the agenda, the EU functioned
exactly as respondents would have predicted. Member states disagreed,
intergovernmental improvisation and diversity were the rule, the Com-
mission did not immediately understand the urgency of the situation,
and EU institutions moved slowly. The results were positive in the
most important sense, however; downward spiral toward depression was

141



142 A Global Crisis

blocked. Had the story then ended, the conclusion would have been
that respondents’ worries were exaggerated. But in 2009–10 a new crisis
moment began, in which the Eurozone and European Monetary Union
(EMU) were challenged to their core. In response, intergovernmentalism
demonstrated its worst qualities. Large member states disagreed about
outlooks and strategies, the European Council had great difficulty find-
ing consensus, and precious time was lost at high cost. In addition, in
the shadows of the economic crisis, several things about which respon-
dents had been hopeful – Lisbon Treaty institutional reforms and the
EU’s bold stance on climate change among them – ran onto the shoals.
A third stage of the crisis then opened, characterized by sharp austerity
across much of the EU, whose implications for the Union’s future were
bleak.

Bailouts, stimulus plans, regulation

The perfect economic storm that became the Great Recession of 2008
began in the US. US governments had long encouraged Americans,
particularly lower-income ones, to buy homes. Banks responded by
offering looser types of mortgage financing and a relaxation of earlier,
more conservative lending practices. One result was a housing bub-
ble. The situation was further complicated by reliance on new financial
products – derivatives, in particular – and techniques falling outside the
minimal regulatory nets that had survived American deregulation, as
well as other practices. Even expert insiders were lost in the murky
US financial world that resulted. Meanwhile the academic profession
of Economics, so important in creating the intellectual climate around
the business world, had convinced itself that financial markets were
infallibly self-regulating.1

The unravelling coincided with the American Federal Reserve Bank,
raising its interest rates in 2004–2006. This decision helped lead to the
collapse of the housing bubble, falling housing prices, panic about mort-
gage holders’ ability to pay, a collapse in construction, and a growing
inventory of unsold real estate. Then, as things tightened, the financial
sector needed more short-term credit that the system was reluctant and
eventually unable to provide. By 2008, the US government had stepped
in as lender of last resort to reorganize Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
(huge government-sponsored mortgage financing organizations), while
the large Wall Street investment houses, the biggest commercial banks,
and the mortgage sector were in mortal danger. In September of that
year, Lehman Brothers went bankrupt, plunging the global financial
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system into the abyss with massive market losses and a huge credit
squeeze.2 What came to be called the ‘Great Recession’ had begun.3

Many Europeans, including leaders of the European Commission, ini-
tially believed that Europe would escape the worst. Was it not better
regulated, more prudent, and endowed with automatic stabilizers? This
optimism quickly proved to underestimate financial internationaliza-
tion. In fact, there were housing bubbles in the UK, Spain, and Ireland
and the practices of Wall Street had penetrated to the heart of Europe’s
financial sectors. In the terms of the European Commission’s retrospec-
tive analysis, ‘ . . . cross border transmission was . . . extremely rapid, due
to the tight connections within the financial system . . . and also the
strongly integrated supply chains in global product markets . . . .’4

The first stage of the EU’s response was an important test of the
Union’s usefulness. The Union had no contingency plans and its slow-
moving intergovernmentalism implied problems coordinating crisis
responses. New member states, deeply engaged in economic transitions
that were highly dependent on Europe’s larger economies, were excep-
tionally vulnerable. Finally, EU citizens were ever more sceptical that the
EU could solve their problems.

As the US crisis deepened, European banks faced daunting credit and
solvency problems. The ECB (European Central Bank) quickly injected
liquidity to keep credit flowing while coordinating with the American
Federal Reserve Bank (the Fed) and other central banks.5 Member state
responses emerged in the white heat of crisis. Serial banking disas-
ters across Europe initially elicited specific national responses, usually
hastily improvised bailouts. The collapse of the Icelandic banking sys-
tem and then Irish governmental guarantee of Irish bank deposits, an act
of beggar-thy-neighbor financial dumping that caused rapid flows into
Irish banks from elsewhere, precipitated a broader approach, however.6

Coordination at European level was urgently needed.
If responses began in a decentralized way, with affected EU member

states trying to solve national emergencies with tools that fell imme-
diately to hand, a turning point to more serious coordination came
in early October, 2008, with the British decision to provide massive
liquidity to the UK financial system, recapitalizing and partially nation-
alizing the biggest banks and guaranteeing their new debt issuances.7

The British had unusual possibilities for being a ‘first mover.’ The
Westminster system facilitated rapid action and Gordon Brown, by then
Prime Minister, had long experience as Chancellor of the Exchequer.
After the British acted the possibilities for coordination increased, in
part because during the French Presidency Nicolas Sarkozy pushed for
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new European responses modeled on the British initiative. The Barroso
Commission, until then quite invisible, at that point proposed an
action plan approved by the European Council on 16 October. It called
for ECB intervention to boost liquidity and Eurozone governments to
underwrite bank debt to prevent the collapse of ‘systematically relevant
institutions.’8

What followed was ad hoc. In the words of the Commission, national
governments proposed national plans, ‘more or less following these
[Commission] guidelines.’9 Coordination, overwhelmingly intergovern-
mental, was neither very institutionalized nor obligatory, meaning that
efforts undertaken country by country often differed in goals and meth-
ods. Sometimes banks were recapitalized and semi-nationalized, some-
times deposits were guaranteed by governments, sometimes private
banks reconfigured their operations by consolidation and mergers. What
member states decided to do, within a general framework, was their
own business.10 To cite Jean-Pierre Jouyet, French Minister for European
Affairs during the French Presidency in this stormy second half of 2008,
‘in the last analysis, public confidence is embodied by states.’11

Intergovernmental cooperation did not stop at the EU’s borders.
Simultaneous efforts to coordinate at a global scale began when the
heads of the British, French, German, and Italian governments met in
early October 2008 to develop common positions for the G-7 meeting
scheduled for November. Sarkozy and Barroso then flew to Washington
to meet with G-7 finance ministers, the IMF (International Monetary
Fund), and the World Bank and, most importantly, persuaded President
Bush to convene the G-20 in November, a decisive step enlarging the
discussion beyond the rich North.12 The IMF’s US$29 billion loan to
Hungary, negotiated in part by the EU, made clear that the stability of
the Central and Eastern European countries (CEECs) was not solely EU
business.

The November G-20 meeting in Washington concluded that countries
should try to slow the crisis by fiscal stimulation. Deep recession meant
rapidly rising unemployment (nearly 10% EU-wide in 2009), bringing
both more spending on social programs and fewer tax revenues, thereby
worsening the budgetary situations of member states. Stimulus packages
were devised, with coordinated processes between differing national
notions about how much to spend and for what purposes. Most EU
member states were willing to listen to Commission proposals for a coor-
dinated European recovery plan in November 2008, which suggested a
total stimulus of ¤200 billion (1.5% of EU GDP (Gross Domestic Prod-
uct)), spread over 2009 and 2010 to come primarily from member state
budgets.13
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European stimulus plans were criticized as too modest, particularly by
Americans.14 One reason for modesty, as the Commission often noted,
was that the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) was still in effect, even if
its criteria had to be loosened in crisis. Budgetary situations in the mem-
ber states also varied greatly. Some, like Finland, Denmark, Sweden, and
Luxembourg were in good shape while others, like France and Italy, had
higher deficits and debt that limited room for maneuver. The problem
was deeper than simply the size of the packages, however. The most
obvious was that the EU was not the USA, a huge single jurisdiction
whose vast needs were magnified by a feeble welfare state which did lit-
tle for citizens. In addition, the EU’s own budget was very small, only
1 percent of GDP of the Union as a whole. Finally, there were signifi-
cant divisions among member states over stimulus planning. The UK,
like the Americans, wanted as much stimulation as quickly as possible
so as to save its financial sector, even if this meant huge new deficits.15

The position of other member states varied. Some argued for carefully
targeted plans, others simply could not afford to spend any more while
some did not agree with the neo-Keynesian orthodoxy of the American
position.16

In a largely intergovernmental EU, fiscal matters remained national.
In a massive crisis this counted a great deal.17 The German government,
a key actor, announced that its efforts would be targeted on specific
domestic programs and groups rather than general demand stimula-
tion that might provide indirect support to less prudent member states
with laxer economic policies. Some national programs also had proto-
protectionist dimensions. President Sarkozy proposed to help French car
makers while stipulating that aid should not go to those who used it
to invest outside France. The collapse of GM (General Motors) in the
USA initially forced the sale of Adam Opel A.G. in Germany, and the
Merkel government was willing to subsidize a bid that promised to keep
German plants open with no guarantees about other Opel plants in
Belgium and the UK.18 The Commission questioned the Opel deal, but
it eventually fell through on its own.

Prior to the crisis almost everyone believed that the CEEC mem-
ber states were on a fast track to catch up with the EU-15. The CEEC
area was among the hardest hit global regions by the crisis, however,
with projections of a 15.8 percent GDP decline through 2009.19 But
the CEECs also differed greatly. 20 Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia,
and Slovenia were in reasonable shape, even if recession meant declin-
ing foreign direct investment and demand for their exports. Latvia
and Lithuania, small Baltic member states, plus Bulgaria and Romania,
the least developed CEECs, had much larger deficits, debts, and less
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successful economies.21 Hungary, where complicated politics combined
with economic mismanagement, had such high debts and deficits that
bankruptcy would have threatened had the IMF not helped out. Many
CEECs also had large, euro-denominated consumer debts (often mort-
gages) held by EU-15 banks that would cause problems in a context of
collapsing credit. Effects also varied by exchange rate regimes: Slovenia
and Slovakia belonged to EMU, Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
and Romania had floating rates, while still others had currency boards
pegged to the euro (Latvia, Bulgaria, Estonia, and Lithuania).

The Union’s response was mixed. The Commission sped up already
budgeted structural funding and loosened some rules. It increased
medium-term financial assistance to non-Eurozone member states,
made large loans to Hungary, Latvia, and Rumania, and agreed to invest
more in Trans-European Network projects (mainly roads and railroads,
telecoms, electricity grids, and the Nabucco gas pipeline). The European
Investment Bank expanded activities in the region by 30 percent in
2008–09, particularly to support small and medium enterprises (SMEs),
energy and climate change policies, and investment in poorer areas. The
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) chipped in
with a joint action plan for CEEC banking sectors and to facilitate bank
lending to businesses. The danger that European banks with large CEEC
portfolios (here Austrian, Swedish, and Italian banks were in the front
line) might pass their liquidity problems eastward was limited by com-
mitments from the ECB, Sweden, and the EU itself. Finally, the Bretton
Woods institutions, the IMF in particular, made large loans to Hungary,
Latvia, and Romania that the EU helped broker.

Remodeling financial sector regulation was the next task. The EU’s
approach to the financial sector prior to the crisis had been deregula-
tory, with a neoliberal bias.22 Thus despite substantial new cross-border
financial operations, EU financial institutions remained regulated and
supervised nationally.23 Given such differences and the political power
of financial actors, promoting regulatory change at European level
was bound to be difficult. Moreover, because new EU reforms would
have global significance, the EU had to gauge its proposals toward
international cooperation through the G-20 and other international
organizations.24 The Commission took the lead in autumn 2008 by nam-
ing a High Level Group on Financial Supervision chaired by Jacques
de Larosière; it reported in February 2009.25 It recommended strength-
ening capital requirements for banks, reforming and better supervising
credit-rating agencies, and changing asset valuation and other account-
ing techniques. Its larger conclusion was that ‘all parts of the financial
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system . . . [having] a potentially systemic nature should be appropriately
regulated and supervised,’ with hedge funds a particular target.26 Deriva-
tive products should be standardized and simplified and there should be
a new EU open clearing house for credit default swaps. Policies about
corporate governance and remuneration should control bonuses and
beef-up risk management, and deposit insurance programs should be
pre-funded. There should also be a single set of core regulatory and
supervisory standards across the EU to iron out national differences
within a new EU crisis management and resolution framework. Finally,
the rules governing investment funds needed to be strengthened.

The recommendations for new supervisory arrangements counted
most, in particular because the Commission committed quickly to
enacting almost all of them.27 The major supervisory issue was need
for a new European-level body ‘to gather information on all macro-
prudential risks in the EU’ with legal access to all needed information.
The group proposed a European Systemic Risk Council (ESRC) under
the ECB’s roof that could produce risk warnings and recommenda-
tions. National supervision would continue, given the varieties existing
across the Union, but the ESRC could constrain national supervisors
and coordinate with other international risk supervision bodies, includ-
ing the Financial Stability Board recommended by the G-20. The report
also proposed new micro-prudential supervision by a European System
of Financial Supervisors (ESFS) that would be an independent, decen-
tralized, but robust, network composed of national supervisors doing
day-to-day work plus three new European Authorities – the European
Banking Authority (EBA), the European Securities and Market Author-
ity (ESMA) on securities regulation, and the European Insurance and
Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA).28 New EU post-crisis mecha-
nisms for the financial sector were set out rapidly, in part by a process
of emulation-competition between the EU and the USA following the
G-20’s recommendations.

In general, EU responses to this first crisis moment did much to stem
the collapse of the financial sector and limit damage to the real econ-
omy. Although there were brighter and darker spots, European output,
growth, and GDP per capita were expanding again, if too slowly. Had the
story ended in the fall of 2009, it would have been judged a qualified
success, with governments, through intergovernmental cooperation,
patching together crisis policies that worked. There were obvious con-
stitutional reasons for such successful intergovernmentalism. Member
states retained sovereignty in the financial and economic policy areas
that needed to be coordinated. Because of this, the EU’s supranational
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institutions had to play secondary but not insignificant, roles. The Com-
mission acted only after it knew what key member states wanted, but
its proposals were timely, clear, workable, and politically astute. The
European Council worked more erratically, depending upon who held
the rotating presidency. French President Sarkozy brought great energy
in the fall of 2008, the Czech Presidency that followed was a dismal
failure, while the Swedish Presidency of later 2009 was highly efficient.29

Respondents had repeatedly stressed the fundamental importance of
recent EU policy innovations. In the first crisis stage the single market
and competition policy had indeed placed limits on dangerous cen-
trifugal forces, protectionism in particular. EMU was equally important.
The ECB was the central actor for the Eurozone, supplying liquidity,
accommodative monetary policy, meshing well with the global network
of central banks, while demonstrating a surprising degree of flexibility.
That EMU existed in the first place was even more important. Without
the euro, EU member state currencies would have floated wildly, some
would have been devalued, and a few would have faced default.

In the last analysis, intergovernmental coordination succeeded in
helping stop the downward spiral of crisis mainly because the EU existed
as the most plausible arena for coordination. EU member states worked
in many different arenas of governance. Their financial sectors and
economies were embedded in national, European, and global networks.
But on economic and financial matters EU networks counted the most,
mainly because strengthening European networks and arenas was what
the EU was about.

Beware of Greeks bearing debts: Crisis within the Crisis

There had been early warnings of EMU troubles about widen-
ing sovereign bond interest rates between weaker and stronger EU
economies. They had been filed away, however, in the face of more
urgent matters. In early 2010, they exploded when it became clear that
Greece might be unable to meet its sovereign debt obligations. Histori-
cally, Greece had an extraordinarily bad record for financial stability. Its
accounts had been in such bad shape that it was denied entrance to the
Eurozone in 1998. Yet somehow its annual deficit had quickly dropped
to 1 percent and even when its debt level was above 100 percent, the
Italians and Belgians, already in EMU despite their very high debt level,
were ahead of it. Greece was thus admitted in 2001. As it turned out,
this miracle had been the product of creative accounting and inaccu-
rate statistics. The Greek economy had nonetheless grown rapidly in the
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new century, thanks to foreign investment and low Eurozone interest
rates.30 This obscured underlying problems of problematic governance
structures and practices (weak executive powers, clientelism, inability to
collect taxes, bad statistics, and so on), low competitiveness, high pri-
vate and public deficits, and growing debt.31 When the economic crisis
hit, Greek growth collapsed, shipping and tourism, among the few sec-
tors where Greece had some comparative advantage, went into a coma,
and tax revenues declined – Greek citizens having never been eager tax-
payers. The big problem was that financial markets were zeroing in on
the possibility that Greece would be unable to pay its national debts.

