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Abstract:  The national states of Europe are eliminating themselves.  Not only is 

this development of historic import, it flies in the face of numerous theories of political 

science.  Most notably, the school of international relations scholarship known as realism 

is ill-equipped to explain supranational integration since it holds self-preservation to be 

the primary concern of all states.  Theories of neoliberal institutionalism and 

intergovernmentalism also purport to illuminate the process of Europe’s political 

unification, but fall short due to their emphasis on state-based or economic phenomena.   

However, by combining the insights of elite and neofunctionalist approaches, 

considerable explanatory and predictive power can be lent to an analysis of the European 

Union. This dissertation will employ the theoretical syncretism of “supranational elite 

neofunctionalism” to examine the process of European integration and demonstrate that it 

is destined to culminate in the establishment of a United States of Europe. 
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A Supranational Elite Theory of Neofunctionalist European Integration

Chapter One: Framework 

European integration is the subject of this dissertation.  My dependent variable is 

European integration itself; my independent variable is the formation and operation of a 

European supranationalist elite.  I investigate the momentum propelling the political, social, and 

economic unification of Europe since WWII and argue that it has been provided by members of a 

Europe-wide elite network of supranationalists.   While this claim must be qualified regarding 

some quotidian aspects of European integration, the watershed events in Europe’s unification 

have come exclusively “from above”; the general European public has never propelled 

integration and has often been apathetic or antagonistic towards it.

The key analytic categories in this dissertation are as follows: a European elite that is 

comprised of particularly influential persons from the national states of Europe (national elite 

segments) who have undergone a process of consensual unification; a supranationalist elite

which is that subset of the European elite that holds a higher preference value for European 

integration than for the unrestricted sovereignty of Europe's national states.  This 

supranationalist faction of the European elite shares a common political purpose, which is the 

progressive integration of the national states of Europe into a full-fledged federal state, a “United 

States of Europe.”  For stylistic variety, the adjectives “supranationalist,” “federalist” and 

“integrationist” will be used interchangeably when referring to this elite faction. 

The primary political opponents of these federalists, the nationalist faction of the 

European elite, subscribe to a political vision diametrically opposed to that of the 

supranationalists, namely the maintenance of national sovereignty.  Supranational integration, 

the object over which these two factions quarrel, will be understood as a permutation of Charles 

Pentland’s definition: “A process whereby groups of people, organized initially into two or more 
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nation-states, come to constitute a political whole which can in some sense be described as a 

community,” thereby subjugating those states to a superior supranational center.1  Other key 

terms will de defined as they occur 

To explain the process and outcomes of the integration process, I will employ aspects of 

elite theory and neofunctionalist international relations theory to pursue the hypotheses that (1) 

during the last fifty years European integration has resulted solely from the deliberate efforts of 

supranationalist elements within a progressively more unified European elite; (2) these 

supranationalists have been most successful when acting in accordance with the prescriptions of 

neofunctionalist theory; and (3) this elite shows every sign of eventually being successful in its 

attempt to create a United States of Europe (USE).   The relevant elite and neofunctionalist 

theories that spawn these hypotheses will be elaborated in separate sections below.

A USE, which is the telos of the supranational agenda, will be understood as a single 

federal government, stretching eventually from Ireland to the borders of Russia, and possessing 

all the political, economic, and social characteristics of a modern state, namely:

1 – Political powers:

(1) Legislative power – authority of legislative promulgation and revision over an 
almost unlimited scope of activity

(2) Executive power – authority of statutory enforcement and diplomacy, namely 
a federal police force, diplomatic corps and military force, empowered to enforce 
executive commands and wage war

(3) Judicial power – authority of final legal interpretation and universal 
enforcement of judicial edicts and warrants

2 – Control of the economy:

(1) Fiscal power – Authorization of government spending and taxation;

(2) Monetary power – Authority to operate a European central bank that issues a 
single Europe-wide currency and exercises discretion over money supply and 

1Pentland, Charles, (1973) International Theory and European Integration, (London: Faber and Faber), p.21; my 
contribution follows the passage in quotation marks
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interest rates, as well as the inflation and unemployment targets justifying 
those monetary targets. 

3 – Social functions:

(1) Authority to regulate workers’ conditions, such as employment protection and 
retraining (to avoid social dumping)

(2) Authority to regulate other quality of life issues such as equality and social 
justice (a nebulous sphere of competence, addressed in Chapters Seven and 
Eight). 

It is important to note that these powers will be exercised across all the national frontiers of 

Europe, with final authority to promulgate, execute, and interpret them residing with the 

supranational center. 

This chapter will provide an overview of ‘generic’ elite theory, as elucidated by previous 

authors, followed by a few refinements to their theoretical propositions.  Then, a more specific 

application of these ‘generic’ concepts will be applied, grosso modo, to recent European history.  

Next, neofunctionalist integration theory will be examined, followed by an analysis of how elite 

theory can be profitably synthesized with the neofunctionalist approach.  The chapter will then 

turn to a survey of some relevant publications and their theoretical implications.  It will conclude 

with the dissertation’s research program.

1.1- Elite- Centric Theories of Politics

  Holding that all political systems are created and driven by elites, theorists of elites have 

adduced a number of propositions that purport to capture law-like regularities of politics. These 

propositions are as follows.

Proposition 1- The Inevitability of Elites

The first or “central” tenet is the inevitability of elites.2  One of the originators of elite 

2Etzioni-Halevy, The Elite Connection, p.18
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theory, Gaetano Mosca, wrote in 1896, that, “in all societies . . . two [types] of people appear – [a 

minority] that rules and [the majority] that is ruled.”3  Circa 1912, Vilfredo Pareto, another 

originator of elite theory, observed that societies are divided into “two strata;” the influential 

“elite” and the non-influential “non-elite.”4  Robert Michels, another early proponent of a 

systematic elite-centered approach to political analysis, enunciated a similar proposition in the 

form of his 1915 “iron law of oligarchy:” whoever says organization says oligarchy.5  Michels 

contended that any organized social formation inevitably becomes dominated by an elite 

minority acting largely in its own interests.  Whether the formation in question is society at large 

or a component of society (e.g., a political party), Michels perceived that its domination by a 

self-interested group of ‘key players’ is inevitable.

These key players are elites. In this dissertation elites are understood as those in strategic 

positions in large or otherwise powerful organizations who are able to affect political outcomes 

regularly and significantly.6  Concretely, the objects of my examination are presidents, 

parliamentarians, leading members of the media, and key figures in labor unions, business 

organizations, and government bureaucracies.

Elite theory thus holds that tiny but politically decisive groups of individuals are 

inevitable in all social formations (Proposition One).  I elaborate upon this basic contention in a 

number of respects, the most elementary of which are:

1- Distinctions between relative degrees of influence among elites and elite factions;

2- Assessments of their relative levels of commitment to the national state; 

3- The formation, at a supranational level, of a continent-wide network that drives the 

process of European integration.  

3Mosca, Gaetano, (1930) The Ruling Class, (New York: McGraw-Hill), p.50
4Pareto, Vilfredo, (1935) Mind and Society: Treatise on General Sociology (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Co), 
p.1423-4; this work was completed in 1912, but WWI interfered with its publication.
5Michels, Robert (1915, 1966), Political Parties, (New York: Free Press)
6Higley, John and Gunther, Richard, (eds), (1992) Elites and Democratic Consolidation in Latin America and 
Southern Europe, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), p.8
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Proposition 2 – Elites and masses are interdependent

This proposition can be summarized in the form of a second ‘iron law:’ the concept of an 

elite necessarily implies, everywhere and always, a general public over which the elite exercises 

power.   Just as surely as a coin has heads and tails, whoever says ‘ruler’ also says ‘ruled.’  

Sometimes elite theory is misunderstood as being dismissive of mass publics.  On the contrary, 

awareness of the pas de deux between rulers and ruled is a fundamental element of elite theory.  

This elite-public dynamic can be more concretely expressed as the pursuit of legitimacy by 

elites.  Continuous renewal of elite legitimacy is a prerequisite for maintaining public 

acquiescence to an elite’s dominance, particularly in democratic political systems.

While emphasizing the ultimate decisiveness of elites, Proposition 2 has as an important 

corollary that elites must constantly consider the effects of their actions on public opinion.  Even 

the most autocratic of regimes must claim some rightfulness for its rule, however far-fetched.  

Notions as diverse as the “divine right of kings,” “popular sovereignty” or “the dialectics of 

historical materialism” may be invoked to create elite legitimacy and maintain public 

acquiescence.  When such notions fail to maintain at least a minimal degree of popular assent, a 

regime collapses and the elite faction operating it is replaced.  In democratic societies, publics 

confer legitimacy upon political elites principally through elections, in which one faction of the 

elite is chosen to govern for a limited term.  When that faction loses popularity, its rule is in 

jeopardy.  Depending upon a state’s constitutional mechanisms, the unpopular faction will, 

sooner or later, lose its hold on the reins of power. 

Likewise, particularly significant policies are sometimes submitted to popular 

referendums in order to enhance the perceived legitimacy of decisions made by elites.  When 

successful, these plebiscites confer additional authority upon a given policy and provide rulers 

with greater leverage over current and future dissent from the issue in question.  Seen in this 

way, referendums are by no means always exercises in popular sovereignty; rather, they are often 

a means of power consolidation by an elite.
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Proposition 3 – An elite is never monolithic; it has distinct structural and 
   internal differentiation

An elite is not a monolithic entity.  This strongly distinguishes elite theory from many of 

the deterministic class-based theories, such as Marxism, that presuppose a class or other 

collectivity to act as a unified agent, somehow knowing and preserving its ‘own interests.’   Any 

modern elite is heterogeneously composed and structured according to relative endowments of 

power, political compatibility (factionalization), and public profile. These three components 

organize and regularize intra-elite and elite-public relations.  An elite formation can be further 

subdivided into three facets: the political elite (those wielding influence over government 

policy), the economic elite (leading businesspersons and the entrepreneurial elite), and the social 

elite (cultural or moral leaders and others, such as journalists, who act as transmission belts 

between the elite and the public).  

Proposition 3a – The Power Hierarchy 

Because elite persons do not all have the same influence over outcomes, distinctions must 

be drawn among them to delineate a hierarchy of power (Proposition 3a).   Eva Etzioni-Halevy 

recognizes this in her book, The Elite Connection.7   Like Mosca, she distinguishes between 

elites and sub-elites.  Sub-elites are simply those with less influence over policy outcomes than 

“full” elites.  While this distinction is a step in the right direction, dividing an elite into just two 

tiers fails to adequately capture the range of power differentiation, particularly the ways in which 

elite persons move up through the ranks (termed elite nomination, below).  The elite in a given 

social structure can better be portrayed as consisting of three tiers of power and influence, with 

each tier in turn divided into an inner core and outer cortex.

This elite power hierarchy is distinct from a prestige hierarchy (“fame”), and is more 

productive for analyzing policy outcomes.  Because elites often prefer to operate in camera, the 

7Etzioni-Halevy (1993) The Elite Connection (Cambridge: Polity Press)
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most important among them are often not publicly prestigious or widely recognized.8  Figure 1.1 

diagrams a hypothetical elite structure.   Members are located according to three variables: level 

of influence over policy outcomes, relationship to a particular policy or political vision, and 

connection to the public (or democratic accountability).  In Figure 1.1, more powerful 

individuals are placed in the higher echelons.  More nationalist members (such as Charles de 

Gaulle) are placed further to the right, and the more supranationalist members (such as Helmut 

Kohl) are placed to the left in the diagram.  The third dimension of the diagrammed elite 

concerns relationship to the public.  The core elite has little public visibility- in a democracy, 

they are unelected and generally unknown.  Political archetypes of the ‘eminence grise’ and 

‘Svengali’ categories will usually be found in the inner core.  By contrast, the cortex elite

maintains a high public profile, and in a democracy consists largely of those who stand for 

election.  Although nominally the holders of power, members of the cortex and apex elite are 

often beholden to advisors and allies from the inner core. 

The capstone of Figure 1.1’s pyramid is the apex elite.  This is comprised of the one to 

three individuals at the top of a political system’s power hierarchy.  Political systems typically 

have a single individual leader, a duumvirate, or a triumvirate to whom all others members of the 

(political) elite are formally subordinate.  There have been very few exceptions to this.   In the 

case of pre-19th century Europe, a nation’s King or Queen was typically the sole occupant of the 

apex.  In contemporary Europe, the individual who has no superior in the ‘chain of command’ is 

usually the Prime Minister, although power is sometimes shared (to a greater or lesser degree) 

with a president, as in France.  

It is important to distinguish these apex individuals from other leading power-holders 

because they embody the authority under which most (or all) other political elite members 

exercise power.  At least nominally, all actors in a stable political system recognize the apex elite 

as supreme.  Typically, an official designation as the nation’s key policy maker(s), as well as 

8 Regarding the elite penchant for stealth, see interview with the Secretary General of the EC/EU Commission -
Middlemas Archive, Box 15, Folder 3
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much pomp and circumstance, are accorded the apex elite member(s).

 In Figure 1.1, typical members of the European elite are located according to their 

degree of influence, public profile, and position on supranational integration.  Helmut Kohl is in 

his position because he was an apex German elite person who wanted to build a United States of 

Europe, while Charles de Gaulle is placed on the opposite end of the spectrum because he 

wanted to prevent a USE.   Harold Macmillan is slightly to the left of center because his 

commitment to supranationalism was lukewarm. Nationalist French Foreign Minister Maurice 

Couve de Murville (see Chapter Four) had a quite visible public profile, and is accordingly 

placed in the cortex elite.  The highly influential federalist Jean Monnet, on the other hand, 

always worked behind the scenes and is thus placed in the core elite.  Bill Cash (see Chapter 

Seven), a British MP backbencher, led the fight against the Maastricht Treaty and is likewise 

placed according to his influence, public profile, and nationalist beliefs.  The Palliser Cell of 

supranationalists in the British Foreign Office was not very powerful in the 1970s, and is placed 

in the Third Tier of power for that time period.  By the 1980s, however, they had been promoted 

to positions commensurate with the Second Tier of power (see Chapter Six).  Max Beloff, a 

publicly known anti-federalist historian with relatively little personal influence over the politics 

of integration has been located accordingly (see Chapter Seven).  For the sake of simplicity, 

elites from all time periods are diagrammed on the same graph.
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Figure 1.1:  European Elite Structure
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Propositions 3b, 3c, 3d – Additional Elements of Elite Structure :  
Factions and Networks

Any elite formation has two additional structural elements besides its hierarchical 

component.  These have been recognized in the study of elites as “two basic but parallel 

dimensions in the structure and functioning of elites.”9  They are structural integration and the 

extent of value consensus.  Structural integration refers to the “relative inclusiveness of formal 

and informal networks of communication and influence among elite persons, groups, and 

factions.”10  Value consensus involves “the relative agreement among elites on formal and 

informal rules of political conduct and on the legitimacy of political institutions.”11  Elites 

exhibiting a high degree of integration and value consensus can be considered “consensually 

unified,” as distinct from “disunified,” because basic rules of the political game are observed by 

all or nearly all elite members.  Members of a consensually unified elite interact more peacefully 

with each other than do members of a disunified elite.  They view politics in “‘positive-sum’ or 

‘politics-as-bargaining’ terms . . . [because they] share an underlying consensus . . . [for peaceful 

politics].”12  Members of a disunified elite, by contrast, tend to act in zero-sum, ‘beggar-thy-

neighbor’ terms.   The bargaining posture of consensually unified elites implies that contending 

sub-units peacefully communicate across factional lines.  Disunified elites, on the other hand, are 

characterized by minimally communicative and often warring factions.   

The extent of value consensus is manifested in part by the extent of factionalism.  

Obviously, not all members of an elite share the same political orientation; there are always 

subunits holding mutually incompatible political aspirations.  This inevitable conflict leads to 

divisions within any elite, so that there are always contending factions (Proposition 3b).13  The 

composition of these factions depends upon prevailing politico-historical conditions, but it is 

9 Higley and Gunther, p.10
10 Higley and Gunther, p. 10, also Higley and Burton, 1981, Kadushin 1968, 1979
11 Higley and Gunther, p. 10, also Di Palma, Giuseppe (1973) The Study of Conflict in Western Societies: A Critique 
of the End of Ideology (Morristown, N.J.: General Learning Press); Prewitt, Kenneth, and Stone, Alan (1973) The 
Ruling Elites: Elite Theory, Power, and American Democracy (New York: Harper & Row); Putnam, Robert (1976) 
The Comparative Study of Political Elites (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall)
12 Higley and Gunther, p.11
13 This factionalization may be temporarily suspended in times of emergency.
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certain that some degree of ‘elite meiosis’ will split an elite structure into factions organized 

around a commonly held set of long-range goals.   At the level of international relations, K.J. 

Holsti’s aspirational definition is apt:   “Plans, dreams, and visions concerning the ultimate 

political or ideological organization of the international system, rules governing relations in that 

system, and the role of specific nations within it.”14

Some elite factions are aligned according to an ideational orientation (i.e. they have 

similar ideological preferences), while other factions form according to familial or geographic 

affinities.  Additionally, factions may be generated by a power feud (e.g., contending tribes, 

gangs, cliques or cults of personality).  Regardless of its origins, the inevitability and frequent 

virulence of elite factionalism contribute an intra-elite element to the elite-mass dynamic of 

politics.  Colloquially phrased, while members of an elite keep one eye on the masses, they also 

keep an eye on each other.

In pursuing their objectives, elite factions operate through formal and informal networks

of acquaintance and influence (Proposition 3c).  Networking has been studied by many social 

scientists, perhaps most notably by David Knoke.  In his Network Analysis, Knoke defines a 

network as “a specific type of relation linking a defined set of persons, objects, or events.”15

While a useful starting point, this definition is intended to apply to all conditions of ordered 

social behavior and is devised as the basis for a generic mathematical model of organizational 

relations.  Ultimately, Knoke’s work is inimical to elite studies because it is embedded in “the 

organizational state perspective [wherein] the policy actors . . . are formal organizations, not 

individual persons.”16

This dissertation is, by contrast, an exercise in interpretive social science centered on 

actual individuals, and it requires a definition of networks more suited to this focus.  Hence, an 

14 Holsti, K.J. (1977) International Politics: A Framework for Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall), p. 
151
15 Knoke, David, and Kuklinski, James (1982) Network Analysis  (Newbury Park: Sage Publications), p. 12
16 Knoke, David, Papi, Franz, Bropadbent, Jeffrey, and Tsujinaka, Yutaka (1996) Comparing Policy Networks: 
Labor Politics in the US, Germany, and Japan, (New York: Cambridge University Press), pp.11-12; one of the best 
treatments of elite networks can be found in Rosenthal, Glenda (1975) The Men Behind the Decisions (Lexington, 
Mass.: Lexington Books), pp. 5-7 
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political elite network is here understood as an arrangement of personal and professional 

acquaintances among powerful individuals with the intent of regularly influencing political 

outcomes in a direction consonant with their common political vision.  Knoke does offer useful 

refinements with his description of generic policy networks as “intricate webs” of actors seeking 

commonly desired goals, and with his definition of “clique.”17  Slightly modifying Knoke, a 

clique (or a cell) is here understood as a small, closely-knit sub-element of a network, all 

members of which are directly tied to all other members, usually by intimate personal 

acquaintance.18

An elite network mirrors the structure of a faction; more specifically, it coincides with 

factional boundaries so that “faction” and “network” have a close empirical overlap.  This 

overlap is due to the fact that networks are the implementing arms of an elite faction. An elite 

network is organized around a network forum, or a meeting place that regularizes contact among 

faction members.  A meeting place of network forums is called a network node (or an umbrella 

organization.)   Since an elite network is consists primarily of formalized personal contacts and 

informal personal relationships, politics through networking is a private and interpersonal affair, 

usually conducted in camera and among a handful of people- a cell of approximately 2-10 

persons (Proposition 3d).   By extension, members of an elite strongly prefer to be accorded 

personal courtesies, such as being consulted before any significant policy initiative within their 

purview is announced or finalized (prior consultation).  Failure to observe this courtesy increases 

the likelihood of opposition.  Other courtesies include social gatherings and shared meals, during 

which trust and compromises are forged.  Despite its apparent triviality, the synergy of food and

politics is one of the most common recollections of European leaders when writing their 

memoirs (see subsequent Chapters).19

To summarize, an elite is comprised of factions that function through aspirationally 

17 Knoke, David, et al,  Comparing Policy Networks, p.6
18 Knoke and Kuklinski, p.19
19 This might be a point of connection between elite and rational-choice theories.
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oriented networks of power, which are themselves made up of cells.

Proposition 4 – Power Maximization of Networks

Factions (or, more properly, the individuals who comprise them) invariably attempt to 

entrench and extend their influence to the greatest extent possible (Proposition 4).20 This impulse 

is what drives the European elite to establish a new  global superpower, the United States of 

Europe.  Power maximization takes many forms, one of which is the mechanism known as 

nomination- the process whereby higher-tier elites appoint lower-tier faction members to 

positions of power.  Nomination enables a faction to prosper and outlast the lives of its current 

members.  In the arena of international affairs, Proposition 4 is expressed by policies designed to 

maximize international power, prestige, and security.   The political vision that eventually 

becomes translated into policy is a function of the success a faction has had in maximizing its 

power.  In other words, policy outcomes are a function of the correlation of power among 

contending elite networks.  A combination of political influence (i.e., hierarchical position), 

organization, economic resources, and political cunning determines the policy outcome of any 

inter-factional conflict.   

1.2 – Application of Elite Theory to European Integration

Considered continentally, Europe’s national elite segments have been disunified 

for centuries, divided into warring national camps. They routinely perceived international 

relations in terms of distrust and intermittent warfare involving an unremitting struggle for 

dominance.   Since the end of World War II, however, Europe’s national elite segments have 

gradually coalesced into a more coherent and unified Europe-wide elite.  In this dissertation’s 

20 This is analogous to Morgenthau’s “will to power”; see Morgenthau, Hans (1978) Politics Among Nations: The 
Struggle for Power and Peace, Fifth Edition, Revised, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf), pp. 4-15
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terms, they have been gradually forming into a consensually unified European elite, the 

supranational faction of which has driven European integration.    

As each national state elite renounced war as the ultimate basis of inter-state relations, the 

European elite has accordingly expanded.   By now consensually unified, this elite views politics 

in positive-sum terms.  Its members are determined to avoid further armed conflict by agreeing 

to bargain for mutual benefits rather than fight on the field for unilateral advantage.  One 

member of this elite’s British segment, a UK Permanent Representative to the EC, has used 

similar terms, saying that it is “important to realize that Community negotiations very rarely are 

a zero sum game.”21

  While a consensual and peaceful bargaining imperative has emerged among the 

European elite as a whole, its factions still struggle to achieve mutually incompatible ends.  The 

supranational faction has endeavored to build a federal European state by progressively 

extending its networks as institutions and powers have been added to the EU edifice.  Its goal is 

‘ever closer union,’ and its most enthusiastic members envision a United States of Europe.  On 

the other hand, the nationalist faction envisions L’Europe des Patries (a Europe of the 

Fatherlands), a Europe of perpetually sovereign national states.  Extreme nationalist members of 

this faction envisage the withdrawal of their nations from the EU.  For both components of the 

European elite, the primary concern is political, not economic.  This is important to bear in mind 

when supranationalists occasionally portray European integration as simply the progressive 

perfection of a customs union.

The sinews of the networks created by these contending camps are personal relationships 

among their members.22  In the case of the more internationally organized supranational faction, 

these personal and professional relationships involve a cross-national wielding of power and 

influence through innumerable meetings and electronic communications, as well as larger 

21Interview, 3-16-93, Box 15, Folder 3, Middlemas Archive, Hoover Institute, Stanford University  – the exception 
cited is budget negotiations.  However, these, too, are often constructed in logrolling terms that conform to the 
positive-sum bargaining imperative.
22Elite interviews, Middlemas archive, passim- see Chapter Eight for a tabulation
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international conferences  (especially those sponsored by supranational institutions) and even 

interactions at holiday resorts – in short, a pervasive system of ongoing contact.

The evolutionary history of the European elite consisted of seven stages, which will be 

outlined here and addressed in detail in subsequent chapters.  Stage I was the decision of 

influential individuals in various European states to renounce warfare as a means of European 

political interaction.  This stage was somewhat intangible, yet critical- it was the point of

conception for the as yet unborn European elite.  Some members of this elite embryo, such as 

Winston Churchill, retained a role for sovereign national states in their political visions.  

 For other post-WWII leaders, however, a pacifistic resolve was inextricably identified 

with a preference for supranational policies and institutions, or even the vision of a United States 

of Europe.  They had undergone a supranational transformation, what EU President Jean Rey 

called animation by a “European spirit.”23  Earlier, in inter-war Europe, supranationalists (the 

pan-European movement) were never of sufficient numbers to organize a decisively influential 

network.  But this changed after World War II, when dissatisfaction with the European state 

system was sufficiently widespread to dispose sizeable portions of the various national elite 

segments towards a supranational European order.

It was this transformation that ignited the integrative momentum.  Although such changes 

of heart were subjective, and thus resist objective observation and measurement, they played a 

crucial role in initiating European integration. Addressing the ideational basis of this 

supranational transformation, Jean Monnet, wrote: “Politics is very often a matter of psychology 

. . .War was in men’s minds, and it had to be opposed by imagination . . .The course of events 

must be altered.  To do this, men’s attitudes must be changed.”24

Amid this postwar ideational transformation, the supranationalists began networking for 

the cause of European integration.  This effort consisted initially of interpersonal discussions in 

23College de l’Europe (1976) Formation et Perfectionnement des Functionnaires Internationaux et Européenes, 
(Bruges: College de l’Europe), p. 206 [my translation]
24Monnet, Jean (1978) Memoirs (Gardendale, NY: Doubleday & Co), pp.290-291
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both informal and structured environments.  Contacts led to growing cross-border personal and 

professional relationships among elite actors that culminated in the assembly of the 1948 Hague 

Congress, which marked the actual genesis of the European elite and the onset of Stage II.  

Thereafter, construction of some preliminary institutions (the Council of Europe (CE), the 

European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) coincided with the elite’s continuing gestation 

(Stage III).  The elite was still at that time in process of formation and was not yet a distinct 

structure. It was also at that point of institutional development that elite self-reinforcement began 

to occur, because the fledgling institutions reified, focused, and perpetuated the will of the 

federalists who created them (see discussion below).

 In 1957, with the ratification of the Treaty of Rome, the European elite was born, in a 

sense as twins, because it immediately bifurcated into nationalist and supranationalist factions.  

The supranationalists marked their birth with the creation of permanent, open-ended, legally 

supranational institutions- the EEC and Euratom- and a matching elite network (Stage IV –

parturition).   This bifurcation played out in internecine conflicts from the 1960s through the 

1980s  (Stage V – maturation).  By the 1990s, however, the supranationalist faction was 

supremely ascendant over the nationalists and able to ratify and implement the Maastricht 

(TEU), Amsterdam, and Nice Treaties, denoting a watershed in the EU’s evolution (structural 

congelation – Stage VI).  Once a European constitution is ratified sometime after 2004, the 

European elite will reach its evolutionary culmination, attaining stable pre-eminence (final 

coalescence- Stage VII).  To list the evolutionary stages through which the European elite has 

passed:

I- Conception: The Ideational Transformation 1914-1948 

II- Genesis: The Hague Conference 1948 

III- Gestation: The CE and ECSC- 1949-1957  

IV- Parturition: The Treaty of Rome 1957 
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V- Maturation: Factionalization and Networking 1958-1993 

VI- Congelation: The TEU and the European Constitution 1993-2004 

VII- Final Coalescence: The Implementation of a European Constitution 2004-2025? 

1.3 – Functionalism and Neofunctionalism

Functionalism is a theory of international relations purporting to advance superior 

solutions to problems in the postwar world.  Functionalists insist upon addressing inter-state  

issues according to their functional requirements that are unfettered by the territorial limitations 

of the national state.  David Mitrany is the best-known exponent of functionalist theory, offering 

his first formulations in a 1933 work, The Progress of International Government.25  These were 

expanded and refined in his 1943 publication, A Working Peace System.26  As Mitrany conceived 

it, functionalist integration begins by identifying certain functions, performed by national states, 

that can plausibly be performed more efficiently by a supranational body.  He believed that by 

gradually transferring such functions to formal institutions, a new and more peaceful 

supranational political order would result.  He described the process as follows:

Sovereignty cannot be transferred effectively through a formula, 
only through function.  By entrusting an authority with a certain 
task, carrying with it command over the requisite powers and means, 
a slice of sovereignty is transferred from the old authority to the 
new; and the accumulation  of such partial transfers in time brings 
about a translation of the true seat of authority. [Functionalism is a
method] which would overlay political divisions with a spreading 
web of international activities and agencies in which and through 
which the interests and life of all nations would be gradually integrated.27

This accretion of authority in the hands of supranational institutions would, if allowed to 

25Mitrany, David (1933) The Progress of International Government (London: George Allen and Unwin)
26Mitrany, David (1946) A Working Peace System (4th edition) (London: National Peace Council) (originally 
published by the RIIA in 1943)
27Mitrany, ibid, pp. 9, 14
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continue indefinitely, eliminate the national state altogether.28  Importantly, though, 

functionalists stress this must be done cautiously, in a step-by-step manner, thereby minimizing 

the number of people who will notice, much less fear, the glacial process of integration.   Monnet 

called this gradualism “federalism by installments,” while political scientist Inis Claude 

described it as “sneaking up on sovereignty.”29    In short, functionalist integration involves the 

gradual transfer of power from states to supranational institutions, eventually culminating in a 

new and totally integrated political, economic, and social system.

However, functionalism’s applicability to European integration is questionable, as its 

prescriptions are intended to have no geographic limitations.   While Mitrany did recognize the 

ECSC and Euratom as textbook examples of functionalist integration, he explicitly condemned 

the aspiration to create a USE as a dangerous exercise likely to reproduce, on a continental scale, 

all the faults of the national state system.30  In particular, he worried about the lust for 

superpower status implied by such a political union.31

Although his Mitrany’s tenets still serve as the foundation of all functionalist 

perspectives, his work has been significantly modified in light of the European integration 

experience.  During the 1950s and 1960s, authors such as Ernst Hass and Leon Lindberg 

advanced a number of refinements to Mitrany's theory, constituting the approach known today as  

“neofunctionalism.”32  Throughout this dissertation, the term “(neo)functionalism” will apply to 

28Mitrany, ibid, p.8
29Claude, Inis, (1971) Swords Into Plowshares: The Problems and Progress of International Organization, (New 
York: Random House), pp. 381, 386
30 Mitrany, David (1975) “The Prospect of Integration: Federal or Functional,” in A.J. Groom, P. Taylor, (eds), 
Functionalism: Theory and Practice in International Relations (London: University of London Press), pp. 69-70
31 Mitrany, (1946), pp. 20-21; Rosamond pp. 36-38
32 Haas, Ernst (1958) The Uniting of Europe (Stanford: Stanford University Press); Haas, Ernst (1964) Beyond the 
Nation-State, (Stanford: Stanford University Press); For examples of Lindberg’s work, see Lindberg, Leon (1963) 
The Political Dynamics of European Economic Integration, (Stanford: Stanford University Press); Lindberg, Leon 
(1965) “Decision Making and Integration in the European Community,” International Organization, Vol. 19, No. 1; 
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contentions common to both theoretical approaches.

Like functionalism, neofunctionalism is a prescription for the gradual imposition of a 

supranational technocracy that is predicated upon belief in the national state’s obsolescence.  

Unlike its predecessor, though, neofunctionalism offers the innovation of the spillover process, a 

theoretical construction attempting to capture the self-reinforcing or snowballing character of the 

integration process.  As Haas wrote:  “Cumulative blows in the cause of international integration, 

to be successful in terms of transforming the environment, must ‘spill over’ from the specific 

into a more diffuse context.”33

This first variant of this process, functional spillover was defined by Lindberg as a 

process whereby  “a given action, related to a specific goal, creates a situation in which the 

original goal can be assured only by taking further actions, which in turn create a [new] 

condition and a need for more action and so forth.”34  For example, the formation of a coal and 

steel community meant that transportation would also have to become centrally regulated.  

Similarly, a single market implies not just the reduction of tariff barriers, but the elimination of 

non-tariff barriers as well.  Once these barriers are removed, it will become apparent that 

currency fluctuations hamper the common market’s efficiency, so a single currency is needed.  

The single currency, in turn, requires the formation of a central bank with a single monetary 

policy placing severe constraints upon what is left of national fiscal autonomy.

 Another theoretical permutation is the political spillover that occurs when nationally 

based interest groups recognize the supranational center as a target for lobbying, and focus more 

of their attention upon the center as it becomes more powerful (and so on).  Yet another variant 

Lindberg, Leon (1967) “The European Community as a Political System: Notes toward the Construction of a 
Model,” Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 5, No. 4
33 Haas (1964), p.407
34 Lindberg, (1963), p.10
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is the cultivated spillover that results from the supranational authority’s natural interest in self-

empowerment (a permutation of Proposition Four- see above).35

Functional and political spillover were initially thought to have a certain automaticity, 

arising naturally from integration’s instauration.  Cultivated spillover was seen as automatic 

effect, and over time has been given more theoretical emphasis as developments strained the 

credibility of neofunctionalism (see below).   However stated, the logic of functional spillover 

posits that functional integration in one issue area will lead to integration in adjacent issue areas.

This logic can be diagrammed as the historically progressive accretion of 

authority in the hands of supranational bodies:

                                 Figure 1.2: The Logic of European Spillover Effects

OEEC---->ECSC---->EEC---->EC---->EU--->USE

Although I treat this European process at length in subsequent chapters, I will 

summarize it here.  In 1947, The Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) had 

the relatively simple function of coordinating the distribution of Marshall Plan aid.  Yet the 

OEEC was actually a nest in which the project of European integration was nurtured.  Next 

followed Monnet's 1951 European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), an incremental advance 

that built another stage of the ‘European edifice’ upon the function of pooling European 

industrial resources.  The success of the ECSC led directly into the formation of a Europe-wide 

common market, the European Economic Community (EEC). 

Over time, the EEC gradually developed non-economic functions and dropped the word 

“economic” from its title, becoming simply the European Community (EC).  All the while each 

new function acquired by the EC was interpreted as justifying grants of more power to the 

Community in order that the previous task be performed more efficiently.  As time passed, so 

35 Tranholm-Mikkelsen, Jeppe (1991) “Neofunctionalism: Obstinate or Obsolete?” Millennium: Journal of 
International Studies, Vol. 20, No. 1
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many additional functions accrued to the EC that Europe was no longer just a  “community” but 

a “union.”   Hence, in 1993 the name was changed to European Union (EU), in a textbook 

example of neofunctionalist progression.  In the future, as more strictly political functions are 

assumed by the EU (such as a Common Foreign and Security Policy and a European army), the 

EU will progressively be seen as a ‘United States of Europe,’ and may someday garner this 

name.

As mentioned above, the concept of cultivated spillover was largely a modification made 

by neofunctionalists in the wake of apparent empirical disconfirmation (i.e. a slowdown of 

integration’s pace in the 1960s).   Essentially, these amendments bring elite and neofunctionalist 

approaches into a closer theoretical proximity (see below).  Always suspecting the role of elites 

in this process, neofunctionalist authors attempted to incorporate them into their analysis.   As 

early as 1958 in The Uniting of Europe, Hass made such an attempt, though it was poorly 

sustained.36   For the first 450 pages of his book, he treated the European elite as simply the 

spokespersons of various transnational organizations, discussing specific individuals only in his 

last chapter.  In writing about the International Labor Organization in Beyond the Nation State37,

Haas continued to disregard the role of elites, writing for hundreds of pages without mentioning 

any person.  While the concluding sections of this work did give some attention to specific 

leaders, elite persons were in general neglected, leaving Haas with a basically institutionalist 

account (to his later regret). This oversight is somewhat surprising because theoretical 

propositions Haas initially advanced acknowledged the relevance of elite actors.  Explaining 

integrative momentum, he wrote that:

Converging economic goals embedded in the bureaucratic, 
pluralistic, and industrial life of modern Europe provided the 
crucial impetus.  The economic technician, the planner, 
the innovating industrialist, and trade unionist advanced the movement, 
not the politician, the scholar, the poet, the writer.38

36 Haas, Ernst (1958) The Uniting of Europe
37 Haas, Ernst (1964) Beyond the Nation-State
38 Haas, Ernst (1968), p. xix
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Tellingly, this passage reveals that even when he recognized the role of elites, Hass was 

recognizing the wrong elite.   The elite he thought was most relevant, the economic elite, was 

secondary.  While economic, political, and social elites have participated in the drama of 

European integration, the political elite has unquestionably been foremost.  Haas’ study required 

a more developed examination of the relationship between influential people and institutions, 

which is what this dissertation provides.  In the second edition of The Uniting of Europe (1968) 

Haas published an extended mea culpa in which he attempted to account for what he perceived 

to be the failure of neofunctionalist theory, acknowledging that European integration had not 

proceeded at the pace he earlier predicted.  The two primary deficiencies that preoccupied him 

were the lack of automaticity in spillover effects and a failure to appreciate the central role of 

elites and their attitudes.39

In fact, both shortcomings are related.  The reason spillover effects are not automatic was 

that their occurrence required elite individuals, motivated by supranationalist aspirations, to 

execute the snowballing spillover process.  When a large proportion of an elite is nationalist, 

spillover effects (and thus integration) are obstructed.  In other words, the relative influence of 

elite networks is the decisive factor in integration, not some impersonal, inexorable 

neofunctionalist spillover.  Regarding the central importance of elites, Haas criticized himself 

in the following terms: “. . . in the Uniting of Europe [t]he phenomenon of de Gaulle is omitted   

. . . [He] has proved us wrong, ” but “functionalist theory can be amended with the lessons de 

Gaulle has taught us.”40  This dissertation is in considerable degree animated by the “de Gaulle 

lesson.”41

One analyst, Stanley Hoffman, addressed neofunctionalism’s failure to predict de 

39 Haas, Ernst (1968) preface
40 ibid.
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Gaulle’s success in obstructing European unification.  Hoffman correctly saw that disagreement 

concerning the ultimate aims of the Community was a serious impediment to integration, and 

pointed out that success in constructing a supranational order necessarily eliminated the 

prerogatives of actors in member state governments, thus arousing their opposition. For this 

reason, Hoffman was skeptical about the automaticity of functional spillover effects (particularly 

in the political realm).42  Yet, because Hoffmann’s position was consistent with a state-centric 

approach, it failed to fully appreciate that a nation’s foreign policy apparatus could be dominated 

by a supranational elite that would effectuate ‘functional creep’ (i.e., spillover), thus eliminating 

the very nation state they purport to serve.  I intend to examine this apparent anomaly closely.

Unfortunately, Hass himself never undertook a thorough examination of the ‘de Gaulle 

lesson,’ perhaps disillusioned with neofunctionalist theory after integration proved halting.  As 

national states persisted, Haas’ pessimism about his theory’s fruitfulness set in.  With his 1975 

publication of The Obsolescence of Regional Integration Theory,43 Haas virtually repudiated 

neofunctionalism.  But this apostasy was misplaced because his pessimism was due largely to 

lack of progress towards economic and monetary union (EMU) during the 1970s.  Yet, EMU 

was eventually achieved, and to this extent neofunctionalism now seems validated.

Since Haas stopped trying to extend neofunctionalist theory, it has been up to other 

scholars to continue such work.  By 1970, Lindberg and Scheingold were refining the concept of 

spillback, an anti-integrative counter reaction, to explain continuing integrative stagnation.44

41 Those neofunctionalists who profited from the de Gaulle lesson emphasized custodial spillover 
42 Hoffman, Stanley (1964) “The European Process at Atlantic Crosspurposes,” Journal of Common Market Studies, 
No. 3, pp. 86-88; Hoffman, Stanley (1996) “Obstinate or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation State and the Case of 
Western Europe,” Daedalus, Vol. 95, p.886
43 Haas, Ernst, (1975) The Obsolescence of Regional Integration Theory, Research Series No. 25, Institute of 
International Studies, (Berkeley: University of California)
44 Lindbergh, Leon, and Scheingold, Stuart, (eds) (1970) Europe’s Would-Be Polity: Patterns of Change in the 
European Community, (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall) - this concept is directly analogous to the nationalist 
elite reaction, examined below
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The next year, Joseph Nye published further refinements in Peace in Parts: Integration and 

Conflict in International Organization, offering a reconceptualization of neofunctionalist theory 

based upon seven process mechanisms.45  These are:

1 - Functional Linkage of Tasks (spillover)

2 - Rising Transactions (more trade and communication)

3 - Deliberate Linkages and Coalition Formation- (the effect of supranational loyalty)

4 - Elite Socialization- (interpersonal contact)

5 - Regional Group Formation (nongovernmental groups [NGOs])

6 - Ideological-Identitve Appeal (supranationalist loyalty itself)

7 - Involvement of External Actors -(e.g., the US and the UN)

Each process mechanism is the means by which Nye depicts neofunctionalist integration 

as unfolding.  What Nye does not sufficiently acknowledge is the central place the supranational 

elite faction plays in this integrative process.  While he explicitly recognizes the importance of 

an elite and its members’ interpersonal socialization (Proposition 4), he does not decisively and 

concretely place the elite at the center of his scheme.  My dissertation will show that each of 

Nye’s other six process mechanisms actually are based upon, or are a by-product of, the 

supranational European elite’s evolution and growing power.

A recent formulation of neofunctionalist theory is Dorette Corbey’s 1995 essay on 

“Dialectical Functionalism: Stagnation as a Booster of European Integration.”46  This attempts to 

describe the apparent “stop-go” nature of European integration - the propensity of European 

integration’s pace to accelerate and decelerate. Corbey explains this in terms of “dialectical 

functionalism,” which holds that national states automatically react to successful integration in 

one policy domain (a ‘go phase’) by increasing national intervention in another domain.  This 

national reaction amounts to a slow-down in the pace of integration (a ‘stop phase’).  Yet, after 

45 Nye, Joseph (1971) Peace in Parts: Integration and Conflict in Regional Organizations (Boston: Little, Brown)
46 Corbey, Dorette (1995)  "Dialectical Functionalism: Stagnation as a Booster of European Integration." 
International Organization (Spring 1995), Vol. 49, No. 2, pp253-284
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such interventions proliferate, incompatibility among them inevitably arises.  This conflict leads 

to calls for a Europe-wide solution, achievable through more integration and another  “go” phase 

is born.  Corby’s contribution is a variant of the snowballing process discussed above, and so 

requires recognizing the supranationalist elite’s role in providing integrative momentum.  Her 

“stop” phases require considering the role of nationalist elites in impeding integration (as will be 

seen in Chapters 3-8).  Yet Corbey's essay is completely unconcerned with individuals; the only 

actors in “dialectical functionalism” are organizations and states.

Throughout the dissertation, the term “(neo)functionalism” will denote a theoretical 

implication common to both schools of thought.

1.4 – Synthesis of Elite and Neofunctionalist Theories

This section addresses important intersections between neofunctionalist and elite theories 

because a superior explanation of European integration is obtained by combining the two 

approaches.  For example, neofunctionalist theory places great emphasis upon the role of 

institutions.  But a simple fact, often unnoticed, is that functionalist institutions are created and 

directed by an elite.  This simple observation has profound implications.  As illustrated in Figure 

1.3 (below), a synergistic interaction between the supranational elite and the organizations it 

creates and staffs is the crux of an elite-neofunctionalist syncretism, combining Proposition Four 

with the proposition about custodial spillover.47  The dynamic of supranational elite 

neofunctionalist integration theory can be diagrammed as follows:  

47 These propositions are, of course, largely synonymous, depending on how they are phrased.
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Figure 1.3: The Elite Neofunctionalist Model

Functional
Supranational � Networking of �   Creation of  �   Further Networking   �  A larger
Transformation     Supranationalists    Institutions          and Nomination              Supranational
(Fiat Lux)  (New Forums)     from New Forums          Elite

Figure 1.3 describes a group of influential individuals who have decided to organize for 

the purpose of realizing their shared political objective of supranational integration.  To pursue 

this goal, they craft agreements or treaties, which formally establish institutions and gradually 

transfer functions to them.  These institutions provide opportunities for recruiting more elite 

persons, and constitute a network forum in which interpersonal contact is regularized and 

focused upon common interests.    A repetition of successful interaction induces the formation of 

trust and solidarity among these actors (positive elite socialization).   In a self-reinforcing, 

circular process, this now enlarged elite then promotes the cause of creating more powerful and

more numerous supranational institutions, which spawn a need for still more like-minded elite 

persons, and so on indefinitely.   In sum, supranationalists create institutions that breed more 

supranationalists; since the European elite is consensually unified, the preferences of its 

dominant faction (the supranationalists) will be peacefully realized.

This elite-centered variant of neofunctionalism’s spillover logic illuminates the ‘learning’ 

of European supranationalists as they inhabit existing institutions or build new ones.48   A large 

part of the supranationalist faction has been personally influenced by the institutions and 

48 The literature on learning is extensive, and at least tentatively substantiates the process of elite socialization 
advanced herein.  See for example, Feld, Werner (1971) “The National Bureaucracies of EC Member States and 
Political Integration,” in Jordan, Robert (ed) International Administration: Its Evolution and Contemporary 
Applications (New York: Oxford University Press); Smith, Keith (1972) “The European Economic Community and 
National Civil Servants of the Member States,” International Organization, Vol. 26, No.1 (Winter); Kerr, Henry 
(1973) “Changing Attitudes Through International Participation: European Parliaments and Integration,” 
International Organization, Vol. 27, No 1 (Winter)
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processes that previous elites created, which they subsequently staffed and to which they became 

loyal.  As the European experience has demonstrated, employment in an organization tends to 

elicit loyalty to that particular institution.49  Enunciating this process of bureaucratic self-

reinforcement, Jean Monnet once observed that:  “…institutions become wiser; they accumulate 

collective experience and, through this experience and this wisdom, men obeying the same rules 

will experience, not a change in their nature, but a gradual transformation of their behavior.”50

From the neofunctionalist perspective, Haas dubbed this institutional effect on elites 

“learning.”  He explained that actors (elites) could gradually deepen their interest in advancing 

European integration as their “commitment to larger [supranational] organizations” led to 

transfers of loyalty from the national state to the supranational state.51  Graham Allison observed 

this process of bureaucratic self-reinforcement in his study, “Conceptual Models of the Cuban 

Missile Crisis.”52  Allison examined the proposition that policy is the outcome of bargaining 

among governmental players whose preferences favor the interests of their particular 

bureaucratic organization.  This dissertation embraces this broad contention, but supplements it 

awareness of supranational and non-governmental actors in the policy generation process.

Karl Deutsch has examined feedback loops in international relations.  He posited that 

interaction between states is likely to breed trust between them; being more trusting, they are 

likely to interact more often, thus leading to still greater levels of trust.53  Deutsch’s feedback is 

analogous to positive elite socialization, but its level of analysis remains the state.  Furthermore, 

Deutsch’s interactions must first be successful for trust to develop.  As mentioned above, such 

success is made more likely if elite actors already hold compatible visions.  The ultimate genesis 

of the whole process, an ideational transformation to supranationalism, can only be addressed by 

49 The reasons for this near-universal phenomenon are psychological and thus beyond the scope of political science.  
Those who don’t find that loyalty, of course, are more likely to leave.
50 Amiel, H.F., quoted in Monnet, Jean, Les Etats-Unis de l'Europe Ont Commencé, cited in Pentland, p. 84 
51 Haas, Beyond the Nation-State,  p.48
52 Allison, Graham T. (1969) “Conceptual Models of the Cuban Missile Crisis,” American Political Science Review, 
Vol. 63, No.3, (September 1969)
53 “Deutsch, Karl (1964)  “Communication Theory and Political Integration,” in P.E. Jacob and J.V. Toscano (eds), 
The Integration of Political Communities, (Philadelphia: J.P. Lippencott and Co.), p. 54
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an individualistic approach.  

In sum, feedback and (neo)functionalist theories do not assign prime agency to the role of 

the supranationalist individuals in advancing European integration.  Institutions have typically 

been anthropomorphized, and the key individuals who have actually enacted the integration 

program have either been ignored or viewed as a captive to a disembodied institutional 

viewpoint.   While neofunctionalists, in particular, have accurately observed and predicted the 

incremental formation of a European federal government through the establishment of 

functionally based supranational institutions, they have given insufficient attention to the elite 

factor.  A fuller understanding of European integration recognizes that elite and institutional 

roles have been synergistic: supranationalists implemented their political vision by creating 

institutions to which they subsequently nominate and empower more supranationalists, in a self-

perpetuating process.

1.5 – Theoretical Conflicts

After discussing what the elite neofunctionalist theory is, I will now examine what it is 

not.   At least three well established schools of European integration theory flatly contradict the 

neofunctionalist propositions advanced herein.  These are: (1) Realism (including neorealism or 

structural realism); (2) Intergovernmentalism, (3) Neoliberal institutionalism.

The predominant approach of post-World War II International Relations scholarship has 

been the realism school.54 Realism examines the state (a rational, unitary, and self-interested 

actor) as it reacts to constraints imposed by endemic international anarchy.  The classical version 

of realism was summarized by Karl Deutsch in The Analysis of International Relations:  “The 

foreign policy of every country deals first with the preservation of its independence and security, 

and second, with the pursuit of its economic interests.”55

54 Rosamond, p. 131
55 Deutsch, Karl (1968) The Analysis of International Relations  (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall), p. 100
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A permutation of classical realism is the widely acclaimed structural realism (neorealism) 

of Kenneth Waltz.  Waltz deliberately distances himself from the ‘first image’ (person-oriented) 

approach of elite theory and the ‘second image’ of exclusively state-centric theories.  His ‘third 

image’ mode of analysis, while giving exclusive agency to the state-as-actor, focuses upon the 

international system, and the distribution of capabilities within it.56  In this scheme, the driving 

force of international relations is fear of annihilation, as shaped by the allocation of physical 

power among states.  

Despite its parsimony and popularity, neorealism does not satisfactorily explain the 

empirical facts of European integration.  As Waltz explained it, European integration was a by-

product of the Cold War’s bi-polar international regime.57   Western Europe’s bandwagoning 

behavior (i.e. integration) was a direct expression of states’ instinct to survive, as shaped by their 

location between the two contending superpowers.  Yet, after the fall of the Soviet Union, 

European integration actually accelerated, clearly undercutting neorealism’s explanatory force.  

Another example of neorealism’s limitations can be seen in John Mearshimer’s incorrect 

prediction that European cooperation would become more problematic after the fall of the Berlin 

Wall.58

Some neorealists have acknowledged the serious challenge posed by recent European 

history to their theory.  Notably, Joseph Grieco has written a series of articles addressing this 

problem.59  Admitting that other theoretical approaches, such as functionalism, may start to 

56 See Waltz, Kenneth (1954) Man, the State, and War (New York: Columbia University Press), passim.
57 Waltz, Kenneth (1979) Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill) p. 21
58 Mearshimer, John (1990) “Back to the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War,” International Security, 
Vol. 15, No. 1
59 Grieco, Joseph (1995) “The Maastricht Treaty, Economic and Monetary Union, and the Neo-Realist Research 
Programme,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 21 No. 1; Grieco, Joseph (1996) “State Interests and 
International Rule trajectories: A Neorealist Interpretation of the Maastricht Treaty and European Economic and 
Monetary Union,” Security Studies Vol.  5, No. 1
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appear more fruitful in light of recent European developments, he attempts to salvage neorealism 

by explaining European Monetary Union (EMU) in terms of state self-interest.   He interprets 

EMU as an interstate bargain, made independent of supranational sponsorship, for the purpose of 

protecting the interests of the smaller states.  But as I show in Chapters 5, 6 and 7, this 

interpretation of EMU is untenable.  In a word, the smaller states had little to do with initiating or 

propelling EMU, the real purpose of which is supranational state-building, not national state 

protection.

The failure of neorealism to explain European unification is further exemplified by Alec 

Stone, who writes, “Neorealism is a theory of why, in ‘international political’ society, the 

establishment of stable norms is either unlikely or impossible, why formal institutions do not 

develop meaningful autonomy, and therefore why a constitutional international regime is 

unimaginable.”60  In other words, realism does not apply to the European integration experience.

Another contention of realism is that states, petrified by fear of one another, are more 

concerned with the relative gains accruing from cooperation than the potential absolute gains.  

Such advantages might build-up over time, making the beneficiary government better able to 

physically threaten other states.  As Joseph Grieco phrased it, “a state will decline to join, will 

leave, or will sharply limit its commitment to a cooperative arrangement if it believes that 

partners are achieving, or likely to achieve, relatively greater gains.”61   This assertion is belied 

by the maintenance of German federalism in the face of persistent asymmetric benefits accruing 

to Ireland, Portugal, and Spain after entry to the EU.  Elite neofunctionalism does not posit the 

60 Stone, Alec, (1994) “What is a Supranational Constitution: An Essay in International Relations Theory,” Review 
of Politics, Vol. 56, No. 3
61 Grieco, Joseph (1998) “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal 
Institutionalism,” International Organization Vol. 42 (August), pp. 485-507



31

relative gains problem to be an impediment to European integration.62

In sum, this dissertation challenges the fundamentals of (neo)realist thought on three 

levels by contending that:

1- A “country” or a “state” neither possesses nor formulates policies or interests; these are 
exclusively defined by the relevant policy elite of the country in question

2- The foreign policy pursued by a national state’s elite may deliberately and self-
consciously be directed towards eliminating that very government’s independence and 
sovereignty

3- The relative gains issue is not a problem among elites that trust each other

A cousin of the realist school, the approach known as intergovernmentalism, has also 

challenged (neo)functionalist explanations of European integration. Like realism, 

intergovernmentalism contends that a state’s interests arise from its perceptions as an 

independent, rational actor in a system of other sovereign states.  Unlike realism, it contends that 

state interests primarily take the form of (1) economic enrichment of the (national) state or, (2) 

electoral advantage for the incumbent government.

Stanley Hoffman has offered some of the best-known articulations of 

intergovernmentalist integration theory as applied to Europe.63  His approach holds to some of 

the contentions of realism and modifies them to account for empirical discontinuities.  Hoffman 

posits that states are the central actors in international relations and that they are dedicated in the 

rational pursuit of their own self-interest.  However, he differs from realism in the definition of 

these interests as “constructs in which ideas and ideals, precedents and past experiences, and 

domestic forces and rulers all play a role.”64   Hoffman concludes that these interests were 

typically expressed in technocratic policies he termed “low politics.”  States were eager to 

integrate on a shallow or non-fundamental level to maximize economic gain.  Conversely, 

62 Grieco might respond that Germany’s coefficient of sensitivity to payoff gaps (k) is just infinitesimally small, say 
.00001 in the formula U=V- k (W-V).  However, numbers this close to zero are for all practical purposes actually 
zero, which Grieco says can never happen, ibid.
63 Hoffman, Stanley (1964) “The European Process at Atlantic Crosspurposes,” Journal of Common Market Studies, 
Vol. 3; Hoffman, Stanley (1966) “Obstinate or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation State and the case for Western 
Europe,” Daedalus Vol. 95
64 Hoffman, Stanley (1995) The European Sisyphus: Essays on Europe 1964-1994, (Boulder: Westview Press), p.5 
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elemental state prerogatives (“high politics”) are considered immune to integration because they 

are too highly valued by national policy actors.65 Hoffman explicitly denied that economic 

integration could lead to political integration.66  The development of a Common Foreign and 

Security Policy, a European army, and even the single currency all disconfirm this alleged 

unwillingness to integrate the issues of high politics.67

Alan Milward and Martin Dedman have also offered a well-elaborated 

intergovernmentalist explanation for European integration.68  These scholars specifically dismiss 

approaches that stress a supranational elite or neofunctionalist progression, and they instead 

contend that European integration has actually rescued the nation state by providing it with ways 

to implement national policy programs that satisfy demands from domestic constituencies.  

Without integration, they contend, the national state would have withered away as it lost the 

ability to meet domestic economic needs.  In other words, integration has given states the tools to 

remain viable.  Unlike elite neofunctionalism, both the impetus behind integration and its result 

consist of preserving and extending national power.   Furthermore, the mechanisms and rewards 

of this process are primarily economic in nature: other than strengthening the national state, there 

was supposedly no grand political vision behind the ECSC or EEC/EU (i.e., no aspiration for a 

USE).  

All of these contentions misrepresent the meaning of European integration, the primary 

purpose of which has always been the political empowerment of the supranational center at the 

expense of the member states.  Perhaps the reason for Milward’s focus on economics is his 

vocation as an economic historian.  Often, social scientists discern a problem exclusively in 

terms of their own professional training. Whatever the reason for intergovernmentalism’s 

65 Hoffman (1966), pp.882-886; to the extent that they occur, that is
66 Hoffman  (1964), p. 88; see also Webb, Carol (1983) “Theoretical Prospects and Problems,” in Wallace, H, 
Wallace, W, and Webb, C (eds), Policy-Making in the European Community, Second Edition, (Chichester: John 
Wiley and Sons)
67 Rosamond, p. 79
68 Dedman, Martin (1996) The Origins and Development of the European Union: 1945-95, (London: Routledge); 
Milward, Alan (1984) The Reconstruction of Western Europe, 1945-51 (London: Methuen); Milward (1992) The 
European Rescue of the Nation State (London: Routledge)
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deficiencies, however, subsequent chapters will demonstrate the Hoffman/Milward/Dedman 

thesis to be indefensible. 

A similar theoretical approach, sometimes known as liberal intergovernmentalism, also 

portrays foreign policy as a device for maximizing domestic electoral advantage.   An exponent 

of this description, Andrew Moravcsik, has summarized it thus: “The primary source of 

integration lies in the interests of the states themselves and the relative power each brings to 

Brussels.”69  In particular, Moravcsik asserts that democratic governments, interested above all 

in gaining reelection, tailor their foreign policies to suit the preferences of domestic 

constituencies.  Finalized in a process of bargaining between them, the rational states-as-actors 

then take diplomatic outcomes back to nationally based interests as rewards for past and future 

support.70    As with Milward’s version, this process is said to strengthen national governments. 

 I intend to disconfirm all of intergovernmentalism’s primary assertions by showing that:

1- European integration is primarily a political (not economic) process effectuated by a
      supranational elite (not ‘states’)

2- This elite values advancing the integrationist agenda, sometimes even more than electoral
      survival 

4- The assent of domestic constituencies is mostly a pro forma exercise in elite self-
legitimization (their interests are irrelevant to integration); and, 

5- Integration emasculates national governments, rather than strengthening them, because 
the supranational center gradually takes over most of their functions.

Another theory, neoliberal institutionalism, seeks to explain the undeniable growth of 

international institutions in the decades after World War II while still retaining what are 

considered to be valuable insights from realist theory, namely, the centrality of rational, self-

interested states-as-actors that are constrained by the endemic condition of anarchy.  However, 

69 Moravcsik, Andrew (1991) “Negotiating the Single European Act,” in The New European Community: Decision 
making and Institutional Change (Boulder: Westview Press), p. 75
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realism’s emphasis on anarchy is qualified by highlighting the moderating influence of 

international regimes, which can make cooperation among states much more predictable and thus 

profitable.  In a word, neoliberal institutionalism combines the foundations of realism with 

optimism about interstate cooperation.  As Brian Berry has summarized it, the neoliberal 

approach accepts that:  “International affairs are not a pure anarchy in which nobody has any 

reason for expecting reciprocal relations to hold up.  In economic matters, particularly, there is a 

good deal of room for stable expectations.”71

Robert Keohane has been a leader in developing neoliberal institutionalism, authoring 

and co-authoring a number of works advancing it.72  The predictions he has made differ sharply 

from those advanced by elite neofunctionalism.  In 1993, Keohane forecast that:

Increasing the size of the EC is likely to take precedence 
over increasing the authority of EC institutions…the EC will 
continue to be run by states . . . not by a Commission of international
civil servants or by  a supranational government responsible to 
the European Parliament; authority will not be concentrated in 
Brussels.  Discord among members of the European Community
will persist and is even likely to intensify . . . .73

The theory that I advance conflicts directly with neoliberal institutionalism, and I argue 

that recent developments at least partly disconfirm the validity of Keohane’s predictions.  

Overall, I deny the fundamental tenets of neoliberal institutionalism to be valid descriptions of 

European integration by demonstrating that:

70 Moravcsik, Andrew (1993a) “Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal Intergovernmentalist 
Approach,” Journal of Common Market Studies, Volume 31 No. 4; Moravcsik (1993b) “Liberalism and 
International Relations Theory,” Harvard University Center for International Affairs, (Paper No. 92-6)
71 Barry, Brian (1981) “Do Countries have Moral Obligations?  The Case of World Poverty, “ in McMurrin, Sterlin 
(ed) The Tanner Lectures in Human Values, vol. 2, (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press), p.30
72 Keohane, Robert, and Nye Joseph (1977) Power and Interdependence: World Politics in Transition (Boston: 
Little, Brown); Keohane, Robert (ed) (1986) Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press); 
Keohane (1989) “Neoliberal Institutionalism: A Perspective on World Politics,” in Keohane, International 
Institutions and State Power: Essays in International Relations Theory (Boulder: Westview Press)
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1- States are not the primary actors in international relations

2- They are not self-interested, self-preserving, unitary agents

3- They are not integrating primarily for economic benefits

In sum, I argue that the elite-neofunctionalist approach is superior to other leading 

theories because its level of analysis (elites not states), its focus on political considerations (not 

economic benefits), and its teleological confidence offer both a richer explanation of and closer 

empirical fit with the past, present, and future history of Europe.  To put it another way, I agree 

with supranationalist Ernest Wistrich who has declared a complete federal union to be the 

“explicit objective” of European integration.  I also agree with Enrique Barón, President of the 

European Parliament, who noted “the European Union has, from the outset, been an 

understanding whose motivation and objectives are political,” although sometimes its “route to 

taking concrete shape has been an economic one.”74

Contrarily, I disagree with Queen Margarita of the Netherlands who insists that it mistake 

to conceive of European integration as “a development comparable to the evolution of a nation 

state.”75  My central contention flies flatly in the face of pessimists who believe a European 

single currency or common foreign policy will not culminate in a new global power, the United 

States of Europe.76  A speech delivered by EU diplomat John Richardson typifies the pessimists’ 

position.  In his 1998 address, “Will There Ever Be a United States of Europe?” Richardson 

73 Keohane, Robert (1993) “Institutionalist Theory, Realist Challenge,” in Neorealism and Neoliberalism, Baldwin, 
David, (ed), (New York: Columbia University Press), p. 291, emphasis added.  Keohane did go on to correctly 
predict that the EU would be larger and more significant in 2000 than in 1989.
74 Barón, Enrique (1997) Europe at the Dawn of the Millennium (New York: St Martin’s Press) p. xxviii
75 Wistrich, Ernest (1994) The United States of Europe (London: Routledge), pp.2, 102
76 See  “Decline of Enthusiasm,” in Financial Times, April 4, 1995; see also Tony Blair’s address to the European 
Research Institute, The Guardian, November 23, 2001; Major, p. 150; a good example of 1970s EMU pessimism 
can be found in Feld and Wildgen p.1
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explicitly rejected any prospect for a USE, adding that the  “European Union has no ambition to 

become a superpower.”77  I will show his conclusions to be incorrect.  

1.6 – Other Works and Methodological Considerations

This dissertation examines European elites not from a strictly national perspective but 

from a Europe-wide one.  Examples of studies which have examined Europe’s elites on a state-

by state basis range from the 1973 publication of The European Administrative Elite,78 the 

subsequent publication of The Mandarins of Western Europe,79 and Formation et 

Perfectionnement des Functionanaires Internationaux et Europeens,80 to the 1999 publication of 

Bureaucratic Elites in Western European States.81  Although these works are insightful, they 

typically study Europe’s elites from a sociological perspective by relating current elite members 

to father’s occupational status, etc.  The present analysis takes a more political and actor-oriented 

approach.82

Several other publications contribute quite directly to this dissertation, primarily the 

recent works of Keith Middlemas and the late Hugo Young.   Their books, respectively entitled 

Orchestrating Europe and This Blessed Plot, explicitly address the formation and existence of a 

European elite.  Middlemas and Young have reached conclusion consonant with the premises on 

77 Richardson, John, Deputy Head of the European Union’s Delegation to the United States, “Will There Ever Be a 
United States of Europe?” Speech at the Center for International Studies at the University of Southern California, 
Los Angeles, September 16, 1998, located at www.eurunion.org/news/speeches
78 Armstrong, John (1973) The European Administrative Elite (Princeton: Princeton University Press)
79 Dogan, Mattei, (ed) (1975) The Mandarins of Western Europe: The Political Roles of Top Civil Servants (New 
York: Sage Publications)
80 College de l’Europe, passim
81 Page, Edward and Wright, Vincent (1999) Bureaucratic Elites in Western European States: A Comparative 
Analysis of Top Officials (New York: Oxford University Press)
82 Another study, Domestic Political Realities and European Unification: A Study of Mass Publics and Elites in the 
European Community Countries, notably contends that unificationist commitment among European elites was, at 
least in the 1970s, rather soft.  Unfortunately, the data therein are presented in a way that is inaccessible to my 
review or criticism. Contrastingly, I still contend that a large portion of the European elite has steadfastly maintained 
a strong dedication to the federalist ideal; see Feld, Werner and Wildgen, John (1976) Domestic Political Realities 
and European Unification: A Study of Mass Publics and Elites in the European Community Countries (Boulder: 
Westview Press)
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which this dissertation is based.  Methodologically, both their studies rely predominantly on 

interviews with key actors, the scope of which was considerable.

Yet, while both authors intensively examined the elite aspects of European integration, 

they did so incompletely.  For example, Middlemas examined European integration from a 

basically historical, almost atheoretical perspective, while Young’s study is confined to the 

British experience.  Young’s study is also, quite frankly, fueled by a visceral disdain for the 

nationalist faction of the British segment of the European elite – a personal bias that hampers his 

analysis.  I try to improve on these deficiencies by offering a normatively neutral and 

theoretically infused pan-European analysis. 

  The following chapters examine some of the specific individuals and institutions that 

have propelled European integration. Chapter Two discusses the genesis of the integration 

project and examines the fit between neofunctionalist elite theory and the politics of early post-

war Europe.  Chapters Three through Seven examine in greater detail the interactive process of 

nationalist and supranationalist elite formation and its effects on European integration.  

Specifically, Chapter Three addresses the gestation of the European elite and its efforts to take 

the first steps in functional integration. Chapter Four investigates how the nationalist elite faction 

successfully obstructed European integration for two decades.  Chapter Five is                                                

a detailed study of the struggles in Britain, Ireland, and Denmark over integration, while Chapter 

Six examines the Thatcher years.  Chapter Seven addresses the Treaty of European Union 

(TEU), a milestone in European unification.  Chapter Eight offers an overview conjoined with 

some conclusions and predictions.

All subsequent chapters test the propositions discussed in this chapter against data 

derived through a research program of interpretive social science based on the empirical record 

of European integration since WWII and on the personal observations of relevant elite actors.  

Extended autobiographical accounts and elite views taken from survey studies are employed to 

assess the extent to which the actions and beliefs of elites conform to the propositions and 

predictions of elite neofunctionalism.  Relevant elite actors’ biographies and autobiographies are 
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an important source, including some as yet only published in French.  

Another primary data source will be the unpublished elite interviews resting in the 

Middlemas Archive at the Hoover Institution on War Revolution, and Peace.  This set of 

interviews with about 450 members of the European elite, conducted in the early to mid 1990s, is 

the most extensive data set of its kind.  The Middlemas data enable me to test my hypotheses 

about elite behavior against the opinions and recollections of the European elite themselves.  The 

Middlemas interviews constitute an unparalleled insider account of the process of European 

integration and will be closely examined in Chapter Eight (as well as summarized in Appendix 

B).  As this archival data reveal, European elites broadly endorse this dissertation’s propositions.

1.7 – Propositions

This dissertation tests the propositions of supranational elite neofunctionalist integration 

theory, which are that:

1 Elite formation is inevitable and the dominant faction within it is decisive of political 

outcomes.  European integration must, then, be driven by a supranational elite.

2 Elites and masses interact substantively. However, referendums and PR campaigns do not 

negate the elitist nature of European integration.

3 No elite is monolithic: 

(a) It is structured according to a hierarchy of power 

(b) Competing political visions create competing factions within any elite structure

(c) These factions operate through networks of acquaintance and influence

(d) Their networks are strengthened by trust, which is built over time and through a 

series of positive personal interactions.  These interactions are more likely to be 

positive if intra-elite restraint and courtesy are observed and participants have 

compatible political visions.
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4 All elites seek to maximize their power and security, both domestically and 

internationally.  They do this, inter alia, by extending their networks through elite 

nomination, international alliances, and institution building.

5 In the case of European integration, these institutions are built via the functionalist 

process, which entails the step-by-step transfer of functions from the national state to 

formal supranational organizations. 

6 While many of these transferred functions are economic (especially early in the process), 

their fundamental meaning is political, deliberately designed to culminate in a bona fide

European state, the United States of Europe (USE).
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Chapter 2: Conception and Genesis of the European Elite

This chapter applies elite neofunctionalist integration theory to the historical record and 

available elite observations concerning the first phase of European integration (1914-1949), 

emphasizing the ideational revolution that was the genesis of European integration.  To find this 

wellspring, we must first return to pre-1945 Europe – to the continent’s earlier ruinations.  

Because of these tragedies, leading Europeans began to question the European state system.  It 

seemed to many that a Europe of sovereign national states, with its for propensity for endemic 

conflict, was in urgent need of reform.  Accordingly, numerous influential Europeans during the 

twentieth century’s first half began to speak of a new political order, one in which the locus of 

power would be at a level above the national state.  It is to these early efforts that the roots of the 

European Union can first be traced.