Widening bond spreads forced Greece to come clean about the
situation.32 The Socialist government elected in fall 2009 initially
announced that the advertised 6 percent annual deficit was really
12.7 percent, and after expert recalculations this rose to nearly
14 percent. But when European leaders like Frederick Reinfeldt, Swedish
Prime Minister and acting President of the Council of Ministers,
announced in December 2009 that there would be no bailouts for
Greece, bond market assumptions that the EU would stand behind
Eurozone members’ problems were shattered, there was panic talk about
EMU collapsing and a serious drop on global stock markets.33 Would
Greece turn out to be the EU’s Lehman Brothers?

From the outset German Chancellor Merkel made clear that Germany
would make no bailout commitments and refuse to allow the Eurozone
and the EU to make them collectively. The Greeks had created their own
problems, she pronounced, and they should fix them themselves, what-
ever the cost. Her language clearly communicated German convictions
that the Greek and Eurozone crisis was not a matter of EU ’solidarity.’
This was an important coded reference to the clause in the Maastricht
EMU Treaty that forbade bailing out Eurozone members. Merkel’s posi-
tion was also related to concerns about the German Constitutional
Court and worries about upcoming regional elections. Beyond legal-
ism, however, lay German convictions about what EMU was supposed
to be. Germany had called the shots at Maastricht in 1991 and proposed
the SGP in 1996, insisting on a monetary union based on strong rules
constraining Eurozone members to adopt a culture of financial stability.
The Eurozone crisis demonstrated that this culture, if it had ever really
existed, had broken down, but the Germans were unwilling to allow the
original architecture to be replaced. In contrast, France, the other key
player, desired rapid bailout and the creation of an ‘economic govern-
ment’ with EU powers over national fiscal and budgetary practices that
would replace ‘culture’ with legal constraint.
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The European Council communiqué of 11 February 2010 con-
cluded that Eurozone members would ‘take determined and coordinated
action, if necessary, to safeguard the financial stability of the Euro area as
a whole,’ despite Maastricht’s no-bailout clause. However, this left open
what these actions might involve and when they would be decided.34

Help for the Greeks would depend on their undertaking strong domes-
tic measures to reduce deficit levels to 3 percent by 2012. Greek Prime
Minister Papandreou, playing the austerity-reform card, then duly pro-
duced harsh new cutback plans that briefly calmed market speculation
(while prompting massive street protests at home). Greece’s bond costs
nonetheless remained twice those of Germany, leading Papandreou to
plead for European help to borrow at the same rate as other countries.

The bond markets had no trouble understanding that Greece would
have difficulty imposing austerity and that arranging a bailout would
take time, if it ever happened. The result was that interest rate differ-
ences between Greek and German bonds grew apace. Chancellor Merkel
nonetheless remained adamant that EU intervention could only happen
as a last resort, a phrasing that media, other member states, and financial
dealers found unclear.35 Practically everyone else pleaded urgently for
a bailout, but intergovernmental bickering extended well into March,
while Eurozone member states other than Germany debated bilateral
loans to Greece at subsidized interest rates.

The Greek government tried to precipitate events on 18 March by
threatening to seek an IMF loan if Eurozone partners did not soon act
soon.36 The European Council then pledged a ‘ . . . willingness to take
determined and coordinated action, if needed, to safeguard financial
stability in the Eurozone . . . ’ through a package of bilateral loans and
IMF funds.37 The announcement was once again vague, however.38 Trig-
gering real action depended upon the Greeks asking formally for help,
which they did not do until later April. At this point the Greeks were
playing the last card in their hand, the threat that if they did not get
the right conditions they would put the euro itself in jeopardy. Alas,
this gave more time to bond markets to renew their skepticism about
Eurozone pledges.

Eurozone member states finally sat down on 24 April to make pledges
for Greece backed by real numbers. There would be an initial year’s
loan package of around 45 billion euros, two-thirds from member state
loans and the other third from the IMF. The markets churned on, how-
ever, fueled by evidence at this point that sovereign debt problems
were likely to spread beyond Greece to other vulnerable Eurozone coun-
tries, Portugal in the first instance. The bond-rating agency Standard
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and Poor’s lowered Greece’s rating three grades to a distinctly non-
European level, and the stock market took a large hit. It took another
two weeks before Eurozone heads of state reacted, in panic, to this
new threat, at an emergency European Council meeting on the week-
end that began on 7 May.39 In the meantime, US President Barack
Obama, Dominique Strauss-Kahn the IMF Director-General, and ECB
President Jean-Claude Trichet had lobbied furiously for action, and
Nicolas Sarkozy had allegedly threatened to pull France out of EMU if
nothing more was done.

This time the message gotten through that EMU and the euro was
in danger and that, moreover, the euro crisis could indeed threaten the
global economy. The Commission proposed a large program of bailout
loans (without the IMF) and proposed raising the money by creating
European bonds, quite close to what the French were advocating.40

The Germans and the Bundesbank were appalled by the bond issue
plan, which would be backed by German credit and probably raise
German bond rates. Moreover, experts suspected that the bond plan
would be ruled unconstitutional by the Karlsruhe Constitutional Court.
With pressure from the weekly opening of global stock markets on lead-
ers’ shoulders, final decisions compromised in a German direction. The
Eurobond proposal was shelved in favor of a European stabilization
mechanism that would allow a debt-threatened country to receive up to
60¤million from the Commission, which would raise the money, using
the EU budget as collateral, on money markets. If this did not prove suf-
ficient, further help could then come from a temporary new European
Financial Stability Facility which would hold 440¤ billion in loans and
other support mechanisms, 60¤ billion from the EU budget, and a fur-
ther 250¤million coming from the IMF, a total of around 750¤ billion.
The EFSF money would come from bonds backed by Eurozone countries
legalized as a three-year Special Purpose Vehicle in Luxembourg.41

In the middle of this, Merkel and other German leaders announced
that even these huge sums would only buy time unless everyone quickly
shifted into a harsh austerity mode. Bundesbank leaders publicly grum-
bled about the entire enterprise and objected to the ECB’s emergency
entry into the purchase of national bonds. Moreover, the German
popular press continued its campaign against subsidizing incompetent
countries that ought to have known better. In response, Jean-Claude
Juncker, Prime Minister of Luxembourg and veteran Eurozone chair,
commented that ‘ . . . certain people would do better to think before
they speak . . . [and] do better to keep their mouths shut.’42 In the mean-
time, the euro’s exchange rate went down like a stone (rising later with
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a decline in the US dollar), temporarily boosting European exporters,
mainly German.

And then came the Irish

Chancellor Merkel’s scepticism was premonitory. It turned out that the
Greek drama was only the beginning of the spreading Eurozone cri-
sis. After the relatively calm summer of 2010 turbulence returned via
Ireland. Its problems were different from those of Greece because they
began in the private banking sector and not in the public budget. The
backdrop was the 1990s Celtic Tiger moment. Ireland turned out to
have a particularly favourable economic location between the USA and
the EU, its tax policies welcomed foreign investment (Irish corporate
tax eventually fell to 12.5 percent, among the lowest in the wealthy
world), and it had intelligent flexible labor relations and a well-trained
workforce. All this together turned what had been one of Europe’s
poorest countries into a booming center for foreign direct investment,
particularly US, leading to very rapid growth and new national wealth.

Alas, in the later 1990s, while everyone touted the Irish miracle,
Irish banks, taking advantage of low EMU interest rates and assisted by
cronies in government who created tax incentives to encourage con-
struction, launched an extraordinary real estate bubble. Irish house
prices rose more rapidly even than those in the USA (172 percent in
a dozen years), 100 percent mortgages were not uncommon, and one
in seven Irish workers was eventually employed in the housing sector.
The Irish collectively embraced a spree of flipping real estate, borrow-
ing against housing equity, subsidizing housing for which there were
no buyers, and living on credit. Then when the Great Recession hit, the
Irish bubble collapsed into the steepest economic downturn experienced
by any wealthy country, with very high unemployment, out-migration
and tough austerity. More importantly, in fall 2008 the government
guaranteed for two years the debts of the country’s six largest banks,
putting the state on the hook for a vast amount of money (around
US$650 billion) and transforming a private-sector problem into one of
sovereign debt. Ireland’s annual deficit went from an already-dangerous
11.2 to 32 percent for 2010.43 It came as no surprise that in the early fall
of 2010 the bond markets started worrying about Irish default. This then
spilled over into rising risk premiums for other vulnerable Eurozone
countries like Portugal and Spain.

The Eurozone and EU then had to return to full alert. Subsequent
intergovernmentalism and atrocious communications, in particular by
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the Germans and the French, made things much worse than they
needed to be, as had been true for Greece earlier. A European Council
in October had been scheduled to make plans for a permanent cri-
sis mechanism and better monitoring of national budgetary practices.
Before the meeting, however, Merkel and Sarkozy bargained a common
Franco-German position. The Germans had been arguing for automatic
sanctions on countries with dangerous budgetary practices, even sus-
pending EU voting rights, but the French, with an historic opposition
to empowering the Commission, insisted that such sanctions be decided
intergovernmentally.44 Sarkozy also consented to a carefully limited
treaty change to get around the Maastricht ‘no bailout’ clause and legal-
ize the new crisis mechanism.45 The Germans, who had wanted the
Commission to apply the new rules, also accepted a permanent anti-
crisis fund beginning in 2013 that would allow restructuring a country’s
debts. Bondholders could thus face ‘haircuts’ – a colloquial expression
for losses on their expected returns. Merkel’s concern was that taxpay-
ers should not have to share bailout costs on their own. Just prior to
the October summit, European Council President van Rompuy further
stoked the fires by announcing that the EU was in a ‘crisis of survival.’

At the October summit, member states agreed to a limited treaty
change to legalize the permanent crisis mechanism (labeled the
European Stability Mechanism, ESM).46 There was also agreement on
a substantial enhancement of EU power over the macroeconomic policy
making of member states, with sanctions for violations to be decided
intergovernmentally. In addition, from June 2013, all bonds issued by
Eurozone countries would include a clause about debt rescheduling. If a
country got into trouble but was judged able to meet its obligations,
eventually it could draw on the ESM and its creditors would be urged
to be patient. However, if a country got in over its head, a meeting of
creditors might conclude that the debts should be rescheduled, implying
‘haircuts.’47

The bond markets reacted to the prospect of such haircuts predictably,
by increasing bond spreads, turning the Irish problem into a dire emer-
gency. 48 This time there was a solution in place, however, since the Irish
could borrow from the EFSF. But that the Irish actually did so was vitally
important, given high risks of contagion to Portugal and other threat-
ened countries. The problem, at least initially, was that the Irish did not
want to do it, claiming that they had sufficient reserves to pay back
loans through November 2011 and did not need the money. Behind
this was fear on the part of the government about the conditionality
attached to EFSF help and the domestic political damage that it was
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likely to cause.49 No matter, EU and Eurozone heavyweights, including
the ECB, obliged Ireland to take the 85¤ billion. An Irish blogger charac-
terized this as ‘ . . . political hardball: Brian Lenihan . . . [the Irish Finance
Minister] . . . from Castleknock versus the heirs of Bismarck and Cardinal
Richelieu.’50 The Portuguese government would face the same odds in
spring 2011.

Reforming EMU?

Even putting aside economists’ arguments that a federalized market
structure without a federal state was likely to be an unpropitious cur-
rency area, EMU as originally constituted was full of problems. The
Maastricht convergence criteria and the SGP, designed by the Germans
to found a new convergence culture for Eurozone members, were sup-
posed to constrain national budgets, supported by Commission mon-
itoring, naming, and shaming. In practice, however, rules that were
supposed to produce better behavior did not work very well. Econom-
ically fundamental matters like national savings rates and private debt
levels were overlooked, for example, hence EMU’s relative disinterest in
housing bubbles like those of Ireland and Spain until it was much too
late. Worse still, the rules were not well enforced.

The Eurozone crisis also revealed broader EU institutional issues. The
absence of crisis provisions in EMU law, other than a no-bailout clause
which made things more difficult, meant that the EU had had to devise
responses under fire from scratch.51 At a moment when EMU and the
EU itself were perched on the edge of a cliff, German obduracy plus per-
sistent disagreement in the Franco-German ‘couple’ slowed responses.
When leaders misspoke publicly, which they often did, it made things
worse. The German government adamantly insisted on preserving the
original rules-based approach. The French, in contrast, advocated new
mechanisms of economic governance that would supersede the original
Maastricht approach which, in contrast to the Commission’s propos-
als, always advocated an intergovernmental approach. The existence
of such disagreements guaranteed that the results would be an incre-
mental approach based more on hopes that economic recovery would
come to the rescue than on new ideas, or even coherence. Bond markets
repeatedly responded to such improvised patching and filling by raising
risk premiums. Intergovernmental bickering thus made the crisis more
threatening, raised the costs of fixing it, and made institutional changes
nearly impossible. Prior to the Great Recession one of our respondents
had commented that ‘ . . . we may have stumbled from crisis to crisis but
we’ve always ended going in the right direction . . . in fact these crises
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are usually the key to our progress’ (CCO). It was anything but clear
whether this would be the case for the 2009–10 crisis in the Eurozone,
however.

Not only was EU intergovernmentalism costly, its underlying dynam-
ics seemed to be changing. Chancellor Merkel’s obstinacy was widely
interpreted as representing a new, more assertive, expression of chang-
ing German national interests within the EU.52 Prior to unification,
Germany had used European integration to re-enter the good graces of
neighbors, prove German civility and reliability, and overcome mem-
ories of the Nazi era. In 2009–10, Berlin felt less need to hide behind
European integration, however, and in the Eurozone crisis it announced
clearly that it intended to manage its economy as it saw fit, institutional-
ize its preferences through EMU, and avoid responsibility for subsidizing
other, less virtuous, Europeans. To quote no less an observer than Jürgen
Habermas ‘ . . . the current German elites are enjoying the return to nor-
mality as a nation state. Having reached the end of a “long path to the
West,” they are certified democrats and can once again be “just like the
others” . . . ’53 It was another question just how the others in an EU of 27
members whose interests diverged greatly would live with this. In any
event, the Franco-German ‘couple,’ always central to the EU, was not
doing as well as it once had. If the Eurozone crisis was an indicator,
the balance of power between the French, who had most often taken
the lead in proposing things, counting on German semi-sovereignty
to help win the day, had changed. Germany now had the upper
hand, and this was something that was likely to be very important in
the future.

The Franco-German ‘pact for competitiveness’ proposal of winter
2011 provided a good example. The pact would be an example of rein-
forced cooperation on economic and social policy for the Eurozone.
Among its provisions would be pension reform (retirement at 67), de-
indexation of wage rises from prices, new rules to control debt levels,
standardized Eurozone rules on corporate taxation to prevent tax dump-
ing, mutual recognition of educational and professional qualifications,
and national crisis management regimes for banks. There would also be
new benchmarking for competitiveness. This was essentially a German
scheme and also a remarkable change in the European outlook of Angela
Merkel from a position that sought to defend German positions and
ideas to one which sought to impose German approaches on others.
The French acceded to it because it did look like an opening to eventual
Eurozone economic governance, because it was essentially confederal,
keeping the Commission at a distance, and because they had few plau-
sible alternatives of their own to propose. Whether it would actually be
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enacted – many member states were appalled by it – and whether, once
enacted, it would succeed, will not be known for some time. But a clearer
sign of the shifting balance of power in the Eurozone would have been
hard to find.

Whatever the consequences of the competitiveness pact proposal, the
Great Recession pointed toward greater Eurozone and EU prerogatives
over national fiscal and budgetary practices and it did seem, despite deep
intergovernmental divisions, member states were slowly moving toward
stiffening EU and Eurozone oversight of these domains.54 National bud-
get plans will henceforth be reviewed in Brussels before being voted by
national parliaments and then they would inform the EU’s annual Broad
Economic Policy Guideline exercises. There will be new, more plausi-
ble, more automatic, and tougher SGP sanctions for excessive deficits;
these were decided intergovernmentally. The most important immedi-
ate change, however, will be the permanent emergency fund to supplant
the temporary EFSF set up in the Greek crisis. Striking, however was the
absence of large new mechanisms for Eurozone solidarity and of serious
new EU fiscal federalism in general

Other matters, other problems

The Great Recession overshadowed other items on the EU’s agenda, but
the record for many of these was also distressing. Ratifying the Lisbon
Treaty had not been easy. The Irish ‘no’ led the European Council to
provide new guarantees for Irish sovereignty and the Irish government
called a second referendum for October 2009. The result was a large
majority in favor of the Treaty.55 One obvious reason for such a change
of heart was that the Irish, hard hit by the global economic crisis, were
terrified of living the financial crisis isolated from the rest of the Union.
The Lisbon Treaty thus came into effect on 1 December 2009, bring-
ing palpable sighs of relief in Brussels.56 Most of our respondents had
believed that the new Treaty would help the EU and ‘finally get on with
things’ (CCO).