2.1 – Disillusionment with the National State – World War I

The spreading elite desire for European integration was best exemplified by an early 

convert to supranationalism, Jean Monnet, the so-called “Father of Europe.”  The seeds of 

Monnet's ideational conversion to the supranational cause were sown during the First World 

War.  In November 1914 he began working for the International Supply Committee (ISC), an 

organization formed for the purpose of expediting international coordination of the Allied war 

effort.  As he relates in his autobiography, Monnet was impressed with the Supply Committee as 

a network forum, writing that it enabled elite persons to “come to know to each other and to 
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work as a team.”1  By the end of the war, Monnet saw how effective transnational elite networks 

could be if organized around a common purpose and fortified by trust.  The Supply Committee, 

he wrote, was “the first step towards closer cooperation” and “an embryo of things to come.”2

As the war progressed, Monnet and some of his colleagues determined that maximizing 

Allied agricultural production required expanding the ISC’s authority.  In November 1916, a 

more powerful organization was established, the Wheat Executive.  Monnet regarded this 

Executive as “a new form of cooperation;” the “prototype” for a more centralized international 

cooperation.3  Through increased centralization of control over Allied purchases of grains, the 

Executive provided for a more equitable and efficient allocation of agricultural products among 

France, Britain and Italy.

However, even this form of international control over grain distribution proved to be 

insufficient and a still more comprehensive organization appeared to be needed.  In 1917, three 

officials (see below) concluded that expanding the Wheat Executive’s field of authority to 

include transportation would optimize Allied agricultural production and allocation.  Their 

suggestion was to pool British, French and Italian transportation resources in a formal 

international body.  Accordingly, the Allied Maritime Transport Committee (AMTC) was 

formed.  Arthur (later, Lord) Salter, recalled that: “. . . [it was at] a small dinner discussion in 

October 1917 between Monnet, John Anderson [then UK Secretary of the Ministry of Shipping] 

and myself that the three of us determined that the thing could be done, and that we would do

it.”4

Upon completing plans for the AMTC, Monnet and his colleague Étienne Clémentel 

1 Monnet, p. 54
2 Monnet, pp.54, 66
3 ibid.
4 Salter, Lord Arthur (1961) Memoirs of a Public Servant (London: Faber and Faber), p.113
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(French Minister of Commerce) discussed its implications.  Monnet said that the moves toward 

forming the AMTC were “a turning point.”  They had “started the ball rolling . . . Now it’s up to 

us to accelerate and institutionalize this new willingness for permanent cooperation.”  Clémentel 

responded affirmatively, adding that, “Today's agreement is a beginning.  Go and see Salter and 

work out proposals for a first Allied body to deal with transport.  Then we'll gradually enlarge its 

scope.”5  This 1917 exchange embodied the basic idea of elite neofunctionalist integration as it 

was later articulated by theorists and practiced by the supranational elite for several generations 

hence: an elite-negotiated step-by-step functional progression towards ever closer union.  In this 

progression, individuals create more powerful institutions (or, failing that, institutionalized 

forums for elite discussion and interaction), and then employ these organizations as platforms for 

launching further integrative measures.

Although the AMTC did not lead directly to substantive post-war European integration, it 

embodied the start of the intellectual transformation among what might be termed an  “inter-

allied elite.”  This small cell of integrationists consisted of Monnet, Salter, Anderson, Clémentel, 

and John Beale (of the Wheat Executive), as well as Pierre Comert, Paul Mantoux, M. Vilgrain, 

and Bernardo Attolico.6  Collectively, they realized the synergistic effect of “unity of action.”7

As Clémentel wrote, “It was from this effort of solidarity that the sentiment of interdependence 

was born, where one could see the most solid foundation for a Society of Nations.  Now we 

know that the great nations can unite.”8   Clémentel concluded that “the best guarantee of peace” 

was international organization.9

5 Monnet, p.68
6 The most complete account of the inter-allied Executive can be found in Clémentel, Étienne (1931) La France et la 
Politique Économique Interalliée (New Haven: Yale University Press); see also Monnet’s autobiography and 
Chapter Three
7 Clémentel, p. 319 [my translation]
8 Clémentel, p. 322 [my translation]
9 Clémentel, p. 323 [my translation]
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Even before the Guns of August fell silent in 1918, the inter-allied elite recognized that 

transnational coordination mechanisms held much promise for deepening European cooperation 

in a variety of fields.  But they also recognized that simple international institutions could not 

achieve as much as independent supranational bodies.   Though not yet shorn of national 

allegiances, the inter-allied elite realized that the more independent (i.e., supranational) an 

organization was, the better its operational efficiency- it could act without needing explicit 

consent from national governments, whereas a simply international body needed that consent, 

being always subservient to instructions from national capitals.

A pattern for socializing the future supranational elite was also created in these inter-

allied organizations.  In his memoirs, Arthur Salter wrote of the wartime collaboration and the 

conflicting allegiances one encountered when working for two masters (both the AMTC and 

one's own country).10  He further explained how the extreme delicacy of their negotiations was 

finessed:  “The work could never have been achieved if daily association had not developed 

mutual confidence . . . [If] common interests are [placed above] any conflict of claims [and 

presented] while they are still developing, if policies can be brought into contact while they are 

still plastic and still unformed, agreement will be easier . . . and better.”11  Salter was emphatic 

that the inherently problematic process of international integration could succeed only under 

conditions of “personal confidence and long personal association”12 among the relevant elite 

actors.  

Salter’s autobiographical account articulated the two basic requirements for a cohesive 

elite: socialization characterized by regular consultations concerning a common goal, and mutual 

trust resulting from it.  Referring to his colleague’s insight, Monnet wrote: “Salter is right: 

10 Salter, pp.179
11 ibid. 
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personal friendships have played a very great role in all the enterprises on which I have worked.  

But they do not explain everything.”13  He noted that working together does “consolidate mutual 

confidence,” and that World War I mechanisms of international cooperation were disbanded.  

They had not metastasized automatically into new or expanded forms of cooperation.  Monnet 

lamented that a “Friendship would not be enough . . . what I still had to find out [was] what kind 

of institutions, what kind of international laws could be established to take the place of [wartime] 

necessity.”14

Monnet articulated what later became a cardinal tenet of (neo)functionalist theory- that 

formal, suitably empowered supranational institutions are a requisite condition for the

engendering of successful integration..   They provide an elite with the both the forums for 

working together and the fulcrums from which to leverage further initiatives.  Just as institutions 

by themselves are insufficient preconditions for integration, simple friendships are also 

insufficient to propel integration.  Both a network of upper-tier elite (buttressed by trust and a 

common vision) and corresponding institutions with power over certain (initially limited) 

functions are required. The question of what these formal institutions might look like and how 

they were to be established preoccupied Monnet for the remainder of his life. 

It is useful to note that Monnet’s declaration of purpose was eventually made public, 

being later published and widely circulated as an autobiography.  To that extent, allegations of a 

secret elite conspiracy, which surface often in the discussion of European integration, are 

difficult to sustain.  Because the supranational vision is not a secret, the term “conspiracy” 

should be replaced by “collusion” or “teamwork.”  In fact, Monnet actually spoke of his elite 

12 Monnet, p.76
13 Ibid,  emphasis added
14 Monnet, p.77
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network as a “team.”15  Such a description seems even more appropriate when compared with a 

sports team.  A sports team, like the supranational elite, has a publicly announced goal: to 

achieve its objective, even in the face of opposition.  However, it meets in secret, devises 

sometimes devious strategies to achieve its goals and exploits the spirit of comradeship to 

overcome the other team.  Yet one cannot seriously allege that the coach and players are engaged 

in a conspiracy; it is likewise for Europe’s supranational elite.

2.2 – The Interwar Period

Immediately after World War I, Monnet and other members of the inter-allied elite 

sought to continue their integrationist efforts by giving the wartime executives new powers and 

member states.  It was in this way that their political vision began to metastasize into what 

eventually became the EEC.  “We had imagined a political ‘grand design,’” Monnet recalled in 

his autobiography, “a new international order . . . and my friends and I were determined to 

contribute to it as much as possible.”16

Monnet’s tacitly neofunctionalist approach can be clearly seen in his interwar 

prescriptions for European reconstruction.  He recommended that Europe establish a body that 

could “institutionalize” the political will for further integration.17  Clementel also attempted to 

advance the cause of what he called an “organized peace” with his post-war appeal for the World 

War I cooperation institutions to be continued and strengthened.18  Yet these integrationists were 

unable to overcome the forces of post-WW I nationalists.  The inter-allied elite’s failure 

illuminates an important point: functional integration, such as existed among the wartime allies, 

does not automatically spill over into deeper or broader levels of integration.   Such a process 

requires a committed elite network, situated in the upper tiers of the elite structure, for the 

15 Monnet, p. 329
16 Monnet, pp.79-80
17 Monnet, p.68
18 Monnet, p.75
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successful advancement of integration in the face of obstacles – namely, the nationalist elite.

 Unfortunately for Monnet, a cohesive upper-tier supranational network did not exist.   

Unlike members of Monnet’s clique, most leading European statesmen of the period were 

predominantly nationalist; i.e., their political goal was the further empowerment of their 

respective national states.   Nonetheless, the remaining elements of the ‘inter-allied elite’ were 

resolved to “persuade the men in power to accept the appropriate solutions.”19  Clementel gives 

the most detailed account of these efforts in his study, La France et la Politique Économique

Interalliée.20  For example, in September 1918, Clementel and other members wrote President 

Woodrow Wilson and Premier Georges Clemenceau to urge that they “establish an economic 

union that will form the nucleus of what will eventually grow to become an economic Union of 

Free Peoples . . . hints of the structure of this future alliance can be seen in the wartime inter-

Allied economic Councils . . . .”21  Monnet and his allies were then proposing a policy program, 

undertaken in successive integrative stages, to create a new European political order.  Years 

before Mitrany’s theoretical publications, members of the Monnet cell were thinking like 

functionalists.

The institutional outcome of post- WWI diplomacy was the League of Nations.  The 

League was not a supranational organization because it was mainly crafted by nationalist elites 

whose political ambitions excluded transferring national sovereignty to an authentically 

independent body.   However, the inter-allied elite was then optimistic and not yet convinced that 

the League would fail, so its members began working in a most promising location for 

integrationists: the League’s Secretariat.  Monnet became Deputy Secretary-General of the 

League; Salter took charge of the Secretariat’s economic and financial section; Pierre Comert 

headed its information section; Paul Mantoux directed its political section, and Bernardo Attolico 

headed up its transit section.  These five men had all worked together in the various World War I 

19 Monnet, p.84
20 Clémentel, Etienne, pp. 303-315 
21 Clémentel, pp.337-348 [my translation]
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inter-allied executives and were now assembled in the League, running much of its day-to-day 

business.  They sought to restore an economic equilibrium to war-ravaged Europe, and they 

published numerous integrative studies.  Some of these were included in a collection 

appropriately entitled, The United States of Europe, and other Papers.22 Salter was notably 

assiduous in using his position to advocate the “United States of Europe idea” to other elites.23

Yet these individuals eventually became disillusioned by the disjunction between the 

League’s meager powers and its ambitious mandate.  Many of the League’s efforts came to 

naught as a result of resistance from national states.  The lesson Salter took from this was “the 

intrinsic weakness of an interstate solution, which leaves national sovereignty unimpaired.”24  He 

complained that the League was simply a forum for discussion, and he decided that a truly 

supranational federation was the only solution.

Monnet, too, was disappointed by the League’s lack of effective authority.  He ascribed 

its failure to the persistence of national sovereignty – the fact that it was not “an independent 

political body that can take a common view . . . and [impose] a common decision.”25 The 

League was an intergovernmental, not a supranational body.   Members of the inter-allied elite 

recalled this shortcoming decades later when they helped establish the organs of post-World War 

II cooperation.  Monnet’s conclusion was phrased in his classic summary of elite 

neofunctionalism: “Nothing is possible without men, nothing is lasting, without institutions.”26

2.3 – Other Elite Cells

Interlocking with the  “inter-allied elite,” another cell of supranationalists was also 

forming, based upon the work of Count Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi.  Known to some as  “the 

father of the pan-European idea,” Kalergi's intellectual conversion to supranationalism occurred 

22 Salter, p.200
23 Hutchinson, Paul (1929) The United States of Europe (Chicago: Willet, Clark, & Colby) p.209
24 Ibid.
25 Monnet, p. 96
26 Monet, p.305



48

after World War I when his birthplace, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, dissolved in the aftermath 

of that brutal conflict.27  In his memoirs, he described the development of his federalist vision:  

“Life lay ahead of me.  I decided to devote it to the cause of international peace and of human 

liberty.  Only after I realized that the establishment of a United States of the World had become 

impossible did my ideas crystallize around the conception of A United States of Europe, as a 

regional part of a more elastic commonwealth of the world. So I started a crusade for this 

goal.”28  After World War I, Kalergi wanted to form a supranational elite network under the 

name of the Pan-European Union.  Accordingly, the Count recruited a number of influential elite 

persons from across Europe for his “crusade,” forming an elite cell parallel to and interlocking 

with the Monnet clique at the League of Nations.  Clementel, for example, was a member of both 

Kalergi's Pan-European Union and Monnet’s inter-allied cell.  

Most notable among members of Coudenhove-Kalergi's cell was Konrad Adenauer.  

Disgusted with the outcome of World War I, Adenauer openly called for “lasting international 

reconciliation” in a 1919 speech in Cologne.  In 1925 he proposed a Franco-German Customs 

Union; and during a 1928 speech honoring French politician Eduard Herriot (also a member of 

the Kalergi cell), Adenauer elaborately articulated his vision of European unity:

The old Europe lies in ruins – we are standing at the 
threshold of a new age, a new epoch of humanity.  The new 
age can and must be a better one, if well-meaning people in 
all countries want to work for it . . . in all seriousness, with 
perseverance, with devotion . . . in the secure conviction [of] 
the idea of peace . . .  Many people in Germany –  I was 
one of them myself – initially regarded these ideas with 
great doubt and caution, but we have been convinced.  The 
way is long, and the goal is high.  It will be reached stage 
by stage, and there will be setbacks . . . But only in this way 
can the goal, the rapprochement of  peoples . . . be achieved.29

Years before WWII, Adenauer was articulating a gradual, stage-by- stage process of 

27 Schwarz, Volume II, p. 667
28 Kalergi, Richard Coudenhove (1943) Crusade for Pan-Europe- Autobiography of a Man and a Movement, (New 
York: GP Putnam and Sons), p.7; see also Smith, Anthony (1995) “The Nations of Europe after the Cold War,” in 
Hayward and Page, p. 61
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European reconciliation.  Although his vision was progressively elaborated during succeeding 

decades, he never deviated from its essential components.  Adenauer even went so far as to 

commend European unification as a “holy vocation . . . to serve the real league of nations, the 

progress of peoples to a higher stage of development.”30  Clearly, Adenauer's Weltanschauung, 

which was European peace and integration, was formed long before he became German 

Chancellor in 1949.  

Adenauer continued to strongly advocate European unification throughout the inter-war 

period.  For example, he sponsored a pro-integration speech by Belgian-American businessman 

Dannie Heineman.  Entitled “Outline of a New Europe,” Heineman’s discourse presciently called 

for the very process of integration that later occurred:  “The [European] crisis is growing worse.  

In order to control it, businessmen, high ranking civil servants, big industrialists, leaders of the 

workers and peasants . . . all those with some leverage . . . must unite . . . The European 

confederation will arise because it is necessary.”31  Adenauer agreed with Heineman’s 

prescription, describing it as the desire to “see Europe organized by statesmen . . . with the 

cooperation of industrialists and businessmen.”32  In effect, what Adenauer and Heineman 

advocated was an elite network to implement, one stage at a time, a program of integration.  

However, this networks’ effective formation would require decades of effort.  

The interwar assessments of the Monnet and Kalergi cells extended to like-minded 

people south of the Alps.  One individual with coincident aims, the Italian intellectual Luigi 

Einaudi, was also disillusioned by Europe’s recurring wars.  In 1918, Einaudi began his lifetime 

of proselytizing against unrestricted national sovereignty and for a United States of Europe.    He 

29 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.198-199
30 Ibid
31 Schwarz, Hans-Peter (1986) Konrad Adenauer: A German Politician and Statesman in a Period of War, 
revolution, and Reconstruction (Oxford: Berghahn Books), Louise Willmont, translator, Volume I, p.202
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was soon criticizing the League of Nations for not acquiring supranational powers, and he 

converted others to this viewpoint.  One such convert was Ernesto Rossi, who later figured 

prominently in the Spinelli cell of supranationalists (see below).  Rossi was also a firm believer 

in elite-led change, being impressed with the efficacy of the small elite network largely 

responsible for Italian national unification (the Risorgimento.)33  However, Einaudi and Rossi 

did not form an integrationist cell because they lacked the personal connections and influence 

requisite for effective networking.   In the 1940s, however, this deficiency was overcome when 

Rossi met Alterio Spinelli and Einaudi entered the top tier of the Italian power hierarchy as 

President of Italy.

2.4 – World War II and its Aftermath

Soon after the outbreak of World War II, Monnet convinced members of the British and 

French elites to establish the Anglo-French Coordinating Committee, of which he became 

chairman.  This Committee was an international body aimed at coordinating elements of the war 

effort and was based largely on the pattern and personnel of Monnet’s World War I inter-allied 

executives.   Monnet met with his old colleague, Lord Salter, and they reinstated their previous 

collaboration.  In the Spring of 1940, they jointly called for a complete political and economic 

union of Britain and France – one parliament, one army, one currency, one citizenship, one 

state.34  It is important to note these constituent features of the fusion then proposed by Monnet-

he and succeeding supranationalists have been doggedly pursuing them ever since.  A single 

currency, for example, required sixty-two years before being brought to fruition by the 

supranational elite.  In 1940, however, Monnet’s call for a Franco-British union collapsed with 

the conquest of France that summer.  

32 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.201
33 Jenkins, L., p.7
34 Monnet, pp. 139-142
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In the war years Monnet insinuated himself into Allied and Resistance movements 

wherever possible.  It was through these endeavors that Monnet broadened his network of 

contacts, meeting people such as Robert Marjolin, who later became a leading integrationist.  

One French resistance group, the General Studies Committee, included a number of future 

members of the French elite, such as Jean Moulin and Michel Debré. They articulated their 

integrationist principles in the first edition of their publication, Cahiers Politiques.  At the core 

of this program was achieving peace by creating “A United States of Europe.”35  Around the 

Continent other Europeans were similarly moved by the tragedy of World War II and began to 

envision a supranational European order.  

One such individual, the Italian anti-fascist Italian Alterio Spinelli, had formulated his 

own federalist conception of post-war Europe while imprisoned on the island of Ventotene.  

Spinelli and some of his fellow prisoners were disgusted by Europe’s system of warring national 

states and they began planning for a supranational European order.   Their group included 

Eugenio Corlioni, Ernesto Rossi, Enrico Giussani, Dino Roberto and Georgio Braccialarghe.  

They constituted the first “Spinelli cell” of integrationists and in 1941 released a seminal text of 

the Euro-federalist struggle, the Ventotene Manifesto (written on cigarette papers and smuggled 

off the prison-isle by Rossi’s wife).36

The Preface to the Manifesto articulated political ambitions congruent with those of the 

Monnet cell.  In the Preface, Corlioni wrote that since national sovereignty was the cause of 

Europe’s past crises simply recreating of the League of Nations would be an inadequate remedy 

for Europe’s predicament.  In the body of the manifesto, Spinelli reiterated Corlioni’s arguments 

for a comprehensive supranational order and elaborated his own ideal of “a free and united 

Europe.”37  Spinelli made it clear that this new European order could only be established from 

the top down.  Like his friend and mentor Ernesto Rossi, Spinelli admired the efficacy of 

35 Sidjanski, pp. 10-11
36 Sidjanski, Dusan (2000) The Federal Future of Europe (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor), p. 
10; 
37 Jenkins, L., p.6
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political movements led by a small, committed elite network.38  Accordingly, Spinelli 

specifically explained that their preeminent post-war task was to form an elite cadre of “those 

who have identified and accepted the European [integration] revolution as the main goal of their 

lives.”39  The Ventotene Manifesto held that “this gradually increasing circle of sympathizers . . . 

will be the solid network” propelling integration.  Once joined, these  “serious internationalists” 

would lead the “popular masses” to European unity.  The mass publics of Europe were 

sufficiently shell-shocked by the War, Spinelli thought, to be as malleable as “molten matter . . . 

susceptible of being poured into new molds” by their leaders.40

The new molding Spinelli sought to forge was a federal state, with final authority over 

Europe’s economic and political destiny.41   He was in effect advocating the process of 

supranational elite neofunctionalist integration, hoping for the “foundation of a federal system 

embracing the entire continent,” devoid of internal borders and with a single federal parliament, 

foreign policy, army, and currency. 42    As Spinelli mentor and Italian President Luigi Einaudi 

said after Italy’s peace treaty was signed: “The next goal is the United States of Europe.”43

The functionalist elements of Spinelli’s political vision were later enumerated in a 

publication entitled The United States of Europe, which held that:

1 – European national sovereignty had resulted in both world wars; 
2 – the only remedy for this condition was a European federation; 
3 – this federalist project should begin by “set[ting] up a few simple federal 
      institutions . . . irrevocabl[y].”44

Events unfolded according to plan – integration was an entirely elite-generated 

phenomenon that proceeded from their supranational transformation to the establishment of 

38 He was aware that Italy’s formation was itself due to such a network, operating under the rubric of the (second) 
Risorgimento
39 The Ventotene Manifesto, p.15
40 Jenkins, Lindsay, “Altiero Spinelli, Godfather of the European Union,” The Bruges Group Papers, p. 6, (at 
www.eurocritic.demon.co.uk)
41 Jenkins, L., p.6
42The Ventotene Manifesto, Preface (Eugenio Corlioni), The Italian Movement for European Federation, January, 
22, 1944, at  www.eurplace.org/diba/cultura/ventmaen.html
43 Jenkins, L., p.13
44 Jenkins, L., p.7
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formal institutions.  Spinelli later summarized the beginnings of European integration, writing 

that:  “The European unification adventure began with tepid popular support and no popular 

pressure . . . because a few men who counted in the political life of a few countries discovered 

the intellectually exalted prospect of constructing a united Europe, dreamed of realizing it . . . 

and started to translate their vision . . . into institutions.”45  Decades later, Spinelli formed a 

federalist clique within the European Parliament.  Known as the Crocodile Club, this elite 

network advocated initiatives that became included in the Maastricht Treaty (see Chapter 

Seven).46

The formation of a USE was not only the aspiration of Mr. Spinelli, but also of a network 

of integrationists that had formed around him.   This network’s membership consisted of the 

Spinelli cell, and fifteen to twenty other prisoners from Ventotene.  Known as the Movimento 

Federalista Europeo (MFE), the organization became influential in Italian politics during the 

1940s.   Its purpose was to pressure Italian political parties for adoption of integrative policies.  

Lindsay Jenkins wrote that the MFE was responsible for all mainstream Italian political parties 

embracing Euro-federalism after the Second World War.47  Along with another Spinelli-led 

group, the Action Party, the MFE was also responsible for including supranational integration in 

the very text of the Italian constitution, which read:  “The Italian State considers its own absolute 

Sovereignty to be provisional and is prepared to transfer those sovereign functions which are of 

supranational concern to a future democratic federation of Europe . . .”48

Through the 1940s, the MFE began to interlock with other pan-European organizations, 

giving transnational substance to the federalist ideals expressed by their membership.   This was 

formally accomplished in December 1946, at a Paris conference with other federalist groups 

coordinating collective efforts to establish a USE.  The result was establishment of Europe’s first 

continent-wide network of supranationalists and one of its most influential pressure groups, the 

45 Spinelli, Alterio (1966) The Eurocrats (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press) C. Groves Haines, translator., p.7
46 The network was named after its forum, the Crocodile Restaurant
47 Jenkins, L. p.8- this description does exclude the communists (PCI)
48 Jenkins, L. p.12; As of 2004 this provision still exists, albeit in amended form, as Article 11 of the Italian 
Constitution



54

Union Européene des Fédéralistes (UEF).49

 In October 1948, a number of advocacy groups, such as the UEF, joined with the British 

United Europe Movement (UEM) and the French Conseil Français pour L’Europe Uni (CFEU),

to form the Joint International Committee of Movements for European Unity.  Also known as the 

European Movement (EM), this organization was initially led by honorary presidents Belgian 

Paul-Henri Spaak, Frenchman Leon Blum, Briton Winston Churchill, and Italian Alcide de 

Gasperi.  Transnational networking among these men and others led to the 1948 Hague 

Conference and establishment of the Council of Europe (see below).

Prime Minister de Gasperi, was a fervent integrationist, inspired by his personal wartime 

experience as well as the writings of federalists such as Spinelli.  As PM, he became the nucleus 

of his own elite cell, existing parallel to the Spinelli cell.50  D. W. Ellwood wrote that de 

Gasperi’s primary political “aspiration” was to be seen as a leader of European integration.51  De 

Gasperi stated his postwar political vision in these terms:  “What other myth are we to offer our 

young people in terms of relations between states, the future of our Europe, the future of the 

world, security [and] peace, if not this effort towards [European] Union?”52   With special efforts 

from Foreign Minister Count Carlo Sforza, the postwar Italian federalists hoped that integration 

would make Italy (read: its elite) politically equal to Britain and France.53  According to historian 

Antonio Varsori, this political ambition for power and prestige was the motivation behind 

integrative support from various post-war Italian governments.54   Whatever its ultimate source, 

the Italian elite was solidly integrationist for at least half a century after the Second World War.

In November 1946, Count Coudenhove-Kalergi reestablished his Pan-European Union, 

which sent a questionnaire to 4,000 of Western Europe’s MPs in September of 1947.  A 

preliminary step to convening the first Congress of the European Parliamentary Union, Kalergi’s 

49 Dedman (1996) p.26
50 Ellwood (1995) in Duggan and Wagstaff, p.42
51 Ellwood (1995) in Duggan and Wagstaff, p.42
52 Ellwood, D.W. (1995) “Politics and Economics of Limited Sovereignty,” in Duggan and Wagstaff, p. 41
53 Duggan and Wagstaff, (1995) Italy in the Cold War (Oxford: Berg Publishers Ltd), p .29
54 Varsori, Antonio (1995) “Italy’s Policy towards European Integration,” ibid., pp. 47-66; see especially  pp. 48, 50, 
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questionnaire constituted the earliest integration survey of Europe’s post-war elites.  From his 

data, a bifurcation of elite opinion can be discerned as European leaders began dividing into to 

two camps – one favoring a European federation, the other opposed.  Half the responding MPs 

from France, Belgium, Holland and Italy indicated a desire for a European federation.  However, 

only 26 percent of the British MPs and just fifteen percent of the Scandinavian MPs were 

favorably disposed to such a federation. 

From this information one might infer that it is easier for nationals of a defeated state to 

renounce their national allegiance than for the elite of a completely victorious nation to do the 

same.  France, Germany, Italy, Holland, and Belgium were all overrun by invading armies, and 

were thereby discredited.  The UK and Sweden were never occupied, and national pride 

remained intact. The importance of the British and Swedish elites’ nationalism cannot be 

underestimated – it explains why those nations did not integrate as quickly as others.  

Contrastingly, integration proceeded rapidly in those nations where an elite federalist vision 

prevailed.  In other words, the personal perspective (or subjective sense of loyalty) maintained by 

members of an elite is the key factor in determining a state’s accession to a supranational order.  

If integration is to occur, a substantial element of a nation’s elite must have supplanted allegiance 

to their national state with commitment to a supranational political order.

2.5 – European Reconstruction – The ERP and the OEEC

General George Marshall delivered an address on European reconstruction (his “Marshall 

Plan”) on June 5, 1947.  When the United States’ foreign policy elite embarked on the Marshall 

Plan, they were implicitly and explicitly embarking on a gigantic program of transnational 

organization that stipulated disbursement of aid was contingent upon establishment of a formal 

institution to facilitate European cooperation.55  Also known as the European Recovery Program, 

55 Middlemas, p.9; Marjolin, p.188
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(ERP), the Marshall Plan established a forum in which allies and adversaries from across Europe 

could work together, collectively pursuing a project with a common goal (the receipt and 

distribution of American aid for economic recovery).  American advocacy of the ERP was 

political initiative primarily designed to strengthen Europe, vis-à-vis the Soviet Union, by 

advancing recovery through integration.56  According to Milward and Dedman, the “U.S. vision” 

underlying the ERP consisted of a desire to establish the first stage in a process that would 

eventually realize the “dream” of a “United States of Europe.”57

Monnet became integrally involved with the development of the Marshall Plan, as his 

political vision and that of the American foreign policy elite closely coincided.  Monnet’s 

biographer noted that he “perceived in General Marshall’s generous gesture a chance to set up 

the first European organization, as possible prelude to a United States of Europe – Monnet’s 

obsession.”58  Since resources and efforts of many nations had to be coordinated across borders 

and oceans, a number of institutions were established to effectuate cooperation.  On the 

European side, participants in the Marshall Plan met in Paris during the summer of 1947 as the 

Committee for European Economic Cooperation (CEEC).  The CEEC was chaired by Sir Oliver 

Franks and was attended by Hervé Alphand, Robert Marjolin, Eric Roll, and other 

representatives from sixteen West European states.  This committee was historically significant 

because it was the first comprehensive conference of official European representatives 

successfully meeting for the purpose of transnational economic cooperation.  In this 

organization, the process of elite socialization and loyalty transfer began.  As Marjolin later 

wrote of the CEEC,  “I was progressively caught up in the machinery of this big European 

conference, to the point where I lost my national identity to some extent.”59

Meanwhile, the Economic Cooperation Agency (ECA) was established to coordinate the 

American effort.  ECA administrator Paul Hoffman was explicit about the cooperative 

56 Dedman, p.37
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requirement of the ERP, often employing the term “integration” as the leitmotif of extended 

admonitions to his European partners.60  Both Hoffman and his colleague Averell Harriman  did 

their best to advance wider European integration.  According to Paul-Henri Spaak, the 

integrationist bias of these Americans was due to the fact that both men shared a “vision of a 

united Europe.”61

When Marshall arrived in Paris to coordinate the European reconstruction effort, Monnet 

was sufficiently influential to be chosen as one of his primary elite contacts.  Over the course of 

World War II, Monnet had formed personal relationships and gained influence commensurate 

with that of a first-tier person.  Historian Hans-Peter Schwarz described Monnet as having 

become “a key figure behind the scenes . . . a committed advocate,” whose power lay in the fact 

that he was  “supported by selected groups of like-minded individuals” in positions of power.62

Schwarz described Monnet as a man who “knew everyone of significance in the political and 

economic spheres of France, the United States, and Britain.”63

Along with Monnet’s fellow supranationalist and elite ally, Robert Marjolin, 

George Marshall set up the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) as an 

institutionalized successor to the CEEC.   The OEEC began operation on April 16, 1948.  At its 

creation, the supranationalists expected the OEEC to be the “first step” in the creating a 

European state, then being built along functional lines.64  Robert Marjolin was made the first 

Secretary-General of the OEEC.   As a member of the still forming federalist elite, Marjolin 

exemplified all the qualities of an agent of supranational elite neofunctionalist integration.  

During World War II, he began thinking of a plan for European unification, finally concluding: 

“it was necessary to unify Western Europe.”65  It was during this time that he met Jean Monnet, 

60 Middlemas, p.10
61 Spaak, p.194
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who appointed him Head of the French Supply Mission to the United States in 1944.  At the 

Mission, Marjolin gained personal acquaintances that led to his membership in the Monnet cell 

and thus was positioned to collaborate with others who held commensurate aspirations for 

establishing a federal state. 

Marjolin’s integrationist vision was primarily political in nature.  As he described it, “My 

dream was . . . of a political and military Europe . . . ”66  He  referred to the essentially political 

nature of his integrative aspiration throughout his memoirs, Architect of European Unity, where 

he maintained that Europe must unite in order to form “another great power, of comparable 

strength” to the Soviet Union and the United States.67  He was adamant that the various elements 

of integration were intended to culminate in a federal state, an ambition he knew to be shared by 

his colleagues.  Writing retrospectively on the whole process of European integration, from the 

Marshall Plan to the ECSC and the EEC, Marjolin mused: “What was the intrinsic aim of these 

different undertakings bound together by a fundamental link?  Was it solely to rebuild Europe? . . 

.  No, my ambition and that of many men of my generation [i.e., the supranational elite] went 

infinitely further.”68   Marjolin wanted to go all the way to a federal state, and he believed this 

“grandiose conception” could best be realized by the gradual progression of one stage of 

integration to the next.69   This program was first articulated in his 1944 memorandum to Jean 

Monnet, the theme of which was “the absolute need for a supranational government in this part 

of the continent.”70  Included were suggestions for a coal and steel community, as well as an 

incrementally created customs union.71

Marjolin recognized the importance of interpersonal relationships for successful 

advancement of political integration.  As secretary-general, he wrote a short essay about the 

OEEC entitled “A European Way of Thinking.”  This was about a “European Identity” that 

66 Marjolin, p.128
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transcended national loyalties.  Indirectly alluding to the process of elite socialization, Marjolin 

explained that the regularized interpersonal contacts facilitated (even required) by the OEEC had 

resulted in progression toward a commonly held integration-prone perspective:  “. . . [in] an 

atmosphere of mutual confidence . . . the continuous exchange of views and information . . . has 

induced . . . the habit of exchanging opinions and encouraged a ‘European way of thinking.’”72

He continued to extol the virtues of the OEEC as a permanent forum where iterated interpersonal 

interaction facilitated “a real climate of friendship, compounded of trust” and culminated in “a 

communion of minds” (i.e., a compatible political vision).73

Marjolin was so impressed with the efficacy of the intra-elite relations arising from  

“endless private get-togethers,” that his memoirs include warm descriptions of favorite 

restaurants wherein significant progress was made in the “common task” of coordinating 

European economic activity.74  As a result of trust, friendship and common purpose, the OEEC 

participants arrived at the point, Marjolin wrote, where “dedication to the European cause was 

boundless; it came before our national loyalties.”75    So impressive were the results of the OEEC 

in both institutional and interpersonal terms that he described it as the center of  “the real system 

of international cooperation progressively established after the war” that “gave birth to the 

modern Europe we still know today.”76

Assisting Marjolin was the first Chairman of the OEEC, Paul-Henri Spaak, previously 

Belgian Foreign Minister and Premier. Spaak was another incarnation of the quintessential 

supranationalist.  For years a member of the Belgian elite’s top tier, he had long been personally 

acquainted with Monnet and others.  He was instrumental in the establishment of the Benelux 

Customs Union, a prototype for the EEC, and also served as President of the European 

Movement.  One of the most outspoken federalists in a position of responsibility, he was widely 

thought to be a leading contender for any potential presidency of a USE.  
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According to his autobiography, Spaak’s turn to supranationalism occurred while he was 

exiled to wartime Britain.  Disgusted with the carnage of World War II, he referred to his four 

years in London as a period of “transition,” during which he acquired an interest in “new forms 

of international collaboration.”77  Thinking that the League of Nations failed because it lacked 

supranational powers, Spaak began contemplating a new order in which national states are 

replaced with a central authority that enforces cooperation throughout Europe.78  He summarized 

the result of his London transformation as follows:  “I pleaded strongly against the absolute 

sovereignty of states, and for supranationalism, ideas for which I was to go on fighting for the 

next twenty years . . . the cause of European unity [to which] I devoted myself unreservedly.”79

While disgust with war was the primary motivation behind his supranational aspiration, 

Spaak also yearned for greater European power and prestige.  He admitted his federalism was 

motivated by the “great power ambition,” of “restoring Europe to her rightful place [by] 

“regain[ing her] former political importance.”80  Spaak was ever conscious that economic 

integration was merely a stage in the greater process of political unification, writing that: “Those 

who drew up the Rome Treaty . . . did not think of it as essentially economic; they thought of it 

as a stage on the way to political union . . .[their] cherished project.”81  Naming his collaborators, 

Spaak wrote that that Adenauer, Schuman, de Gasperi, Monnet, et. al.,  “. . . were fighting for a 

cause that merited our absolute devotion . . . the Europe of our dreams.”82  In addition to the 

OEEC, Spaak found a role in the Council of Europe and became its first President.