The Lisbon Treaty created a new permanent President of the European
Council (POTEC in Eurospeak) and a new High Representative for for-
eign affairs and security policy. The new permanent president could
become a personal symbol of the EU to citizens and the broader world
and also acquire considerable power in EU deliberations. In addition, by
making the European Council more effective and coherent, the POTEC
could make intergovernmentalism function better. The new high repre-
sentative might be central in defining and promoting the dynamic and
innovative EU foreign and defense policies.
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The significance of both positions would be negotiated through prac-
tice, however, beginning with decisions about personnel. Prior to the
second Irish referendum there were rumors about potential POTEC can-
didates, Tony Blair as president, for example. Candidates for the high
representative position were less well-known, but eventually included
David Miliband, the young British Foreign Minister. When choice time
came in autumn 2009, however, the POTEC went to Herman Van
Rompuy, a Flemish Christian Democrat who – very briefly – had been
Belgian Prime Minister, but otherwise had next to no EU experience.
The new High Representative was Baroness Catherine Ashton, a British
Labour politician, who – also very briefly – had been EU Trade Com-
missioner, but who had no experience in foreign affairs. The message
was clear. Member states did not want to give these jobs to prominent
leaders.

There was more to the Lisbon Treaty than van Rompuy and Ashton,
however, QMV was extended. The community method was inscribed as
the Union’s normal approach to making law, even in significant parts of
Justice and Home Affairs and the CFSP. The Parliament’s scope grew with
the extension of QMV.57 The new yellow card (early warning) proce-
dure, meant to engage national parliaments more in EU policy making,
had important implications, as did the Citizen’s Initiative (referendum
petition) process.58 The ultimate significance of these reforms will only
be clarified over time. That the Lisbon Treaty had been designed to
strengthen the European Council and the Parliament at the expense of
the Commission and, to a lesser extent, the Council of Ministers was
clear, however.

In another area, respondents had argued that the EU should ‘spread
its DNA’ by looking outward to confront globalization and the chang-
ing world of international relations that it carried. They believed that
the emerging global order cried out for new norms that the EU was well
placed to help provide. The EU’s greatest potential global weight was
economic, making its efforts to shape international policy responses to
the Great Recession an important test. Elite EU awareness of the need
to be among first global movers was an important motivating factor
in the European domestic crisis actions just discussed. Extending this
logic, in October 2008, Nicolas Sarkozy, George Brown, and José-Manuel
Barroso helped persuade George W. Bush to use the G-20 (as opposed
to the G-7 or, indeed, an informal American-Chinese G-2) as a cen-
tral forum for crisis management.59 The first G-20 meeting, ambitiously
announced as Bretton Woods II, was held in Washington and produced
a list of the root causes of the crisis, initial responses, future objectives,
advocated new regulatory frameworks for the financial sector, and an
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Action Plan on five reform issues – transparency and accountability,
sound regulation, integrity of financial markets, reinforced international
cooperation, and international institutional reform.60

The next meeting, in London in April 2009, discussed stimulus plans,
financial sector reforms, and reforming the Bretton Woods institutions.
Differences had begun to emerge, however. The USA and the UK cam-
paigned for larger stimulus plans than France and Germany wanted,
while the Franco-German ‘couple’ pressed for stronger financial regu-
lation. The final deal fudged both issues, but made new promises to
enhance international regulation and supervision, including for hedge
and private capital funds, and established a new Financial Stability
Board (FSB) to provide early systemic risk warning together with the
IMF.61 The Pittsburgh summit in September of the same year declared
the G-20 to be ‘the premier forum for our international economic coop-
eration,’ but its conclusions, less focused by the crisis, were vaguer.62 Its
final communiqué was nonetheless self-congratulatory: ‘It worked. Our
forceful response helped stop the dangerous, sharp decline in global
activity and stabilize financial markets. Industrial output is now ris-
ing . . . international trade is starting to recover. Our financial institutions
are raising needed capital, financial markets are showing a willingness
to invest and lend, and confidence has improved.’63

In subsequent meetings, the G-20 began to settle into a less crisis-
driven mode in which differences between key actors and the urgency
of re-regulating the global financial system retreated. The Seoul meet-
ing of November 2010 was supposed to address imbalances between
producer-creditor and consumer-debtor countries (China and Germany
versus the USA, to be schematic). Little was achieved, however, in part
because emerging market countries like China and Brazil were unwilling
to follow the lead of developed countries. The EU was barely heard.

Parallel efforts to spread EU DNA into the climate change area were a
different test. The Union had been in the vanguard of global environ-
mental reform and central in bringing the Kyoto Protocol to life. In con-
junction with its domestic climate change policy package in 2007–08,
the EU had developed ambitious new plans for post-Kyoto commit-
ments. Many respondents had thought that this could become the
project to put the EU at global center stage and bring new domestic legit-
imacy and credibility to the European project. The ‘20-20-20’ program
pledged substantial new European efforts to reduce carbon emissions,
use new energy sources, and pursue other green policies by 2020.

EU officials undertook a global campaign around the Union’s climate
change and energy security package to prepare the UN’s Copenhagen
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Climate Control Conference in December 2009. EU pilgrims were not
naïve, however. Key rich countries, the USA first among them, were wob-
bly, even if the Obama victory had been promising. Emerging market
countries, particularly in Asia, who had not participated in the Kyoto
negotiations, were wary about costly new commitments on energy use
at a breakthrough moment in their economic modernization. China
in particular was hypersensitive about what they saw as American–
European threats to hard-earned sovereignty. India, with environmental
and political problems tied to its vast, inefficient, and politically impor-
tant small peasant agricultural sector, hid in silence behind the more
vocal Chinese, but their reservations were well-known. Another com-
mon non-Western outlook, voiced strongly by African countries, was
that until very recently climate change problems had come from rich
Western industrial societies and the West should bear the lion’s share of
the cost of confronting them.64

Copenhagen was unpleasant for the EU. Despite the EU’s passionate
multilateralism, differences among key states were so deep that it was
difficult to keep negotiations going, let alone reach agreement. Rein-
forcement from Obama did not arrive because the new administration
was ensnared in partisan warfare at home over healthcare. Finally, the
EU’s own bargaining strategies were not up to the task. Environmental
and climate change matters were a shared competence, meaning that
the EU agreed on a common negotiating mandate but that member
states were also at the table. The common mandate proved inflexible
and incomplete, with goals that were pitched much higher than any
possible deal. The Swedish EU Presidency was unable to reconfigure key
negotiating issues on the spot because of member state divisions and the
financial crisis. In the last round of negotiations, the UK, France, and
Germany, and not the EU, spoke for Europe.65 The result was that the
EU and its grand plans disappeared into the chaos of the Copenhagen
conference hall.66

The final ‘meaningful political agreement,’ cobbled together at the
last moment by the USA, China, India, South Africa, and Brazil, was
a thin commitment to keep on trying without new obligations. The
Copenhagen Summit was itself a failure, barely disguised by lofty
rhetoric about the future and led to a chorus of blame everywhere from
which the EU was spared because it had been absent from the Confer-
ence’s final dealings. It seemed clear in retrospect that the EU’s approach
of setting out all of the Union’s major positions before negotiating had
even started gave other players easy bargaining targets. It was also clear
that EU optimism about prospects for global multilateralism on complex



160 A Global Crisis

climate change issues was unfounded. Ambitious multilateralism might
work within the EU, where decades of institutionalization and practice
could take the sharp edges off national interests. Global multilateral-
ism, which lacked these things, was a very different story. In the light of
Copenhagen, therefore, our respondents’ hopes for enhanced EU influ-
ence in global climate change affairs looked naïve. COP 16 (Conference
of the Parties 16), which was held in Cancun in 2010, concluded on
a more modest, but optimistic, note, but the EU’s voice was no more
prominent than it had been at Copenhagen.

Legitimacy, futures, and faith

Our respondents were experienced insiders who may have known
more about the EU than anyone else. The pictures they painted of
the EU’s virtues and problems were realistic and sophisticated, even if
their positions precluded value-free standpoints. This may account for
the unfortunate fact that their insights were useless for understand-
ing the beginnings of the Great Recession. Neither they nor the EU
insitutions had anticipated the monsters that would emerge from the
Anglo-American banking sector. And neither they nor the EU institu-
tions foresaw the degree to which financial internationalization had
allowed these monsters to move in on Europe. They were not alone,
for global elites in general shared this ignorance. But once news of the
Great Recession reached Brussels, our respondents’ observations about
how the EU worked provided insightful guides.

Respondents knew that what followed would be predominantly
intergovernmental. The EU had been on a long and determined tra-
jectory away from the high point of the supranational initiative of
the Delors era toward re-institutionalization, putting member states
firmly in the EU driver’s seat. In the first stage of the Great Reces-
sion intergovernmentalism had proven reasonably effective. In the next
stage of the Eurozone crisis intergovernmentalism did not work well at
all. In the interviews prior to the crisis, most respondents had spoken of
EMU with great pride. Once the Eurozone troubles exploded, however,
the Union’s responses confirmed the worst of their fears about deeper
institutional dynamics. It was true that key Eurozone actors eventually
reached some agreement on courses to follow, but whether it would be
successful remained to be seen. What was clear was that it was much too
slow in coming and dangerously costly in economic and political terms.
It was unclear how much it would fall short of being optimal. Through-
out, the main goal had been to calm bond markets at the lowest possible
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cost to key member states in terms of their national interests and,
more fundamentally, in terms of real money. Alas, each incremental
and reluctantly taken step took so long and was so insufficient that the
bond markets repeatedly upped the ante and targeted other Eurozone
members. Moreover, each of these steps confronted bailout recipients
with years of austerity and tough payback arrangements, which Barry
Eichengreen has provocatively labeled ‘reparations.’67 Even if the prod-
ucts of this will be a new EMU crisis mechanism plus new methods of
economic governance, we still do not know whether the markets will be
fully calmed. In addition, it is difficult to avoid concluding that Euro-
rescue missions have been premised on a belief that a return to normal
economic growth will solve things while the dramatic austerity pro-
grams that have been imposed simultaneously militate against such a
return.

The European Council, steered erratically by key member states, has
been the key institution in all this. Before acting, the Commission has
consistently awaited clear indications of the power balances among
member states. Only then has it proceeded to propose policies, often
with skill and creativity. As our respondents had often noted, this new
Commission role was the result of an EU institutional rebalancing that
had begun in the 1990s, largely at the Commission’s expense. Behind
this, many respondents observed, had been historic changes in mem-
ber state outlooks about European integration, illustrated powerfully by
Germany’s positions in the Eurozone crisis.

The late Tommasso Padoa-Schioppa, president of the Parisian Notre
Europe think tank, former Italian Finance Minister, and an EMU archi-
tect, noted in fall 2010 that

. . . The real engine driving the attacks against the euro is lack of confi-
dence in the EU’s capacity to move forward with the historic job that
it has assigned itself to do, which is to create a genuine union . . . what
is at stake in this European crisis is not Greece but the Euro, and
beyond the Euro, the Union itself. There are difficulties in under-
standing the European project . . . as long as many market actors and
most observers are anchored, without even realising it, in a political
model where all power is held by nation-states and they think that a
different order of things, such as the one that the EU is building, is
not really viable . . . 68

Padoa-Schioppa’s comments summarized feelings common to many of
our respondents. Old-fashioned European federalism was moribund.
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This left European integration with no clear final destination.69 Padoa-
Schioppa argued that greater commitment to the broader European
project was needed not only to calm markets, but also to move for-
ward at all. In different terms, the European project needed to have a
political account full of credibility and national support for future suc-
cess. Without enough reserves in this account, needed change would
be jeopardized. Our respondents worried that the reserves in the EU’s
account were too low.

The Great Recession may well be the ‘greatest crisis in EU history,’ as
EU statements repeatedly announced. In legend, and in the observations
of many of our respondents, the EU allegedly made its best progress
when prodded by crisis. In the first two stages of the EU’s Great Reces-
sion, however, member states responded with determination to defend
national interests and diminished commitments to the European project
of ever greater union. Another stage was on the horizon. Stopping the
downward spiral of recession had boosted national debts and deficits to
very high levels. By 2010–11, member states had decided that austerity
programs were needed to reduce these levels. No one could reliably fore-
tell the effects of these programs, except to anticipate they would not
be easy to carry out and they could bring serious political consequences.
There was nothing inevitable about a positive response to crisis, in other
words.

The evidence was clear. The effects of the fifth enlargement and the
Member state retreat described in Chapters 3 and 4 had landed the EU
firmly in an intergovernmental modus vivendi. By far the biggest pre-
dictable danger, and our respondents’ major nightmare, was that such
an intergovernmental EU would get stuck, unable to make the collective
decisions that Europe needed, or that it would make decisions that did
not meet the challenges that Europe faced. This did not mean that the
EU was in longer-run decline. Sixty years after the Schuman Plan had
been announced it had become a tentacular federation, but not a state,
whose unravelling was difficult to imagine. Whatever the ultimate final-
ities of the integration project, however, the EU seemed condemned to
live through an extended difficult moment. To use the ponderous lan-
guage of European integration theory, the EU had settled into a liberal
intergovernmentalist equilibrium in which neo-functionalist processes
and their institutional bases were in clear retreat. The events of the
Great Recession showed that this equilibrium, politically strong, might
well be insufficient to the tasks of making the EU work well, a situa-
tion that could have serious future consequences. As one of our most
‘European’ and Euro-activist Commission friends commented, ‘perhaps
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the best thing we can hope for during the next period is that we don’t hit
any more icebergs’ (CCO). Put differently, she hoped that in the future
things might calm down sufficiently that the Union would not have to
face many large challenges in coming years. Alas, there were potential
icebergs aplenty visible and it would be almost miraculous were the EU
to avoid them all.



Appendix: List of Respondents

Interviews were conducted between November 2005 and July 2009. Respondents
were promised anonymity for what they said, but not anonymity from being
listed as interviewees. I also conducted a dozen pilot interviews in the very early
stages of the project with friends, EU experts, and several European officials and
political figures, people who might well have been included on the following list
but are not because I had not yet fully elaborated my approach to interviewing
when I talked to them. They were very helpful.

As any experienced interviewer knows, even when one has developed a clear
approach to open-ended interviews, respondents will not necessarily play along.
Thus a few of my interviews took me very far afield, sometimes into genuine
esoterica – I heard lectures about economic theory, institutional gossip, a lot of
funny things plus considerable anger, and even a real estate pitch for a ski chalet.
More often such detours were fascinating and profitable. Whether or not the
final product turns out to be successful and useful, there were few dull moments
getting to it. Many thanks to those on and off this list, therefore.

This list provides names, the person’s position at the time, certain relevant
previous positions, and the date of the interview.

Graham Avery, Director, DG Relex, European Commission, January 2007.
Michel Barnier, former Commissioner, former French minister of foreign

affairs, January 2007.
Enrique Barón Crespo, MEP (European People’s Party); former president of

the European Parliament, November 2005.
Pervenche Berès, MEP (Socialist Group), November 2005.
Joachim Bitterlich, former European adviser to Chancellor Helmut Kohl,

January 2007.
Frits Bolkestein, former European Commissioner, February 2007.
Sir Leon Brittan, former European Commissioner, January 2007.
Philippe de Buck, Director-General, Business Europe, January 2007.
Gunther Burghardt, former EU Ambassador to the USA; former Director-

General, DG Foreign Affairs, European Commission; former member of the
cabinet of President Delors, February 2007.

Philippe Busquin, MEP (Socialist Group); former Commissioner; former
Belgian Minister, May 2007.

Vasco Cal, Member of the cabinet of European Commissioner Grabuskaité,
April and June 2007; Bureau of European Policy Advisors (BEPA), European
Commission, June 2009.

Jim Cloos, Political Director, European Council, March 2007 and June 2009.
Daniel Cohn-Bendit, MEP (Greens), Co-chair Green Group in European

Parliament, February 2007.
Richard Corbett, MEP (Socialist Group), November 2005.
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Poul Skytte Cristoffersen, chef du cabinet of European Commissioner Boel;
former chef du cabinet of the Secretary-General of the Council of the EU,
May 2007.

Etienne Davignon, former European Commissioner; former Belgian Minister,
January 2007.

Catherine Day, Secretary-General European Commission; former member of
the cabinet of European Commissioner Brittan, January 2007, June 2007,
and June 2009.

Joël Decaillon, Secretary, European Trade Union Confederation, November
2005.

Pierre Defraigne, former chef du cabinet, DG Trade, European Commission,
January 2007 and June 2009.

Jean-Luc Demarty, Director-General, DG Agriculture, European Commission;
former member of the cabinet of President Delors, January 2007.

Peter Dröll, chef du cabinet, European Commissioner Potočnik, March 2007.
Claus-Dieter Ehlermann, former Director-General, DG Competition, February

2007.
Jonathan Faull, Director-General, DG Justice and Home Affairs; member of

the cabinet of European Commissioner Brittan, January and May 2007, June
2009.

Emilio Gabaglio, former Secretary-General, European Trade Union Confeder-
ation, November 2005.

Bronislaw Geremek, MEP (European People’s Party); former Polish Minister of
Foreign Affairs, November 2005.

Charles Grant, Director, Center for European Reform; journalist, January
2007.

Elisabeth Guigou, former French minister of European affairs, January 2007.
David Harley, official in the European Parliament, (Socialist Group), Novem-

ber 2005.
Philippe Herzog, former MEP (European United Left); 1989–2004; Founding

President, Confrontations Europe, February 2007 and June 2009.
Reiner Hoffmann, Assistant Secretary-General, European Trade Union Con-

federation, November 2005.
Steven Hughes, MEP (Socialist Group), January 2007.
Alain Hutchison, MEP (Socialist Group), April 2007.
Alex Italianer, Deputy Secretary-General, European Commission, January

2007 and June 2009.
Thomas Jansen, official of the European Parliament; former Secretary-General,

European People’s Party; former member of the cabinet of the President of
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Notes

1 Trials by Fire: The EU and Its Crises

1. The word ‘emergency’ is borrowed from the excellent discussion of the term
‘crisis’ in Andrew Gamble (2009) The Spectacle at the Feast: Capitalist Crisis
and the Politics of Recession (London: Palgrave Macmillan), pp. 38–40.

2. The contexts for these comments were the interviews for the study, described
in Part 1.

3. Neil Fligstein (2008) Euroclash (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
4. For example, member state governments have been prevented from using

state subsidies to help people threatened by the rapid changes sometimes
tied to globalization, and thus public sector firms no longer can maintain
jobs for redundant workers.

5. At present, 17 of the EU’s 27 member states are part of the Eurozone,
meaning they are members of EMU and the Eurogroup.

6. Adding Malta and Cyprus to the ten ex-communist countries, 12 new
members joined in 2005 and 2007.

7. The ECT contained several core proposals. One was to make the European
Commission smaller, meaning member states would not always have ‘their
own’ Commissioner, as had always been the case to that point. The Com-
mission President would be elected by the European Parliament, thereby
reflecting the partisan balance that emerged from European elections. The
Parliament’s powers would be enhanced and within it there would be a
new distribution of seats among member states. Qualified majority voting
in the Council of Ministers would be reweighted to reflect enlargement.
There would be a new President of the European Council, elected for 2 and
1/2 years and renewable for a second term. This person was meant both
to be a personalized symbol of Europe and to give the EU more continu-
ity than under traditional rotating presidencies. The ECT also proposed a
European Minister of Foreign Affairs to consolidate institutionally dispersed
resources in foreign policy. The ECT clarified the division of competen-
cies between the EU and its member states and gave national parliaments
new prerogatives on European-level matters. It also contained a new EU
Charter of Fundamental Rights. For the ECT and its complexities the best
source is Jean-Claude Piris (2006) The Constitution for Europe: A Legal Analysis
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press). Piris was head of Legal Services
for the EU Council of Ministers during the process leading to the ECT,
one of its more important authors, and certainly the most lucid jurist
involved. On the Convention, Peter Norman (2003) The Accidental Consti-
tution (Brussels: Eurocomment) gives a good anglophone view of events.
Olivier Duhamel’s (2003) Pour l’Europe (Paris: Seuil) provides a francophone
counterpart, while Paul Magnette (2006) Au Nom des Peuples (Paris: Éditions
du Cerf) provides excellent scholarly analysis.
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8. For more data see Eurobarometer, Flash Eurobarometer 171 (June 2005) The
European Constitution, Post-referendum Survey in France (European Commis-
sion). See also Pascal Perrineau (ed.) (2005) Le Vote Européen 2004–2005: De
l’Elargissement au Référendum Français (Paris: Presses de Sciences Po).

9. Ian Buruma (2006) Murder in Amsterdam: The Death of Theo Van Gogh and the
Limits of Tolerance (London: Atlantic Books) is a good introduction to this.

10. Eurobarometer, Flash Eurobarometer 172 (June 2005) The European Constitu-
tion, Post-referendum survey in the Netherlands (European Commission).

11. For an innovative political science discussion of these referendums see Ece
Ozram Etickan, Framing the European Union: Power of Arguments in Shap-
ing Public Attitudes towards European Integration (PhD dissertation, political
science, Mcgill University, 2010).

12. The Economist (26 May 2005) ‘Europe’s referendums: A song for Europe,’ The
Economist, p. 11.

13. For a thorough and learned discussion of the Lisbon Treaty, see Jean-Claude
Piris (2010) The Lisbon Treaty: A Legal and Political Analysis (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

14. See Eurobarometer (2001) Attitudes and Behaviour of the Irish Electorate in the
Referendum on the Treaty of Nice (European Commission).

15. One astute French analyst contrasted the French and Irish referendum cam-
paigns as follows: ‘ . . . the main slogan of the French campaign, “everyone
has a reason to vote no”, was echoed by “I don’t understand, thus I am vot-
ing no”, in the Irish [vote] . . . ’ Renaud Dehousse (17 June 2008) ‘Europe: un
non de trop’, Telos, www.telos-eu.com.

Other issues were the ‘desire to protect Irish identity,’ referring to neutral-
ity in foreign affairs, the Irish tax system, and Catholic stances on abortion,
homosexuality, and euthanasia.

16. Stefano Bartolini’s (2006) Restructuring Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press) starts with the idea, creatively borrowed from Stein Rokkan, of
European integration as the transcendence of borders.

17. For this story see François Duchêne (1994) Jean Monnet: The First Statesman
of Interdependence (New York: Norton); E. Haas (1968) The Uniting of Europe
(Stanford: Stanford University Press); John Gillingham (2008) Coal, Steel, and
the Rebirth of Europe: The Germans and French from Ruhr Conflict to Economic
Community (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press); John Gillingham
(2003) European Integration: 1950–2003. Superstate or New Market Economy?
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), chapter 2; or Renaud Leboutte
(2008) Histoire Economique et Sociale de la Construction Européenne (Brussels:
Peter Lang), chapters II–VI.

18. The British, governed in the post-war years by the Labour Party, had only
recently nationalized their own coal and steel industries and were, fur-
thermore, set on an Imperial–Commonwealth–Atlantic economic trajectory.
They therefore stayed aloof at this point. See Alan Milward (1984) The Recon-
struction of Western Europe 1945–1951 (Berkeley: University of California
Press), pp. 405–6; Marie-Thérèse Bitsch (2004) Histoire de la Construction
Européenne (Bruxelles: Éditions Complexe), pp. 70–1.

19. EDC involved ‘high’ political cooperation, as opposed to economic or mar-
ket cooperation, to invoke the distinction between ‘low’ politics and the
‘high’ politics that involves the core of sovereignty. See Stanley Hoffmann’s
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classic article, ‘Obstinate or Obsolete? France, European Integration and the
Fate of the Nation-State,’ reprinted in Stanley Hoffmann (1995) The European
Sisyphus: Essays on Europe, 1964–1994 (Boulder, CO: Westview Press).

20. France was engaged in tense domestic political conflict about whether or
not to maintain its colonial presence in Indo-China and Algeria, about
the Cold War, and about the institutions of the Fourth Republic. These
controversies overlapped the EDC proposal, eventually causing its demise.
See Daniel Lerner and Raymond Aron (eds) (1957) France Defeats the EDC
(New York: Praeger) and Edward Fursdon (1980) The European Defense
Community, A History (New York: St. Martin’s).

21. The Benelux countries had had their own customs union since 1948,
following a treaty negotiated in 1944.

22. Euratom, if important to the development of the European atomic energy
industry and French defence goals, proved a bad bet about Europe’s immedi-
ate energy future.The Euratom treaty was drafted by Pierre Uri, Monnet’s
right-hand man. Monnet, who had been immersed in the beginnings of
French nuclear energy policies, thought that nuclear power would be the
energy of the future. He somehow missed the very many clues that oil
already occupied the available space. Euratom had a significant life nonethe-
less. Disagreements between the French and others after Charles de Gaulle
became President in 1958 presaged larger events in the 1960s on the EEC
stage. French nuclear beginnings led to nuclear weapons and a nuclear power
generation industry second to none. See Grégoire Mallard (2008) The Atomic
Confederacy: Europe’s Quest for Nuclear Weapons and the Making of the New
World Order (Princeton, NJ; unpublished PhD dissertation).

23. For one version of the Rome Treaties story, see Andrew Moravcsik (1998)
The Choice for Europe (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press), chapter 3. For
an earlier story, see Pierre Gerbet (1994) La Construction de l’Europe (Paris:
Imprimerie nationale). See also Desmond Dinan (2004) Europe Recast (Boul-
der, CO: Lynne Rienner), chapter 2 or John Gillingham, European Integration:
1950–2003, chapter 4. There is a very useful French website on the Rome
Treaty at www.traitederome.fr.

24. See Jean Monnet’s (1976) Mémoires (Paris: Fayard); Walter Hallstein
(1970) L’Europe Inachevée (Paris: Laffont); Paul-Henri Spaak (1969) Combats
Inachevés, Vol. 1 et 2 (Paris: Fayard); Robert Schuman (1963) Pour l’Europe
(Paris: Nagel); Christian Pineau and Christiane Rimbaud (1991) Le Grand Pari,
l’Aventure du Traité de Rome (Paris: Fayard), and other founders’ memoirs.

25. See Miriam Camps (1964) Britain and the European Community, 1958–1963
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

26. Bitsch, Histoire de la Construction Européenne, pp. 125–31, 142–7.
27. The central issues were monetary policy, financing the Common Agricul-

tural Policy, whether the EEC should have its own budgetary resources, the
budgetary powers of the European Parliament, and introduction of qualified
majority voting in the Council. See Wilfrid Loth (ed.) (2001) Crises and Com-
promises: The European Project 1963–1969 (Baden-Baden and Brussels: Nomos
and Bruylant), part II.

28. It became common to analyze the post-1945 German Federal Republic as
semi-sovereign because of the limitations on its freedom of action created
by North Atlantic security arrangements and its persistent need to prove its
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good behavior in different international arenas, the EU in the first instance.
Peter J. Katzenstein may have initiated the scholarly use of the term in
(1987) Policy and Politics in West Germany: The Growth of a Semisovereign State
(Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press).

29. This is one of the arguments of Alan Milward’s (2000) European Rescue of the
Nation-State, 2nd edn (London: Routledge).

30. We have chosen to use the appropriate historical acronym at each historical
moment, at the risk of confusion. The Rome Treaties created an EEC com-
posed of three communities – the EEC, ECSC, and Euratom. A merger treaty
in 1965 created the European Communities, or EC, out of these three. The
European Union or EU dates from the Maastricht Treaty on European Union,
negotiated in 1991 and ratified in 1993.

31. The best recent overview of this is Barry Eichengreen (2006) The European
Economy since 1945: Coordinated Capitalism and Beyond (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press), chapters 6–9.

32. To this point the EC had depended on direct funding from member
states’ budgets. Henceforth direct revenues from agricultural levies, import
duties, and a percentage of national value-added taxes would give it greater
breathing space and autonomy, even though the budget remained very
small.

33. See David Marsh (2010) The Euro: The Politics of the New Global Currency (New
Haven: Yale University Press), chapters 1–3.

34. Fritz Scharpf’s (1991) Crisis and Choice in European Social Democracy (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press) maps well the difficulties faced by many gov-
ernments. See also Jeffry A. Frieden (2006) Global Capitalism (New York:
Norton), chapters 15–16, and Eichengreen, The European Economy since 1945,
chapters 8–9, for the economic history. Also useful on the EU specifically is
Loukas Tsoukalis (1997) The New European Economy Revisited (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

35. These were the years of maximum trade union power across Europe, includ-
ing the UK, in which unions mobilized to keep wages ahead of inflation
and imposed new social reforms. See Peter Lange, George Ross and Maurizio
Vannicelli (1982) Unions and the Political Economy in France and Italy (London:
Allen and Unwin) and Peter Gourevitch et al. (1984) Unions and Economic
Crisis (London: Allen and Unwin).

36. A plethora of trade problems arose that would have been comical had they
not threatened the integrity of what European integration had accomplished
to this point. Among many such were international disputes about what
really constituted beer, how high seats on farm tractors should be, whether
Japanese VCRs conformed to European electrical standards, and so on.

37. The European Council was meant as an intergovernmental supplement to or
substitute for the Commission, providing high-level strategic guidance and a
forum for deciding issues that other European institutions had been unable
to resolve. This innovation, promoted by French President Giscard d’Estaing,
followed French policy goals of enhancing the EC’s ability to strategize effec-
tively without enhancing supranationality, and it signaled an important
shift in the key location for EC initiatives. In 1974, the European Coun-
cil proposed direct elections to the European Parliament, held for the first
time in 1979. The European Parliament also gained some budgetary power
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through the creation of ‘own resources’ for European institutions plus the
right to reject the budget as a whole. These changes enhancing the impor-
tance and powers of the Parliament were meant to increase the EC’s popular
legitimacy.

38. On this story see Peter Ludlow (1982) The Making of the European Monetary
System (London: Butterworths); Katherine McNamara (1998) The Currency of
Ideas: Monetary Politics in the European Union (Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer-
sity Press); Moravcsik, The Choice for Europe, chapter 4; James Walsh (2000)
European Monetary Integration and Domestic Politics: Britain, France, and Italy
(Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner).

39. It is important to remember that EMS did not emerge until two earlier
schemes to limit currency fluctuations between EC members – labeled
‘snakes’ – foundered on national policy divergence. The EMS followed a
suggestion by Commission President Roy Jenkins and hard French–German
bargaining in 1978–79. Its political godfathers were French President Valéry
Giscard d’Estaing, a liberal, and German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, a
social democrat.

40. See Peter Hall (1987) ‘The Evolution of Economic Policy under Mitterrand,’
in George Ross, Stanley Hoffmann and Sylvia Malzacher (eds) The Mitterrand
Experiment (Cambridge, UK: Polity) and Pierre-Alain Muet and Alain
Fontaneau (1990) Reflation and Austerity: Economic Policy Under Mitterrand
(New York: Berg).

41. Leboutte’s Histoire Economique, chapters XX and XXI covers this in excellent
detail.

42. The Labour government tried to renegotiate in 1974–75 and obtained a cor-
rective mechanism that would have been triggered by balance of payments
deficits. The British were then unable to benefit from this because North
Sea oil came on stream. The French and Germans might have been able to
settle things down later, but they refrained from doing so. On the imme-
diate British rebate crisis see Margaret Thatcher’s (1993) The Downing Street
Years (New York: Harper Collins), chapter XVIII in particular. For the insider
views of a key British diplomat, see Stephen Wall (2008) A Stranger in Europe:
Britain and the EU from Thatcher to Blair (Oxford: Oxford University Press),
chapter 2.

43. The British rebate dispute became particularly acute at a moment when the
perverse dimensions of the CAP had become most evident in overproduc-
tion, surpluses, storage costs, and dumping on the international market.
What was perhaps most important and urgent in the early 1980s, however,
was the fact that the CAP budget was rising to nearly 75 percent of the entire
EC budget, a process that threatened to identify the EC completely with the
CAP. See Leboutte, Histoire Economique, pp. 566–7.

44. For a review of the British position throughout the crisis, see Wall, A Stranger
in Europe, pp. 5–17.

45. See Christopher Preston (1997) Enlargement and Integration into the European
Union (London: Routledge), chapter 3.

46. For useful essays see Liesbet Hooghe (ed.) (1996) Cohesion Policy and European
Integration: Building Multilevel Governance (Oxford: Clarendon).