2.6 – The Hague Congress and The Council of Europe

The Hague Congress was held in May of 1948, one month after the OEEC’s formation.  

77 Spaak (1971) The continuing battle: Memoirs of a European, 1936-1966 (London: Weidenfeld), p.69
78 Spaak, p. 76-8 
79 Spaak, pp.78, 207
80 Spaak, pp.193, 195, 252
81 Spaak, p.246; Urwin, p.246
82 Spaak, p.208
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Organized by the European Movement (EM), it was a gathering of some 800 people from across 

Western Europe, consisting largely of current and former MPs, premiers, foreign ministers and 

representatives of federalist groups like the EM and Kalergi’s European Parliamentary Union.  

Their purpose was examining the potential for developing future forms of European cooperation 

in the hopes that greater European unity would lead to peace.  Under the chairmanship of 

Winston Churchill, this Congress constituted the genesis of the European elite that initiated its 

gestation.  After this time, elites formerly described as the “French and German elites,” for 

example, can be called the French (or German, etc.) segment of the European elite (see Chapter 

One).

This meeting included numerous individuals of the upper-tier elite, including several 

whose names later became synonymous with integration.

Table 2-1:
Participants at the Hague Congress 83

Belgium: Paul van Zeeland – former Belgian PM and President of the League of Nations
Julien Hoste

Britain: Winston Churchill
Anthony Eden – Future Foreign Minister and Prime Minister
Lord Layton – Leading British integrationist
Harold MacMillan – Future UK Foreign, Treasury, and Prime Minister
Bertrand Russell – author, philosopher

France:   Paul Ramadier – French Prime Minister
Paul Reynaud – French Prime Minister
Francois Mitterrand – Future President of the French Republic
Pierre-Henri Teitgen
André Francois-Poncet
Raymond Aron – author, philosopher

Germany:   Konrad Adenauer – Future German Chancellor
Walter Hallstein – Leading German integrationist; First president of the EEC 

83 Monnet, p.273; Spaak p.201
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Italy:      Alcide de Gasperi – Post-war Italian PM
Ernesto Rossi – federalist 
Altiero Spinelli – federalist 

Holland: Dr. Willem Asselbergs – artist (aka Anton van Duinkirken)
Hendrik Brugmans – leading Euro-federalist, first rector of the College of Europe 

Also figuring prominently at the Hague Congress were Duncan Sandys and Joseph 

Retinger.  Spaak credits them with many of the convention’s achievements, ascribing Retinger’s 

success to a personal network of contacts he built by frequently dining with European decision-

makers.84  The Hague Congress led to negotiations (chaired by Edouard Herriot) that resulted in 

establishment of the Council of Europe (CE) by the May 1949 Treaty of Westminster.85  Located 

in Strasbourg, France, the CE has functioned as an network forum, facilitating positive-sum 

transnational negotiations among members of the growing European elite.  The CE was a 

bicameral body that consisted of the Committee of Ministers and the Consultative Assembly.  

The Committee was comprised of foreign ministers of member states, and the Assembly’s 

membership was appointed by the parliaments of member states upon nomination by their 

constituent political parties.

When the Council of Europe began meeting, it served as the earliest indigenous 

exemplification of a formal and permanent post-war forum for the rapprochement and 

socialization of the European elite.  The consensus progressively ratified at successive CE 

meetings was the positive-sum, “rules of the game” arrangement that constitutes a consensually 

unified elite.  The participants in the CE constituted a preliminary roster of the European elite, 

and are listed in Appendix A.  Other than Pella, de Gasperi and Schuman (all of whom often 

addressed the CE), those listed in Appendix A were members of the Consultative Assembly of 

the Council of Europe during its first decade. Many of these committed “Europeans” found other 

international organizations in which to ply their integrationist arts.  For example, about half of 

the Belgian members have belonged to the ECSC while all of them automatically belonged to the 

Western European Union Assembly (WEU).   The WEU was, like the European Free Trade Area 

84 Spaak, p.202
85 Also known as the 1949 Treaty of London
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(EFTA), a British intergovernmental initiative intended to supplant supranationalist proposals 

such as the European Defence Community and the EEC (see subsequent Chapters).

Spaak intended the Council of Europe to be a springboard for his “federalist offensive” to 

integrate Europe.86  However, the CE never succeeded in directly acting as a base from which to 

advance the erosion of national sovereignty.  One reason for this was that the CE was not 

endowed with supranational powers.  Another reason was that the CE included a large contingent 

of nationalists who were opposed to the formation of a supranational order in Europe, 

particularly from the British and Scandinavian segments of the still embryonic European elite.  

For example, British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin considered federalist aspirations for the CE 

to be a “Pandora’s box full of Trojan Horses.”87

Due to nationalist resistance, federalists in the CE were often disappointed.  One such 

occasion was the time foreign ministers from Italy, France, Germany and Belgium vainly used its 

forum to call for the formation of a European army.  These individuals – de Gasperi, Schuman, 

Adenauer, and van Zeeland – were proven premature in their advocacy of military integration, 

and the European Defense Community was stillborn (see Chapter Three).  Such failures of the 

CE reinforced their awareness that supranational forms of cooperation could be pursued 

profitably only among states dominated by a supranational elite; otherwise, the opposition of 

well-placed nationalists would easily impede integrative progress.88  Another reminder 

concerned the importance of gradualism.  Since sudden moves alarm nationalists, a European 

state could emerge only if gradually implemented in steps that in themselves seemed innocuous.  

The question of the CE’s failure to develop into a federal state has been addressed in 

some previous analyses with varying degrees of success.  One such effort by Richard Griffiths 

incorrectly ascribed divisions within the Council to a schism between “federalists” and 

“functionalists.”89  Actually, federalists and functionalists worked together for the establishment 

86 Spaak, p. 211
87 Dedman, p.27
88 Spaak, p.206
89 Griffiths, Richard (1995)  “The European Integration Experience,” in Middlemas, Keith, Orchestrating Europe,
p.16; Griffiths uses the term “federalist” differently then herein understood.
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of a USE, disagreeing only upon the means to their common end (federalists wanted to attempt 

the establishment of the USE in one bold stroke, as opposed to the gradualism of the 

functionalists). Since both groups maintained a common political ambition, they should be 

considered as components of the same supranational faction rather than as antagonists. 

European Commissioner Erkki Liikanen was closer to the mark when he ascribed the 

failure of the CE to “the divide between . . . two currents of thought . . . [that of the] federalists 

and intergovernmentalists.”90   He concluded that the CE foundered on an incompatibility 

between respective political visions of the European elite’s supranational and nationalist factions. 

In 1960, Ernst Haas explained the CE’s failure to become a European parliament in his 

publication, Consensus Formation in the Council of Europe.91 Hass thought that failure arose 

from the incompatibility among its members’ political objectives.92  While he recognized the 

CE’s role in inculcating “rules of the game” into the European elite, he concluded that successful 

integration required “a clear and consistent meeting of the minds of . . . members instrumental in 

influencing the national decision-making bodies that determine the kind and pace of 

integration.”93  In the most informed study of the early CE, Kenneth Lindsay concluded in 1958 

that the institution failed due to a “lack of a common political will” among its membership and 

the paucity of powers conferred upon their organization.94

Lindsay was a close observer of the Council’s Assembly, conducting one of the most 

comprehensive surveys of opinion within the early European elite.  In late 1957, he mailed a 

questionnaire to every past and current member of the CE Assembly, of which about 200 

responded.  The bifurcation of the European elite into nationalist and supranationalist camps is 

clearly indicated by Lindsay’s survey.  He summarized the elite surveys from “The Six” as 

generally favoring the establishment of a USE; the British respondents, on the other hand, were 

90 Liikanen, Erkki,   “The Making of Europe: Historic Dimensions with Nordic Nuances,” Schuman Lecture, 
University of Oslo, May, 7, 1998
91 Hass, Ernst (1960) Consensus Formation in the Council of Europe (Berkeley: University of California Press)
92 Haas, (1960), p.3
93 Haas, (1960), pp. 1,3 
94 Lindsay, pp. 3, 23, 117



65

markedly skeptical of such a project.95  Among the responses were numerous suggestions that 

the CE had failed because it did not have supranational powers.   Assemblyman R. W. G. 

MacKay wrote that the CE could not function as a true European parliament “until the Assembly 

has powers to make laws which bind the Government of the different countries directly.”96

Other respondents blamed the British and their lack of enthusiasm for the European integration 

project. 

Lindsay concluded his research into the beliefs and behavior of the incipient European 

elite by recognizing that a common vision is the sine qua non of integration and summarizing his 

research into the COE’s failure as follows:  “The process of making Europe and Europeans is 

part of a dream, the dream of a wider patriotism transcending old feuds and ending an era of war 

and frustration.  Without such an element of idealism, there can be no driving force behind 

practical policies . . . There must be a common will to build a wider area of . . . integration.”97

Further confirmation comes from CE Assembly President Paul-Henri Spaak, who 

eventually resigned in protest after realizing that the institution was ineffective without 

supranational powers and that their acquisition would be blocked by nationalists.98   After his 

resignation from the Council’s Presidency, Spaak declared: “of all the international bodies that I 

have known, I have never found any more timorous or impotent.”99  This conclusion is in sharp 

contrast to his declaration before the CE’s first session: “I came to Strasbourg convinced of the 

need for a United States of Europe.  I leave with the certainty that union is possible.”100  Harold 

Macmillan, one of Spaak’s colleagues, agreed with him: the CE’s impotence was a consequence 

of  “the great schism . . . between . . . the functionalist” and the nationalist elements of the 

Council.101

The CE was not a complete failure, however.  One of its most important contributions 

95 Lindsay, p.111; ‘The Six’ are the founding members of the EEC- France, Germany, Italy, and Benelux
96 Lindsay, p.78
97 Lindsay, pp. 9, 134
98 Spaak, pp.219, 224-5 
99 Wistrich, p.29
100 Wistrich, p.29
101 Lindsay p.34
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was the nurturing and dissemination of a “European spirit.” As one of Lindsay’s survey 

respondents revealed, participation in the Assembly (as its Vice-President) left him “linked heart 

and mind with European idealism and its embodiment, the Council of Europe.”102 One of the 

most frequent points made by respondents to the survey was a feeling of “Europeaness.”  

Lindsay summarized the CE’s process of “merging and mingling” as culminating in a European 

“esprit de corps.”103  Spaak remarked that organizations like the Council of Europe provided 

“the positive advantages of permanent, frank, thorough-going contacts between European 

Ministers and various European Assemblies.”104   The CE also provided a springboard for 

discussions concerning the next stage in the integrationists’ agenda – the ECSC (see Chapter 

Three).

Chapter Two has examined the ideational transformation that is a necessary precondition 

for the formation of the supranational elite faction.   At first, the resolve that set in among the 

Monnet cell’s members was ineffectual due to their low placement in the power hierarchy and 

the impotence of the League of Nations.  In the 1930s and 1940s, Europe experienced the rise of 

Hitler and the outbreak of World War II.  The war was the crucible in which more national 

allegiances melted away and a new supranational perspective was forged in the minds of key 

individuals.   In Monnet’s words, they collectively decided that  “national sovereignty [was] at 

the root of “Europe's most serious problems” and they “came to the conclusion that we must 

bypass” national states “and evolve a new political structure . . . radically transforming the 

political context.”105

102 Lindsay, p.51
103 Lindsay, p.43
104 Lindsay, Kenneth (1958) Towards A European Parliament (Strasbourg: Secretariat of the Council of Europe), p. 
21
105 Monnet, pp.91-2, 96
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Chapter Three: Gestation and Parturition of the European Elite

This chapter examines how the federalist vision was translated into Europe’s first 

supranational institutions, the ECSC and the EEC. 

3.1- Prelude to The European Coal and Steel Community

The Council of Europe was an important step in the history of European integration 

because it served as a network forum for the integrationists who created the ECSC.  In 

recognition of this, the CE published a 1952 tract entitled, The Council of Europe and the 

Schuman Plan.1  The authors of this report concluded that the CE was a critical ingredient in the 

diplomacy that culminated in Europe’s first supranational institution, the European Coal and 

Steel Community (ECSC).   In terms of the dissertation, the CE provided for the socialization of 

the European elite and the gestation of their neofunctionalist agenda.  

In August 1949, for example, Édouard Bonnefous pleaded for functionalist integration on 

the floor of the Council’s Assembly: “There is only one solution . . . A basic industry should be 

chosen in order to break down national frontiers and invade state sovereignty on a substantial 

scale. [Everything] points to the choice of the coal industry.”2  Bonnefous’ suggestion was 

echoed by André Philip, who added that integration was “even more indicated for coal and

steel.”3   According to the Council, the ECSC was possible “only because there [already] existed 

1 Directorate of Information of the Council of Europe (1952) The Council of Europe and the Schuman Plan
(Strasbourg: Council of Europe), hereafter “DICE”
2 DICE, p.3
3 DICE, p.4, emphasis added
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a permanent democratic institution on a European scale, of which Germany was a member.”4

Economist Jeffrey Harrop at least partly concurred, concluding that the CE was an 

“organizational stepping stone” to greater European unity, particularly as a result of the elite 

socialization thereby provided.5

With the shortcomings of the Council of Europe and the League of Nations on his mind, 

Jean Monnet spent the late 1940s envisioning means by which he could achieve the 

establishment of an authentic European state.   Since he did not believe that Europe could be 

built in a single stroke, it was necessary to conceive of a program that provided for the gradual 

functional expansion of a supranational institution, which although initially limited in scope, 

would eventually culminate in the realization of a pan-European government.6  Monnet’s views 

were echoed and reinforced by the writings of Robert Marjolin, a close colleague.  While some 

disagreement remains about which of these individuals first conceived the idea of a coal and 

steel community, there is a consensus that the vision for the ECSC finally crystallized in 

Monnet’s mind within the context of the post-war political need for Franco-German 

rapprochement.7  He thought that sharing these resources, so often the spoils of previous wars, 

could be a recipe for peace between the two countries.8   Assisted by a series of consultations 

with other French integrationists (see below), Monnet’s plan for the ECSC continued to ripen 

into 1950.

Monnet’s discussions with economist Paul Reuter led them both to conclude that it was 

impossible to isolate the Ruhr and Saar from the coal and steel facilities in Belgium and the north 

4 DICE, p.2
5 Harrop, p.8
6 Monnet, p.285
7 Marjolin,  p.126,  Monnet pp. 288-295
8 Couve de Murville, Maurice (1971) Une Politique Étrangère, 1958-1969, (Paris: Plon), pp. 288-289; see also 
Monnet, Chapters 11,12,13,14; Marjolin, pp. 270-275; Brombergers, Chapters 8, 10, 11; Wistrich, The United States 
of Europe, pp. 29-33; Urwin, p.166
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of France.9  Hence, the proposed community needed to encompass the resources of a number of 

states.  Gradually, during these talks, a rationale for a supranational coal and steel community 

began to take shape.  Later, at Monnet’s cottage on April 16, 1950, Reuter and Monnet met with 

two other members of the Monnet cell, namely Pierre Uri and Etienne Hirsch, in order to devise 

a more concrete plan for this community.10   Through a series of profitable meetings, these four 

men formed Europe's first effective cell of supranationalists within the still forming European 

elite structure (since previous versions of the Monnet clique did not succeed in creating 

permanent supranational institutions- see Chapter Two). Their hope was to build a European 

federation, starting with an agency possessing the limited function of harmonizing coal and steel 

production.  What’s more, these individuals were explicitly discussing the then recent 

publications of functionalists such as David Mitrany (see Chapter One). 

3.2- Theory Meets Practice: Functionalism and the Integrationists

Speaking of his cell and its strategy for integration, Monnet once remarked that, "Paul 

Reynaud was not the only one to explore this so-called ‘functionalist’ approach."11  Reynaud and 

others (e.g., André Philip, Édouard Bonnefous, and Robert Boothby) had been calling for the 

internationalization of various elements of European heavy industry, foreshadowing plan that 

became the first stage in the economic integration of Europe (the ECSC).  But, in contrast to a 

strict theoretical functionalist like Mitrany, the members of Monnet’s cell were not fatalistic; 

they did not think the spillover effect was automatic.  They agreed that it was preferable to rely 

upon a committed cadre of supranationalist elite persons, endowed with the de jure authority 

9 Brombergers, p.96
10 Ibid., p.97
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necessary to effectuate integration, rather than wait upon what they called the "functionalist's 

hopes" of automatic spillover.12

Of the Monnet cell’s members, Robert Marjolin was perhaps the most expansive in 

addressing the group’s collective theoretical perspectives.  His autobiography contains a 

subchapter entitled, “The inner logic of integration?” that includes his reflections on the cell’s 

perception of “the so-called . . . spillover effect.”13  After examining various facets of 

functionalism, Marjolin ultimately concluded:  “I did not believe in the . . . spillover theory.”14

Like other members of the Monnet cell, he differed from the strict (neo)functionalist perspective, 

which Marjolin summarized as the belief that the simple creation of a common market could, on  

its own,  “inevitably take Europe to economic union, then to political union . . . the United States 

of Europe.”15

Leading supranationalist Paul-Henri Spaak also recognized that the progenitors of the 

coal and steel community held a certain belief in some form of functionalism.  He wrote that 

after members of the Monnet cell realized integration could only be successfully accomplished 

through gradual steps, they “became advocates of the functional approach.”16   Spaak continued, 

explaining that  “the final goal had not been forgotten.  Though the idea was to approach [the 

USE] stage by stage, the supranational principle was to be applied from the outset.”17

The subsequent analysis of historians has confirmed these autobiographical recollections.  

Antonio Varsori has described the policies of Monnet and the Benelux supranationalists (Spaak, 

11 Monnet, p.282
12 Monnet, p.283
13 Marjolin, pp. 265-268
14 Marjolin, p.266
15 Marjolin, pp.265-266
16 Spaak, p.214
17 Spaak, p.214
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Bech, and Beyen) as “integration through a functionalist approach . . . [to] European unity.”18   In 

concurrence, Martin Dedman wrote that the primary reason the Monnet cell supported the ECSC 

was their desire to “institutionalize the supranational principle in a permanent organization”19

that they intended to later functionally expand.

 3.3- From Vision to Realization: Monnet, Schuman, and Adenauer

Since Monnet was of the inner core elite, publicizing the plan for a European Coal and 

Steel Community (ECSC) was not his task.  Preferring always to work behind the scenes, 

Monnet sought out an outer shell member of France’s first-tier elite, Foreign Minister Robert 

Schuman, to be the public face of his audacious integration scheme.20   On May 5, 1950, a 

private meeting took place between Monnet and Schuman, during which a personal commitment 

to work for the ECSC was extracted from the Foreign Minister.  "You can count on me," he told 

Monnet.21  Eventually, the ECSC plan became known as the Schuman Plan.  Schuman and 

Monnet had similar political perspectives.  Importantly, Schuman shared the supranational elite’s 

(neo)functionalist prescriptions for European integration, believing that integration could best be 

accomplished in a gradual manner.22  Like Monnet and others of the still forming European elite, 

Schuman also preferred resolving political issues through a positive-sum negotiated compromise, 

rather than with a unilateral or zero-sum approach.23

Before its public announcement, the tactics for the Schuman Plan's ratification were 

discussed.   Robert Schuman's task was to sell his integrationist vision to other members of the 

French elite, specifically the rest of the French cabinet.24  Monnet's task was to sell the plan to 

18 Varsori, in Duggan, p.65
19 Dedman, p.64
20 Ibid., p.99
21 Bromberger, p.100
22 Spaak, p.214
23 Dedman, p.44
24 Bromberger, p.101



72

elements of the German elite.  Recognizing the importance of pre-consultation, before any public 

announcement was made Monnet traveled to personally meet Chancellor Adenauer, intending to 

enlist his support for the ECSC.  Monnet had good reason to expect a positive reception for his 

scheme since Konrad Adenauer (made German Chancellor in 1949) had publicly maintained a 

political vision congruent to the one held by the Frenchman.   

In the inter-war period, Adenauer was a vigorous proponent of European integration (see 

Chapter Two).  After WWII, he continued his advocacy of integrationist solutions to European 

political exigencies.  Only months after the German surrender, in September of 1945, the future 

Chancellor was articulating his vision of "establishing, through economic cooperation and 

integration, a lasting, very close [European] rapprochement in cultural and eventually also 

political matters."25  Soon afterwards, in 1946, Adenauer gave his first major speech to a large 

audience; it contained all the basic arguments that guided the remainder of his political career.26

If a public speaker can verbally transmit a magnum opus, then this speech was such a milestone.  

In this address, after delivering a broad overview of German history, Adenauer 

articulated his way out of that history's problems, encapsulating this solution in the following 

phrase: “A United States of Europe, including Germany . . . .”27 Adenauer then elaborated upon 

his aspiration:

The United States of Europe offers the best, most
secure and lasting security . . . no more Reich . . .
Militarism [will be] dead . . . [to be supplanted by] 
support for . . . democracy and international 
understanding . . . [and] integration of the economic
interests of Germany and its western neighbors.28

In subsequent years, integration remained a constant in Adenauer's solutions for foreign policy 

problems, or as his biographer put it, "the leitmotif of his foreign policy was the concept of 

25 Schwarz, Vol. I, pp. 313-314
26 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.355
27 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.357 
28 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.357
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Europe."29

The inherently political content of Adenauer’s vision was exemplified by his comments 

after the May 1948 Hague Congress of the European Movement, the theme of which was the 

“United States of Europe” (see Chapter Two).   He had then spoken of wanting integration to 

proceed so that Europe could become a "third power," thereby being able to "mediate between" 

the USA and USSR, "which currently regard themselves as the only factors of power" in the 

world.30  Adenauer reiterated his refrain constantly: integration for the sake of European power 

and prestige.  But Adenauer also never forgot the other objective of his vision: peace.  In July of 

1946, Swiss Consul-General Franz Rudolph von Weiss wrote his government a memorandum 

noting Adenauer’s strong belief that “mutual economic integration between Germany . . . 

Holland, Luxembourg, France, [and] Britain is the sole and lasting basis for a constructive 

solution which would bring a lasting pacification of Europe.”31

Post-war negotiations with France had been considered a starting point of rapprochement 

and integration, as Adenauer believed that the United States of Europe had to begin with a 

Franco-German rapprochement.32  He further saw similarities between the political consequences 

of Germany’s nineteenth-century customs union (i.e. political unification), and the political 

ramifications of a Europe-wide economic community.  Schwarz summarized a March 1950 

interview on Franco-German relations given by the Chancellor to the International News Service 

in the following terms:
. . . he recalled the model of the German Zollverein (Customs 
Union) of 1834, and pointed  out that a . . . customs union 
provided the first moves towards the unification of 
Germany in the nineteenth century.  [Then he] call[ed] 
for a gradual "fusion of the two countries with regard  to 
customs and economy . . . ."  The tasks of the economic
parliament could be extended over the course of time and 

29 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.320
30 Putz, H. ed., (1975) Konrad Adenauer und die CDU in der britischen Besatzungszone 1946-1949: Documente zur 
Grundungsgeschichte der CDU Deutschlands, p.499, in Schwarz, vol. I, p.390
31 Von Weiss Report, July 10, 1946, Rudolph von Weiss Papers, Stiftung-Bundeskanzler-Adenauer-Haus, Rhondorf, 
in Schwarz, Vol. I, p.382
32 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.495
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eventually bring about the unification of the two countries 
“step by step.”  This then, was an economic union with a 
predominantly political objective.33

This summary of Adenauer's interview is cited at length because it encapsulates much of 

the process of elite neofunctionalist integration.  His belief in the potential of some sort of 

spillover effect can again be seen in a letter to Ludwig Erhard in which he wrote: "the integration 

of genuinely important economic sectors can and will lead to an integration at the political 

level."34

Adenauer not only shared the same political objectives as Monnet, but he also shared a 

proclivity for pursuing these ends through congenial diplomacy.  Their shared tactical approach 

to politics was further exemplification integration’s interpersonal nature.  For example, one 

biographer observed that a favorite "maneuver” of Adenauer's was:

. . . to take Ministers, or others who disagreed with him, 
aside, have a bottle of good wine opened, and chat over it.  
Then, when everyone was in a good humor after downing 
his glassful, he would suggest that ‘we start all over again 
on the business.’35

When Monnet went to visit Adenauer in the spring of 1950, he naturally expected an 

audience receptive to his proposals.  Not only had Adenauer been publicly favorable to 

integration, but something more important already existed that made German acceptance of the 

French scheme much more likely: interpersonal trust between Monnet, Schuman, and Adenauer.  

Schuman and Adenauer had first met in October of 1948.  Schuman had actually been a resident 

of the Alsace-Lorraine region when it was under German control, even serving as a reserve 

officer in the German Army.  His native fluency in German, combined with his dual-citizen 

heritage, facilitated the rapid development of mutual confidence between himself and Adenauer.  

Immediately upon meeting, the two men began protracted discussions in which they forged a 

33 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.495-496; For a succinct and well-annotated overview of European state development theories, 
see Page Edward (1995) “Patterns and Diversity in European State Development,” in Hayward and Page
34 Adenauer, Konrad, Letter to Ludwig Erhard, 13, April, 1955, in Loth, et, al, p.65
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mutual understanding and established a basis for trust.36  After meeting Monnet, the Chancellor 

reported to a colleague that he found the Frenchman to be "very well meaning;" one "who 

genuinely wanted to bring about a political understanding between two peoples."37

Because Monnet, Schuman and Adenauer trusted each other and had similar political 

ambitions, complete agreement was soon reached.  In the discussions of May 1950, all agreed 

that the Schuman proposal was essentially political and that through integration, Europe could 

again become the leading world power.38  Replying to Monnet’s ECSC proposals, Adenauer 

said, “I will entrust you with the most precious of Germany's possessions . . . I regard the French 

proposal as the most important task before me.  Should I succeed in handling it well, I believe, I 

will not have lived in vain.” 39

The May 5, 1950 meting between Monnet and Adenauer was a seminal event. Both 

participants wrote that after this encounter they were "friends for life."40  Some historians, such 

as Monnet's friend Walt Rostow, consider this May meeting to be one of the most important 

events in post-war European history.41  It was at this point that the French supranational network 

began spreading to other nations; when the idea of a using the ECSC as a way station to a unified 

Europe was agreed between upper-tier members of the French and German elite.  After their 

meeting, Adenauer then went back to Germany to sell the ECSC to the German elite.  

Notable among the skeptical elements of the German elite was Ludwig Erhard, Minister 

of Economic Affairs.  As described by Monnet, “the Schuman Plan has no place in his vision of 

35 Prittie, Terence (1971) Konrad Adenauer 1946-1967 (Bungay, Suffolk: The Chaucer Press), p.214
36 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.392
37 Schwarz, p.511
38 Monnet, p.310
39 Brombergers p.106, Monnet, p.311
40 Monnet, p.311
41 Interview with Walt Rostow, Austin Texas, February 1993 (the Professor’s office hours, actually)
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an international economy based upon pure free trade.”42  Since Erhard’s political vision was not 

integrationist, he consistently remained an obstacle to supranational policies.  Accordingly, 

Adenauer expended considerable effort to obtain the acquiescence of Erhard and others to his 

integration policies.  Yet throughout his proselytizing, Adenauer never shrank from describing 

the ECSC as a stepping-stone to greater levels of political and economic integration.  In June of 

1950, the Chancellor told the German Bundestag that he was in "total agreement" with Jean 

Monnet, (who he called the "moving spirit" behind the Schuman Plan), and that "the purpose of 

the French [Schuman] proposal is to create a European Federation."43

For years afterward, the German Chancellor continually referred to the ECSC as the 

"foundation stone for the building of a European Federation."44  In his memoirs, Adenauer 

further recalled that Schuman had been explicit that the Community’s ultimate purpose was 

political, not economic.45    Monnet, too, was emphatic that the ECSC was just a stage in a 

greater plan, describing the institution as more than “an association of producers of coal and 

steel; it is the beginning of Europe, [the] final aim  [of which is] nothing less than a United States 

of Europe.”46   Even historian Martin Dedman, who denies the supranational nature of European 

integration (see Chapter One), recognizes that political considerations were paramount in 

Adenauer’s support of the coal and steel community.47

42 Monnet, p.351
43 Brombergers, p.106
44 Die Welt, April 10, 1951, in Schwarz, Vol. I, p. 608
45 Adenauer, Erinnerungen, Vol. I, pp. 314-315 (in Monnet, p.303)
46 Willis, p. 84-5 
47 Dedman, p.63
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3.4 - The Schuman Declaration

On May, 9, 1950, the French Foreign Minister delivered an address that became known 

as the Schuman Declaration.  This speech, and the press conference that ensued, were the first 

public announcements of the ECSC project.  Privately generated by a few supranationalists, the 

Schuman plan was a complete surprise to the European public (and even some of the elite).  

Despite this sensationalism, Schuman was quite frank concerning the ultimate objectives of the 

scheme carrying his name, dramatically delivering the Schuman Declaration before assembled 

journalists.  In part, his functionalist manifesto read:

Five years, almost to the day, after the Germans’ 
unconditional surrender, France is carrying out the 
first decisive act in the construction of Europe, in
partnership with Germany . . . Europe must be 
organized on a federal basis . . . . By the pooling of 
basic production and the  establishment of a new 
High Authority whose decisions will be binding . . .
this proposal will lay the first concrete foundations of 
the European Federation which is indispensable to
the maintenance of peace . . . Europe will not be made 
all at once,  or according to a single plan.  It will be
built through concrete achievements which first 
create a de facto solidarity.48

This declaration, which Monnet called the "European Community's true founding 

document" and a blueprint for "our goal," went through no fewer than nine preliminary drafts.49

These versions included further elaborations of the European project, and the views of its 

progenitors.  For example, the word "supranational" appears in these drafts, although it was 

subsequently jettisoned.50 Another provocative paragraph, deleted during drafting, starkly reveals 

the founders’ original intent and strategy:

This proposal has an essential political 

48 Monnet, p.298; Willis, p.80; “The Schuman Declaration”, History of European Integration Site, Leiden University 
Historical Institute, www.Leidenuniv.nl
49 Monnet, p.295
50 Monnet, p. 297
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objective: to make a breach in the ramparts of 
national sovereignty which will be narrow enough
to secure consent, but deep enough to open the
way towards the unity that is essential to peace.51

Although some revealing paragraphs were deleted from the Schuman Declaration, the 

supranationalists continued to articulate their ultimate political and supranational intentions 

behind the ECSC proposal.  Speaking before the Consultative Assembly of the Council of 

Europe in August of 1950, Foreign Minister Schuman confessed that his Plan would promote the 

“complete economic and political unification of Europe” through a “renunciation of the 

sovereign rights” of its constituent national states.52   Unlike some of their successors, the fathers 

of European integration clearly stated their intentions (see subsequent Chapters).  They 

unanimously wanted the gradual accretion of supranational powers in the hands of institutions, 

and the growing trust among the participant elite, to result in progressively deeper levels of 

European integration that culminated in a United States of Europe.  

3.5- Personalities and Politics

Eternally concerned with the reaction of the nationalist elite, the supranationalists 

sometime behaved furtively.  Before any public announcement of the ECSC was made, secrecy 

was considered to be of the greatest importance, as opponents might have used foreknowledge of 

the plan to attempt its derailment.  As Schuman confidentially remarked to Monnet (concerning 

the  ECSC): “I am in agreement [with you].  But we'll have to act quickly, and in the greatest 

51 Monnet, p.296
52 Spaak, p.215
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secrecy.  If the news leaks out, there will be such an outcry in the steel industry that we won't be 

able to accomplish a thing.”53

This secrecy may have been necessary, but it had a political cost.  As a number of 

individuals were left out of the negotiation loop, elite prior consultation did not fully occur.  

Georges Bidault, the French Prime Minister, was himself unaware of the ECSC plan (perhaps 

accidentally). This oversight later brought Bidault to a livid rage, damaging his personal 

relationship with Monnet and thereby poisoning his subsequent interest for participation in their 

supranational network.54 Ernest Bevin, the British Foreign Secretary, was similarly ignored. As 

Monnet wanted him kept in the dark.  Eyewitness Dean Acheson remembered Bevin as flying 

into "a towering rage" when learning of the Schuman Plan as a fait accompli.55   Since politics is 

fundamentally a matter of interpersonal elite relations, the chances of British participation in the 

ECSC were profoundly weakened by this perception of effrontery.  

While these events exemplify the importance of trust, comity, and prior consultation 

within and among members of an elite, Monnet may have been correct to keep the British in the 

dark.  They did not subscribe to his integrationist vision (see Chapters Five and Six), and Monnet 

feared that if included in the Schuman Plan from the start, the British might have tried to steer it 

in an intergovernmental (rather than supranational) direction.56  Hugo Young's research into 

recently declassified UK Foreign Office documents reveals that Monnet's suspicions in this 

regard were well founded- the British were committed to opposing the formation of any 

supranational order in Europe.57

53 Brombergers, p.100
54 Monnet, p.300
55 Acheson, Dean (1961) Sketches from Life of Men I Have Known (New York: Harper), p.44; see also Dedman, 
p.65
56 Young, p.52, Dedman p.65
57 Young, pp, 60-61, 69, passim
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Conservative MP, Harold Macmillan, typified the nationalists of that time by openly 

declaring his opposition to the ECSC, or any plan designed to “hand over to a supranational 

authority the right to close down our pits and steelworks.”58  In 1950, most members of the 

British elite were not yet ready for inclusion in the scheme for European integration because the 

political vision to which they subscribed was incompatible with the continentals' political 

ambition for a USE.  Namely, the British elite still harbored an aspiration for world power status 

centered on their existing Empire/Commonwealth and their “special relationship” with the 

United States. Complementing the mutual incompatibility of British and Continental political 

visions was a certain interpersonal distrust, based not only upon centuries of past enmity, but 

upon the continuing division of geography, religion, and personalities.  

For example, under the post WWII Allied occupation, the British had dismissed 

Adenauer as Mayor of Cologne.  Some biographers have generally concluded that he may never 

have forgiven the British for that slight.59  This dismissal, and other mishaps during two periods 

of British occupation, left Adenauer distinctly mistrustful of the British.60  Furthermore, 

Adenauer was a Catholic, as were most of his French collaborators, allowing the traditional 

British suspicion of “Popery” or “Napoleonic imperialism” to emerge regarding Continental 

integration plans.  For his part, de Gaulle also had a deep-seated mistrust of the British, probably

resulting (at least in part) from their unwillingness to give him a larger role in the liberation of 

France.

Trivial or absurd as it may seem, simple prejudices and animosities such as these 

amounted to an additional barrier between Continental and British leaders.  As a result, the 

German Chancellor never formed any personal friendships with members of the British elite, 

58 Spaak, p.216
59 Prittie, p.267
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thereby limiting an avenue through which political ambitions could have been harmonized.61

When accession to the EEC finally did happen in 1973, British integration was proven to indeed 

be dependant upon just such a harmonization of aspirations, as facilitated by the trust built 

through interpersonal networking (see Chapter Five).

Perhaps the most important and long-lasting rift was between Monnet and General 

Charles de Gaulle.  Monnet had earlier reservedly endorsed the grandiose political vision of the 

General, who thought that  "a combination of German and French strength would mean giving 

modern . . . shape to the work of Emperor Charlemagne."62  Yet Monnet held serious 

reservations concerning subsequent elaborations of the General’s ambitions.  Criticizing de 

Gaulle’s impatience, Monnet recounted the incremental nature of his own political agenda: “we 

had to look at matters coolly, and to reject the dream of a ‘Carolingian’ Europe totally and 

immediately integrated, [but] was this any reason for making no effort at all?  I thought not.63

In other words, de Gaulle and Monnet both wanted a great and powerful ‘Carolingian’ 

European order, but they had conflicting methods for constituting this order.  Even more 

importantly, de Gaulle was a nationalist while Monnet was a supranationalist.  Despite having 

both worked in the French resistance and wanting Europe to become a global superpower, their

antagonistic political alignments led to a permanent and acrimonious antagonism between 

Monnet, de Gaulle, and their respective networks (see Chapter 4).  Contrastingly, when post-war 

political visions were compatible in both means and ends, European leaders have been more 

likely to cooperate, even across the national boundaries of former belligerents.

60 Prittie, p.268
61 Prittie, p.268
62 Monnet, p.287
63 Monnet, p.287
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3. 6 - After the Schuman Declaration

After a consensus in favor of the Schuman Plan had been created within the Franco-

German political elite, the next task was to gain support for the ECSC among other elite persons 

who could help gain the acquiescence of parliaments and publics.  Monnet described some of his 

networking efforts as “persuading the men from the leading papers that it [the ECSC] was 

right."64 These individuals included Roger Massip of Le Figaro, Charles Ronsac of Franc-

Tireur, Jacques Gascuel of France-Soir, and Harold Callender of the New York Times.  As a 

result, their articles hailed the event of the Schuman Plan's announcement.65  The press functions 

as an intermediary between the elite and the general public, and Monnet knew that allies in the 

media elite are of critical importance in gaining popular consent for any policy initiative.

Monnet then went to London where he met with Geoffrey Crowther, editor of The 

Economist.  Crowther pledged to use his paper to advocate European integration, a cause The 

Economist assiduously pursued for decades thereafter.  Interestingly, Crowther was nonetheless 

skeptical about the prospects of quick British entry to the coal and steel community.  He told 

Monnet that Britain was likely to avoid integration, as the UK elite still believed that Britain’s 

imperial capabilities were not yet exhausted.66    In the Summer of 1950, Monnet also met with 

Lord Robert Henry Brand and Arthur Salter, former colleagues at the League of Nations, 

continuing to stitch together the first Europe-wide elite network of supranationalists.  At about 

that same time, Etienne Hirsch met with industry leaders with whom he had already engaged in 

indirect preliminary consultations.  From negotiations such as these, and the personal links of 

trust previously established when working in the French economic Commissariat, Hirsch was 

able to favorably dispose French industrialists toward the Schuman Plan.67

Labor unions were more problematic.  The Confédération Générale du Travail (CGT) 

was opposed to the Schuman Plan on the grounds that it infringed upon national sovereignty and 

64 Monnet, p.304
65 Monnet, p.304
66 Monnet, p.306
67 Monnet, p.318
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the worker protection associated therewith.  However, the Force Ouvriere  (FO) and the

Confédération Francaise des Travailleurs Chretiens (CFTC) were both brought into the 

integrationist camp through personal networking (see below).  The German SPD, under the 

leadership of Kurt Schumacher, was then hostile to the Plan, but this may have been for domestic 

political reasons.  For one, the SPD was an opposition party, and secondly, there was bad blood 

between Schumacher and Adenauer.  In the UK, Labour was likewise antagonistic.  For British 

socialists, integration with a capitalist order on the continent was unthinkable.  Other than The 

Economist, The British press was also often antagonistic to integration.  As future developments 

revealed, the task of incorporating a majority of the British elite into the project of European

integration was to be a top priority of the supranationalists (see Chapter Five).  

Yet although the Britons prevaricated, it was still necessary to move the project forward.  

In this regard, Hirsch and Uri prepared the draft text for the ECSC Treaty under Monnet's 

guidance (the same authors of the Schuman Declaration). In mid-June of 1950, Monnet 

presented it to the French Interministerial Council, telling them that with the ECSC, "we shall lay 

the foundations of a Federation of Europe."68  Then this text was presented to the Schuman Plan 

Conference, convened to finalize the text of the ECSC Treaty.  

The Schuman Plan Conference was personally organized by Monnet, and dominated by 

members of his clique.  Although the Schuman Plan was conceived and announced exclusively 

by a few integrationists from the French and German elite, other nations had subsequently 

expressed an interest in participation.  Now representing six European states (‘the Six’), the 

Conference convened in June 1950, in the Salon de l'Horloge of the French Foreign Ministry.  

The representatives from France were Bernard Clappier, Herve Alphand, Pierre Uri, Etienne 

Hirsch, and Robert Schuman (Chair).  The leaders of other national delegations were Maximilien 

Suetens (Belgium), Walter Hallstein (Germany), Dirk Spierenburg (Holland), Emilo Taviani 

(Italy), and Albert Wehner (Luxembourg).

68 Monnet, p.321
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The Schuman Plan Conference was a significant advance in the expansion of Europe's 

supranational elite network.  Its opening day was when Monnet recalled first using the term 

"European Community" to describe the objective of their collective project.69  While all 

participants were not dedicated to a USE, this conference did mark an historic meeting of those 

who did: the supranational faction of the gestating European elite.   It was the first official 

multinational conference convened for the predetermined purpose of transferring elements of 

state sovereignty to a de jure supranational institution (previous meetings being devoid of 

directly supranational results).  Robert Schuman, aware of the historical importance of the 

moment, opened the conference by declaring: “Never before have States undertaken or even 

envisaged the joint delegation of part of their national sovereignty to an independent 

supranational body”70

After several days of deliberation, Monnet noticed that the delegates to this conference 

"began to work together enthusiastically, as a team."71  Nevertheless, as the negotiations 

progressed, home governments sent them instructions inimical to the supranational project, and 

the proceedings bogged down.  Recognizing the importance of an agreement, Walter Hallstein 

spoke up.  Noting that the "Schuman Plan is above all political," he implored his colleagues to 

“subordinate their [national] economic interests to this great political goal . . . [of] peace."72

Monnet concurred, reminding the delegates that  the goal of the Schuman Plan was peace.73

Monnet recalled that despite the efforts of himself and his supranationalist colleagues, 

“who vigorously championed the supranational cause,"74 some delegates still remained reluctant 

to relinquish any of their nations' sovereignty.  Simple rhetoric alone could not break down the 

nationalist sentiments of Suetens and Spirenberg, in particular.  As Monnet described it, progress 

was finally made only after the team spirit of the negotiation produced, over time, a profound 

69 Monnet, p. 323
70 Monnet, p.322
71 Monnet, p.326
72 Monnet, p.328
73 Monnet, p.330
74 Monnet, p.331
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sense of mutual trust.75  He attributed this emerging sentiment to:

our tiny dining room . . . which was very well 
suited to informal meetings and talks . . . it was
there that friendship grew up among the heads 
of delegation, who soon formed a united group, [and]
resolved to interpret their national instructions
in ways that would assist the common effort . . . In
the dining room of 18 rue de Martignac, many 
problems were very simply solved.76

Another example of this elite socialization can be observed in the instance of Monnet’s 

uneasiness regarding his prospective vice-president of the ECSC High Authority, Franz Etzel.  

Perceiving this difficulty, Hallstein took them both on a weekend retreat to the German region of 

Westerwald, cementing their personal relationship.77   Walter Hallstein was especially prominent 

among Europe's founders, and his perspectives on integration warrant further examination.

Part 3.7--- Walter Hallstein

The presence of Walter Hallstein at the Schuman Plan Conference marked his entry into 

the top tier of the emerging supranational elite network, though he had long espoused his 

integrationist ambitions.  Earlier, as a fairly obscure professor from the University of Frankfurt, 

Hallstein made himself known to the upper-tier elite with his attendance at the 1948 Hague 

Conference, where he met Konrad Adenauer.  From there he made contacts leading to domestic 

political appointments such as State Secretary for Foreign Affairs that culminated in his tenure as 

the first President of the European Commission (see below).  His exceptional contribution to 

building a supranational European order later led people like Helmut Kohl to call him "one of the 

creators of the European Union" whose "passionate struggle" for the cause of integration earned 

75 Monnet, p.329
76 Monnet, p.334
77 Monnet, p. 373
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him the title of "great European."78

Hallstein possessed what future EU President, Jacques Delors, called a "European 

vision;" a vision which takes “us from an economically integrated Europe to the political . . . 

concept of a European Union."79  Jean Monnet likewise noted that Hallstein was "not just a 

politician, but he had political vision."80  Just what was this vision of Hallstein's?  In his own 

words, Hallstein's vision was rather grandiose; he once remarked that "the European process of 

unification. . .is a transformation of man."81  Politically, his vision amounted to nothing less than 

creation of a United States of Europe.  Although he occasionally mollified nationalist concerns 

with a routine denial of ‘superstate’ ambitions, this palliative does not correspond with his 

lifetime of unambiguously integrationist actions and speeches. 82

 Hallstein was so clear that the telos of European integration would be a  United States of 

Europe that historians such as Wilfred Loth recognize the USE as Hallstein’s ultimate political 

ambition.83   Like Adenauer (and others), he believed that the integration process should proceed 

in a manner similar to the federal construction of other states, particularly the USA (or 

Germany).  Reflecting upon state building, Dr. Hallstein ruminated that the supranational 

European courts should be analogous to America’s federal courts in their propensity for 

transferring power to the center, and that: 

Europe is no new creation.  It is a rediscovery.
The main difference between the formation of the 
United States of Europe, and that of the United
States of America, is . . . that for more than a
thousand years the idea of a unified Europe was 
never quite forgotten.84

The above quotation is found in Hallstein's autobiography, which he named after his 

78 Kohl, Helmut, Forward to Walter Hallstein, The Forgotten European?, Ed. William Loth,  William Wallace, and 
Wolfgang Wessels, trans. Bryan Ruppert, (St. Martin's Press, New York), 1998 p.xiii
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80 Monnet, p.320
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life’s work, calling it The Unfinished Federal State.85 As with other functionalists, Hallstein 

conceived of European integration as a gradual, but progressively unfolding process that would 

evolve into a European state.86  Karl-Heinz Narjes (later Hallstein’s chief of staff at the EEC) 

described Hallstein’s modus operandi as shaped by the renunciation of great uno acto solutions, 

perceiving therein a potential source of popular resistance.  Rather, he preferred to enact 

minimally perceptible changes, the ultimate implications of which were intended to be largely 

absent from popular awareness.87   His close collaborator, Hans von der Groben, also described 

Hallstein’s approach as the “step-by- step process” to European integration.88

As mentioned above, Hallstein always considered European economic integration to be 

primarily a political phenomenon.  Furthermore, he wanted to build the USE for the same 

political reasons as other members of the supranational elite: to restore Europe’s status as a great 

power in the world.89  In addition to global prestige and power, of course, he also shared the goal 

of European peace with his supranationalist colleagues.  Like other integrationists, WWII had 

left Hallstein disillusioned with the national state system.90  He wanted to replace the national 

state with the supranational state, thinking that a common legal and political system, and the 

inter-elite trust accruing therefrom, was likely to result in pacific political relations.91

As an academic, Hallstein's gave his philosophy of integration a somewhat more 

systematic treatment than those of his more practical colleagues.  His lucubration on the 

integration process includes reference to its driving force, which he called Sachlogik (material 

logic).  Sachlogik is directly analogous to the spillover effect of the neofunctionalist school.  

Compare, for example, the spillover logic to Hallstein's dictum that: "a common tariff for the 

85 UB, (op cit); some translations have a different title
86 Götz, Hans Herbert, “The Crisis of 1965-66,” in Loth, et al, p.160
87 Narjes, Karl-Heinz, “Walter Hallstein and the Early Phase of the EEC,” in Loth, et al, p.126
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88

whole community inevitably leads to a common trade policy" due to linkages between those 

issues; and that ultimately, each step forward in integration calls for yet more integration in order 

to protect previous gains.92  Hallstein was so explicit in his endorsements that Ralf Dahrendorf 

called him the "clearest" and "most orthodox" advocate of the "pure theory [of] functionalism."93

Yet Hallstein did modify pure functionalism, writing that integration will not "follow 

automatically or without snags . . . . Agreement on these matters will require political courage."94

In other words, integration requires a committed supranational elite- it is not blindly inexorable.  

Hallstein went even further, endorsing a concept analogous to elite neofunctionalism (and 

custodial spillover).  He called this "the psychological chain reaction," whereby a supranational 

deliberately elite expands itself through a self-reinforcing process.95

3.8 - Establishment of the ECSC

After several months of intensive negotiation, propelled by supranational ambition and 

intra-elite comity, the Schuman Plan Conference was brought to a successful conclusion.  The 

final points of disagreement among the delegates were settled in the same manner as the ECSC 

plan had begun: with a face-to-face meeting between Monnet and Adenauer, April 4, 1951.  

German reservations were ultimately overcome due to Adenauer’s supreme commitment to the 

project, which both negotiators recognized as “the construction of Europe.”96   Italian 

reservations likewise were overcome by the determination of Alcide de Gasperi.97 After all 

outstanding issues were resolved, the Treaty of Paris was signed April 18, 1951, by 

representatives from France, Germany, Italy and the Benelux countries.  The preamble to the 

Treaty publicly reiterated what was, by then, common knowledge: that the coal and steel 

92 Hallstein, Walter, Der unvollendete Bundesstaat, p. 24, in Loth, et.al, p.241
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community was a primarily political institution, established as the first step in the creation of a 

European federation.98  Hallstein was moved by the occasion, referring to the ECSC Treaty as a 

“revolution by peaceful means” inspired by an “impressive vision.”99

When the ECSC was created Monnet became its first High Commissioner, heading its 

executive branch (the High Authority), while Hans Etzel became its Vice- President.  

Significantly, members of the Authority then initiated a practice that is maintained by the 

members of the EU executive to this day: an oath of supranational allegiance.  To serve in the 

ECSC, one had to literally swear allegiance to the supranational organs, and forswear taking 

direction from any member state or working exclusively for the interest of any national state.   

This oath is perhaps the quintessential example of the transfer of elite loyalty to the supranational 

level.  As Hallstein wrote of his fellow integrationists: “The adherents of European federation are 

not, as they are sometimes called, ‘stateless functionaries.’  They are patriots who have a wider 

loyalty- to Europe.”100

Monnet described his strategy for using the ECSC for the construction of a federal 

Europe.  Concerning its executive staff, he explained that:

. . . it was best to begin with the few people who had
worked to draft the treaty [i.e. the members
of the supranational elite network].  This first 
nucleus could be enlarged by co-optation 
when we saw what jobs has to be done.  But the 
High Authority ought to remain a nucleus, and 
confine itself to organizing and stimulating 
the work of others [i.e. spreading their network 
throughout Europe].101

Practitioners of EU diplomacy half a century later were continuing Monnet’s elite and 

(neo)functionalist practices, aware that their efficacy was a critical element of his plan to build a 

98 Monnet, p.357
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United States of Europe.102

Pursuant to their intention to use and extend their networks, the federalists recruited an 

administrative elite, the third-tier inner core administrators of the incipient European state, whom 

Monnet called "an elite corps . . . dedicated to the common task [of building Europe]."103  These 

individuals included Michel Gaudet, Robert Kravelicki, Edmund Wallenstein, Fernand Spaak, 

Winrich Behr, Jacques-Rene Rabier, Antoine Chastenet, Francois Vinck, Herman Dehnen, Tony 

Rollmann, Werner Klaer, and Roger Hunter.  They were joined by supranationalists in the 

ECSC's second branch, the Court of Justice.  Its first President was Massimo Pilotti, assisted by 

Maurice Lagrange and later succeeded by Robert Lecourt.  This court of the ECSC began the de 

jure movement to a new supranational European legal order, the effects of which have proven to 

be revolutionary in scope.104

The third arm of the ECSC was its parliament, the ECSC Assembly, initially headed by 

Monnet's ally Paul-Henri Spaak (and former CE President).  Broadly representing `the Six,' this 

Parliament included Eilli Birkelbach, Gerhard Kreyssig, Erich Ollenhauer, Herbert Wehner, 

Alain Poher, Pierre-Henri Teitgen, Maurice Faure, Pierre Wigny, Fernand Dehousse, Theo 

Lefevre, Marinus van der Goes van Naters, and Lodovico Benvenuti.  The fourth branch, the 

Council of Ministers, completed the ECSC’s symmetrical configuration with the future structure 

of the EEC/EU.  In fact, the ECSC directly presaged the formation of the EEC and were 

eventually fused into it by Treaty of Merger in 1967.  Also like the future EEC, there were no 

direct elections for any position within the apparatus of the coal and steel community; it was 

staffed by an elite devoid of direct democratic accountability- a charge that has echoed down the 
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corridors of the ‘eurocracy’ for generations since (see subsequent Chapters).

As the community was originally staffed, its Assembly was headed by a Belgian, the 

Court by an Italian, the High Authority was run by a group from the French and German 

segments of the still gestating European elite, and the Council was chaired on a rotating basis, 

evenly distributing power among the supranationalist elite of ‘the Six.’   This arrangement 

furthermore served as an extension of the supranational network in accordance with the elite 

positive-sum consensus for power sharing.  As Monnet described it, the ECSC elite worked 

ardently, as a team, to "build a federal Europe . . . by the same process as each of our national 

states," namely, using common institutions to forge a European identity that the supranational 

elite eventually "felt in their bones."105

Monnet remained as High Commissioner until mid-1955, whereupon the next stage of 

integration beckoned his ministrations.  Upon his resignation, he told his ECSC colleagues to 

deliberately enact what was elsewhere known as the spillover effect.  Monnet implored: “What is 

being achieved in our six countries for coal and steel must be continued until it culminates in the 

United States of Europe . . . . It is the great hope of our time.106 He continued, explaining that 

the "path of future progress [was to] directly extend the activities of the High Authority in those 

areas where we are . . . hemmed in."107  Specifically, he suggested transport and energy, fields 

functionally related to the production and sale of coal and steel.  After his resignation from the 

High Authority, Monnet was succeeded by a personal friend, fellow supranationalist René Mayer 

in June 1955.  Mayer made his political intentions explicit upon his accession, telling the ECSC 

Common Assembly that he intended to “preserve and jealously protect the supranational 

105 Monnet, p.383
106 Monnet, pp.399-400
107 Monnet, p.400
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character of the High Authority.108

It was undoubtedly intentional that the Community was, above all, a stepping-stone to 

broader European unification.   Monnet’s colleague, André Philip, described the ECSC’s process 

of development as "gradually, one after another, by the functional method . . . set[ing] up various 

European ministries, which will be responsible [to] what will become a European [state]."109

André’s conclusion was widely held among the elite of the time.  Ranging from skeptics like 

German Finance Minister Ludwig Erhard to the enthusiasts such as industrialist Henrich Kost, 

contemporary players explicitly recognized the ECSC as a stage in a process of further European 

integration.110   Historian F. Roy Willis advanced a strongly worded verdict, describing the 

ECSC as “a deliberate step toward a United States of Europe,”111 that followed “the so-called 

functional path to European unity.”112

3.9 - Establishment of the EEC

Because the ECSC was only a stage in a larger plan, it eventually became time to arrange 

for the next element in the federalist agenda.  This succeeding stage was initiated by the one of 

Europe’s most ardent supranationalists, Dutch Foreign Minister Johan Beyen.  In April 1955, he 

used the network forum of the Netherlands Council of the European Movements to publicly call 

for deepening the supranational integration of the European economy.  He soon enlisted the 

Belgian Foreign Minister, Paul-Henri Spaak, as well as Joseph Bech, the Premier and Foreign 

Minister of Luxembourg, to collectively issue a Benelux memorandum in support an economic 

integration plan.  Contemporaneously, the ECSC issued a statement calling for a conference of 

Europe’s upper-tier elite to find ways of extending European integration.  This statement asked 

108 Willis, p.229
109 Philip, André, Council of Europe: The First Five Years, in Urwin, p.165
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111 Willis, p.211
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the foreign ministers of ‘the Six’ to continue the functional integration of Europe, exhorting them 

to:

…entrust one or more intergovernmental conferences with
the task of drawing up, with appropriate aid from the 
institutions of the [ECSC], the draft treaties necessary 
for the next stages of European integration.113

The first result of these admonitions was a meeting of the ECSC’s Council of Ministers 

for the purposes of preparing a European economic community.  Known as the Messina 

Conference of June 1-2, 1955, this gathering marked the first comprehensive endorsement of a 

new integrative stage that eventually culminated in the Treaty of Rome.114  It was attended by the 

each Foreign Minister of the six ECSC member states and their chief advisors.  Many of the 

same people who had created the ECSC or otherwise substantively advanced European 

integration were present, such as Beyen, Bech, Uri, Spierenberg, Spaak, Hallstein, and Martino.    

It is worth noting that this historic conference, the birthplace of the European Economic 

Community, was again totally devoid of any demotic input or representation.

At the conclusion of the conference, the integrationists promulgated the Messina 

Resolution of June 3, 1955, calling for a restoration of European power, prosperity and prestige 

through integration.  The Foreign Ministers intended to achieve this objective with a classic 

formulation of stage-by- stage neofunctionalist evolution.  Their Resolution read, in part:

. . . the time has come for a new stage in the
 building of Europe . . . .We must work toward the 
establishment of common institutions,  the gradual 
merger of national economies, the creation of a 
common market, and increasing harmonization of 
social policies . . . . This objective should be 
attained in stages.115

Notably, a serious conflict was resolved at the Messina Conference through the 

mechanism of comprehensive compromise, or what Harrop has simply called a “package 

113 Willis, p.242
114 Spaak, p.227
115 Spaak, p.228, Willis, p.227



94

deal.”116    The stratagem of comprehensive compromise, which proved to be characteristic of 

future integration negotiations, is one where all parties to a disagreement are placated by 

integrationist concessions to the primary interests of each.  In this case, the problem at hand 

consisted of the German government’s intention to call for a common market for all goods. The 

French delegation, on the other hand, purported to be most interested in integrating only civilian 

nuclear power.  The negotiators ended up compromising- they would integrate both functions, 

and establish two agencies dedicated to the supranational arrangement of atomic and economic 

matters, Euratom and the EEC.  Compromises such as this one can be observed throughout the 

history of Europe’s integration efforts, satisfying various national preferences, and thereby 

providing ‘political cover’ from potentially antagonistic domestic constituencies.  Importantly, 

however, the bargain inevitably advances the contracting parties closer towards a USE.  

Significantly, the Messina Resolution also called for a committee of experts with a 

mandate to investigate prospects for future integration and any prospective treaty advancing that 

process.   When formed in mid-1955, this committee was chaired by the ubiquitous Belgian 

supranationalist, Paul-Henri Spaak, and became known as the Spaak Committee.  The 

Committee ultimately issued a report, with the assistance of the ECSC, which investigated the 

prospects of, and made recommendations for, the establishment of a Europe-wide atomic and 

customs union.  This report of April 21, 1956, later known as the Spaak Report, served as the 

blueprint for the Treaties of Rome (establishing the EEC and Euratom).  In essence, this report 

advocated a stage-by- stage progression to the integration of the economic and atomic activities 

of ‘the Six.’  In his memoirs, Spaak acknowledged that the committee almost dissolved on a 

number occasions, but credits final success to the strong supranational commitment of the 

participating elite.117

Assisting Spaak in his Committee’s work were a number of leading contemporary 

116 Harrop, p.13; for a later example, see “Le ‘Moteur’ Franco-Allemand en Marche Arrière,” Le Figaro, April 20, 
2002
117 Spaak, p.230
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supranationalists.  They included Monnet’s allies, Pierre Uri (ECSC) and Robert Marjolin 

(OEEC), as well as influential Frenchmen Félix Gaillard, Louis Armand, Antoine Pinay, 

Christian Pineau, Maurice Faure, and Jacques Donnedieu de Vabres.  German representatives 

included Heinrich von Bretano, Ambassador Carl Ophüls, and Hans von der Groben (later an 

original EEC Commissioner).  Baron Snoy of Belgium, Bech and Lambert Schaus of

Luxembourg, Beyen and Dr. Verryn Stuart of Holland, Martino and Ludovico Benventuni of 

Italy (with their staffs) rounded out the continent-wide composition of the Spaak Committee’s 

negotiators.  The presence of Maurice Faure at these negotiations was notable.  Spaak 

specifically mentioned in his autobiography that he had met Faure at the Council of Europe 

Assembly. It was there that they acquired a personal rapport which, combined with the 

concomitant awareness of the other’s strong supranational commitment, greatly facilitated the 

subsequent Spaak Committee negotiations (particularly with the French delegation, of course).118

While the Spaak Committee was compiling its report, Monnet was thinking of how to 

maximize the probability of its acceptance.  Accordingly, he and some colleagues embarked 

upon popularizing the idea of creating a comprehensive European economic and atomic 

community.  To begin this project, Monnet employed the tried and true tactics of elite 

networking.  For example, he activated his ECSC network to introduce him to key individuals 

among the various states of Europe, particularly those who could manipulate parliamentary 

majorities.119  Monnet described his goal as an organization, "welded into a single European 

force," intended to pressure politicians "to transfer more and more of their powers to common 

institutions."120

To this end, in mid-1955, Monnet formed his Action Committee for a United States of 

Europe (ACUSE), a peak organization of labor, media, and parliamentary groups, and a critical 

node in the supranational elite network.121  For the sake of peace and world power status, 

118 Spaak, p.244
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ACUSE declared it would “assure the unified action of the member organizations in order to 

arrive, by concrete achievements, at a United States of Europe.”122

The French members included Guy Mollet (Prime Minister), Pierre Pflimlin (Finance 

Minister), Maurice Faure (Secretary of State, lead negotiator at Brussels Conference), Antoine 

Pinay (Finance Minister and Prime Minister), and René Pleven (Finance Minister and Prime 

Minister), Pierre Uri (ECSC), Robert Marjolin (OEEC), Robert Lecourt (leader of the French 

Radical Party), Pierre Garet (President of the Independents in the French National Assembly), 

Robert Botherau, (Secretary General of the Confédération Générale du Travail-Force Ouvrière), 

and  Maurice Bouladox (President of the Confédération Francaise des Travailleurs Chrétiens).

The Germans were Willy Brandt (future Chancellor), Heinrich von Brentano (Foreign 

Minister), Kurt-Georg Kiesinger (a leading figure of the CDU, Chairman of the Bundestag 

Foreign Affairs Commission and a later Chancellor), Heinrich Imig (from the German miners 

federation), Heinrich Straeter (of the German metalworkers), and Walter Freitag (President of the 

Dduetscher Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB)-a German trade union confederation; Erich Ollenhauer 

(chairman of the SPD), Martin Blank (of the FDP), and Alexander Elbraechter (of the German 

Party)

Italy was represented by Amintore Fanfani (Italian Premier and later President of the 

European Commission), Aldo Moro (numerous positions in Italian government), Giuseppe 

Saragat (later EEC diplomat), and Guido Carli (banker).  The Belgians were Barend Biesheuvel 

(Member Belgian parliament ) and Jacques van Helmont (from the ECSC), while Dutchman Max 

Kohnstamm (from the Schuman Plan Conference and ECSC Secretariat) was also in attendance.  

The UK also had two representatives, Francois Duchêne (Economist journalist, ECSC, Dir. 

International Institute of Strategic Studies, Monnet ally and biographer), and Richard Mayne.

This is a roster of some of the most strategically placed elite persons in Continental 

Europe.  In France, for example, both non-communist trade unions were co-opted through 

122 Monnet, p.419; Willis, p.259
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ACUSE, as well as numerous French Premiers and cabinet members. In Germany, leaders of the 

two largest political parties were members of ACUSE.  Overall, this committee was 

astonishingly well positioned to provide integrationist political pressure throughout ‘the Six.’  

The Action Committee had its first meeting in Monnet’s Paris apartment on January 17-18, 1956.  

It then issued its first proclamation, which endorsed the Messina Resolution as “a real step 

toward a United States of Europe.”123 After these agents of supranationalism returned from 

ACUSE meetings to their respective countries, they created political pressure throughout the Six 

in favor of Euratom and the Common Market.124  Over the succeeding decades, this network 

grew in size and influence, providing decisive support at critical junctures in the history of 

European integration (see succeeding Chapters).  

With the January 1956 accession of ACUSE member Guy Mollet to the position of 

French Premier, the new French government assumed an aggressively federalist stance.  Faithful 

to the integrationist agenda, Mollet staffed his cabinet with wholehearted ‘Europeans.’  The 

Mollet cabinet was a classic example of elite networking.  Monnet's right hand man, ACUSE 

member Robert Marjolin, was made an advisor to the new Foreign Minister, ACUSE member 

Christian Pineau. 125   Another of Monnet’s allies, ACUSE member Maurice Faure, was named 

Secretary of State in the foreign office, acting as the French liaison with international 

communities.  He had been personally indoctrinated by Monnet, and was an important asset in 

the government.126

Additionally, Premier Mollet's own chief of staff was also a personal friend and colleague 

of Monnet.  This individual, Emile Noël, was later rewarded for his good work when he was 

made Secretary-General of the European Economic Community (a post he held for three 

decades).  Other integrationists in the Mollet cabinet were Alain Savary and Gérard Jacquet.  

With so many supranationalists in strategic positions (the first and second tiers of power), French 

123 Willis, p. 259
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ratification of the Rome Treaty was virtually a foregone conclusion.   

  The previous premier, Edgar Faure, was also a committed integrationist, and would 

have supported the Spaak Report if he had then been premier.  Yet his predecessor, Pierre 

Mendès-France, was not a convinced supranationalist, and had a history of blocking integration 

proposals (see Chapter 4).  In fact, the Dutch considered him the primary obstacle to further 

integration.127  Until he was no longer the apex member of the French segment of the European 

elite, integrative proposals could not get past the discussion stage. Had the Spaak Report and 

EEC Treaty been at issue a couple of years earlier or later, nationalists then in the power 

hierarchy would have likely blocked  ratification.

Soon after Mollet’s accession (and thus the installment of his federalist network into 

power), integrationists were able to speedily advance the Spaak Report’s proposals to the treaty 

stage.  Contemporaneously across the Rhine, an elite cell Schwarz called the European 

"protagonists" was forming inside the German government. 128   This group closely interlocked 

with Monnet’s network.  Its membership was organized around the person of Chancellor 

Adenauer, and included Hallstein, Hans von der Groben (of the European Movement’s German 

branch; section head in the Economics ministry; and later EC Commissioner for 12 years), Karl 

Carstens (at the Foreign Office's European affairs division), Franz Etzel (ECSC), Foreign 

Minister Heinrich von Brentano (ACUSE), and CDU party leader (later Chancellor) Kurt 

Kiesinger (ACUSE).  This clique of influential and committed supranationalists is hereafter 

known as the Adenauer cell.

Of course, ACUSE was not the only informal organization acting as a node for 

the transnational networking of the European elite.  Continuing its prominence, the European 

Movement (or EM, see Chapter 2) remained active in facilitating integrationist efforts 

throughout the late 1950s.  The French branch of the EM was then headed, in succession, by 

Raoul Dautry, André François-Poncet, and René Mayer (President of the ECSC High Authority 

127 Middlemas, p.32
128 Schwarz, Vol. II, p.241
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and then French Premier).  The Dutch branch of the EM was the forum in which Beyen had 

announced the current stage of the integrationist agenda (see above).

For its part, the German branch of the EM made its biggest impact by organizing a series 

of Franco-German conferences (with the collaboration of the French Centre d’Etudes de 

Politique Etrangère), the purpose of which was to foster interpersonal comity among the French 

and German segments of the developing European elite.129  One participant in these meetings 

was Christian Pineau, who was later to be French Foreign Minister during the Common Market 

negotiations. Other influential participants included Eugen Gerstenmeier, President of the 

Bundestag; journalists such as Dominique Auclères (Le Figaro), Alain Clément (Le Monde), 

Dieter Schröder (Süddeutsche Zeitung), and Gerog Schröder (Die Welt); industrialists such as 

Jean Gandilhon, Fritz Berg, and Ulrich Dortenbach; and professors Bertrand de Jouvenel, 

Edmond Vermeil, Alfred Gosser, Arnold Bergstraesser, Martin Gohring, and Ernst Friedlaender.  

Other participants included German President Theodor Heuss, Chancellor Adenauer, 

future Chancellor Ludwig Erhard, plus Heinrich Lübke, Hans Furler, Carlo Schmid, Fritz Erler, 

Heinrich Krone, Hans-Joachim von Merkatz, Ludwid Metzger, Kurt Birrenbach, and Erich 

Mende.  French attendees included Prime Ministers René Mayer, Paul Reynaud, and René 

Pleven, Foreign Minister Robert Schuman, future President François Mitterrand, as well as 

Gérard Jacquet, Maurice Faure, Raymond Schmittlein, Christian de la Malènem, Jean de 

Lipkowski, Louis Terrenoire, and Jacques Vendroux.  This solid network of integrationists 

positioned throughout the upper tier of the French and German elite segments became the basis 

of what is known as the Franco-German Axis- a private and exclusive elite-level relationship that 

is often described as the engine of integration.130

In March 1956, the ECSC (now headed by René Meyer) held a special session at the 

Chateau Val Duchess to review the Spaak Report’s recent recommendations, and to further 

129 Willis, p.237
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prepare for a Europe-wide customs union and atomic agency.  The head of the French delegation 

to the 1956 Val Duchesse conference, Felix Gaillard, was an ally of Monnet.  He was a former 

‘general’ of the Monnet Plan (the French post-war economic recovery plan), and could be 

counted upon to advance Monnet's political vision at this conference.  Overall, the membership 

of this Val Duchesse conference was almost identical to that of the Spaak Committee.  Such 

overlapping memberships were typical of the early phases of European integration, as there were 

relatively few committed supranationalists who know and trusted each other within the ranks of 

the still gestating European elite.  Led again by Paul-Henri Spaak, the conference at the Chateau 

de Val Duchesse authored an official endorsement of the formation of the EEC and Euratom.131

The next test of this supranational elite network came in the form of the parliamentary 

approval of the Val Duchesse Declaration by each parliament of the Six. Monnet's machine 

proved to be a resounding success.  His allies in the five other parliaments submitted and easily 

approved resolutions to organize Europe along the functional lines of a common market/customs 

union and a European atomic agency.  The next task was to translate this political will into 

legally binding code.  This was achieved over the course of elaborate elite negotiations that drew 

up the final text of the Rome Treaties (those of the EEC and Euratom).  The outcome of the 

negotiations was a foregone conclusion.  The supranational elite had insinuated itself into the 

positions of first, second, and third tier influence throughout governments of ‘the Six,’ and they 

employed their positions for the coordinated realization of this next stage in the construction of a 

European federation.  Of course, some deft negotiation was still needed before the treaties were 

ready for final signature, but these issues continued to be privately settled by small groups of 

federalists.