47. George Ross (1995) Jacques Delors and European Integration (Cambridge,
UK/New York: Polity/Oxford University Press), p. 78.
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48. The White Paper drew amply on the EC’s filing cabinet of unimplemented
plans, as well as the report of the Dooge Committee (a high-level group
set up at the Fontainebleau Summit), the European Parliament’s 1984 Draft
Treaty on Establishing a European Union, and the results of Delors’ own tour of
the capitals prior to becoming Commission President. From his visits Delors
concluded that the single market program was the most promising path to
renewed EC activity.

49. The reform of the structural funds was tied directly to the accession of
Greece, Spain, and Portugal in the context of implementing the single mar-
ket program. Because the single market was advantageous to richer member
states, much larger transfers to poorer ones were needed to prepare them for
stiffer competition and to help them adjust to inevitable economic changes.
Relatively poor regions in the richer countries were also targeted. The vari-
ous funds aggregated under the reform were doubled in 1988 and doubled
yet again in the 1993 financial perspectives negotiations, making them the
second largest EU budget item after the CAP. As designed by the Commission
the structural funds were to be allocated, pending matches from the receiv-
ing countries, to proposals from regions that fit the different categories of
eligible expenses: infrastructure programs, job retraining, plans to reinvig-
orate declining industrial zones, and strategies to help remote areas. The
Commission itself did the bulk of the allocations. On the structural funds
see Helen Wallace, William Wallace, and Mark Pollack (eds) (2005) Policy-
Making in the European Union, 5th edn (Oxford: Oxford University Press),
especially chapter 9, ‘Cohesion and the Structural Funds,’ by David Allen
and chapter 8, ‘The Budget,’ by Brigid Laffan and Johannes Lindner. Also
on the budget see Mark Lechantre and David Schajer (2004) Le Budget de
l’Union Européenne (Paris: La documentation française) and Iain Begg and
Nigel Grimwade (1999) Paying for Europe (Sheffield, UK: Academic Press).

50. On this sequence of events see Ross, Jacques Delors.
51. Two-speed arrangements, in which some EC members participated and oth-

ers did not, were often a way around crisis. The creation of the Schengen
Area, allowing freer movement across borders was originally negotiated
outside the EC and EMU itself did not include all member states.

52. See Wall, A Stranger in Europe, for a British insider’s view on this period.
53. Spain, the leader of club Med, even threatened to block the EMU negotia-

tions until bought off by the proposal to create a Cohesion Fund.
54. See Marsh, The Euro, chapters 4 and 5.
55. Ironically, the surprise of this new generation of leaders came from the

UK when Tony Blair and New Labour were elected in 1997. It should be
noted, however, that Blair looked European mainly in contrast to his Tory
predecessors Margaret Thatcher and John Major.

56. The ‘insufficiently liberal’ argument is found almost weekly in The Economist,
although since the beginning of the global financial crisis in 2008 it comes in
more muted forms. For full-blown, no-holds barred presentations see Alberto
Alesina and Francesco Giavazzi (2006) The Future of Europe: Reform or Decline
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press) and John Gillingham (2006) Design for a New
Europe (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press).

57. The ‘too liberal’ view can be found regularly in much of the French press.
Commentary is often focused on the need for the EU to promote European
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public goods, new approaches to intelligent regulation that would help ‘mas-
ter globalization,’ and a reconfigured social policy that would rescue the
European model of society. See, for example, Lionel Jospin (2002) My Vision
of Europe and Globalization (Cambridge: Polity), especially the joint essay by
Pascal Lamy and Jean-Paul Fitoussi.

58. See Eichengreen, The European Economy Since 1945. For a view that the EU
is going in the right direction but should move faster through more inno-
vation, see Maria-Joao Rodrigues (2009) Europe, Globalization, and the Lisbon
Agenda (London: Edward Elgar).

59. The argument for seeing the EU as a regulatory state rather than a gen-
uine polity has been made most forcefully by Giandomenico Majone in, for
example (1996) Regulating Europe (London: Routledge) and (2005) Dilemmas
of European Integration (Oxford: Oxford University Press). Arguments about
the EU as sui generis are legion and there is great variety. Paul Magnette’s
(2005) What is the European Union? (London: Palgrave) is an excellent place
to start. That the EU is a vanguard in global trends toward multilevel gov-
ernance is argued by Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks in (2001) Multilevel
Governance and European Integration (London: Rowman and Littlefield). For
critical reflections on the theme see Ian Bache and Matthew Flinders (eds)
(2004) Multilevel Governance (Oxford: Oxford University Press). For yet other
work-in-progress approaches, see Johan Olsen (2007) Europe in Search of
Political Order (Oxford: Oxford University Press), a powerful institutionalist
argument, and Stefano Bartolini, Restructuring Europe, which focuses on the
consequences for European political systems and the Union of the reconfigu-
ration of borders. The eminent British historian and essayist Perry Anderson
has done a sharp overview of this body of theory, underlining the impor-
tance of American political scientists in its elaboration, in (2009) The New
Old World (London: Verso).

60. For a good review of this debate, led by British commentators, see Glyn
Morgan (2005) The Idea of a European Superstate (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press).

61. The argument about Europe’s democratic deficit is decades old, almost cer-
tainly beginning in Europarliamentary discourse to promote the Parliament’s
quest for greater powers. Some claim that the EU is hopelessly undemo-
cratic, and that this situation is inscribed in its very nature. Larry Siedentop’s
(2002) Democracy in Europe (New York: Columbia University Press) is a good
example. Philippe Schmitter’s provocative (2000) How to Democratize the
European Union, and Why Bother? (London: Rowman and Littlefield) sets the
bar for EU democratization very high while Simon Hix’s (2008) What’s Wrong
With the European Union and How to Fix It? (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press)
focuses primarily on the European Parliament, making cogent arguments
about possible democratizing reforms. Peter Lindseth (2010) Power and Legiti-
macy: Reconciling Europe and the Nation State (Oxford: Oxford University Press)
focuses on the EU as a manifestation of the post-war ‘administrative state’
and the issues of legitimacy that this has created.

62. Andrew Moravcsik has become the major scholarly advocate for the position
that the EU does not have a democratic deficit at all. See (2002) ‘In Defence
of the “Democratic Deficit”: Reassessing Legitimacy in the European Union.’
Journal of Common Market Studies (40th Anniversary edn), 40: 4, 603–34.



Notes 175

For a response see Andreas Føllesdal and Simon Hix (2006) ‘Why there is
a democratic deficit in the EU: A response to Majone and Moravcsik,’ Journal
of Common Market Studies, 44: 3, 533–62.

63. For a statement of the enlargement-as-triumph argument read Chris Patten’s
(2006) Not Quite the Diplomat (London: Penguin). Read further in this volume
for its opposite, as stated by several of our respondents.

64. I had stayed in contact with many of the people I had met in researching in
Ross, Jacques Delors.

65. One cost of this research strategy was that it left out younger ‘Europeans,’ a
group equally meriting attention.

66. For wide-ranging discussion and debate about this tradition see Anthony
Bryant and Kathy Charmaz (eds) (2007) The Sage Handbook of Grounded The-
ory (London: Sage). The approach was developed in the USA by Anselm
Strauss and Barney Glaser (1967) The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies
for Qualitative Research (Chicago, IL: Aldine). Its widespread use dates from
the l980s and 1990s.

67. Bryant and Charmaz, The Sage Handbook, ‘Introduction,’ p. 25.
68. A full list of names and institutional positions of respondents can be found

in Appendix 1, but in the text that follows no responses are associated with
names.

69. The Commission’s ranking system was reformed in the early years of the
new millennium. Earlier high official ranks ranged from A-6 (bottom) to A-1
(top). Now the range is AD-5 to AD-16.

70. While the percentage of female EU civil servants is rapidly growing, at the
time there were only two female Directors-General in the Commission, for
example.

71. Readers will undoubtedly also be familiar with common connotations
of the term ‘bureaucracy,’ usually because they have retained from Max
Weber a concept implying hierarchical ambitions, rule-bound and often
rule-blinded behavior, serious limitations on individual imagination and
creativity because of rigorous supervision from above, a propensity to inter-
nalize the ideological beliefs of the institution’s own mission statements,
plus rationalized recruitment procedures to make sure that these many qual-
ities are reproduced. It is based on a caricature of Weber, whose sociology
of bureaucratic organizations has been endlessly twisted and inaccurately
vulgarized. Weber’s pioneering enterprise, begun in the late nineteenth cen-
tury, was to elucidate the phenomenon of bureaucratic authority in general,
which he saw as an organizational correlate of modernity and the progress of
rationalism. He proceeded most often by using contextual analysis, with the
Prussian state apparatus as the database that fell most easily to hand. Weber
knew full well that Prussians were deeply imbued with a military ethos and
particular notions of authority, duty, and career. More important, he was well
aware that there were a huge variety of different organizational types in the
broader world. Weber would have been the last to assert that all bureaucrats
resembled those in Prussia, therefore. Alas, poor Weber, despite himself, and
thousands of politicians and journalists after him who might have known
better, have provided us with a vision of bureaucratic stolidity and rigidity
that has stuck. The key point to be underlined, contra this vision, is that
bureaucracies vary depending upon their geographic places, assigned roles,
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institutional structures, and periods. Suffice it to assert that EU functionaries
are bureaucrats, but they are quite unlike the Prussian bureaucrats that Weber
examined in the early twentieth century. The easiest access to Weber’s work is
‘On Bureaucracy,’ in Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills (eds) (1946) From Max
Weber (Oxford: Oxford University Press). See also Max Weber (1978) Econ-
omy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology, Vol. II, Guenther Roth and
Claus Wittich (eds) (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press).

72. Like most important administrative apparatuses, what these individuals
actually do and how they do it are not easily understood from outside. The
EU bureaucracy has its quirks that resemble those of bureaucracies in general.
It makes mistakes, deals in regulatory red tape, and sometimes engages in
heavy-handed overregulation and micromanagement. For recent examples,
based on the experience of a disillusioned Brussels bureaucrat, see Derk-Jan
Eppink (2007) Life of a European Mandarin (Tielt, Belgium: Lanoo). For earlier
reflections, see Jean de la Guérivière (1992) Voyage a l’Intérieur de l’Eurocratie
(Paris: Le Monde Editions).

73. The total personnel includes technicians, support staff, and, most of all,
interpreters and translators.

74. Monnet, Mémoires, p. 351, translation by GR.
75. Monnet, Mémoires, chapter 13.
76. There is an excellent literature on European institutions. On the work-

ings of European institutions in general, see Michelle Cini (2010) European
Union Politics, 3rd edn (Oxford: Oxford University Press); Simon Hix (2005)
The Political System of the European Union, 2nd edn (Basingstoke, UK:
Palgrave-Macmillan); John Peterson and Michael Shackleton (eds) (2006)
The Institutions of the European Union, 2nd edn (Oxford: Oxford University
Press); Elizabeth Bomberg and Alexander Stubb (eds) (2004) The European
Union: How Does it Work? (Oxford: Oxford University Press); Jean-Louis
Quermonne (2007) Le Système Politique de l’Union Européenne, 7th edn (Paris:
Montchrestien). For a full bibliography of pertinent works on the European
Commission see Patrycja Szarek and John Peterson (2007) Studying the
European Commission: A Review of the Literature, a product of the EU-Consent
Research Network, www.eu-consent.net. On the European Council, Philippe
de Schoutheete and Helen Wallace (2002) The European Council (Paris: Notre
Europe) provides an introduction. See also Jan Werts (2009) The European
Council (London: John Harper). Laura Cram (1997) Policy-Making in the
European Union (London: Taylor and Francis) provides an overview of the
EU’s policy-making plumbing, particularly in the Commission. Wallace,
Wallace, and Pollack, Policy-Making in the European Union, is an indispens-
able source. On the European Parliament see Richard Corbett, Francis Jacobs,
and Michael Shackleton (2000) The European Parliament, 4th edn (London:
Cartermill); Simon Hix, Abdul Dhoury, and Gerard Roland (2007) Democratic
Politics in the European Parliament (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press).

77. We have included a minority of parliamentarians in our respondent group
and it may be important for us to clarify why, because they are not, strictly
speaking, part of EU officialdom. Some of them were actually high-ranking
officials who administered the Parliament itself and its parties. Others were
committee chairs, who were very much European insiders. More broadly,
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while the EP is a very real parliament, whose members emanate from elec-
tions and are responsible to their constituents, the parliamentarians we
sought out were thoroughly enmeshed in elite European networks. More-
over, they worked in an institution that was purpose built for European
integration and which does not resemble national ones. They scrutinize
and legislate on matters that are brought before them by the Commis-
sion, for example. In brief, most of our EP interviewees lived primarily in
a European-level cocoon, close by the Brussels bureaucrats.

78. See, for example, Andy Smith (ed.) (2004) Politics and the European Com-
mission: Actors, Interdependence, Legitimacy (London: Routledge); Andy Smith
and Jean Joana (2002) Les Commissaires Européens, Technocrates, Diplomates
ou Politiques? (Paris: Presses de Sciences Po); Liesbet Hooghe (2002) The
European Commission and the Integration of Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press); Neil Nugent (ed.) (2002) At The Heart of the Union: Stud-
ies of the European Commission, 2nd edn (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave); Irène
Bellier (1994) ‘La Commission européenne: hauts fonctionnaires et cul-
ture de management’, Revue Française d’Administration Publique, 70, 253–62;
Didier Georgakakis and his colleagues have done considerable research on
social backgrounds of European officials. See his (2002) Les Métiers de l’Europe
Politique. Acteurs et Professionnalisation de l’Union Européenne (Strasbourg:
Presses de l’Université de Strasbourg); Didier Georgakakis and Marine de
Lasalle (2004) ‘Les directeurs généraux de la Commission européenne.
Premiers éléments d’une enquête prosopographique,’ Regards Sociologiques,
vol. 27 and 28, 6–33; Olivier Costa and Paul Magnette (eds) (2007) Une
Europe des Elites? Réflexions sur la Fracture Démocratique de l’Union Européenne
(Brussels: Editions de l’ULB); Paul Magnette (2009) Le Régime Politique de
l’Union Européenne, 3rd edn (Paris: Presses de Sciences Po); Céline Belot,
Paul Magnette, and Sabine Saurugger (eds) (2008) Science Politique de l’Union
Européenne (Paris: Economica); Ross, Jacques Delors. Amy Verdun has also
pioneered in interviewing key leaders about their ideas and outlooks on par-
ticular policy trajectories, although often in the private sector. See (2002)
European Responses to Globalization and Financial Market Integration: Perceptions
of Economic and Monetary Union in Britain, France and Germany (London:
Palgrave-Macmillan).

79. It is thus not simply symbolic that EU officials are explicitly sworn to look
out for the interests of EU Europe and not those of the member states. The
term ‘organic intellectuals’ is borrowed from Antonio Gramsci, who used
it to theorize the role of Left intellectuals in promoting the development
of a rebellious working class culture in ways that would challenge the cul-
tural hegemony of capitalism. See Antonio Gramsci (1971) Selections from
the Prison Notebook (London: Lawrence and Wishart). Gramsci wrote from
within a Leninist tradition, of course, which the EU does not in the least
resemble. His broader insights about the possible culture-shifting roles of
well-organized intellectuals are nonetheless highly pertinent.

80. Argument about the explanatory weight of ideas is lively today in the social
sciences, and the goal of this study is obviously not to settle the issue.
This study starts from the assumption that ideas are important variables in
social processes. For a classic overview of the literature on ideas, see John
L. Campbell (1998) Institutional Change and Globalization (Princeton, NJ:
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Princeton University Press). See also part IV of Robert Goodin and Charles
Tilly (eds) (2006) The Oxford Handbook of Contextual Political Analysis (Oxford:
Oxford University Press), especially chapter 12 ‘Why and How Ideas Matter,’
by Dietrich Rueschemeyer. For a more recent discussion, including attention
to Europeanization, see Bruno Palier and Yves Surel (eds) (2007) L’Europe en
Action (Paris: L’Harmattan).

81. At their most influential, in the Delors period, for example, they were very
important indeed. A recent study shows convincingly, for example, how
the Delors Commission engineered complex strategies to mobilize differ-
ent, sometimes opposing, forces through the political use of broad ideas of
‘market’ in carefully ambiguous ways in order to promote the single market
program and EMU. See Nicolas Jabko (2006) Playing the Market (Cornell, NY:
Cornell University Press). In a similar vein, but on the coming of EMU, see
McNamara, The Currency of Ideas.