The next draft of the Treaties of Rome was ironed out among four men at the Grand 

Hotel in Saint-Jean-Cap-Ferrat.132   These four individuals, Pierre Uri of France (ACUSE, and 

the Monnet cell), Hans von der Groben of Germany (with the EM and the Adenauer cell), 

131 Urwin, pp.249-50
132 Bromberger, p.174-6 



101

Hupperts of Belgium, and Grazzuli of Italy, forged the document that was the working copy for 

final deliberations over the Treaty of Rome.  After its compilation in early 1957, it was read to 

the prime and foreign ministers of ‘the Six’ at the Hotel Matignon, February 16, 1957.    A 

couple of controversial points were later ironed out in a series of meetings between Carstens 

(Adenauer cell) and Marjolin (ACUSE), and finally ratified at the Brussels Conference of 

Foreign Ministers, March 8, 1957.

Finally, after years of coordinated efforts among the supranationalists, on March 25, 

1957, the Treaties of Rome were signed, bringing the European Economic Community and 

Euratom into existence and exemplifying the incremental and teleological progression of 

supranational neofunctionalist integration.133  The EEC treaty envisaged a three stage process 

that would gradually culminate in a common market regulated by a supranational body 

possessing the rudimentary elements of statehood: a legislature (the European Parliament), an 

executive (the European Commission), and a judiciary (The European Court of Justice).  

Created and ratified by a committed and organized elite, this treaty formally pledged the 

states of Europe to "ever closer union."  Their successors have faithfully fulfilled this pledge.  

Importantly, the signing of this Treaty can be considered the birth of the European elite as a 

decisive and meaningful sociopolitical formation.  At every single stage of its drafting, a small 

handful of interlocked integrationists authored what became the legal basis for a European state.  

At no stage in this process was the public meaningfully consulted concerning the EEC’s 

configuration.134

In Germany, Adenauer steered the Treaties of Rome through the Bundestag, despite some 

domestic opposition from business interests.  Previously, the Bundestag had approved Monnet’s 

vision when it endorsed the ACUSE resolution of January 18, 1956.  The parliamentary outcome 

was a foregone conclusion as both major political parties were led by founding members of 

133 A source of confusion- there were actually two treaties signed March 27: one for the EEC and one for Euratom. 
Herein, “Treaties of Rome” refers to both treaties, while the “Treaty of Rome” refers exclusively to the EEC 
document
134 See, for example, Spinelli (1966), p. 192; also see Monnet, Chapter 16
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ACUSE- Kiesinger (CDU) and Ollenhauer (SPD).135  Ollenhauer’s replacement of Schumacher 

was particularly important as it guaranteed the support of German socialists.  

The French Parliament was the most recalcitrant of the six, having a large contingent of 

nationalists within its ranks.  Its debate on the formation of the customs union instructively 

revealed the factionalization of the French elite.  Speaking before the National Assembly in July 

1957, Gaullist Raymond Triboulet (of the Républicains Sociaux) declaimed against the agenda of 

Monnet and his allies, who aspired  “to be building political Europe with a group of purely 

economic and functional institutions.”  Triboulet condemned their federalist agenda as an 

exclusively elite-driven process, divorced from democratic accountability.  Finally, he avowed 

that the Gaullists “do not want at any price the Europe of M. Jean Monnet.”136  This direct attack 

upon the central figure of the integration movement exemplified a rift between nationalist and 

supranationalist factions of the European elite that became increasingly personal and vindictive 

as time progressed.

A number of French parliamentarians were also skeptical of Euratom.  Most of these, 

again led by the Gaullists, wanted France to have its own sovereign nuclear industry and strike 

force.  The achievement of atomic independence, if unilaterally pursued, was likely to take 

longer than a nuclear capability resulting from British and German collaboration, but the 

nationalists ardently maintained their opposition to any supranational solution, and their 

suspicion of the individuals advocating it.  

An exceedingly rare debate ensued, wherein an ally of Monnet, private citizen Louis 

Armand, gave an oration that carried the day with the Gaullists.   He convinced them that 

without Euratom, the great nation of France would have to buy its nuclear materials from the two 

superpowers.  “That would lead to the end of our independence," Armand predicted.137   This 

argument was sufficiently convincing (that is, nationalist) for the Gaullists, and the French 

135 Willis, p.271
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Parliament formally committed itself to an economic and atomic European organization.  Here 

was an example of the exceptionally clever tactics sometimes employed by the supranational 

elite.  On occasion, when presenting a policy that takes power away from the national state, they 

phrase it in such a way as to make one believe that, in fact, it enhances national power and 

prestige.  In succeeding years, this stratagem was to be employed again and again to counter the 

various reactions of nationalists against new forms of integration (see subsequent Chapters).

Regarding parliamentary approval in the other four states (Italy and Benelux), Monnet 

had ACUSE representatives in most of their non-communist parties.  As they had all pledged, 

every ACUSE member acquired his organization’s assent, guaranteeing passage in the rest of 

‘the Six.’  On July 30, 1957, the Italian Chamber of Deputies voted for the Treaties by a margin 

of 311 to 144.  The only non-communist grouping not voting for the Treaties was the Nenni 

Socialists since their leadership had not been incorporated into the ACUSE network.138  The 

Belgian Chamber voted to ratify the treaties November 19, by a vote of 174 to 4; Luxembourg 

ratified on November 26, by a vote of 46 to 3; and in December, the Dutch ratified by large 

majorities in both parliamentary houses.

Aware of the Treaties’ significance, Marjolin observed that the supranationalists across 

Europe considered the customs union to be  “only a step along the way to economic union . . . 

[which is] itself . . . a stage in the movement towards a [European] federation.”139  He wrote of 

their integrative “ambition,” observing “the essential thing was [its] ultimate political goal.”140

Historian Richard Griffiths concurs, writing that for the supranationalists these treaties “carried 

the hopes for a future federal European state.”141  The Treaties of Rome were also recognized as 

a functionalist victory.  As Spinelli described it, “Today, there is the beginning of a unified 

Europe.  This is the great functionalist achievement of an EC bureaucracy independent of 

national administrations . . . .  It was the functionalists who won the race to create the first living 

138 Monnet, p.425
139 Marjolin, p.310
140 Marjolin, p.310
141 Griffiths, Richard, “The European Integration Experience,” in Middlemas, p.36
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unified European reality.”142  Other supranationalists were also enthusiastic, with Spaak 

declaring the treaties to be the “resurrection of a great empire, an empire without an emperor.”143

Chapter Three has examined the formation of Europe’s first permanent integrative 

institutions.  Since the Council of Europe was never endowed with any supranational powers, it 

had nothing upon which to base spillover effects and institutional feedback and has thus been 

superceded by other organizations.  These institutions (the ECSC and EEC) were conceived in 

conformity with the propositions of supranational elite neofunctionalism and have thus 

prospered.

142 Spinelli (1966) pp. 24-25
143 “L’Europe, C’est du Belge,” La Libre Belgique, June 29, 2001 [my translation]
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Chapter Four: The Nationalist Counterattack

This chapter will focus on the primary cleavage within the European elite- the struggle 

over national sovereignty.  Although members of all factions within the European elite shared a 

consensus for pursuing their political ends in a peaceful, positive-sum manner, the question of 

how deeply to integrate their various states created much dissention among them.  This chapter 

examines how nationalist resistance to the integrationist aspiration, on occasion, thwarted the 

program for amalgamating the states of Europe.  The dynamics of this intra-elite struggle 

between the Summers of 1950 and 1969 are examined.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

I first look at the attempt to establish a European army and address the reasons why it 

failed.  Next, I consider the influence of Charles de Gaulle and his nationalist elite network.  

Finally, I discuss how de Gaulle’s nationalist political vision was effectuated through 

mechanisms such as the Fouchet Plan and the Empty Chair policy.

 4.1- A European Army

4.1a- German Integrationists

The first significant conflict between nationalist and supranationalist factions occurred 

during the debate over the creation of a Europe-wide army, the European Defense Community 

(EDC).  The plan for this multinational force found its earliest concrete expression in a 1948 

memorandum by German General Hans Speidel to his colleague Herbert Blankenhorn, which 

concluded: “. . . it seems appropriate to establish unified German security formations within the 

framework of a European army . . . .”1

Speidel shared with a number of European the conviction that Germany needed to 

1 Speidel, Hans (1977) Aus unserer Zeit, Erinnnerungen, p.254, in Schwarz, Vol. I, p.406
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participate in a European army.  He was relatively well placed to advance this scheme because, 

more than most Germans, he enjoyed the trust and respect of foreign segments of the European 

elite.  This was partly a result of his previous personal relationship with the French military 

establishment, forged when Speidel was German military attaché in Paris between 1933 and 

1935.  Additionally, Speidel’s involvement in the July 1944 plot to assassinate Hitler gave him 

international credibility.   Thus Speidel was thus able to negotiate among members of the 

European elite with relative ease.  

 Blankenhorn was an even more influential foreign policy advisor to Adenauer, second 

only to Hallstein in influence (see below).  Like Hallstein, Blankenhorn shared the Chancellor’s 

conviction that Germany’s future role properly consisted of close integration with Western 

Europe.2   As with the rest of the European elite, Blankenhorn was terrified of another European 

war.   In his diaries he wrote emotionally of the need for a supranational defense community as a 

part of a greater pan-European union. Without one, he bemoaned, Germany might go “back as 

we were in 1929.”3  Accordingly, he made extraordinary efforts to establish the EDC and should 

be considered a strong supranationalist.  

Adenauer’s federalist allies in the early years of his Chancellorship also included Kurt 

Kiesinger, Eugen Gerstenmeier, Heinrich von Brentano, Heinrich Krone, and Franz Joseph 

Strauss (the Adenauer cell). Early in his post-war political career, future Chancellor Kurt 

Kiesinger became well known for his passionate support of integration in the German parliament 

and the Council of Europe.4  Eugen Gerstenmeier was known for his resistance to Nazi rule.  

After the war, he demonstrated his European bona fides as a member of the first German 

parliamentary delegation to attend the Council of Europe in Strasbourg.5  Gerstenmeier’s 

position as President of the Bundestag, and his co-ownership of a reasonably influential 

newspaper (Christ und Welt), made him a particularly useful ally of the Chancellor.   

2 Schwarz Vol. I, p.470
3 Blankenhorn Diary, August 24, 1954, Blankenhorn Private Archives, Germany, quoted in Schwarz, Vol. II, p.111
4 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.459
5 Schwarz, Vol. I, p.457
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 Heinrich von Brentano was a German of Italian decent who was installed as chairman of 

the CDU/CSU coalition after Adenauer’s accession to the Chancellery.  Von Brentano soon 

thereafter also became a deputy to the Council of Europe, where he completed his conversion to 

supranationalism.6  Heinrich Krone was Adenauer’s close ally, a founding member of the CDU, 

and its chief whip for years (also acting as party chair when von Brentano was in Strasbourg for 

the CE).  Franz Joseph Straus was another strong supporter of Adenauer’s integration policy, 

bringing important support from the CSU wing of the ruling coalition to the foreign policies 

espoused by the Chancellor.  Adenauer’s appointment of this cell of integrationists to positions 

of power gave him the support needed to implement his integration policies.  

Adenauer’s first public call for a European army came during a newspaper interview.  

Speaking to the Cleveland Plain Dealer in December of 1949, he revealed an interest in creating 

a “German contingent within a European fighting force.”7  In this same interview, he affirmed 

his repudiation of national rearmament by refusing to consider any independent reconstitution of 

the Wehrmacht, preferring instead the formation of a German contingent within a European 

army.8  His complete denunciation of a nationally-oriented German military establishment was 

again indicated in an August 1950 security memorandum, which had the Chancellor telling his

advisors that he  “explicitly reject[ed] a re-militarization of Germany through the creation of its 

own national military power.”9

Across the Rhine in France, Monnet was also then working to advance the plan for a 

European army.  He had long believed that an independent military force was integral to a 

European state’s development.10  Encouraged by recent enthusiasm for the ECSC (see Chapter 

3), and spurred by the Communists’ June 1950 invasion of South Korea, Monnet judged the time 

propitious for advancing a new stage in the formation of a European federation- its army.   

6 Schwarz, Vol. I, pp.456-7 
7 Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 3, 1949, in Brombergers, p. 109
8 Monnet, pp.337-8; see also Brombergers, p.109
9 “Memorandum des Bunderskanzlers Konrad Adenauer zur Frage der Neuordnung der Beziehungen der 
Bunderesrepublik Deutschland zu den Besatzungsmachten” 29 Aug. 1950, in Schwarz I, p.546; The creation of the 
Wehrmacht is a separate issue, but it was rigorously tied to NATO.
10 Monnet, p.338
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Throughout the Summer and Fall of 1950, many of the people who conceived, launched, and 

staffed the ECSC met with Monnet at private locations, such as his farm in Houjarray, and 

outlined the plan for a supranational army. 

 Monnet’s collaborators in the endeavor included ubiquitous integrationists such as 

Etienne Hirsch, Pierre Uri, Paul Reuter, René Mayer, and Bernard Clappier (see previous 

Chapters).  Completely divorced from any popular input or oversight, a total of nine elite persons 

scripted all the essential components of the plan for what later became commonly known as the 

European Defense Community (EDC).11  Among the projected force’s key features were its 

supranational character, its interlocking mechanisms with other supranational bodies (such as the 

ECSC), and the inclusion of German troops among its contingents.

  Monnet, however, belonged to the inner core elite- he had neither the political profile 

nor the personal proclivity to publicly announce and support the EDC plan.  Accordingly, he met 

with his old friend and “collaborator” Prime Minister René Pleven (cortex elite), and presented 

him with a position paper advocating the formation of a European Army, which Pleven quickly 

endorsed.12  Publicly, the EDC became known as the Pleven Plan, but like the Schuman Plan 

before it, the primary author was actually Jean Monnet.

On October 24, 1950, the Prime Minister announced the Pleven Plan in a classic 

formulation of functionalist integration.  He reminded the French National Assembly that the 

ECSC was just a step in a process of progressive development whereby other nations would join 

the Community, and new functions would continually be added to European institutions.  Pleven 

then explained that the EDC marked the next stage in the Continent’s political evolution with its 

establishment of “a European army, linked to the political institutions of a united Europe.”13  The 

ECSC was to be among these political organs of supranational partnership, with its agencies and 

staff intended to oversee and direct the future European army’s creation and then its operation.  

11 Brombergers, pp. 108-112; Monnet, p. 336-342
12 Brombergers, p.111
13 Willis, p.132
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When formal negotiations over the EDC began in late 1950, each ECSC member state 

participated.  This overlapping membership necessarily followed from the functionalist logic, in 

which the ECSC was always the fulcrum with which to lever more explicitly political forms of 

unification.14  Accordingly, the European army was not only deliberately modeled upon its 

supranational predecessor but was also intended to mesh directly with the ECSC Assembly.15

While this interlocking arrangement was being proposed, Monnet allies Altiero Spinelli and 

Alcide de Gasperi were endeavoring to add political momentum to the Pleven Plan.  These 

supranationalists were trying to realize their dream of a United States of Europe by advancing an 

element of the EDC Treaty known as the ‘de Gasperi Article 38.’  This required the proposed 

EDC to eventually have a democratically elected bicameral assembly and an executive body.  It 

was hoped this might one day merge with the ECSC Assembly to become the parliament of a 

united European state. 

Monnet’s biographers, Merry and Serge Bromberger, offer one of the most succinct and 

insightful explanations of the logic of this functionalist ‘fusion.’  In their 1968 publication, Jean 

Monnet and the United States of Europe, they observed that:

The  [ECSC} High Authority . . . was also to serve the EDC.  
Gradually, it was thought, the supranational authorities . . . 
would administer all the activities of the continent.  A day 
would come when governments would be forced to admit 
that an integrated Europe was an accomplished fact . . . .
[Eventually, the integrationists intended] to merge all these 
autonomous institutions [e.g., ECSC,EDC,CE, and WEU] into
a single federal administration and then proclaim a United 
States of Europe.16

4.1b- British Nationalists

The British were conspicuously absent from negotiations to establish the ECSC and EDC 

14 See previous chapters, esp. Chapter Three
15 Brombergers, p.113
16 Brombergers, p. 123
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since the UK elite was predominantly anti-federalist.17  Reacting to the ECSC initiative, both 

Labour and Tories were united in their misgivings.  Winston Churchill spoke for the Opposition 

and Stafford Cripps, Chancellor of the Exchequer, spoke for the Cabinet in declaring that 

membership in any supranational community was unthinkable.18  A few months later, with the 

Pleven Plans’ promulgation, the British elite remained opposed- its members wanted no part of a 

supranational army.  The Foreign Minister at the time, Ernest Bevin, did not share the 

integrationists’ dream for a United States of Europe.  In a November 1950 memorandum, for 

example, Bevin described the threat of supranational integration as “a sort of cancer.”19  Instead, 

he and his Prime Minister, Clement Atlee, subscribed to variants of the “Atlanticist” political 

vision (one stressing the American relationship)20

When Churchill and the Tories regained upper tier status in the British elite hierarchy 

after the 1952 elections, UK integration policy remained unchanged because most Tories were 

also nationalists.  Since the UK was one of the few states of Europe not conquered by fascism, 

the unilateral British aspiration for great power status seemed realistic.  Britons recalled that they 

had on their own held Hitler at bay for four years, that they participated in all the treaties and 

conferences that ended WWII and shaped the post-war order (e.g., Tehran, Yalta, and Potsdam), 

that in 1945, the British Empire and Commonwealth stretched over a quarter of the world’s 

landmass, and that the UK was the closest ally of the United States. They naturally expected a 

continuation of the great power status commensurate with recent experience.21

A popular form of their post-war global power ambition was known as the ‘3 circles’ 

vision, first articulated by Winston Churchill.22  This placed the UK at the intersection of three 

overlapping spheres of power- the Commonwealth, the Anglo-American ‘special relationship,’ 

17 Gowland, David, and Turner, Arthur (2000) Reluctant Europeans: Britain and European integration, 1945-1998,  
(Harlo, Essex: Pearson Education Limited), p.57
18 Gowland and Tuner, p.52
19 Documents of British Policy Overseas, series II, volume III, no. 115, memorandum of Bevin, 24 November, 1950 
and no, 119, Bevin to franks, November 1950
20 Young, p.31; Gowland and Turner, p.79
21 For a more elaborate description of these conditions, see Gowland and Turner, pp. 9-24
22 Northedge, F.S. (1983)  “Britain and the EEC: Past and Present,” in Jenkins, Roy Britain and the EEC (London: 
Macmillan Press), p.28
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and Europe.  In this unique and privileged position, the United Kingdom could decisively 

influence world events.  In the minds of most members of the British elite, a focus upon 

European affairs, which EEC membership entailed, derogated from Britain’s potential for global 

influence.23   As Historian Gustav Schmidt noted, the British elite was, until the mid-1950s, 

collectively consumed by “aspirations to remain a world power.”24

  One member of the UK elite, Lord Franks, confidently encapsulated British post-war 

confidence: “Britain is going to continue to be what she has been, a Great Power.”25  To this end, 

Great Britain was spending nine percent of her GNP on defense until the mid-1950s, though this 

expenditure could not be afforded.26  Despite the paucity of available resources, members of the 

British elite persistently regarded the United Kingdom (and Commonwealth) as one of the 

world’s three great powers for at least a decade after the end of WWII (see Chapter Five).  

Churchill himself relegated European affairs to a secondary status, well behind the geostrategic 

considerations of the Cold War.27  Despite earlier pronouncements that apparently favored 

intergovernmental integration, in 1951 he was scathingly critical of the Pleven Plan, calling it “a 

sludgy amalgam,” and a “bucket of wood pulp.”28  Churchill’s vision of the new European order 

had actually always favored a continental integration process to which Great Britain related only 

tangentially.  As he famously described his nation’s position: “We are with Europe, but not of it.  

We are linked but not compromised. We are interested and associated, but not absorbed.”29

It is important to note that the ‘3 Circles’ vision, as then understood, was necessarily a 

zero-sum approach to foreign policy.30  Gains in the “European Circle,” for example, necessarily 

implied a loss in the other two.  Hence, the British elite did not have an important ingredient 

23 Hemming, Philip, “Macmillan and the End of the British Empire in Africa.”  In Aldous and Lee, p. 101, also:  
Lee, Sabine, “Staying in the Game? Coming into the Game,” in Aldous and Lee, p.127
24 Schmidt, Gustav, “Masterminding A New Western Europe,” in Wilkes (1997) Britain’s Failure to Enter the 
European Community 1961-63 (London: Frank Cass & Co. Ltd), p.78; see also Gowland and Turner, p.11
25 The Times [of London], November 8, 1954, cited in Gowland and Turner p.9
26 Gowland and Turner, pp.11, 17-19
27 Gowland and Turner, p.59
28 Cited in Gowland and Turner, p.59
29 Cited in Gowland and Turner, p.19
30 Lee, Sabine, “Staying in the Game? Coming into the Game?” in Aldous and Lee, p.129
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necessary for supranational unification with the continentals: a positive-sum orientation towards 

political relations.

4.1c - Attempts to Ratify the EDC Treaty

During the 1951-1954 EDC deliberations, Monnet continued to deploy the same people 

who had worked on the Schuman Plan.31  One was the re-appointed Foreign Minister Robert 

Schuman, who convened an international round of EDC negotiations in early 1951.  On February 

15, he told the assembled diplomats of ‘the Six’ that the Pleven Plan’s aim was to further 

European integration by substituting national armies with a common European army.32 When 

Schuman later took the result of this conference to the French National Assembly in February of 

1952, he extolled the EDC’s promise as a political remedy for the residual mistrust between the 

French and the Germans. 

 By May of 1952, the text of an EDC Treaty had been finalized and initialed by the 

foreign ministers of ‘the Six.’  In subsequent French parliamentary debates, MFP Gerard 

Jocquet, of the French Socialist Party, reinforced Schuman’s appeal by describing military 

integration as a necessary stage in the process of complete European unification.  He articulated 

the classic functionalist notion of spillover when he told the Assembly that, after the ECSC was 

expanded to include transport and agriculture, “a truly unified army ought [logically] . . . to take 

its place in such a grouping.”33  Nationalists in the French parliament were, however, skeptical.

While parts of the traditionally more ‘European’ French political parties (Socialists, 

MRP, Radicals, and UDSR) strongly supported formation of a European army, other influential 

elements of the French elite were implacably opposed.  They included defectors from the 

Radicals, Socialists, and the MRP, in addition to the Communists, and most notably, General 

31 Dedman, Martin (1996) The Origins and Development of the European Union, 1945-1995  (London: Routledge 
Press), p.73
32 Willis, p.134
33 Willis, p.140
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Charles de Gaulle and his Gaullist allies (the RPF).  Other than the Communists, the members of 

this anti-EDC coalition largely derived their intransigence from the nationally oriented political 

vision to which they subscribed. 

De Gaulle’s nationalist political orientation made his opposition to the Pleven Plan 

certain.  But he also opposed the elitist nature of the project, divorced as it was from democratic 

accountability.  Accordingly, he repeatedly (and accurately) denounced the EDC in terms such as 

a “military entity, the result of obscure secret meetings controlled by technocrats.”34  In his 

campaign against the EDC, de Gaulle found allies on the far Left of the political spectrum, as 

well as within his own right wing.  Such crosscutting cleavages of national and supranational 

loyalties, which traversed the panoply of French political parties, were symptomatic of the post-

war factionalization of the European elite.  Rather than ‘war factions,’ ‘peace factions,’ 

‘liberals,’ or ‘conservatives,’ the European elite has, since the Hague Conference, generally 

waged their struggles over integration policy according to their contending aspirations for the 

retention or abolition of national sovereignty (as opposed to party loyalty).

The case of the EDC was only the first in a sequence of improbable alliances across the 

political spectrum that eventually became banal in its frequency- the unification of politically 

disparate elements of a nation’s elite, allied under the aegis of protecting state sovereignty from 

the designs of integrationist antagonists (or vice-versa).  For example, even under the leadership 

of integrationist Jules Moch, the Socialists were deeply split, with half the party announcing its 

opposition to the formation of the EDC. The Communist Party was uniformly opposed to the 

idea of a Western European army of any sort, and even the French President, Vincent Auriol, 

was unenthusiastic about the Pleven Plan.  

The conflict generated within French political class over the issue of a European army 

was intense, as heated passions rose to levels not seen since L’Affaire Dreyfus, half a century 

earlier.35  Life-long enmities were created as a consequence of the tactics employed in this 

34 Brombergers, p.115
35 Brombergers, p.114
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tumultuous French struggle.  Monnet was specifically alleged to have used his elite network to 

cause de Gaulle’s leading financial supporters to abandon him.36  In the eyes of de Gaulle, this 

perfidy was so upsetting that he angrily ‘retired’ from politics on November 12, 1953.  But 

before he could withdraw to his sanctuary at Colombey les deux Eglises, the General took a 

parting shot at his nemesis, Monnet.  During his “retirement” press conference, de Gaulle 

zestfully attacked his antagonist, accusing him of being the “inspirer” of various supranational 

integration schemes, some dating to before the war.37  Significantly, de Gaulle alleged what later 

became a commonplace: sly deception by the integrationists.  De Gaulle characterized Monnet’s 

proposals as “a trick . . . called a merger,” and he denounced supranational institutions as “these 

artificial monsters, these robots, these Frankensteins established by bureaucrats, by irresponsible 

men without a country.”38

At the same time, federalists in other European states and in venues such as the Council 

of Europe were calling for a European Army and even a European Political Community (EPC). 39

While the EDC was primarily a Franco-German initiative, efforts to establish the EPC were often 

made by the integrationist elites of smaller states.  Speaking in May of 1952 from a node in the 

integrationist network, the European Union of Federalists (UEF), the leading Belgian 

integrationist Paul-Henri Spaak proposed that the ECSC sponsor negotiations for such a political 

community.  Seconded by the then Italian foreign minister, Alcide de Gasperi, and supported by 

Robert Schuman, this plan was intended as a huge step in the realization of a true European state.  

Numerous interest groups, such as Union Française des Fédéralistes, the German Council of the 

European Movement, the Europa-Union, and the Mouvement Socialiste pour les Etats-Unis 

d’Europe  (Socialist Movement for the United States of Europe) lobbied for political unification 

to accompany the European army’s formation.

Supranationalists within the parliaments of Belgium, Holland, and the Netherlands 

36 Brombergers, p.117
37 Brombergers, p.117
38 Brombergers, pp.114, 117
39 Willis, p.131
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ratified the EDC Treaty in the early months of 1954.  By March of that year, in an action seen as 

vindicating Adenauer’s integrationist policies, the German parliament followed suit.  These 

ratifications gave some federalists cause for optimism that a European army was soon to be 

created.  However, they underestimated the strength of the nationalist faction within the French 

segment of the European elite.  In August 1954, after years of rancorous debate, the EDC Treaty 

was comfortably defeated by an anti-integration coalition in the National Assembly, thereby 

ending dreams of a European state, at least for a while. 40  For the supranationalists, the shock 

and disappointment of the EDC’s demise was immense.  According to some observers, the 

demise of his dream led to the premature death of Signor de Gasperi.41  What went wrong?

First, the integrationists moved too precipitously.  By suddenly attempting the creation, 

from whole cloth, of a new supranational army, they aroused significant nationalist opposition.  

Despite his support for the EDC, Robert Schuman recognized the danger of this premature 

overture, commenting that ”we would have preferred to build up the economic and political 

foundations a little further” before proceeding to the Pleven Plan’s announcement.42 Schuman 

(as well as Spaak and other functionalists) still believed that “a unified Europe must be built step 

by step.”43  Walter Hallstein, too, was skeptical of the Pleven Plan.  He thought it premature, and 

dismissed the optimists’ position as naively utopian.44

The abandonment of a gradualism apparently resulted from over-enthusiasm after the 

positive reception of the ECSC, and additionally, the exigencies arising from the June 1950 

outbreak of the Korean War.  Monnet wrote that the invasion of South Korea pushed up his 

timetable: “We could no longer wait, as we had once planned, for political Europe to be the 

culminating point of a gradual process.”45   As it turned out, however, his earlier functionalist 

inclination was correct (see Chapters Two and Three), and the EDC was stillborn.

40 Brombergers, p.121
41 Furdson, E. (1980) The European Defense Community: A History, (London: Macmillan Press), pp. 269, 280, 284-
285
42 Monnet, p.243 
43 Brombergers, p.115
44 Bärenbrinker, Frank, “Hallstein’s Concept of Europe Before Assuming Office,” in Loth, et al, p.86
45 Monnet, p.343
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While the EDC’s failure exemplified the danger of abandoning functionalist “hyper-

gradualism,” a second reason for the Pleven Plan’s demise was the weakness of the French 

integrationists relative to that of the nationalists.  Because the relative power of contending elite 

factions determines policy outcomes, the integrationists needed to wait until they had gained 

political dominance.   Had they delayed the next stage, additional members of the European elite 

would have accrued to the supranational faction through the cumulative effects of 

neofunctionalist integration, elite networking, and nomination.   In sum, the jump from the ECSC 

to the EDC was precipitous; this step should have been postponed until supranationalists were 

more securely ensconced in the upper tiers of all six national segments of the European elite 

(since Treaty ratification required unanimity).

The primary reason for the failure of the EDC in France was the accession to power of a 

relatively nationalist elite faction in the final years of the Fourth Republic.  The June 1954 

reconfiguration of the French power hierarchy, when Pierre Mendès-France displaced Pleven 

from the French Premiership, spelled the end of the EDC.  Mendès-France was not an ardent 

integrationist, as exhibited by his appointment of few federalists to his cabinet, which was deeply 

divided into a nationalists camp and a group Spaak called “convinced Europeans.”46  Most 

notably, the new Premier had appointed a strong nationalist, General Koenig, to the Ministry of 

Defense, leading Spaak later to explain that the EDC failed because “Mendès-France was not 

sufficiently European-minded.”47  It is noteworthy that the pace of integration accelerated once 

the Mendès-France government fell in February 1955 (see below and Chapter Three).

Lingering anti-German feelings among some members of the French elite sharpened 

opposition to the EDC.   The parliamentary invective of the nationalists included references to 

“the forthcoming revival of Hitlerian divisions” and the specter of serving under “Nazi generals 

who yesterday were ordering the execution of [our] relatives.”48  At least in France, the positive 

46 Spaak, p.162
47 Spaak, p.159
48 Willis, p.140-1 
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elite relationships requisite for progressive integration were clearly absent.  As Spaak concluded, 

the “mutual friendship and trust” he thought requisite for further supranational integration did 

not yet extend deeply enough into the French elite.49  The EDC experience demonstrates that if a 

European army is ever to be established, it can only be done through a long series of incremental 

steps (see Chapter Eight). 

4.1d - The West European Union- A Nationalist Alternative

In the United Kingdom, where the nationalist elite was politically dominant, most leaders 

were eager to use the collapse of the Pleven Plan as an opportunity to supplant the continentals’ 

supranational aspiration with a nationalist alternative (a recurring British tactic).50   A number of 

states submitted substitute schemes for a European army; none, however, was well received.  At 

least one of these substitutes succumbed because of a failure to observe the courtesy of prior 

consultation with relevant elite actors.   Adenauer was personally piqued by such omissions of 

intra-elite courtesy, complaining to Monnet that “The only information I have comes from the 

newspapers.  It’s humiliating to be left in the dark.”51  In the end, the only plan to gain broad 

assent was one put forward by the British.

 In 1955, Anthony Eden, the new Prime Minister, was quick to advance his vision of an 

intergovernmentally organized Western European Union (WEU).  Like the EDC, the WEU was 

intended to provide Europe with a world-class unified army, albeit without the supranational 

elements of the Pleven initiative (cf., Article 38, above).52  This nationalist counter-aspiration of 

the British was given a skeptical hearing by Adenauer, who correctly assessed that “if the British 

enter [the Euro-Army], then the supranational principle will go through the door.”53

49 Spaak, p.163
50 Urwin, p.187
51 Monnet, p.348
52 Dedman, p.89; see also Wilkes, “Introduction,” pp. 8-9; An analogous attempt was also made with the European 
Fre Trade Area (EFTA).  For a discussion of this, see Graduate Institute of International Studies (1968) The 
European free trade Area and the Crisis of European Integration (Geneva: Michael Joseph Ltd.)
53Adenauer, Erinnerungen II, p.337, in Schwarz II, p.119
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However, working as a self-described triumvirate, Bech, Beyen, and Spaak eventually 

agreed to Eden’s plan, with Italian (and eventually Adenauer’s) support.54  A treaty establishing 

the WEU was ratified in May of 1955.   In the wake if the EDC’s defeat, it gained 

integrationists’ acquiescence because the ‘British substitute’ was seen as better than nothing, and 

a possible intermediate stage in the development of a true supranational army.  As it transpired, 

the WEU existed until the end of the century, at least partially fulfilling the federalists’ hopes of 

becoming a way station to a true pan-European army (see Chapter Eight).55   Yet, since it never 

had any supranational powers with which to initiate spillover, it never became a significant 

institution in European politics.

 4.2- Charles De Gaulle

     4.2a- De Gaulle and Stagnation

After the 1954 defeat of the EDC-EPC initiatives, the integrationists embarked upon the 

establishment of the European Economic Community.  The EEC was incorrectly understood by 

some nationalists to simply be a customs union, and thus not recognized as a threat to national 

sovereignty.  For this reason, it did not significantly arouse nationalist ire, and the EEC was 

established by the Treaty of Rome in 1957 (see Chapter Three).  Yet despite this success, there 

occurred a period of stagnation in the march towards ever closer union - roughly the period 

1958-1970.  It was no coincidence that these years involved the reign of Charles de Gaulle as 

President of France (1958-1969).