2 Economics, for Better or Worse?

1. When the current, previous or primary institutional affiliation of a respon-
dent is not indicated in a sentence, the following code is used: CCO –
Commission or Council official; C – Commissioner; EP (European Parliament
elected member or official); IG – interest group official.

2. Many of them making such observations were English, thereby creating a
small mystery. Were Anglo-Saxons less prone to speak of crises than Latins or
Germanophones? Or were they more likely to have a get-on-with-things out-
look? Perhaps Anglophones had lower expectations of European integration
to begin with? Such thoughts are pure speculation, of course.

3. A few respondents backed away from arguments with strong causal lines
leading to crisis. They saw EU crises as almost serendipitous, a chance com-
bination of different unfavorable factors that could just as easily not have
come together at all. ‘You’ve heard the story about the Asian butterflies
whose funny movements changed the weather, the one little grain of sand
in a complicated mechanism, with huge consequences for everyone down-
stream . . . this is a process that resembles it’ (EP). An extreme version of such
thinking was the proposition that if Silvio Berlusconi and the Italian Presi-
dency had been able to sort out the constitutional treaty in 2003, as many
insiders thought had been possible to do, the British would have had their
promised referendum first and the story would have turned out differently,
although perhaps no happier. One went as far, whimsically, in illustrating
this line of analysis, to note that ‘if de Gaulle had come to power in 1956
there would not have been any EU in the first place’.

4. Respondents were clear that if one did not think that the EU was historically
endowed with a teleological commitment to ever greater union or even to
a pan-European state, Europe’s recurrent problems might look less dramatic.
If European integration had no prescribed or desired final destination, then
events that looked as if they were preventing the EU from getting there could
be seen in much less dramatic ways.
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5. Internal border posts would come down, cross-border formalities would be
simplified, and common European product norms and standards would be
developed. Value-added and excise taxation and national workplace health
and safety standards, which could be used as obstacles to cross-border trade,
would be harmonized. The White Paper also included a detailed timetable
for legislation over two consecutive Commission terms (eight years) leading
to ‘1992.’ For deeper analysis of the Commission’s role see Nicolas Jabko,
(2006) Playing the Market (Cornell: Cornell University Press) and Derek Beach
(2005) The Dynamics of European Integration: Why and When EU Institutions
Matter (London: Palgrave Macmillan).

6. Foreign policy cooperation was one and movement toward common defense
policies another.

7. The Thatcher government in the UK was enthusiastic about the liberal core
of the single market idea and would be willing to sign on as long as it
did not contain hidden steps toward the dreaded European superstate. The
Germans were avid for more open markets to grow their export-driven econ-
omy and stood to gain from the single market because they were highly
competitive in key sectors. François Mitterrand, the French president, had
just converted from statist economic nationalism to new market openness,
accompanied by energetic French recommitment to the EC. The Italians
had always been ‘good Europeans’ and some of their leaders, like Altiero
Spinelli, were strong voices for renewing European integration in the early
1980s. Most small member states wanted more open trading to renew their
own growth. Finally, the new Iberian applicants and, to a lesser extent,
Greece, perceived the single market as a useful way of ridding themselves
of nationalist economic habits from an authoritarian past.

8. French Socialist and German Christian Democratic sponsorship, along with
the strong social Catholic commitments of Jacques Delors, encouraged this
interpretation.

9. Ross (1995), chapter 1.
10. Economic matters were mentioned to a significant extent by 51 respondents.
11. The Commission’s significant influence in the IGC establishing the SEA is

analyzed well in Beach, The Dynamics of European Integration, chapter 3. Even
Andrew Moravcsik (1998) The Choice for Europe (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press), chapter 5, who argues that Community institutions have played very
little role at key EU decisions points, has to acknowledge grudgingly that the
SEA may be an exception to his argument.

12. It is worth noting that even in our small sample, which contained fewer than
20 people who had actually worked in the years immediately around 1985,
there were disagreements about which actors played the key roles in making
the Single Act a success. This disagreement illustrates the hazards of taking
individual accounts too seriously and the need to triangulate responses to
approach an adequate ‘story.’ It was the European Council that rushed things
through to agreement beginning at Milan, and this led Council civil ser-
vants to argue, with conviction, that the European Council was all that really
mattered. Commission insiders, however, argued that they had been able to
insert central new directions into the European Council discussions because
Jacques Delors was both skilled at getting heads of state and government
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to listen and able to place new things on the table that were subsequently
taken on board. The analytical problem for a researcher is obviously that
both versions could be true. In this case, they probably are.

13. Named after then Internal Market Commissioner Frits Bolkestein, who was
an indefatigable and outspoken Dutch Liberal, this directive was meant to
open all service markets within the Union. In its original form, services
stemming from one country but delivered in others were to be regulated
according to a ‘country of origin’ principle which, if applied, would have led
to massive changes throughout the EU, including social dumping in wage
and labor market protection.

14. There was a strong feeling that the directive had failed sufficiently to protect
(‘put a fence around’) services of general economic interest and that this had
sparked deep fears in important sectors of public opinion about jobs and the
future of national social services.

15. This interview was an exception to our interview protocol, but very interest-
ing. We had been scheduled to see someone who fit our interview criteria
but who had been called away at the last minute. He suggested talking to
one of his younger collaborators instead.

16. Among the ten respondents providing this narrative were two former Com-
missioners, several Commission officials, Europarliamentarians, and interest
group leaders.

17. In the scholarly literature Stefan Collignon has made this point most force-
fully. See (2002) The European Republic. Reflections on the Political Economy of
a European Constitution (London: The Federal Trust). To those who held this
position the origins of the dilemma were clear. ‘It comes from Maastricht,
when the Germans, always afraid of inflation, refused to listen to French
proposals.’ Then usually followed an institutional argument about the EU:
‘Once you make a deal like we made at Maastricht, it is almost impossi-
ble to change it’ (EP). No one suggested, however, that the problem was as
severe as it would turn out in the global financial crisis after 2008. People
knew that there were free-riders and miscreants in the Eurozone, in other
words, but had no idea that these issues would become as urgent as they
later did.

18. In the light of the economic crisis that began in 2007–08 and the Greek-
Eurozone crisis that subsequently emerged, this turned out to be a premon-
itory discussion even though respondents were blissfully ignorant of what
history had in store for them when we talked.

19. Fifteen respondents made a point of criticizing the Lisbon Strategy.
20. COM (93) 700 final/A and B, also in the Bulletin of the European Communities,

Supplement 6/93.
21. Perhaps the best source on the Lisbon Strategy is Maria João Rodrigues

(ed.) (2002) The New Knowledge Economy in Europe: A Strategy for Economic
Competitiveness and Social Cohesion (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar). Rodrigues
was a principal architect of the Lisbon Strategy and the book’s appen-
dices include most of the key Portuguese Presidency and European Council
documents.

22. On the OMC see Jonathan Zeitlin and Philippe Pochet (eds) (2004) The Open
Method of Co-ordination in Action. The European Employment and Social Inclu-
sion Strategies (Brussels: PIE/Peter Lang). The EU website (http://europa.eu/
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scadplus/glossary/open_method_coordination_en.htm) defines the OMC as
follows:

The OMC provides a new framework for cooperation between the Mem-
ber States, whose national policies can thus be directed towards certain
common objectives. Under this intergovernmental method, the Member
States are evaluated by one another (peer pressure), with the Commis-
sion’s role being limited to surveillance. The European Parliament and
the Court of Justice play virtually no part in the OMC process. The open
method of coordination takes place in areas which fall within the compe-
tence of the Member States, such as employment, social protection, social
inclusion, education, youth and training. It is based principally on:

jointly identifying and defining objectives to be achieved (adopted by the
Council);

jointly established measuring instruments (statistics, indicators, guide-
lines);

benchmarking, i.e., comparison of the Member States’ performance and
exchange of best practices (monitored by the Commission).

Depending on the areas concerned, the OMC involves so-called ‘soft law’
measures which are binding on the Member States in varying degrees but
which never take the form of directives, regulations or decisions.

23. It is important to note here that some of the negativity about the Lisbon
process, particularly in Commission and parliamentary circles, may be
attributed to the fact that it was explicitly designed to work outside the usual
Community processes.

3 Enlargement: Triumphs and Trials

1. Norway twice applied to join the EU, first in the group of European Free
Trade Association states that were admitted in 1973 and then again in the
Nordic group that joined in 1995. On both occasions referendums rejected
membership. In 1972, 54 percent of Norwegians voted against, and in 1994,
52 percent did the same. Norway nonetheless joined the European Eco-
nomic Area (EEA) in 1994. Switzerland is a different case. It had been
a member of EFTA and the Swiss government negotiated EEA member-
ship in 1992. A 1992 referendum rejected the results of these negotiations,
however, and subsequently the EU and Switzerland negotiated a series of
bilateral treaties that granted Switzerland most of the market advantages
of EEA membership. Recently the Swiss agreed also to participate in the
Schengen arrangements for free movement of people.

2. PHARE, begun in 1989 even before the fall of the Berlin Wall, was originally
an EU transitional aid program for Poland and Hungary. It was repeatedly
expanded in scope as well as by inclusion of additional countries.
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3. On the EU and NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) in the aftermath
of the Cold War, see Jolyon Howorth and John Keeler (eds) (2004) Defend-
ing Europe: The EU, NATO, and the Quest for European Autonomy (New York:
Palgrave-Macmillan) or Frank Schimmelfennig (2003) The EU, NATO and the
Integration of Europe: Rules and Rhetoric (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press).

4. This was far from the first time that the US simply misunderstood that the
EU was not a formal organization like NATO within which a hegemon called
the shots, but rather a unique international grouping based on in-depth
shared rules, institutions, and patterns of cooperation that demanded strong
prerequisites from potential new members.

5. For a detailed description of the fifth enlargement process, written by a
Brussels expert who made much of it happen, see George Vassilliou (ed.)
(2007) The Accession Story: The EU from 15 to 25 Countries (Oxford: Oxford
University Press), part 1. See, in particular, chapters 2–5, by Poul Skytte
Cristoffersen, the best detailed description of this enlargement process,
providing unusual insight into the workings of EU institutions. Ulrich
Sedelmaier’s ‘Eastern Enlargement. Towards a European EU?’ in H. Wallace,
W. Wallace, and M. Pollack (2005) Policy-Making in the European Union, 5th
edn (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

6. Jan Zielonka has written an excellent and provocative book (2006) enti-
tled Europe as Empire: The Nature of the Enlarged European Union (Oxford:
Oxford University Press) whose title implies that the fifth enlargement would
involve the asymmetrical imposition of a particular new order by the West
on the CEECs, or, in his words, ‘an impressive exercise in empire building’
(p. 44).

7. Evidence that this was not pro forma is well illustrated by successful EU pres-
sure to change the authoritarian post-communist regime that had emerged
in Slovakia. The Slovaks were told in no uncertain terms to change their
political ways or be excluded from the accession group altogether. They even-
tually complied, undoubtedly because the potential costs of not doing so
would have been too large.

8. The ‘financial perspectives’ (multi-year EU budget) negotiations that would
take enlargement costs into account, the third since the Delors Commission
initiated multi-year EU budgeting in 1987, were prepared by the Commis-
sion with its important Agenda 2000 document. The CEECs had high relative
poverty, their average per capita GDP was well below 50 percent of the EU-15
average, and they had on average a much larger percentage of rural popula-
tion. All this would imply dramatic changes for the EU’s structural funds.
The rather undignified battles around how to make these changes were the
most contentious dimension of the negotiations.

9. Of the 55 who discussed enlargement in detail, most put it on their success
lists.

10. It is well worth reading Chris Patten’s wonderful (2006) Not Quite the Diplo-
mat (London: Penguin) for a fervent statement of this position. For a more
theorized, semi-official version, see Robert Cooper (2004) The Breaking of
Nations (London: Atlantic Books).

11. He added an unsurprising caution to this, however, that ‘middle-level EU
folks could be pretty imperialist.’
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12. One respondent suggested that it would be illuminating to compare the
effectiveness of EU enlargement and relationships between the United States
and Mexico in NAFTA (North American Free Trade Agreement). The exercise
would clearly show the United States lagging well behind the EU (IG).

13. Those with the fewest reservations – half of those who discussed enlargement
in detail – were predominantly English-speakers, mainly British. Some also
came from small member states and the CEECs themselves, where English
was a necessary second language among elites. This may have confirmed
basic British outlooks on European integration in general, which many in
the CEECs shared. British elite preferences for market broadening over polit-
ical deepening, and for believing that the more enlargement there was the
more likely the EU would avoid new movement to a sovereignty-consuming
superstate, are a basic part of EU lore. These EU officials were almost cer-
tainly more ‘European’ than this in their outlook, but they were clearly also
influenced by such preferences.

14. Eight respondents made analyses of this kind.
15. It was also common for the respondents who expressed these assessments to

suggest that hopes for renewed deepening today probably lay in ‘reinforced
cooperation’, most often built around a vanguard of Eurogroup members
and amounting to a multi-speed EU.

16. One logical conclusion from this, which some respondents underlined, was
greater nationalism, with the result that member states would henceforth be
justified in taking these kinds of initiatives on their own.

17. This Community Method is described in more detail in Chapter 6.
18. COREPER, the Committee of Permanent Representatives (i.e., member state

Ambassadors) is the key filtering mechanism between the member states and
EU institutions, the Commission, Council of Ministers, and Parliament in
particular. The metaphor here means that many Commissioners were acting
on instructions from their governments.

4 Flight of the Member States

1. About two-thirds of our respondents (65 of 84) saw member state retreat from
integration in one form or another as a source of deep problems. One in five
of these underlined various ‘exhaustion’ theses.

2. Twelve respondents mentioned French strategic dilemmas in different ways,
of which seven were French.

3. Seven respondents discussed UK strategies in detail.
4. Steven Wall (2008), who worked closely with both Thatcher and Blair on

European matters, comes as close to demonstrating this as anyone can.
5. In his defense, Brown was said to have been annoyed that ECFIN followed

meetings of Eurozone ministers and they had often reached conclusions for
ECFIN even before he was allowed into the room, as the UK was not a member
of the Eurozone.

6. The reference was to the scandal at the end of the 1990s, which brought an
early end to the Santer Commission. The scandal resulted when the European
Parliament refused to sign off on the EU budget because of evidence that Com-
missioners were hiring relatives and personal dentists. Most noticed was the
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case of Edith Cresson, whose persistent defense was that this was ‘the way
things worked in France.’

5 Institutions: Virtues, Vices, and Rebalancing

1. The French and British Lefts won elections in 1997 and were followed by the
German Left in 1998.

2. European Commission (1999) Agenda 2000 (Brussels: European Commission).
3. An indicator of this came in 2002, when the Irish refused to ratify the Nice

treaty in a national referendum.
4. Margot Walström was the Swedish Commissioner charged with communica-

tions in the first Barroso Commission.
5. Different from ex post government regulations, REACH reversed usual reg-

ulatory burdens of proof. It obliges the chemicals industries to analyze the
properties of their own products and place the results in a database run by
the EU’s European Chemicals Agency in Helsinki. Under REACH, regulation
of existing and new chemicals will be examined for health and safety charac-
teristics over an 11-year break-in period. REACH also involves progressively
eliminating dangerous products as substitutes are found. See Regulation (EC)
no. 1907/2005. Also, European Commission (2005) ‘Commission Regula-
tion (EC) No 1907/2005 of 22 November 2005 on the issuing of system
A3 export licences in the fruit and vegetables sector (tomatoes, oranges,
lemons, table grapes and apples)’ Official Journal of the European Union,
L 304/12.

6. The American chemicals industry, for example, which was regulated by the
working of courts and the tort system, would have to shift its entire approach
to do serious business in Europe. REACH already includes the EEA (European
Economic Area) and EFTA (European Free Trade Association) countries.

7. Corporate European Observatory (March 2005) Bulldozing REACH – The
Industry Offensive to Crush EU Chemical Regulation, p. 1.

8. It considered 1038 amendments, many pre-cooked by lobbyists, and
accepted 400 during first reading alone.

9. For the final product, see European Parliament and the Council of Europe
(12 December 2006) ‘Directive 2006/123/EC on services in the internal
market’, Official Journal of the European Union, L 376/36.