Previous attempts to explain this slow period of integration include the thesis of 

dialectical functionalism put forward by Corby, the analogous concept of ‘spillback,’ and the 

‘futility theorem’ advanced by Hass (all examined in Chapter One).  Yet the most satisfactory 

explanation for this period of stagnation is derived from the observations of elite theory.  Very 

54 Spaak, p.188- the Italian was Piccioni
55 Spaak, 179
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simply, it resulted from the ascendancy of a powerful elite faction of nationalists in France, led 

by Charles De Gaulle, who successfully marshaled influence to block the integrationist efforts of 

the supranational elite.

The faction led by de Gaulle tended, of course, to be comprised of elite persons holding 

political ambitions compatible with those of the General.  Using his powers of nomination, the 

Frenchman surrounded himself with others holding views similar to his own.  In this way, he 

populated the upper tiers of the French elite structure with nationalists.  His closest (core) 

advisors were the nationalists Pierre Guillaumat, and André Malraux.56  Along with his (cortex) 

collaborators, Michel Debré and Maurice Couve de Murville, these five elite actors were the 

leading members of the French nationalist elite faction.  Diametrically opposed to the Gaullists 

were the leading French supranationalists: Guy Mollet, Antoine Pinay, Pierre Pflimlin, René 

Pleven, Robert Marjolin, Pierre Uri, Etienne Hirsch, and of course, Jean Monnet (see Chapters 

Two and Three for their visions).  

Part 4.2b-    The Gaullist Vision

 Even before the end of the Second World War, de Gaulle was publicly articulating his 

vision of post-war Europe, organized as a world power.57   The General later specifically 

addressed his ultimate political ambition in a speech delivered August 17, 1950.  Therein, he 

summarized his aspiration to lead a European political order assuming the shape of a  “joint 

system whose planning and leadership should normally be the responsibility of France, just as 

America assumes responsibility in the Pacific and England in the Orient.”58

In 1962, the French President made it clear that his political ambition remained 

unchanged, remarking that he wanted Europe to “assume a world role worthy of our resources 

56 De Gaulle, p.272- Pompidou’s nationalism was later called into question- see Chapter Five
57 Couve de Murville, p.285 ; see also Chapter Three
58 Brombergers, p. 110
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and capacities.”59   Again, in April of 1963, he described his desire for France ”to be prosperous, 

our own master, and powerful.”60   In August 1967, he delivered yet another speech declaring 

that the essence of his political vision still consisted of the desire to have France respected as a 

world power.61  De Gaulle most succinctly summarized his stance on integration in the oft-

repeated phrase, “L’Europe des Patries;” alternately translated as “a Europe of [independent] 

States” or “a Europe of the Fatherlands.”62

After leaving the Presidency in 1969, de Gaulle began his autobiography, Memories of 

Hope, wherein he proudly recalled his unswerving dedication to a lifelong nationalist crusade.63

As he retrospectively reiterated, his fundamental political goal was to see France among the 

“first rank of nations” in terms of power, prosperity, and prestige.64  To achieve this status, he 

hoped to establish a concert of European states and fulfill the “destiny” of a continental 

confederation.65  Despite his desire for European unity, however, de Gaulle was always careful 

to delineate between the desirable notion of “confederation” and the anathema of “federation.”  

To him, a confederation preserved national sovereignty.  A federation, on the other hand, was the 

ambition of the “ruling circles [and] coteries” that comprised “the supranational school-” his bête 

noir.66  He believed that their ambition was to establish a government that subsumed the 

independence of Europe’s governments under the aegis of “a single entity,” the United States of 

Europe.67

Another facet of de Gaulle’s nationalist perspective was an enduring awareness that his 

own ambitions were essentially political in nature. Even his nominally economic policies were 

59 L’Annee Politique, 1965, p.430, cited in Willis, p.324
60 Willis, p.318
61 Speech of August 10, 1967, Ambassade, Speeches and Press Conferences, No. 268, cited in Willis, p.323
62 Vaïsse, Maurice, “De Gaulle and the British ‘Application’ to Join the Common Market,” in Wilkes, p.56; Gerbert, 
Pierre, “The Fouchet Negotiations,” ibid, pp.136-137; see also  Vaïsse, Maurice, ibid, p.55;  I prefer the latter.
63 De Gaulle, Charles (1971) Memoirs of Hope: Renewal and Endeavor (New York: Simon and Schuster), translator, 
Terence Kilmartin, passim.
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consciously intended to further his greater political purposes.68  Likewise, he was not deceived 

by the notion that the EEC was primarily an economic endeavor.  The General always 

recognized it as a political project, calling it the ambition to control not only France, but also all 

of Europe.69  Perhaps the most revealing elite assessment of the General’s political ambition was 

made by the UK ambassador to France, Lord Gladwyn.  His summary of de Gaulle’s concerns is 

worth citing at length:

The essential and overriding one was insistence on
the absolute independence of France, whose ‘standing’
or ‘status’ in the world was his sole, political objective. 
Associated with this principle was the rejection of the
slightest element of supranationality . . . .70

The General’s opposition to the supranational agenda led him ineluctably into conflict 

with the integrationists.71  Intensifying the vehemence of these factional disputes was the 

personal animus between members of the contending elite factions.  Among the integrationist 

elite, however, one individual for whom de Gaulle reserved special distaste was Walter Hallstein 

(see Chapter Three).  He condemned Hallstein for harboring the vision of an “artificial country 

springing from the brow of a technocrat,”72 describing their conflict of visions in his memoirs:

Walter Hallstein is the President of the Commission.
He enthusiastically adopts the theory of the superstate
And uses all his skill to give the Community this form and 
content . . . . [and he] hurries along the progressive development
of the Six in the opinion that they would perforce 
shape themselves [accordingly].  The goals which I have
for France are incompatible with such intentions.73

In sum, the French President was incensed that integrationists were deliberately 

68 Grosser, Alfred,  “General de Gaulle and the Foreign Policy of the Fourth Republic,” International Affairs, April 
1963, pp.298-313
69 De Gaulle, Memoirs, p. 183
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threatening the national sovereignty of France, explicitly recognizing that they had formed a 

continent-wide network dedicated to the creation of a supranational European order, and he 

never lost an opportunity, in his speeches or memoirs, of condemning their “dream of 

supranational Europe” and “delusions of integration.”74

The General’s suspicion of foreign leaders was generously reciprocated.  For example, 

Adenauer told German President Heuss in July 1948 that he believed de Gaulle to be anti-

integration, anti-German, and interested exclusively in French hegemony over Europe.75  Paul-

Henri Spaak was also known to have been strongly repelled by de Gaulle’s obsession with 

national grandeur.76   However, because the General also wanted to enhance European power and 

prestige, there was potentially some room for common ground with the supranationalists- the 

shared desire to see Europe attain superpower status.  Yet for de Gaulle, even this common 

aspiration rested upon the nonnegotiable condition that such a Europe must be under sovereign 

French leadership.77

4.2c - De Gaulle’s Allies

Supporting the French President in the pursuit of his nationalist ambitions were other 

Gaullist politicians, most notably Maurice Couve de Murville and Michel Debré.  M. Debré was 

de Gaulle’s first prime minister, his last foreign minister, and an influential Gaullist serving in 

the French parliament for several decades.   A prolific writer, Mr. Debré published a number of 
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77 Young, p.134
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nationalist polemics, among them a work entitled Le Gaullisme.78  Like de Gaulle, Debré’s basic 

political vision was for France to become a top-rank global power, with a “duty . . . to intervene 

in the great problems of humanity.”79  In the preface to Le Gaulisme, Debré outlined the basics 

of French nationalism:

Gaullism affirms a national will. It expresses at the 
same time a political moral.  It is, finally, an attitude 
of mind.  France must maintain its status- it’s not only 
that she is a nation stemming from a beautiful and deep 
history- it is that she is a sovereignty which can not be 
subjugated, aligned, or integrated . . . . [France must 
practice] diplomacy with free hands and a defense policy
in which the idea of command depends exclusively upon 
national authority.80

Debré went on to say that history is “above all” the history of nations, and consequently 

that political cooperation under Gaullism could “only exist if France is a sovereign nation.”81  He 

tirelessly reiterated this theme, insisting that French foreign policy “rests upon a fundamental 

principle: that of the recognition of national independence.”82  Like other strong nationalists, 

Debré largely defined his political position as one diametrically opposed to the federalists’ 

ambition.  Dismissing the aspiration to establish a “United States of Europe” as a utopian dream, 

he characterized Gaullist foreign policy as one that fundamentally recognized “the reality of 

nations, [and] the rejection of the principle of supranationalism.”83  As an alternative to 

supranationalism, he strongly and explicitly endorsed the intergovernmental approach to 

European diplomacy.84

De Gaulle’s other great ally, Maurice Couve de Murville, was foreign minister for almost 

78 Debré, Michel (1978) Le Gaullisme  (Paris: Plon)
79 Debré, pp.23, 39, 71[my translation]
80 Ibid, preface, [my translation]
81 Debré, pp. 17, 21 [my translation]
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83 Debré, pp. 23, 61 [my translation]; see also pp. 59-60, 71
84 Debré, pp. 57, 59-60 [my translation]
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the entirety of the General’s eleven-year tenure as President of France. De Murville’s nationalist 

vision is exhaustively addressed in his political autobiography, Une Politique Étrangère, 1958-

1969.85  Therein, he wrote extensively of his strong conviction that traditional political 

prerogatives must remain in the hands of sovereign national governments.86   Couve de Murville 

wanted “the peoples, [and] the nations, [to] remain the solid foundation” of politics.87   While 

willing to work within the framework of existing institutions (e.g. the COE, ECSC and EEC), he 

demanded that France retain her sovereignty.  To maintain this condition, he thought, required 

the preservation of the ultimate instrument of state sovereignty- the national veto.88  By wielding 

this implement of independence in the councils of Europe, Couve de Murville believed the vital 

social, economic, and political interests of France could be preserved.

Couve de Murville’s political ambition was also largely defined by his opposition to a 

supranational European order, something he called the federalist “dream.”89  But for the Foreign 

Minister, supranationalism was actually more like a nightmare, a pernicious “theology” which 

threatened the national existence of France.90  He believed the federalists were constantly 

striving to give the EEC the “appearance of [a true] government, for which [they] never ceased 

to aspire.”91    De Murville even used the now common pejorative of “superstate” to describe the 

integrationist ambition, continuing that:92

This federation- the United States of Europe- is the 
creation of a federal state, endowed with true political 
institutions, governing from an assembly elected directly 
from the peoples, from the hands of which the member 
states hand over, with no idea of return, their essential 

85 Couve de Murville, Maurice (1971) Une Politique Étrangère: 1958-1969 (Paris: Plon) 
86 Couve de Murville, p.295
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90 Couve de Murville, p.309, 377 [my translation]
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attributes: foreign policy, international trade policy, and 
monetary policy.93

Yet, despite his opposition to their ambition, de Murville did give credit to his 

integrationist adversaries, whose successful “team tactics” (or networking) he consciously 

respected.94  Furthermore, he was aware of the spillover effect, recognizing the supranationalists’ 

intention to establish “a Europe truly united, overflowing the economic framework in order to 

enter the political domain.”95  Couve de Murville recognized that political union was always the 

objective of the integrationists, even when they were creating ostensibly economic institutions.96

Like de Gaulle, de Murville aspired for an independent France to lead Europe toward world 

power status.97   Yet he was never willing to sacrifice national sovereignty to that goal, 

remaining a faithful ‘confederalist’ to the end of his political career.98  It is also noteworthy that 

the foreign minister was of the opinion that international diplomacy worked best under 

conditions of mutual confidence and amicable cooperation, and that this interpersonal trust was 

best advanced by regularized contacts among the principals.99  He explicitly denied, though, the 

contention that supranational institutions necessarily lead to the creation of such trust and 

compromise.100

4.3 - De Gaulle’s Vision Translated into Policy

During De Gaulle’s Presidency, one can observe numerous examples of how the 

assiduous pursuit of his faction’s nationalist vision shaped the evolution of integration policies 

across the European continent.  For example, early in his Presidency de Gaulle unilaterally 

93 Couve de Murville, p. 351, [my translation]
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99 Couve de Murville, pp.295, 365, 375
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suspended a secret Franco-German agreement on the joint production of nuclear armaments.  

This was an affront to a still fragile diplomatic relationship, yet impelled by his nationalist 

attitude.  As his subsequent creation of the force de frappe demonstrated, the General was 

determined to realize his vision of great power status for France, in this case through the 

maintenance of an independent French nuclear force.  In addition to the examples of the EDC 

and military unilateralism, there are four other salient historical exemplifications of de Gaulle’s 

nationalist convictions being translated into policy.  These four additional events were the 

Fouchet Plan, the ‘empty chair’ policy, and the two French vetoes of British accession to the 

Community.  A fifth event, known as the Soames Affair, is an illuminating example of the 

factional strife engendered by the integration struggle.

4.3a - The Fouchet Plan

The 1960 Fouchet Plan was a diplomatic initiative arising from de Gaulle’s desire to 

make Europe a great power through the unification of its political voice.  According to the 

General, this plan would lead to an intergovernmental European “political union.”101  He 

modestly articulated the ultimate purpose of this union as the transformation of Europe into “the 

most powerful, the most prosperous, and the most influential political, economic, cultural, and 

military grouping in the world.”102   Historian William Loth described this proposal as an attempt 

to realize de Gaulle’s “vision of Europe.”103  Yet the Fouchet initiative must not be confounded 

with supranational integration- at every stage in its evolution, the elements of 

intergovernmentalism were stressed at the deliberate expense of any mechanism that might 

abridge state sovereignty.  More specifically, the Fouchet Plan advocated a political union of 

perpetually sovereign states- not the creation of a community by gradually eroding national 

101 Loth, in Loth et al, p,.139
102 Willis, p.297
103 Loth, in Loth, et  al, p.139



127

independence.104  With the submission of this intergovernmental proposal, the French President 

was initiating a contest of visions with the integrationists.105

Not surprisingly, the Fouchet Plan encountered strong opposition from supranationalists 

such as Hallstein and Spaak.106   They were rightly suspicious that de Gaulle intended to supplant 

the EEC’s role in organizing Europe’s political affairs.107  Diplomatic negotiations arising from 

their concerns led to the Bonn Declaration of July 1961.  This statement tried to redirect the 

Fouchet Plan, making it compatible with the EEC’s supranational mode of integration.108  Paul-

Henri Spaak intentionally blocked progress on the Plan because of its intergovernmental 

characteristics.  “I favor [only] a supranational, integrated Europe,” he declared.109  The 

influential foreign minister of the Netherlands, Joseph Luns, was also antagonistic to the French 

démarche, considering it antithetical to his own vision of a supranational European order.110

Luns was operating in a time of remarkably consistent Dutch foreign policy.  While 

Holland had no fewer than ten separate governments between August of 1948 and June of 1971, 

there were only three foreign ministers throughout this entire period: Dirk Stikker, J.W. Beyen 

and Joseph Luns.  Stikker had been a founder of the Council of Europe (see Chapter Two) and 

later a colleague of Spaak, Blankenhorn and Adenauer in organizing integrationist initiatives.111

Beyen was instrumental in organizing the Messina Conference (See Chapter Three), while Luns, 

whose tenure lasted from 1956 to 1971, was the longest serving foreign minister in post-war 

Western European history.112  All three diplomats were totally committed federalists, virtually 

assuring Dutch support for supranational integration over the course of 23 years.113
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The Italians were noncommittal regarding the Fouchet Plan, leaving only Germany as a 

serious candidate for an intergovernmental alliance with the French.  Although Adenauer favored 

a supranational Europe, a lasting peace through Franco-German reconciliation still figured 

prominently in his political vision.  Accordingly, the Chancellor did not completely reject de 

Gaulle’s initiative.  Eventually, though, the concerted opposition of supranationalists forced de 

Gaulle to drop the Fouchet Plan, as he announced during another of his stormy press 

conferences, May 15, 1962.114  During this angry tirade, he denounced supranationalists such as 

Monnet (though not specifically by name), and derided the EEC as an “integrated Volapuk” (i.e., 

a giant Esperanto zone).115  De Gaulle had to settle for a simple Franco-German cooperation 

treaty, signed with Adenauer in 1963 (see below).

4.3b - The Empty Chair Policy

The 1965 “empty chair” policy was another example of nationalism translated into an 

impediment to integration.  This historical episode began in March of 1965, after EEC 

negotiations over the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) delivered a settlement for establishing 

a common price level for cereals and began the formulation of a plan to finance a common 

agricultural fund.  Within this set of seemingly mundane proposals were provisions that 

augmented the fiscal competencies of the EEC Commission and introduced a system of majority 

voting to that chamber.  

The latter amendment (majority voting) eliminated the national veto, at least in some 

areas, within the councils of the EEC.  This innovation was considered one of the most important 

steps in the creation of a new supranational state, as it formally relocated final authority over 

certain policy domains to the supranational center.  The former amendment (Commission 

funding) was also of momentous importance.  It gave a direct source of funds to the 

114 Bromberger, 219
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Commission, to be furnished through customs levies rather than national state contributions.  

This proposal was intended to bestow the EEC executive with a source of revenue independent 

of national governments and hence endow it with greater political autonomy.  In sum, these two 

proposals were intended to create “a genuine supranational executive.”116  Additionally, these 

suggestions were first publicized in a surprise announcement to the European Parliament, which 

was interpreted as an affront by those who had not received prior consultation concerning these 

measures.

 De Gaulle immediately recognized the import of these proposals.  As he wanted the ‘last 

word’ in European politics to be French (or more accurately, his own), the President opposed the 

majority voting and direct-finance amendments. He publicly acknowledged his objections were 

not simply economic or agricultural in nature, but that they derived from his fundamental 

opposition to supranationalism.117  Consequently, the French president withdrew France’s 

participation from all meetings of the European Communities (the ‘empty chair’ policy).  His 

foreign minister, Couve de Murville, described their position: “The Commission had lost sense 

of its limits and responsibilities: it was necessary to make it rediscover them.”118  De Gaulle also 

took the opportunity offered by this conflict to articulate his deepest feelings about the EEC and 

the supranationalists attempting to build it into a state.  Referring to the Commission in general, 

and Walter Hallstein in particular, he condemned them as the “hypothec of a mostly foreign 

technocracy . . . [an] Areopagus ruling with responsibility to no one.”119  In other words, the 

General described the EEC as an unaccountable, alien, and self-important high authority that was 

superciliously arrogating unto itself suzerainty over the destiny of France.

France’s ‘empty chair’ boycott constituted a crisis within the European Communities.  It 

was only resolved after considerable concessions were made to de Gaulle’s nationalism.   These 

concessions, known as the 1966 Luxembourg Compromise, stipulated that the Commission must 

116 Willis, p.343
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consult with member states before adopting important proposals.  It was also agreed that, in areas 

of “vital interest,” member states could demand unanimity as a condition for any final policy 

ratification, effectively preserving their veto of repugnant directives.120  Satisfied by this 

reinforcement of national sovereignty and elite prerogative, de Gaulle allowed France to resume 

Community participation in early 1966.  He thought he had succeeded where the Fouchet Plan 

failed, steering the EEC away from supranationalism and toward a more intergovernmental

modus operandi.

In this belief, the General underestimated the tenacity of the integrationist elite.  The

Luxembourg Compromise was, like many political compromises, open to broad interpretation.  

While the French President construed it as a bulwark against the erosion of national sovereignty, 

the integrationists foresaw a time when key terms of the Luxembourg Compromise could be 

redefined (see Chapter Eight).  For them, the compromise was intended as a stalling tactic, 

saving “the nucleus of the supranational state” until the eventual demise of de Gaulle’s regime, 

whereupon they intended to aggressively recommence the development of the USE.121  But 

regardless of any ambiguities attendant to its resolution, the ‘Empty Chair’ crisis has long 

remained a textbook example of the clash between the nationalist and supranationalist elite 

factions.

4.3c - Prelude to the First Veto: The Waning of British Nationalism

Perhaps the best examples of de Gaulle’s antipathy to the deepening of European 

integration were his two vetoes of British entry into the EEC, in 1963 and 1967.    The first veto 

was preceded by the gradual transformation of the British segment of the European elite from 

one in which the nationalist faction was dominant, to one characterized by a relatively ascendant 

supranationalist faction.  This shift in focus and allegiance was gradual, generally occurring as 
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older members of the British elite retired, and younger individuals, with new political visions, 

moved up the ranks of the hierarchy of power.  However, this transformation was not complete at 

the time of the first application in 1961.

The origins of the British elite’s ideational transmogrification is found in the aftermath of 

the Second World War, when a number of Britons began to question the primacy of the national 

state in their political pantheon.  One such “seedling of supranationalism” was the Foreign Office 

diplomat, Donald Maitland.  He was a primordial example of a policymaker who underwent the 

ideational reconfiguration that led to his abandonment of the nationalist political vision then 

dominant within the British elite.  Describing his post-war aspirational realignment in a 1993 

interview, Maitland recalled that: “I came back from the war completely persuaded that the 

imperial idea- the idea of us ruling other countries- was finished . . . . We had to have another 

kind of foreign policy.”122

While Maitland’s new policy orientation consisted of increased engagement with Europe, 

the specific functionalist formula for integration remained unformed until its formal articulation, 

years later, by Jean Monnet.  Other Foreign Office (FO) diplomats formulating an integrationist 

political vision included Oliver Wright, Richard Brooks, James Murray, Anthony Montague 

Browne, Christopher Audland, and Michael Palliser.  These Foreign Service officials represented 

a new generation of rising bureaucrats, all born between the years of 1918 and 1926, and each 

disillusioned with the aspiration for Empire, preferring a political vision more closely connected 

to the Continent.123

Particularly notable among these individuals were Palliser and Audland.  Like Maitland, 

both these men underwent ideational transformations in the wake of the Second World War.  In a 

1993 interview, Palliser described how his “view of the world” was transformed by his post-war 

journeys “from Berlin through the Ruhr,” leading to the personal conviction that “one simply 
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can’t allow [such destruction] to happen again.”124  Christopher Audland completed his own 

ideological transformation to supranationalism during a posting to the Council of Europe, a 

successful incubator of integrationist perspectives, and a key node in the early supranational elite 

network (see Chapters Two and Three).  His personal endorsement of the federalist vision 

alienated himself from the nationalist faction of the British elite, making him disparagingly 

known among FO colleagues as one who had “gone native.”125

With these integrationists, the nucleus of the emerging supranationalist faction in Britain 

began to form in the Foreign Office.  This nascent elite network was organized around Palliser, 

the man Hugo Young called an “archetypical” British integrationist, a “truly dedicated believer” 

in the federalist cause.126   Closest to Palliser in this early phase were Michael Butler and Sir 

Pierson Dixon.   Over the succeeding decades, these visionaries unflaggingly labored together, as 

the ‘Palliser (or Foreign Office) Cell,’ in an effort to realize British participation in a 

supranational European order, a cause in which they all passionately believed.127  In the 1950s, 

this elite cell was located too low in the hierarchy of power (third tier, inner core) to have 

decisive influence upon policy outcomes; it was only years later, after they had risen to the 

second tier in the power hierarchy, that these individuals became capable to translating their 

political vision into policy (see below).  

Only reluctantly, other British policymakers abandoned their hope for unilateral global 

power status as the 1950s wore on.  Historian George Wilkes has referred to this process as the 

“decline of Britain’s global vision.”128  While some Britons derived their supranationalism from 

their experiences in the Second World War, others went through a political reorientation after the 

Suez Crisis of 1956.129  Before Suez, visions of Empire were still strong among most British 

policymakers.  Afterwards, as Young aptly explained, their “visceral sentiments of grandeur” 
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were vitiated, delivering  “the death-blow to Britain’s fading belief in her imperial reach.”130   It 

was in this sort of imperial disintegration that led American Secretary of State Dean Acheson 

made his famous quip: “Great Britain has lost an Empire and has not yet found a role.”131

Since public opinion was of minor importance in Britain’s first application to join the 

EEC, further examination of elite opinion is thus in order, turning first to Harold Macmillan.132

After the Suez Crisis brought down Eden’s Government, the associated retirement of senior 

officials allowed lower-tier elite persons to begin their advance up the British power hierarchy.  

Eden’s successor as PM was Macmillan, who had long been reflecting upon European 

unification.  As early as 1939 he had written: “if Western civilization is to survive, we must look 

forward to an organization, economic, cultural, even political, comprising all the countries of 

Western Europe.133  In 1948, Macmillan was a member of the Consultative Assembly of the 

Council of Europe, where he worked with other supranationalists such as Schuman, Reynaud, 

Mollet, and Spaak.134  Although maintaining the traditional British aloofness from continental 

entanglements, Macmillan did live through two world wars and was shaped by those tragedies, 

never forgetting his personal experiences at the Battle of the Somme and deeply horrified by the 

Second World War.135

Yet, despite his experiences, Macmillan was continually torn between national and 

supranational aspirations.  Again, Young’s description is apt: he “easily ruminated on alternate 

visions” being both “a European” and a “man of Empire.”136  Macmillan’s political 

schizophrenia makes it difficult to categorize him as strictly nationalist or supranationalist.  He 

was interested in European integration of some sort, but at times still sought unilateral great 

power status for Britain (and himself).   For example, in 1952 he remarked that “the development 

of the [British] Empire into an economic unit as powerful as the USA and USSR was the only 
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possibility . . .” for UK foreign policy.137  Yet he later made the UK’s first application to join the 

EEC.  Torn between visions, Macmillan was never confidently part of the supranational faction, 

once refusing to identify himself with those he called the “cosmopolitan elite . . . who wanted 

supranationalism.”138

Macmillan’s vacillation is partly explained by the evolution of Britain’s capability to act 

unilaterally on the world stage.  While the common denominator in the various formulations of 

his political vision was a desire to maximize the British global influence, the UK was declining 

in the ability to realize these aspirations.139   Accordingly, Macmillan was forced to serve as a 

transition figure, representing the difficult conversion of the British elite from a nationalist to 

supranationalist perspective and is placed near the center of the nationalist-supranationalist 

spectrum of Figure 1-1 (see Chapter One).  The Prime Minister’s published diary cum memoir, 

At the End of the Day, reveals his consternation as he eternally agonized between aspirations- a 

choice between what he called the new “powerful Empire of Charlemagne” on the continent, and 

the traditional British vision of nation and Empire/Commonwealth.140  As late as 1959, a streak 

of unilateralism was still evident in his visit to Moscow and made more evident later that year at 

the Geneva Foreign Minister’s Summit and the Paris Western Summit.

Even while still toying with unilateralism, Macmillan took the first step towards 

integration by forming a committee to study forms of closer association with Europe.  This 

working group, which he chaired, was formed in late 1959 after a meeting at Chequers with 

selected ministers.141  Then, in early 1960, Macmillan ordered a far-reaching reassessment of 

Britain’s world role.  The report that resulted, Future Policy, 1960-1970, rearticulated the 

aspiration for Britain to maintain her world power status, but advised against the UK trying to
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sustain that role on her own.   Instead, active participation in a closely-knit triumvirate of the 

UK, France, and the USA was recommended.142  With this document, an important departure 

was made from the (semi) unilateral pursuit of global prestige that was previously a staple of 

British diplomacy.  As outlined in his memoirs, this was also the time that Macmillan began to 

seriously consider British EEC membership (see below).  

Macmillan now calculated that belonging to the Community could maximize British

power and prestige.  He explained his reassessment, writing that “European civilization had 

dominated the world for 2,500 years;” but that its influence could no longer be effectively 

asserted without some form of political and economic integration.143  The Prime Minister 

recalled his transformation as the point where he switched his personal political focus from 

Commonwealth to Europe; the moment when he realized that the Commonwealth was an 

“obsolete” concept.144  He described this conversion as occurring when he became “convinced 

that Britain’s power and influence would ultimately be increased . . . by joining the European 

grouping.”145

This new form of great power aspiration to which Macmillan and other members of the 

British elite increasingly subscribed must be distinguished from the integrationist vision of the 

continental supranationalists, such as Monnet, Spaak, Adenauer and Palliser.146  Unlike hard-line 

federalists, Macmillan represented the contingent of the British elite that sought only a relatively 

low level of integration with Europe.  In marked contrast to the Continentals’ ultimate objective 

of a fully formed European state, Macmillan envisioned a European organization of more limited 

scope.  Ever since the first application for entry, such teleological incompatibility has frequently 

served as a recurring source of Anglo-European friction.  

142 Aldous, Richard, “A Family Affair: The Art of Personal Diplomacy,” in Aldous and Lee, p.22
143 Macmillan, p. 351
144 Macmillan, p.375
145 Macmillan, p. 6 ; see also Lord, Christopher  (1993) British Entry to the European Comunity Under the Heath 
Government of 1970-4 (Aldershot : Dartmouth Publishing Co.) p.11 for a discussion of how the desire for power 
maximization drove the switch in visions.
146 Lee, Sabine,  “Staying in the game? Coming into the Game?” in Aldous, Richard, and Lee, Sabine, (eds) (1996) 
Harold Macmillan and Britain’s World Role (New York: St. Martin’s Press), p.133
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The post- Suez shift in the British elite’s aspirational focus constituted a milestone in the 

process of the UK’s integration with Europe.  Described by Belgian Deputy Foreign Minister 

Henri Feyat as “a remarkable about-turn,” and EEC Commissioner Jean Rey as a “revolution in 

thinking,” this new political vision was the critical factor in propelling British membership into 

the EEC (see Chapter Five).147  Along with Macmillan, a growing cadre of elite individuals 

outside the Foreign Office began to simultaneously formulate more Europe-oriented policies.  

For example, James Majoribanks, economics minister at the British Embassy in Bonn, wrote in 

the late 1950s that if Britain remained aloof from the continent, she would be relegated to “the 

fringe of an increasingly powerful United States of Europe.”148

Others, such as Permanent Undersecretary of the Treasury, Sir Frank Lee, were 

attempting to divert Macmillan’s Cabinet from Commonwealth-oriented political aspirations to a 

Europe-oriented approach.  In May of 1960, he began delivering a series of papers and 

memoranda to his colleagues arguing that it was with Europe, and not the old Empire, that 

Britain’s future lay.149 Lee’s skepticism of a vibrant and cohesive British Commonwealth was 

lent resonance by a number of events circa 1960.   Perhaps most notable among these were the 

proceedings that culminated in South Africa’s departure from the Commonwealth.150

 After intensive intra-elite lobbying, the integrationists were finally able to produce a 

public Cabinet decision upgrading the government’s interest in moving closer to the EEC.  This 

resolution was only an endorsement of limited exploratory negotiations to determine if favorable 

conditions could be achieved for British entry; it was not literally an application for membership.  

Its announcement on July 13, 1960, halfhearted though it was, marked the first concrete results 

of the shift in the British elite’s political vision from Commonwealth to Europe.  

Soon thereafter, on July 27, 1960, a Cabinet reshuffle took place that put European-

147 Wilkes, George, “Eye-Witness views of the Breakdown,” in Wilkes, P.229
148 Young, p.119
149 Meeting of the Cabinet Economic Steering Committee, 19.5.1960, CAB 134-1852,  in Wilkes, p.47; see also FO 
371/150282, and CAB 129/102, 1955 in Young, 120, 122
150 Northedge, F.S., in Jenkins, R. (1983), pp. 27-28



137

minded persons in positions of greater influence.151  Edward Heath was made Lord Privy Seal in 

the FO, with responsibility for Common Market relations; Christopher Soames was given the 

Agriculture portfolio; and Duncan Sandys was put in charge of Commonwealth Relations.  Since 

his maiden speech on the floor of the Commons urging British participation in the Schuman 

Plan, Heath’s integrationist zealotry was widely known.152  As a strong supranationalist (see 

Chapter 5), he directed the 1961-1963 round of negotiations for British accession to the EEC.  

Along with the elite of the Palliser Cell, Heath represented the movement of British 

integrationists up the hierarchy of power.  Conversely, “Eurosceptics” such as Rab Butler were 

demoted from cabinet status.

4.3d -The First Veto 

Heath’s negotiations earnestly commenced in 1961.  His efforts were complimented by 

the activities of the ubiquitous Jean Monnet, who employed his Action Committee for a United 

States of Europe to build support for British entry.  He and fellow members of the ACUSE 

network successfully obtained support for British membership from most of the Continental 

elite.153   Meanwhile, Macmillan deployed himself as an agent of personal persuasion and tried to 

convince de Gaulle that the UK membership was desirable by appealing to the Frenchman’s 

sense of political moment.154

His arguments were to no avail.  Negotiations were suddenly suspended in January of 

1963, when de Gaulle vetoed British membership.  His vision of Europe easily dominated by 

France was incompatible with UK membership in the EEC.  He had no desire to share leadership 

of the Six with Britain, and no interest in expanding a supranational institution he saw as a threat 

to French sovereignty and preeminence in European politics.  Single-handedly, de Gaulle’s 
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pursuit of policies congruent with his political ambition had checked the supranational aspiration 

of expanding the Community.155  As historian Oliver Bange described it, the UK’s application 

foundered upon “conflicting grand designs.”156  At least for the time being, the French President 

had confounded the federalists.  Macmillan himself understood an aspirational conflict lay 

behind this rejection, and was devastated by the “end of a fine vision.”157

In sum, while not categorically opposed to European integration, much of the UK and 

French elite had still not completely divorced themselves from the idea that their respective 

national states could be great powers in their own right.  Additionally, the critical ingredient of 

personal comity was absent between the British and the Continental elite.  Relations with the 

Germans, Adenauer in particular, were strained, and de Gaulle was notoriously Anglophobic.158

Ultimately, there was no outcome possible other than a failure to widen or deepen the scope of 

integration- at least until an elite holding stronger integrationist aspirations held power on both 

sides of the Channel.

Part 4.3e- The Second Veto

Soon after the first French veto of January 14, 1963, de Gaulle and Adenauer signed a 

new Franco-German Treaty on January 22.  This agreement attempted to strengthen cooperation 

between the two states, but without the formation of de jure institutions.   Both leaders seemed to 

have a differing conception of the meaning of this document, however.  While the French 

President thought of the treaty as a way of strengthening intergovernmental cooperation, 

Adenauer interpreted it otherwise.  He considered the accord to be a step towards his vision of 

European cooperation, integration, and reconciliation.159
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1963 was also the year of Adenauer’s departure from the German Chancellorship, and the 

arrival thereto of Ludwig Erhard.  Chancellor Erhard was not as strongly committed to the 

supranationalist cause as his predecessor, but he was nonetheless interested in vesting a central 

European authority with significant powers.  His political vision of Europe’s future was 

addressed during a November 1963 meeting with de Gaulle.  During this visit, Erhard told the 

press of his intention to create “a United States of Europe.”  He explained that this was to be 

accomplished as European states “delegate to an administrative organism, like the Common 

Market, national powers and national sovereignty.”160

It should be noted, though, that Erhard’s political ambition included a role for the United 

States- an inclusion resolutely resisted by the French President.  Erhard was also skeptical of 

some interventionist elements of a supranational order.  His conception of a USE was closer to 

Churchill’s idea than to the true supranationalist aspiration (see Chapter Two).  As Monnet 

described to the Chancellor: “He was no nationalist, but the Schuman Plan had no place in his 

vision of an international economy based on free trade.”161  Hence Erhard is placed in the mid-

range of nationalists on the spectrum of factional alignment.  The leader the SPD, Fritz Erler, 

was more of an integrationist, having endorsed the recommendations of Monnet’s Action 

Committee for the United States of Europe that called for deeper political and military 

integration.162  Yet de Gaulle remained unmoved.  On the eve of a mid-1965 Franco-German 

summit, he preempted any German overtures to advance the unification project with a clear 

denunciation of proposals for “a supranational Europe.”163

   A renewed attempt at entry soon came from the supranational elite, again without any 

appreciable public interest, mass outcry, or large protests in the street demanding entry to the 

EEC.  In 1963, immediately after de Gaulle’s first veto, a mid-level obscure Foreign Office 

bureaucrat named John Robinson began to look ahead towards another attempt at accession.   