10. The Constitution line was really not of Giscard’s making; Giuliano Amato
was often cited as its promoter in the Convention presidium, but Giscard
certainly did run too far and fast with it in his public pronouncements.

11. Beyond the Convention itself, respondents often included COREPER, the
Council of Ministers, and the European Council in the category of
authors.

6 Bringing the People with Us

1. This vision came rather close to the one sketched by Ernst Haas in his
groundbreaking study of the ECSC (1968) The Uniting of Europe (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press).
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2. The Court turned out to be a quiet but strong wild card in this process, estab-
lishing the fundamental principle of the supremacy of European over national
law within the areas where the treaties applied and opening space for a great
deal of judicial activism that reinforced the integration process.

3. Nearly half of our initial group made a point of discussing issues of EU
legitimacy.

4. Ironically, these supranational agents here made arguments that resemble
Andrew Moravcsik’s widely cited article (2002) ‘In Defence of the “Democratic
Deficit”: Reassessing Legitimacy in the European Union’, Journal of Common
Market Studies (40th Anniversary edn) 40: 4, 603–34.

5. The exception was the European Parliament, whose democratic forms were
more recent but acknowledged to be still underdeveloped.

6. These terms come from by far the best-argued work that takes this position.
See Simon Hix (2008) What’s Wrong With the European Union and How to Fix
It? (Cambridge UK: Polity Press).

7. Fritz Scharpf’s (1999) Governing in Europe: Effective and Democratic? (Oxford:
Oxford University Press) elaborates the ‘legitimacy from outputs’ argument.

8. A few respondents advocated renewing an EU-level commitment to Social
Europe, with policies that could persuade citizens that the EU had not become
an agent of globalization. They spoke, however, as if they knew that no one
important was listening, particularly in certain member states.

7 EU Futures: Exiting Crisis, Mastering Globalization

1. Many respondents had hoped that the reforms contained in the ECT
(European Constitutional Treaty), and in slightly different forms, the Lisbon
Treaty, would make agenda-setting easier, decision-making more transpar-
ent, and establish new connections with EU citizens. The newly selected
Council President would simultaneously serve as a powerful symbolic center
for the Union and promote a strong and coherent strategy among member
states. The new foreign minister could give the Union added forcefulness
and visibility in international affairs and rationalize the EU’s administra-
tive confusion in this area, in particular by gathering in and refocusing
the Commission’s profusion of different departments. Expansion of quali-
fied majority decision-making plus reweighting member state votes would
make decision-making more efficient. All this might also refocus the role of
the Commission and give the Parliament even more power. The ‘politiciza-
tion’ of the EU that had already begun with commitments to appoint former
prime ministers to head the Commission and to represent the partisan out-
come of elections to the European Parliament could also allow citizens to
make better sense of and connections with EU institutions.

2. Fritz Scharpf (1999) Governing in Europe: Effective and Democratic? (Oxford:
Oxford University Press).

3. There was nonetheless a slow emergence of EU coordination and, where pos-
sible, voluntary consensus, usually on smaller issues. In the 1970s, member
states instituted European Political Cooperation to facilitate such coordina-
tion, including a political committee composed of member state ‘political
directors’ and a Commission representative. From this point there was dense
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communication, regular meetings, and an EEC diplomatic cipher, eventually
incorporated into the EC Treaties by the Single European Act. See Simon
Nuttall (1992) European Political Cooperation (Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press).

4. The explosion of unhappiness from American agricultural lobbies when
Spain and Portugal joined the EC in the mid-1980s placed US trade interests
at disadvantages that they had not earlier faced. There were endless meetings
and much posturing in Washington and Brussels, for example, as well as long
and very complicated GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) trade
negotiations.

5. It was central, for example, in transforming the GATT into the World Trade
Organization (WTO) after the Uruguay Round in 1993.

6. For an excellent blow-by-blow of the processes leading to the inclusion of
CFSP at Maastricht see Frédéric Bozo (2009) Mitterrand, The End of the Cold
War, and German Unification (New York: Berghahn), especially chapter 7. See
also Frédéric Mérand (2008) European Defense Policy: Beyond the Nation State
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

7. See François Heisbourg (2000) ‘Europe’s strategic ambitions: The limits of
ambiguity’, Survival, 42: 2, 5–15 (January). The Petersberg tasks were defined
by the Council of the Western European Union. They were later incorpo-
rated into the Amsterdam Treaty. See also Jolyon Howorth (2007) Security
and Defence Policy in the European Union (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave).

8. Artemis was the EU’s first mission outside of Europe, with 2200 troops air-
lifted in and out of Ituri in three months. Its intent was to separate warring
Congolese and Ugandan armies and militias and protect beleaguered civil-
ians. It did so with some success. See Howorth, Security and Defence Policy,
p. 233.

9. For a presentation of this position see Robert Cooper (1983) The Making
and Breaking of Nations: Order and Chaos in the Twentieth Century (New York:
Atlantic Monthly Press).

10. Pascal Lamy, when EU Commissioner for Trade in the Prodi Commission,
popularized the notion that the EU needed to promote the ‘mastering of
globalization’ (a euphemism for intelligently regulating) rather than sim-
ply submitting to it. See Pascal Lamy (2002) L’Europe en première ligne (Paris:
Seuil).

11. The battle between the Commission’s DG Competition and Microsoft
centered on Microsoft’s practice of bundling software (Windows Media
player and later Internet Explorer) with the Windows operating sys-
tem. It began in 2003, when the Commission ordered Microsoft to stop
the practice. The Commission then fined Microsoft nearly US$1 bil-
lion the following year. Microsoft failed to comply, leading to new EU
fines in 2006. Microsoft lost its court appeal in 2007 and was fined yet
again in 2008. See European Commission (15 January 2009), Antitrust:
Commission confirms sending a Statement of Objections to Microsoft on the
tying of Internet Explorer to Windows, Memo/09/15, available at: http://
europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference= MEMO/09/15&format=
HTML&aged= 1&language= EN&guiLanguage= en.

12. For a good play-by-play description of what happened see Michael Elliot
(8 July 2001) ‘The Anatomy of the GE-Honeywell Disaster’, Time Magazine



Notes 187

Online Edition, available at: http://www.time.com/time/business/article/0,
8599,166732-2,00.html.

13. Our interlocutors were aware that this could be a perilous business, with
the EU always in danger of being manipulated or overpowered by the USA.
Indeed one of the major architects of EU competition policy sent us to read
a little book by Florence Autret (2007) L’Amérique à Bruxelles (Paris: Seuil).
Autret, a journalist who followed lobbying in the EU, sifted through the
evidence about negotiations on exchanging electronic data in her book and
argued that the USA was getting the better of the deals.

14. Mark Schapiro (2008) Exposed: The Toxic Chemistry of Everyday Products and
What’s at Stake for American Power (White River Junction, VT: Chelsea Green)
discusses this. Although Schapiro is an American journalist who is hypercrit-
ical of American industry and overly optimistic about the EU, the book is
useful.

15. European Commission (2007) Combating Climate Change (Europe on the
move series) (Brussels: Directorate-General for Communication Publica-
tions), p. 6.

16. Ibid., p. 7.
17. The Stern Review, named after its principal author Nicholas Stern, was com-

missioned and produced by the British Government. Its mandate was to cost
out the economic consequence of climate change and it reached the con-
clusion that the sooner serious counteraction began, the less it would cost
the world. It has been republished as Nicholas Stern (2008) The Economics of
Climate Change (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

18. This is the thesis argued by Barry Eichengreen (2006) The European Econ-
omy since 1945: Coordinated Capitalism and Beyond (Princeton: Princeton
University Press).

19. For examples, from the public debate see the essays in André Sapir (ed.)
(2007) Fragmented Power: Europe and the Global Economy (Brussels: Bruegel).

20. The opposite seems to have occurred in July 2008, when the Doha
Round talks broke down on, among other things, northern WTO members’
demands that developing countries open up their own agricultural markets
in exchange for European and American concessions.

21. Only a few actually spoke much about this, in part because these were
issues that had to be addressed nationally, and in part because the kinds
of social policy reforms that the Lisbon Agenda and the European Employ-
ment Strategy promoted by the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) –
labor market activation, greater labor market participation, measures to limit
social exclusion, pension reforms, and various other moves in the direction
of greater ‘flexicurity’ (one of the buzzwords of the day) were part of Brussels
consensual talk.

22. Among other documents see European Commission (2003) Jobs, Jobs, Jobs.
Creating More Jobs in Europe, Report of the Employment Task Force chaired
by Wim Kok (European Commission: Luxembourg); European Commission
(2004) Facing the Challenge. The Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Employment,
Report from the High Level Task Force chaired by Wim Kok (European Com-
mission: Luxembourg); and André Sapir et al. (2004) An Agenda for a Growing
Europe: The Sapir Report (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
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23. For a set of diverse and enlightening readings of the situation from leading
EU think tanks, see Notre Europe (2008) Thinking a United Europe: The Contri-
bution of European Think Tanks to the French, Czech and Swedish Trio Presidency
of the European Union (Paris: Notre Europe).

8 European Elites and the Union’s Crises. An Analytic
Summary

1. We have noted in passing at different points that there were distinctive
national understandings of certain important issues. For example, there were
propensities among many French respondents to be Delorists and see recent
EU history with the Delors years as an important point of departure and to
express strong regrets about the deep policy commitments of French govern-
ments about European integration. This was not only an artifact of our prior
acquaintance in the Delors years with some of these French respondents but
was also that seniority paths inside EU institutions had favored the progress
of various members of the Delors team since the early 1990s. There were also
distinct British outlooks – greater economic liberalism, a distinct lack of fed-
eralist commitments/illusions, a certain modesty about what the EU could
and should do, which came not only from general British attitudes about
the EU but also about the growing importance of British officials within EU
institutions since the 1990s.

2. José Manuel Barroso (2009) Political guidelines for the next Commission. Brussels:
Commission of the European Communities, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/
commission_2010-2014/president/pdf/press_20090903_EN.pdf, p. 4.

3. The Barroso Commission, as part of its ‘EU of results’ line, was stressing the
importance of better management of what the EU had already achieved.
This meant that some respondents proposed that good management might
be an alternative to grand conceptualizing. They were, however, few and far
between.

4. Here the Delors period provided the standard. The more involved respondents
had been in those years, the more they denounced the present.

5. There were larger institutional implications to this view. First, the Commis-
sion president became the key outreach operative, not the Commission itself.
When the president uncovered an agenda that appeared plausible and work-
able, Commission services would then be called upon to clarify it and write
it up. But before they got involved it was the President himself who really
counted, reaching out on the member states’ hustings, often initially in the
smaller member states. Greater presidentialism and attenuated collegiality of
the Commission were inevitable, in this view. Next, in this process mem-
ber states would ‘own’ any new projects that emerged, and they, not the
Commission, would invariably take credit for the results.

6. CEEC countries, the British, and other more Atlanticist members were
staunchly committed to NATO in security matters. In some CEECs there was
also resistance for historic reasons to delegating foreign and security policy
sovereignty to any group, however benevolent, in which the Germans or a
Franco-German ‘directorate’ were central.
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7. Long years of fending off US urgings for greater defense burden sharing had
also fed free-riding habits. Finally, given the tremendous strategic and techno-
logical advances that the USA, the central global power, had made, a European
quest to catch up would involve huge expenses that could duplicate what
already existed.

8. It was noteworthy that we detected few indications from respondents that this
rhetoric about an internationally different EU was camouflage for first steps
in a longer-term campaign toward a Europe that might eventually embrace
hard-power approaches. They believed what they said, in other words.

9 The Great Recession as Reality Test

1. There was a powerful ‘epistemic community’ of economists, largely dom-
inated by Anglophones, who had decreed that a ‘great moderation’ had
settled on the markets of modern capitalism in which older threats had sub-
sided, probably for good. Their evidence was drawn from more than two
decades of low inflation, better governmental control of public finances,
low, steady interest rates, and global high growth. These economists, who
influenced important administrative circles in central banks, government
ministries, the media, and private firms, and were influenced in turn by pref-
erences prevailing in these same places, also pronounced that the financial
markets were self-regulating, invariably priced things correctly, and needed
little external regulation. One implication that flowed from these analytical
blessings was that capital markets and institutions like investment houses
and large banks were doing well at distributing available capital to wher-
ever it was needed on the planet. It followed to most such economists that
efficient self-correcting financial markets were a central factor in the vast
explosion of economic development occurring beyond what had once been
the core of capitalism in the West and thus partly responsible for a vast
expansion in global welfare. Next, beyond this consensus of economists,
there lay the political and ideological triumph of ‘market fundamental-
ism’ (or neo-liberalism) among transatlantic political and economic élites,
won through hard-fought conservative political battles against Keynesian
paradigms and social democratic reformism led by Anglophone conserva-
tives, Reaganism in the USA, and Thatcherism in the UK. The effects of this
triumph had spread rapidly across the globe and were reflected at the highest
level of EU institutions. For a readable, layman’s overview of these economic
theoretical and political issues, see John Cassidy (2009) How Markets Fail: The
Logic of Economic Calamities (New York: Farrar, Strauss, and Giroux).

2. There is now a vast and fascinating literature on the American origins of the
crisis. Among the most accessible is Gillian Tett (2008) Fool’s Gold (New York:
Free Press) on the travails of JP Morgan Stanley, and Andrew Ross Sorkin
(2009) Too Big to Fail (New York: Viking) on the dramatic days of summer and
fall 2008 when the system looked like it might collapse. The US government
established a financial inquiry commission to assess the causes of the crisis
and its final report is of interest. See Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission
(2011) The Financial Crisis Inquiry Report (Washington, Public Affairs).
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3. There is also now a huge library of essays and analyses of the deeper
causes and consequences of the crisis. For erudite and concise analyses see
Brian Kelley and Patrick Love (2010) From Crisis to Recovery: The Causes,
Course and Consequences of the Great Recession (Paris: OECD), and Barry
Eichengreen (2011) Exorbitant Privilege: The Rise and Fall of the Dollar and the
Future of the International Monetary System (Oxford: Oxford University Press),
chapter 5.

4. European Commission (September 2009) ‘Economic Crisis in Europe:
Causes, Consequences and Responses’, European Economy (Luxembourg:
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities).

5. For an official overview of the ECB’s work during the early part of the crisis
see Jean-Claude Trichet (2010) ‘State of the Union: The Financial Crisis and
the ECB’s Response, 2007–2009’, in Nathanial Copsey and Tim Haughton
(eds) The JCMS Annual Review of the European Union in 2009 (Oxford: Wiley-
Blackwell). See also Lucia Quaglia, Robert Eastwood, and Peter Holmes (2009)
‘The Financial Turmoil and EU Policy Co-operation in 2008’, in Nathanial
Copsey and Tim Haughton (eds) The JCMS Annual Review of the European
Union in 2008 (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell), pp. 74–5.

6. There was nothing at all illegal in EU terms about what the Irish did, how-
ever. The Union had regulations about minimum levels of deposit insurance
but none about maximum ones.

7. See Lucia Quaglia (2009) ‘The “British Plan” as a Pace-Setter: The
Europeanization of Banking Rescue Plans in the EU’, Journal of Common
Market Studies, 47:5, 1063–83.

8. Ibid., 1072–3. See also Council of the European Union (2008) Presidency
Conclusions – Brussels, 15 and 16 October 2008, available at: http://www.
consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/103441.pdf.

9. Quaglia et al., ‘The Financial Turmoil and EU Policy Co-operation in 2008’,
pp. 76–7.

10. The one significant EU constraint was competition policy, particularly in the
area of state aids.

11. Jean-Pierre Jouyet and Sophie Coignard (2009) Une présidence des crises: les six
mois qui ont bousculé l’Europe (Paris: Albin Michel), p. 62 [translation by GR].

12. Commission officials close to Barroso claim credit for the emergency meet-
ing in Washington with Bush that led to the G-20 event. But Jean-Pierre
Jouyet and Sophie Coignard, Une présidence des crises, p. 62, recount a con-
versation with Barroso at the UN General Assembly in late September in
which the President of the Commission responds to Jouyet’s concerns, with:
‘Jean-Pierre, you are mistaken . . . we shouldn’t scare people. It is above all an
American crisis . . . ’ [translation by GR]. The Commission was lagging behind
the French, in other words.

13. Commission of the European Communities (26 November 2008) Commu-
nication from the Commission to the European Council, a European Economic
Recovery Plan, COM (2008) 800 final, Brussels. The EU funds were to come
from the EIB. The Commission also promised to expedite funding from
the structural and rural development funds and do a bit of infrastructural
investment. The Commission would later estimate that the total of stimu-
lus packages, including the workings of automatic stabilizers, was between
3.3 percent and 4 percent of GDP.
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14. There is no denying that initial Commission projections seriously underesti-
mated the gravity of the downturn. David Cameron (Summer 2009) ‘The
EU’s Response to the Economic Crisis’, Newsletter of the European Politics
and Society Section of the American Political Science Association, pp. 3–16, ably
reviews the data. Andrew Watt of the European Trade Union Institute has
done a retrospective analysis that reaches the same conclusion. See Andrew
Watt (2009) A Quantum of Solace? An Assessment of Fiscal Stimulus Packages by
EU Member States in Response to the Economic Crisis, Working Paper 2009.05
(Brussels: ETUI).

15. For German labor market subsidies see Janine Leschke and Andrew Watt
(2010) How Do Institutions Affect the Labour Market Adjustment to the Economic
Crisis in Different EU Countries? Working Paper 2010.04 (Brussels: ETUI),
pp. 34–40. The paper also contains a wealth of comparative data about
Denmark, the UK, and Spain.

16. Those more dependent on industrial success, like Germany, preferred to re-
launch exports and keep valuable workers employed part-time rather than
pumping up consumer demand. Smaller, more corporatist, countries like the
Nordics and Austria, had experience with targeting quick economic stimu-
lation, while many others had none. Finally, most of the CEECs were too
short of funds to stimulate much at all. That EU stimulus efforts were on the
lighter side was not surprising, therefore.

17. Meeting again in March 2009, on the eve of a G-20 meeting where the US was
leaning hard on Europe to provide more money, Eurogroup finance ministers
and the European Council flatly refused. Cameron (Summer 2009) ‘The EU’s
Response to the Economic Crisis’, pp. 7–8, repeats the remark attributed to
Mirek Topolánek, the Czech Prime Minister then running the ill-fated Czech
EU presidency, that US stimulus policies were ‘the road to hell.’

18. Germany also had problems with EU competition policy on state aids to
provincial banks.

19. See Zsolt Darvas (2009) ‘The EU’s Role in Supporting Crisis-Hit Countries in
Central and Eastern Europe’, Bruegel Policy Contribution, 2009/17, p. 2.

20. See Katinka Barysch (2009) ‘New Europe and the Economic Crisis’, Centre for
European Reform Briefing Note, available at: http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/bnote_
new_europe_feb09.pdf.

21. These ties were as threatening to EU-15 banks and their CEEC creditors, how-
ever. Austrian banks, for example, were exposed at 55 percent of Austrian
national GDP. Swedish banks were also heavily exposed in the Baltics.

22. Before the crisis began, the EU’s main concern about financial markets
had been opening them up under the single market program through an
ambitious Financial Services Action Plan that invoked competition policy
concerns to facilitate cross-border transactions, mergers, and acquisitions.
This was a classic EU strategic approach whose first goal was to seduce
financial market forces, whose initial attitudes were not always favorable,
into supporting European financial market-building. In this medium-term
approach, once this seduction had been accomplished, mobilizing for new
European-level regulatory practices could follow in the tried-and-true logic
of EU single market spillover tactics.

23. In important crisis instances this also meant serious transparency problems.
Key actors – banking supervisors, the ECB, governments and member states,
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and the IMF – had insufficient information and knowledge upon which to
make projections and decisions. See Jean Pisani-Ferry and André Sapir (2009)
‘Banking Crisis Management in the EU: an Interim Assessment’, Bruegel
Working Paper 2009/07, pp. 16–17.

24. See Jean-Pierre Jouyet (2010) ‘Reform of Financial Capitalism: What are the
Opportunities for European Leadership’, in Fondation Robert Schuman, State
of the Union 2010: Schuman Report on Europe (Paris: Springer-Verlag), for a
strong argument about this.

25. De Larosière was a French grand commis and international financial insider
who had been Director-General of the IMF, governor of the Bank of France,
and President of the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development.

26. European Commission (25 February 2009) Report of the High-Level Group
on Financial Supervision in the EU, chaired by Jacques de Larosière (European
Commission: Brussels).

27. See Commission of the European Communities (March 2009) Communica-
tion for the Spring European Council: Driving European Recovery, Com (2009)
114 final, Brussels.

28. The three chairs of these new ‘authorities’ would serve as the ESFS steer-
ing committee. The report also stipulated that decisions coming from ESFS
should not impinge on member state fiscal sovereignty, a concession to
the UK.

29. For reports of the latter two see Vit Beneş and Jan Karlas (2010) ‘The Czech
Presidency,’ and Lee Miles (2010) ‘The Swedish Presidency,’ in Copsey and
Haughton, The JCMS Annual Review 2009.

30. On Greece and the euro see Grant Lynn (2011) Bust: Greece, the Euro
and Sovereign Debt (Hoboken: John Wiley), chapters 2 and 3 and Kevin
Featherstone (March 2011) ‘The Greek Sovereign Debt Crisis and EMU’ Jour-
nal of Common Market Studies, 49:2, 193–218. For different readings of the
EMU experience see Paul de Grauwe (2009) Economics of Monetary Union,
eighth edn (Oxford: Oxford University Press); David Marsh (2009) The Euro:
The Politics of the New Global Currency (New Haven: Yale University Press); and
Otmar Issing (2008) The Birth of the Euro (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press).

31. It was not, as ECB economist Jürgen Stark underlined (‘European Central
Bank Chief Economist’ Der Spiegel, 12 February 2010), that Greek deficit lev-
els were outlandishly high. Indeed, they were similar to those of the USA and
the UK. The problem was that Greece faced an inability to reimburse this
debt because of its weak and vulnerable economy. One of the great revela-
tions of the period was that the Greeks had employed Goldman Sachs to
help them disguise the extent of their indebtedness. See Featherstone ‘The
Greek Sovereign Debt Crisis and EMU’, pp. 195–201.

32. Lynn, Bust: Greece, the Euro and Sovereign Debt reviews this crucial period
journalistically but in detail in chapters 7 and 8.

33. To a lesser degree that markets had done the same for almost all of
the smaller and poorer members of the Eurozone, including Portugal and
Ireland. The Spanish and Italians had also fallen under sharp market scrutiny.

34. See http//www.consilium.europa.eu/ems_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/112856.
pdf. Peter Ludlow provides and thorough play-by-play (June 2010) ‘The
European Council and the Euro crisis’ EuroComment Briefing Note, vol. 7.7
and 8.
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35. German officials did not always say the same things, however, and this agi-
tated the bond markets even more. While Merkel was rigid against a bailout,
Wolfgang Schäuble, her finance minister, proposed creating a European
Monetary Fund (analogous to the IMF) to take care of the Greeks and other
EMU miscreants. At about the same time Merkel suggested that EMU should
be changed to include a mechanism to expel Eurozone members who repeat-
edly violated the rules. See Andrew Willis (17 March 2010) ‘Merkel says
errant states should be kicked out of eurozone’ EUobserver.com, available at:
http://euobserver.com/?aid= 29706.

36. This was then followed by high-level EU discussion about whether help from
the IMF would be a humiliation, with ECB President Trichet stating pub-
licly that it would be ‘very, very, bad.’ See James G. Neuger and Jonathan
Stearns (25 March 2010) ‘EU Backs IMF Aid for Greece Amid Trichet’s Oppo-
sition’ Bloomberg, available at: http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=
newsarchive&sid= a7aIwbYvgErc.

37. The coordinated bilateral loans would be activated only if member state
unanimity existed and distributed according to ECB capital keys, which
depended upon economic size, making Germany the largest contributor.

38. The funding, activated only ‘as a last resort,’ was not a subsidy (interest rates
would be ‘non-concessional’), and subject to strong conditionality.

39. For an hour-by-hour description of this important summit, see Lynn, Bust:
Greece, the Euro and Sovereign Debt, chapter 8. Lynn calls the summit the
Trillion Dollar Weekend.

40. For the Commission’s ideas, see European Commission (2010) Communica-
tion from the Commission to the European Parliament, The European Council, The
Council, The European Central Bank, The Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions: Reinforcing economic policy coordination, COM (2010)
250 final (European Commission: Brussels).

41. The British and Danes refused to participate because they were not part of the
Eurozone. This prompted various threats from Eurozone leaders that should
the pound get into trouble the UK could not count on getting help from
Eurozone countries.

42. Quoted in Andrew Willis (18 May 2010) ‘Eurozone ministers aim barbed
words at Germany’ EUobserver.com, available at: http://euobserver.com/9/
30089.

43. See Lynn, Bust: Greece, the Euro and Sovereign Debt, chapters 8 and 9; also The
Economist (20 November 2010) ‘Briefing Ireland’s economy’, pp. 79–81.

44. On sanctions see Andrew Willis (22 October 2010) ‘Fines for deficit states
more likely under EU plans’, Euobserver.com, available at: http://euobserver.
com/9/30923; and Katinka Barysch (October–November 2010) ‘The political
consequences of the Euro crisis’, Center for European Reform Bulletin, p. 74.
This caused domestic difficulties. See Peter Müller, Christian Reiermann
and Christoph Schult (25 October 2010) ‘Merkel caves in to Sarkozy’,
Spiegel online International, available at: http://www.spiegel.de/international/
europe/0,1518,725079,00.html.

45. See Quentin Peel (27 October 2010) ‘Merkel insists on EU Treaty change’,
Financial Times, available at: http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/5a5a68c6-e1d1-
11df-b71e-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1FHKEgHqj.

46. Limited treaty changes made without an Intergovernmental Conference and
minimization of parliamentary participation were allowed in theory by the
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Lisbon Treaty, but the October 2010 European Council nonetheless charged
its President von Rompuy to explore the procedures and their legality and
report back in December. See European Council (29 October 2010) Conclu-
sions EUCO 25/10, Co EUR 18 Concl. 4 (European Council: Brussels). After
the terrible decade of politically costly intergovernmental negotiations to
change the treaties, almost everyone beyond the Germans and French were
wary of the treaty-change proposal. Moreover, they were angry about the
Franco-German ‘couple’s’ attempt to seize the political lead.

47. In late September the Commission produced a set of proposals involv-
ing new mechanisms of fiscal monitoring and reporting that included
a degree of automaticity in sanctions and greater scrutiny of economic
imbalances, in the hope of shaping the agenda for the October European
Council. See the European Commission (29 September 2010) EU economic
governance: the Commission delivers a comprehensive package of legislative mea-
sures IP/10/1199, available at: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.
do?reference= IP/10/1199. The proposals were criticized and attacked
from many quarters, however, and stood little chance of adoption in
large part because they involved an increase in the Commission’s own
powers.

48. Irish bond yields shot up at times to well above 8 percent, 6.2 percentage
points above German yields.

49. These fears were justified. The crisis ended Prime Minister Brian Cowen’s
political career and led to early elections on 25 February 2011 in which
Fianna Fail, Ireland’s long-dominant political force, lost badly to Fine Gael.

50. Cited in David Gardner, Tony Barber, and Peter Spiegel (19 November 2010)
‘Ireland: A punt too far’, Financial Times, available at: http://cachef.ft.com/
cms/s/0/c1236fbc-f41e-11df-886b-00144feab49a.html#axzz1FINIpfdw.

51. These points are all made in Ludlow ‘The European Council and the Euro
crisis’, pp. 4–9.

52. Joschka Fischer, former minister of foreign affairs, put it this way:
(23 March 2010) ‘Ms Europe or Frau Germania?’ Guardian.ca.uk, available
at: http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/mar/23/angela-merkel-
european-union-greece.

53. Jürgen Habermas (9 June 2010) ‘Germany and the Euro-Crisis,’ The
Nation, available at: http://www.thenation.com/article/germany-and-euro-
crisis.

54. European Commission ‘Communication from the Commission . . . Reinforc-
ing economic policy coordination.’ The Commission stressed the contin-
uing validity of the SGP but sought new mechanisms to make national
fiscal frameworks better reflect EU budgetary goals. It also sought to speed
up the excessive deficit procedures, give more prominence to public debt
and sustainability in monitoring for the EDP and suggested using the EU
Budget as a monitoring and sanctioning device, for example, by withhold-
ing structural funds. It also urged better monitoring and controlling over
macrofinancial and structural imbalances. It suggested implementation of
what it called a ‘European Semester’ in which national budget peer reviews
and the development of Broad Economic Policy Guidelines should take place
in sequence, to be followed by better monitoring. Finally, it proposed the
developed of real crisis management plans for the Euro area.
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55. Lisbon was not to affect Irish taxation, neutrality, and sensitive family policy
issues like abortion.

56. More dealing after the referendum happened before refractory Czech and
Polish heads of state signed the treaty and the German Constitutional Court
reviewed its implications.

57. The Parliament’s decisive rejection in February 2010 of the SWIFT agreement
on sharing financial data with the US to track terrorist money movements
was another sign, alongside REACH, of the Parliament’s growing authority.

58. As of the moment of writing neither of these innovations had really been
tested enough to know what they would bring. The yellow card procedure
might create new national party engagement in the EU or be used by mem-
ber states for their own national interest purposes. The European Citizen’s
Initiative needed to be operationalized, but the most obvious problem to be
anticipated was its potential use by extremist groups.

59. The G-20 was the G-7 plus Argentina, Australia, Brazil, China, India,
Indonesia, Mexico, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, South Korea, and
Turkey. If one included member states (France, Germany, Italy, and the UK)
and the Commission, the EU had considerable voice in the G-20. The leaders
of the Bretton Woods institutions and the WTO (World Trade Organization)
were also present.

60. White House (15 November 2009), Declaration of the Summit on Financial
Markets and the World Economy, Office of the Press Secretary, p. 3.

61. See HM Treasury (December 2008) Managing the global economy through turbu-
lent times, available at: http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/managingtheglobal
economy_081208.pdf. Compensation schemes would be supervised while
there would be more effective capitalization and liquidity rules for banks
to prevent overleveraging. Tax havens – ‘non-cooperative jurisdictions’ –
would be obliged to begin cooperating via sanctions if needed, and ‘the
era of banking secrecy’ was decreed to have ended. Accounting stan-
dards were to be reformed and credit rating agencies supervised. For
discussion see London Summit – Leaders’ Statement (2 April 2009) Dec-
laration on Strengthening the Financial System, London Summit, available
at: http:// www.wcoomd.org/files/1.%20Public%20files/PDFandDocuments/
Highlights/G-20_Final_London_Communique.pdf.

62. It worried about the environment and the Doha Round and, above all, about
how to pull back from emergency crisis policies toward more normal policy
behaviors, meaning retrenchment. The G-20 continued urging new regula-
tion and supervision, reforms to the Bretton Woods institutions, and taking
on underlying global imbalances.

63. Pittsburgh Summit 2009 (24–25 September 2009) Leaders’ Statement:
The Pittsburgh Summit, available at: http://www.pittsburghsummit.gov/
mediacenter/129639.htm, 1.

64. The Bali Roadmap from 2007, upon which negotiators barely agreed,
included a wide range of specific policy issues under four larger categories:
climate change mitigation, adaptation of national strategies for sustainable
development, technology and innovation, and financing. For an introduc-
tion, see John Whalley and Sean Walsh (2009) ‘Bringing the Copenhagen
Climate Change Negotiations to Conclusion’, CESifo Economic Studies, 55:2,
255–85.
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65. See Lisanne Groen and Arne Niemann (2010) ‘EU Actors under political pres-
sure at the UNFCCC COP15 climate change negotiations’, Paper prepared for
UACES conference, Bruges.

66. One extraordinary index of this can be found in Bill McKibben (11 March
2010) ‘Heavy Weather in Copenhagen’, The New York Review of Books,
57:4. McKibben is a widely read and published environmental writer and
the NYR is one of the most prominent sources of reflection for Left-of-
Center American intellectuals. The article purports to tell the story of the
Copenhagen negotiations and the EU is not mentioned at all.

67. Barry Eichengreen (1 December 2010) ‘Ireland’s Reparations Burden’,
Handeslblatt, [translated by Kevin O’Rourke], available at: http://www.
irisheconomy.ie/index.php/2010/12/01/barry-eichengreen-on-the-irish-
bailout/.

68. Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa (15 June 2010) De la crise à une stratégie économique
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