160 Le Monde, November 23, 1963, cited in Willis, p. 327
161 Monnet, p. 351
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This second tier, inner core member of the British elite was a strong supranationalist, possessing 

what Young described as “a burning commitment to European integration.”164  According to an 

official British FO history, he was the individual who did the most to keep British policy focused 

upon finally achieving entry to the EEC.165

Characteristic of British supranationalists, Robinson had long held posts on the 

Continent, another example of the attenuation of national attachments often attendant to such 

postings.166  Apparently due to his widely recognized competence, and the need for an 

information source well connected to the continental elite, Robinson was permitted to stay in 

Europe for over a decade. 167   During this time, he progressively networked with a growing 

number of the members of the continental elite, until he was personally acquainted with large 

proportion of them.168

Soon after de Gaulle’s first veto, Robinson authored a FO memorandum entitled “The 

Next Steps.”169  Noting the anger de Gaulle’s behavior aroused within the ranks of the 

Continental supranationalists, Robinson proceeded to outline prospects for British participation 

in the Community.  His immediate supervisor, Con O’Neill, was his closest ally in their 

collective dedication to bring Britain into Europe.170  In 1963, O’Neill had been made head of the 

UK’s delegation to the European Communities.  His prudence restrained the potentially careless 

zealotry of Robinson, whose robust and allegedly devious fervor left him with a reputation for 

single-mindedness.171  These two men were also virtually textbook (neo)functionalists, 

describing successful integration as the “inexorable process of adding little by little to the corpus 

of intra-Community decisions.”172
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As Young has noted, by 1964 the British supranationalists were  “rising up the 

hierarchy.”173   They included Palliser, then made head of the FO’s Planning Staff; and Maitland, 

now in charge of press relations for the Heath delegation; Oliver Wright, appointed foreign 

affairs private secretary; and, Michael Butler, the new first secretary at the British Embassy in 

Paris.   By the end of the year, this cell of supranationalists (Maitland, Audland, Palliser, Wright, 

Butler, Robinson, and O’Neil) was coalescing and enhancing its leverage.  In the terms of the 

dissertation’s categorizations, this cell in the supranationalist faction of the British segment of 

the European elite had attained influence over integration policy outcomes commensurate with 

that of individuals located at the second tier of power.

These supranationalists were permitted to remain as ‘Europe hands’ in great measure 

because many other aspiring British diplomats still considered Europe of secondary importance; 

their political vision remained fixed upon their aspiration for a global Commonwealth.  A 

posting to the ‘new British empire’ was still considered preferable to an assignment on a 

continent that, after the veto, appeared hostile or irrelevant to the United Kingdom and her 

interests.  For example, Burke Trend, a second-tier inner core nationalist, considered the post of 

high commissioner to Canada as the ideal capstone to his political career, rather than Cabinet 

Office or a European posting.174   Since those with the Commonwealth vision avoided European 

postings, integrationists tended to be placed at Europe desks and remain there, progressively 

networking with the supranationalist faction of the Continental segment of the European elite. 

Journalist Hugo Young had made a remarkably succinct and insightful description of this 

process, which deserves to be recounted at some length.  He wrote that the promotions of these 

supranationalists to key diplomatic posts:

. . . marked the establishing-in-place of the elite regiment. 
The Foreign Office was not yet run by Europeans, but the 
positions of influence on the Europe question  were given 
to people who believed in its importance.  They were a 
minority in the Office, but had majority control of the policy 
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they cared about.  The skeptics preferred to go, or were sent, 
elsewhere.175

In 1964, Harold Wilson’s Labour Party replaced the Macmillan Government.  The new 

Prime Minister was initially ambivalent to the question of integration, having inherited an anti-

integration party line from the late Hugh Gaitskill.176  Yet within three years, he was an eager 

supplicant for British entry into the EEC.  This political recalibration seems to have been the 

result of concerted lobbying from federalists in the Labour Party and Whitehall.  In the Wilson 

Cabinet, committed federalists Roy Jenkins and George Brown relentlessly advocated another 

attempt at joining the Common Market.  Foreign Minister Brown was a fervent advocate of EEC 

membership, referring to himself as “passionately” committed to the cause of entry, while Home 

secretary Jenkins later became the leading national spokesman for integration and the President 

of the EC Commission.177   Michael Stewart, as Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, 

seconded their counsel.  Together with other pro-entry members of the Cabinet and the Foreign 

Office (the Palliser Cell, see above), these committed ‘Europeans’ pressured Wilson to bid for 

entry.178

 At a select policy meeting in October 1966, they finally convinced Wilson to apply for 

Community membership with a political argument.   The PM had already declared his aversion 

to any policy that would “relinquish our world role,” but he was open to persuasion regarding the 

question of membership.179  Hence, when Brown and Stewart convinced him that Britain would 

lose international status without membership, Wilson finally agreed to submit an application to 

the EEC.180  As with all other British leaders, the Prime Minister wanted to maximize global 

influence.  

 The public announcement of British candidacy was made in November, and negotiations 

continued for about a year.  Over the course of that year, Wilson seemed to have become 
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genuinely converted into an integrationist zealot.  All the efforts of the British federalists, 

however, were in vain.  In November of 1967, de Gaulle again vetoed UK accession to the EEC, 

for the same reasons as in 1963- a clash of visions.  Despite his ultimate failure, though, 

Wilson’s ideological transformation at least demonstrates the remarkable degree of influence that 

first-tier elites can wield when an apex elite person is undecided on a particular issue.  

4.3f- The Soames Affair

The 1969 Soames Affair revolved around a diplomatic misunderstanding between de 

Gaulle and the British Ambassador to France, Christopher Soames.  The Ambassador was a well-

connected member of the European elite who had begun his transnational networking at the 1948 

Hague Conference.  At a February 1969 reception at the Elysée Palace, he met with de Gaulle 

and was given a permutation of the General’s grand design for Europe.  The President told 

Soames that, under certain conditions, France could now welcome British membership in the 

Community.  These conditions amounted to an understanding that, once inside, the UK and 

France would pursue an intergovernmental approach to European questions, thereby blocking the 

other members’ proclivities for supranational integration. 181

When Soames transmitted his account of de Gaulle’s démarche to London, the 

supranationalists in the Foreign Office were appalled.  In the General’s remarks they detected 

another attempt to vitiate the EEC’s supranational characteristics and derail their project to create 

a true European state.  Feeling threatened, the cell of British FO integrationists decided to 

retaliate by leaking the substance of the French overture to the new German chancellor, Kurt 

Kiesinger.  In effect, they sought to disrupt de Gaulle’s plan before he disrupted theirs.  Palliser, 

now Wilson’s private secretary, was well positioned to do this.

 The result of the leak was the most serious European diplomatic incident since Suez, and 

181 Accounts vary, but the best is probably found in Young, pp.200-208
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became known as the Soames Affair.  The Germans were confused and upset. To them it 

appeared that de Gaulle was forging an alliance with the British to sabotage their cherished 

supranational project.  The French were furious at the British for breaching a confidence, and the 

other continentals were furious at the French for apparently scheming to surreptitiously 

reconfigure the EEC. The damage was compounded by further embarrassing leaks from the 

integrationists.  This deliberate sabotage was exclusively the result of a calculated effort on the 

part of the Palliser clique that illustrates the vindictiveness between the contending European 

elite factions. 182

Chapter Four has examined the contention that the relative influence of contending elite 

factions is determinative of the level and pace of integration.  An upper-tier elite network of 

nationalists was typically able, when ascendant, to block progress in the supranational 

reorganization of European politics, at least in areas requiring unanimity (such as Treaty 

amendments).  Conversely, when supranationalists were ascendant, integration proceeded.

182 Interviews with John Robinson and Michael Palliser, in Young, p.205
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Chapter Five: Supranational Success

The alternating ascendancy between supranational and national elite factions has 

determined the pace and shape of integration.   During the first half of the 1950s, 

supranationalists held the key positions of power, and integration advanced apace (Chapters Two 

and Three).  From the late 1950s and throughout the 1960s, however, the integration process 

stalled because a nationalist elite faction was at the apex of the French power hierarchy (Chapter 

Four).  After de Gaulle’s ouster in 1969 and his replacement with less strident nationalists, 

integration could be expected to resume at a quickened pace, and this is, in fact, what happened. 

5.1 - France After the Departure of de Gaulle

Charles de Gaulle resigned the French Presidency in April 1969.  His successor, Georges 

Pompidou, brought about changes that Edward Heath described as a “dramatic shift” away from 

the previous antagonism toward integration.1  Historians generally agree that Pompidou held a 

different vision of Europe than de Gaulle, and this markedly improved prospects for 

supranational integration.2  While Pompidou was not a radical integrationist, he did support 

significant diminutions of national sovereignty in favor of an expanded supranational center.3

He thought that through a series of gradual steps a true all-European government could someday 

be established.4

Yet, a lone individual, even if at the apex of an elite structure, cannot radically shift a 

state’s political orientation.  The support of subordinate elite actors is required for such 

reorientations.  In the case of Pompidou, this condition was satisfied when he appointed six 

1 Heath, Edward (1998) The Course of My Life: My Autobiography (London: Hodder and Stroughton, London), p. 
360
2 Griffiths, p. 68; Heath, (1970), pp.32, 76; Heath, (1998) pp. 225-9, 360, 366; Roth, p.202, 208
3 Pompidou did sometimes indicate preference for a ‘confederalist’ vision for Europe’s future, but acted as though 
he was a federalist, Douglas-Home, p.1
4 Brandt, p.255
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members of Monnet’s supranationalist network node, the Action Committee for the United 

States of Europe (ACUSE), to the first and second tiers of the French power hierarchy.  

Importantly, these individuals included Maurice Schumann as Foreign Minister and Jacques 

Chaban-Delmas as Prime Minister.5  They replaced stalwart nationalists such as Maurice Couve 

de Murville and Michel Debré, and guaranteed the French government’s speedy embrace of 

integration.

If the theory of elite neofunctionalism has validity, a significant number of positive 

integrative steps should be readily observable following the accession of Pompidou and his 

network of integrationists.  And indeed, within weeks of entering office, the new French 

Government began planning the EEC summit that relaunched European integration.6  At this 

conference, the December 1969 Hague Summit, the federalists were finally rid of de Gaulle and 

thus free to adopt numerous integrationist proposals.  Among them were measures to fund the 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), provide direct financing for the EEC itself, and achieve 

European economic and monetary union (EMU).  Monetary unification was to be a multi-stage 

process, the first of which was establishing the Werner Commission to report on EMU.

Additionally, the Six decided to revitalize Euratom, which had languished under de 

Gaulle’s opprobrium, and to increase foreign policy coordination, especially regarding the 

recommencement of serious negotiations for British, Danish, Norwegian, and Irish accession to 

the Community.7  At the conclusion of the Hague meeting, the Heads of State issued a 

communiqué declaring their:

belief in the political objectives which give the Community 
its meaning and purpose, their determination to carry their 
undertaking through to the end  [i.e., the USE]  and their 
confidence in the final success of their efforts [i.e., triumph 
of the supranationalists over the nationalists.]8

5 Daily Telegraph, April 6, 1971 
6 Dedman, p.118; Griffiths, p. 68
7 Dedman, p.119, Lord, p.62
8 1972 White Paper [Ireland], p.56
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Monnet’s Action Committee for the United Sates of Europe was invigorated by de 

Gaulle’s departure.  Thoroughly penetrating the labor unions and political parties of ‘the Six,’ 

Monnet used his network to apply pressure across the continent in favor of British EEC 

membership.9  This time, his faction could succeed because elites with a compatible political 

vision were in power across the Channel.

5.2 - The UK Experience

    5.2a - Heath’s Vision

British entry was not possible until supranationalists acceded to the apex of the British 

elite hierarchy.  This condition was fulfilled with the rise of Edward Heath and his network of 

integrationists (the so-called “Heathmen”) to the top tiers of the British power structure in June 

of 1970.  Heath was an ardent integrationist who had earlier been the chief negotiator of 

Macmillan’s bid for EC entry (see Chapter Four).  His supranationalism stemmed from the 

calamity of the Second World War, and his attendance at the post-war Nuremberg Trials. 10  In 

words closely matching those of fellow federalists, Heath described his supranational 

transformation:

As I left the court, I knew that the shadow of those evil 
things had been lifted . . . .  But at what a cost?  Europe had 
once again torn itself apart.  This must never happen again . . . . 
Only by working together right across our continent had we 
any hope . . . .  Reconstruction and reconciliation must be our 
tasks.  I did not [then] realize that this would be my
preoccupation for the next fifty years.11

In 1950, Heath took the opportunity of his maiden speech in Parliament to advocate 

supranational integration.12  He was proud to observe that his proselytizing earned him the 

9 Maher, p.246
10 Interview with Madron Seligman, The Seventies, LSE Archive, cited in Lord, p. 134
11 Heath (1998), pp, 105-106
12 Young, p.119
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moniker of “Mr. Europe . . . a man who fervently believed in the future of European unity.”13  He 

repeatedly referred to the unificationist vision as the ”common cause” of the integrationists, and 

EC entry as the “cause to which I [have] devoted myself.”14 Among the sovereign powers he 

specifically wanted transferred to Brussels was authority over tariffs, the money supply 

(including interest and exchange rates), social policy, and foreign policy (including the formation 

of a European army with nuclear capabilities).15  In short, Heath wanted to endow Brussels with 

the basic attributes of a state.  

As was typical of hard-core integrationists, Heath knew that Community membership 

was primarily a political endeavor, with economic integration essentially a means to political 

integration.16  As he told de Gaulle in 1961, the British interest underlying its Community 

application was the desire to become “strong and influential again.”17  Heath could not have been 

less ambiguous when he admitted: “From the first the Community was political.  It is still 

political.  It will always be political.”18   When Pompidou learned of Heath’s beliefs, he realized 

they both shared compatible political visions, remarking, “This shows Heath is European.”19

Anglo-French bargaining was henceforth greatly expedited by a common orientation among the 

apex elite of France and Britain.

 Heath attributed British avoidance of integration to the unilateralist political aspirations 

of the British elite’s previous generation.20  Because the British elite remained wedded to playing 

an important role in world affairs, it fell to a few key supranationalists to convert this pursuit for 

global power into British membership in the EEC.21  Heath concluded that he could effect this 

13 Heath (1998) p.361, Roth, p.146, Young, p.215
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transformation because the UK elite’s unilateralist vision of Empire/Commonwealth had eroded 

after the Suez Crisis (see Chapter Four).22

This revolution in British elite opinion was most dramatically revealed in Daniel Lerner’s 

survey of their foreign policy attitudes in the 1950s and 1960s.  These surveys, published in a 

book entitled Euratlantica, constitute the most comprehensive survey of relevant elite opinion 

for the period in question.  In  1959, just before the first EEC membership application, Lerner’s 

surveys demonstrated that 72% of the British elite considered the UK to be a great power in her 

own right.  These surveys then tracked a dramatic attenuation of this self-confidence over the 

1960s, as the unilateralist political vision withered.  The data set reveals that by 1965, only 39% 

considered Britain to still hold great power status, with only 8% believing the UK could 

unilaterally retain such status up to the year 2000.23

In addition to an aspirational transformation, Heath also believed that important political 

deals were more likely after a degree of trust had been established among the relevant elite 

actors.  He thought such cordiality was best instilled through the socialization engendered by the 

interpersonal contacts regularized by institutions and, of course, enhanced within a culinary 

context.24  An important friend in this regard was Frenchman Michel Jobert, who Heath met in 

1960.  After Jobert became Pompidou’s private secretary a decade later, their friendship was an 

important factor in the success of Franco-British accession negotiations.25  Conversely, Heath 

well understood that acts of personal pique, such as a failure to observe the courtesy of prior 

consultation, were anathema to productive political relationships among members of an elite.  He 

had even observed how the lack of such consultations exacerbated some of the gravest crises 

since WWII (e.g. the Soames Affair and Suez).26

Extrapolating from the need for compatible political visions and friendship, Heath’s 

22 Heath, (1998), pp.177-8, 355
23 Lerner, Daniel, and Gordon, Moron (1969) Euratlantica: Changing Perspectives of the European Elites
(Cambridge: The MIT Press), pp. 146-156
24 Heath (1970), pp. 7; 67; Heath (1998), pp. 163,194, 200, 228, 364, 367-371, 394, 693, 732-3; Young, p.237
25 Young, p. 236
26 Heath (1998), pp.208, 359; Roth, p. 104-106, 118, 213, 224, 227
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memoirs reveal some basic strategies that he had developed over decades in British politics.  

Essentially, his approach to policy change was to organize a small group of influential 

individuals with a common political outlook.  An elite cell thus established, Heath’s modus 

operandi was to gradually embed this cell deeper into the existing party apparatus, and then, as 

the last stage of the process, enlist public support for this previously formed elite consensus.27

These interpersonal connections, then, could form the sinews of an elite network that was a 

precondition for any scheme of continental integration.28 He exemplified this when he formed 

the European Secretariat within the British Cabinet in 1972.  The main task of officials attached 

to this department was to represent the UK in the quotidian business of Anglo-Community 

negotiations.  As Heath remarked, he intended this bureaucratic institutionalization to result in 

the formation an elite cell specifically dedicated to integration, thus “propagating a European 

outlook within [our] departmental culture.”29

Importantly, Heath also believed that an elite could mold public opinion, especially with 

the complicity of the press- a tool he assiduously cultivated.30  There were a number of papers 

(or more properly, owners, journalists and editors) that shared his federalist views and supported 

his integrationist policies.31  Among the most influential and steadfast of these allies was The 

Economist, then an unflinching supporter of British integration into the EEC.32 Yet, some 

elements of the media elite were opposed to Heath and his goals, most notably Lord 

Beaverbrook, head of an anti-integrationist media empire primarily consisting of the Daily 

Express and the Sunday Express newspapers.33  Previously wartime Minister of Information, 

Beaverbrook was adept at using his newspapers to focus opposition to Heath’s policies.34

Specifically because of nationalist antagonism, Heath believed that integrationist progress 

27 Heath, (1998), p.140, Roth, p.201
28 Lord, p.46
29 Heath, (1998), p.394
30 Heath, (1998), pp.378, 711, Roth p. 132
31 Roth, pp. 167, 185, 225
32 Roth, pp. 148, 184-185, 189
33 Roth, pp. 8, 122, 177, 201
34 Roth, p.101



151

could only proceed incrementally, through a series of “steps,” that would eventually culminate in 

a European federation (or a “United States of Europe”).35  In short, Heath was an archetypical 

neofunctional supranationalist, leading the Tory network within the integrationist faction of the 

British segment of the European elite.  

5.2b - Heath Becomes Prime Minister and Applies for Membership

In the years leading up to his 1970 election as Prime Minister, Heath always appeared 

enthusiastic about joining the Community, despite his awareness that the public was generally 

opposed to such a move (with some qualifications, see below).36  However, typical of the 

public’s insulation from integration decisions, the 1970 election campaign was conduced with 

minimal reference to Community membership.  Once Heath won the election, however, 

supranationalism returned to the top of his agenda.    Peering retroactively through the lens of 

elite neofunctionalist theory, one should expect to see Heath quickly staff his government with 

integrationists and immediately reapply for membership.  This is precisely what happened. 

Within days of entering 10 Downing Street, the Heath Government launched its first foreign 

policy initiative- the June 1970 re-application for entry to the EEC.   Heath sent his new Foreign 

Minister, Alec Douglas-Home, to Brussels for a renewal of accession negotiations.  

Douglas-Home was a strong integrationist, who believed that EEC entry was “a step of 

the utmost political significance . . . that would expand our [global] influence . . . [and] keep 

British power and prosperity and influence at the highest possible level.” 37  Dismissing the 

implications for British sovereignty, Douglas-Home thought membership was likely to enhance 

35 Heath (1998), p.143, 201, 218, 391, 726; see also Heath, (1970), pp, 57-8, 73 It should be noted, though, that 
Heath has been ambiguous in his understanding or endorsement of the terms “federalism” and  “United States of 
Europe,” see pp. 718-719; see also Roth, p.152; see Young, p.249
36 Heath (1998) p.361; this is in contrast to Young’s opinion that the Tories were overall neutral about membership 
during the campaign, see Young, p.223
37 BBC, Panorama, June 8, 1972, cited in Lord, p.44; Douglas-Home, Sir Alec (1971) Our European Destiny
(London: Conservative Group for Europe), pp.1, 3; It should be noted that he included an ambiguous reference to 
British independence as an objective of foreign policy, regardless of the fact that he had been acting to diminish that 
independence
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the UK’s global weight, even making the difference between Britain being a first or second-rate 

power.38  Specifically, the Foreign Minister aspired to a growing role for the EEC in the area of 

military cooperation.39  Other integrationists, organized through the Conservative Group for 

Europe (CGE), were also appointed to positions of influence.  These individuals included 

Geoffrey Rippon, a long-time ardent integrationist who had led the Tory delegation to the 1948 

Council of Europe (see Chapter Two), and in 1972 led the British negotiating team in successful 

accession negotiations.  Rippon advocated integration for the purpose of world power status by a 

process of transferring “functions [of] the European state” to the supranational center.40

Rippon was active in using the CGE to court parliamentary and public opinion regarding 

Community membership.  For example, the CGE published a speech in which he remarked: “our 

application is a step of the utmost political significance [carrying] . . . a danger that its political 

importance is being overlooked in the public debate on the economic issues.”41  Calling for 

greater global influence, Rippon envisioned the EEC as leading to a significant role for Europe 

on the world stage.42  As he described it, his dual objectives for integration were to “match the 

superpowers”43 and bring peace to the continent.  Geoffrey Howe, another significant player in 

the accession debates (and future Foreign Secretary), also saw the European Community as an 

embryo destined to evolve into a larger and more powerful entity.44

It is easy, however, to overestimate the importance of the Tories’ accession to power.  

Wilson’s previous Labour government was also pro-integration, and had been preparing for a 

new bid for entry since the 1967 veto.  Since integrationists dominated both main parties, the 

identity of the victor in the 1970 election was irrelevant- as soon as de Gaulle was gone, and the 

British election over, another application was certain to be submitted.45  For example, within 

38 Douglas-Home (1971), pp. 3-4, 7, 9; see also Douglas-Home (1974) “Britain’s Changing Role in World Affairs,” 
(London: David Davies Memorial Institute), pp. 2,4,8; The Times, April 5, 1970, cited in Lord, p.29  
39 Douglas-Home (1971), pp. 7-9 
40 Lord, pp. 35, 40
41 Rippon, Geoffrey (1971) Britain + Europe, (London: Conservative Group for Europe), p. 2; Heath, (1998), p. 378
42 Rippon, pp.3-6 
43 Rippon, p. 9
44 Lord, p. 36
45 King, p. 40; Young, p.223
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days after de Gaulle’s departure in 1969, Whitehall mandarin John Robinson proposed Con 

O’Neil’s return to government (he had earlier left after a disagreement with Foreign Minister 

Brown).  Accompanying O’Neil and Robinson, a number of integrationists in the Foreign Office 

cell continued to move up the hierarchy of power.  Assisted by Rippon, these individuals 

included Raymond Bell, Freddy Kearns, and Roy Denman.46   Together, these and other 

members of the Foreign Office planned to pursue EEC membership regardless of who won the 

election of 1970.  

After the reapplication process had begun, Heath’s next task was to instill trust between 

British and Continental elites.  Above all, the French needed to be convinced that the British 

ascribed to a Europe-oriented political vision, rather than to some Anglo-American or 

unilateralist ambition.47  In the years succeeding Heath’s reapplication, a relationship of trust was 

built through an extended series of personal meetings.  These negotiations, generally between 

Christopher Soames (British Ambassador to France) and Michel Jobert (secretary-general at the 

Elysée), finally culminated in the Heath-Pompidou summit in May of 1971.  Nationalists such as 

French Ambassador to Britain Baron Geoffroy de Courcel (and other leftovers from de Gaulle) 

were kept “wholly in the dark” regarding this meeting, deliberately excluded from any 

opportunity to obstruct integrationist progress at the summit.48

This summit was a personal and political breakthrough that, due to the leaders’ political 

will to integrate, sealed the deal on British entry.49  Importantly, it also led to four more Heath-

Pompidou meetings.  Over the course of these, Pompidou’s motivations for supporting British 

membership were made clear- he thought having the UK in the Community would enhance the 

political prestige of the EEC.  When Heath replied that global political prestige was also his 

objective, British membership became merely a matter of settling technicalities.50

46 Young, pp. 224-5 
47 Heath (1998), pp.364-5 
48 Young, p. 236
49 Young, pp.234, 236
50 Heath, (1998), p.370; Pompidou also is said to have wanted UK entry as a way of distancing himself from de 
Gaulle, see Young, p.234
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Succeeding negotiations between the British delegation (led by Con O’Neil) and 

representatives of the EEC were successfully concluded in mid-1971.  Additional details were 

worked out between Soames and Jobert that same summer, most notably concerning the 

overhang of sterling balances (loosely, British foreign debt).  Accordingly, they contrived a 

political arrangement for French Finance Minister, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, to be 

uncharacteristically supportive of the UK’s financial position in subsequent deliberations of the 

EU’s Council of Ministers.  Ensuing allegations of an Anglo-French ‘secret sterling deal’ were 

answered on the floor of Parliament by Prime Minister Heath.  On June 10, he declared that a 

bargain concerning sterling balances was necessary to pave the way for negotiations on eventual 

European Economic and Monetary Union (EMU).51  This was one of the first references of a 

British PM to monetary union, and Heath made it clear he intended Britain to join any such 

arrangement.  Additional negotiations addressed the reformation of Commonwealth relations and 

British agricultural subsidies. Yet, despite their complexity, the talks that arranged for the 

accession of the UK were essentially perfunctory (as well as those of Ireland and Denmark, see 

below).  They were overshadowed by the simple (though often disguised) fact that all parties 

aspired to enlargement of the Community.  Negotiations were conducted as much for public 

consumption as for substance.52

Some contemporaneous accounts of the accession negotiation are at variance with this 

fatalistic assertion, usually because of the commentators’ propensity to accept the statements of 

politicians at face value.53  The key to useful political analysis, though, is to penetrate this facade 

and reveal a more accurate picture of political reality.  It seems that while enlargement was 

preordained, the general public still had to be convinced that their interests were being 

addressed.54  Hence, the ritual of tough negotiations was punctiliously observed, usually 

51 Heath, (1998), p.375; The implications of  membership and EMU seemed to be understood only  by economists, 
see Griffiths, Brian (1971) “The Implications of an EEC Monetary Union,” in Evans, Douglas (ed) Destiny or 
Delusion: Britain and the Common Market (London: Victor Gollancz, Ltd.) 
52 O, Neil, Sir Con, Report on the Negotiations for Entry Into the European Community, June 1970- July 1972
(British Foreign Office, unpublished, 1972) chapter 36, paragraph 1, cited in Young, p.226
53 For an attempted refutation of this fatalistic interpretation of the negotiations, see Lord, Chapter Five
54 See, for example, negotiations over Commonwealth foodstuffs, addressed in Young, p.230
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climaxing in a well-publicized last-minute resolution that catered to the skeptics at home. At 

least one political scientist has reached this same conclusion.  Robert Putnam’s article in 

International Organization, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: the Logic of Two-level Games,” 

is an excellent example of political study unhindered by the charade of public appearances.55

The fatalistic interpretation is confirmed, at least regarding the British, by the official 

Foreign Office history of the accession negotiations.  This paper remained secret for decades, but 

in the 1990s a copy was  “slipped” to journalist Hugo Young, who has revealed the essence of its 

contents.56  This paper clearly indicates nothing could dissuade the federalists from joining and 

that much of their diplomacy was simple grandstanding for domestic constituencies. 

Reconfirmation has come from subsequent elite interviews, such as one with Emile van Lennep, 

Secretary-General of the OECD.  A confidant of Pompidou in the early 1970s, Lennep later 

revealed that the negotiations were simply a pro forma routine: “I found out very early there was 

not to be another veto.  Britain would succeed [in gaining entry].”57

5.2c - The Parliamentary Accession Debates

       Once the negotiations over terms of entry had been concluded, the next step was to obtain 

Parliamentary agreement.  Heath had gained control of Conservative party opinion, but Labour 

was split into pro- and anti- integration factions.  Heath’s first act of this phase was to publish a 

White Paper addressing a number of concerns regarding the costs of entry.  Respecting economic 

costs, the report concluded that food prices were likely to rise under the envisaged agricultural 

scheme, but not drastically.  More importantly, however, the report dismissed concerns over loss 

of sovereignty, concluding that in joining the EEC “there is no question of any erosion of 

essential national sovereignty.”58  This statement has comported with the historical record since 

55 Putnam, Robert (1988)  “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: the Logic of Two-level Games, International 
Organization, Vol. 42, No. 3
56 Young, pp.226-233, passim.
57 Interview with Hugo Young, June 18, 1993, in Young, p.234; emphasis added
58 The United Kingdom and the European Communities,  (HMSO, July 1971), Cmnd 4715, cited in Young, p.246
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accession.

The pattern of dissimulation over the question of sovereignty continued throughout the 

parliamentary accession debates, with government ministers repeatedly refusing to explicitly 

admit that Community law was to be superior to British law.   In October 1971, for example, 

Alec Douglas-Home incorrectly implied that Britain’s political interests were fully protected by 

her ability to veto anything.59  Geoffrey Rippon maintained that allegations purporting the EEC 

to threaten British sovereignty were either “not relevant” or a “misunderstanding.”60  Heath even 

tried to construct the implausible argument that joining the community would increase

sovereignty.61  While he knew the supremacy of the political center (Brussels) was the cardinal 

tenet of any supranational regime, the implications this basic fact were deliberately obscured in 

the interest of assuring accession.62  Additionally, ministers began to downplay the essentially 

political nature of membership, often portraying the EEC as simply an economic venture (in 

contrast to earlier statements).63   As events have proven, all these representations were either 

misleading or false (See Chapters Six, Seven, and Eight).

Leading up to the vote, Rippon networked with integrationists within the Labour Party, 

helping to forge a cross-party consensus that was critical in overcoming public suspicion of the 

EEC.64  While the Labour Party did have a left-wing element of strong anti-integrationists, the 

supranational faction prevailed, with the leadership imposing a three-line whip upon 

backbenchers for the accession vote.  After marathon debates in Parliament (wherein Heath did, 

at least briefly, give mention to the federalist political ramifications of Community membership), 

Parliament voted in favor of joining the EEC on October 28, 1971 by a vote of 356 to 244.65

Fellow integrationists in the European elite were pleased.  Willy Brandt sent a 

59 Young, p.248; Heath also left this impression, see The Guardian. December 2, 1973 
60 Rippon, pp.8, 11
61 Lord, p.37
62 Young, pp. 247-9; for a slightly different take, see Philip, Alan Butt, “Westminster versus Brussels – the Last 
Crusade?” in Maclean and Howarth, pp. 184-185
63 Young, pp.248-9 
64 Heath, (1998), p.378
65 Heath, (1998), p.380
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congratulatory note after the vote, remarking that it was “good for England itself and for Europe, 

firstly economically, and then increasingly politically.”66 Brandt was particularly impressed with 

this vote, as he realized the integrationists were acting in the face of British public opinion.67

According to a Gallup Poll taken at the time, half the British people were opposed to entry, while 

only a third were in favor.68  This vote was not the last time that the supranational elite made 

policy in the face of popular resistance (see below).  Yet the British elite was not monolithic in is 

support for membership. Its nationalist faction mobilized during the accession debates, the most 

strident of accession antagonists being Enoch Powell, MP for Wolverhampton South-West.  

Though he was almost alone in the stridency of his vociferous opposition to the Community, he 

did foreshadow the intra-elite cleavage that was to grip British politics a generation later (see 

Chapters Six and Seven).  Over the course of the Treaty’s ratification debates, he was able to 

muster 40 Tories in opposition to membership.  

After the vote, Heath then traveled to Brussels for the ceremonial signing of the Treaty of 

Accession, January 22, 1972.  Yet the political odyssey of accession was not over- the final legal 

instruments had to be formally incorporated into the body of British law.  This legislation was 

not a ratification of the Treaty of Accession, but a modification of British law to give the Treaty 

effect. During this Parliamentary struggle, a number of integrationists distinguished themselves.  

Of particular note were Kenneth Clarke, government Whip, and John Roper, leader of the 

Labour federalists.  Ropers’ support was critical in acquiring sufficient abstentions to pass the 

Bill through the committee stage, where Clause 2 was debated.  This clause was critically 

important to the supranationalists, as this was the provision providing for the supremacy of 

Community law over UK law- the keystone of supranationalism, and an implication alternately 

embraced and denied by UK federalists. 

The committee stage consumed 173 hours of debate, entailing 88 votes. On sixteen of 

66 Heath, (1998), p.380
67 Brandt, p. 250
68 Daily Telegraph, October 18, 1971, cited in Roth, p.225
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these divisions the government’s majority dipped into the single digits.  Yet the Bill passed to the 

third reading without amendment.  On July 13, 1972, it received final passage through the 

Commons by a vote of 301 to 284, whereupon it went to the House of Lords for (perfunctory) 

approval.  On October 17 it received royal assent, finalizing the legal procedures necessary to 

make the UK a member of the supranational European Community on January 1, 1973.

5.2d - British Public Opinion

The above subchapter has contained the allegation that integration policies were 

conduced by the British elite in disregard of public opinion.  This section substantiates this 

charge and serves as a reminder that although public opinion must be recognized as a delimiting 

factor determining the ‘speed’ of any political process, it is elite opinion that ultimately 

determines policy outcomes.

Macmillan’s bid for entry, for example, was brought forward against the momentum of 

popular opinion.  Between mid- 1960 and early 1962, the time of the first application’s 

formulation and initiation, public opposition to Macmillan’s integration stance more than 

doubled, from 12% to 25% of the British population.69   At no time during this preliminary stage 

did a majority of Britons favor EEC membership, yet the PM was nonetheless determined to 

join.70  Wilson’s bid for entry was characterized by an association of him with his policy.  When 

and with whom Wilson was popular, so was integration; as he lost popularity, public support for 

accession collapsed.  For example, the Tory public favored EEC membership in late 1965, by a 

margin of 28 percent.  However, two years later, after integration became closely associated with 

69 Spence, James (1976) “Movements in the Public Mood: 1961-1975,” in Jowell, Roger, and Hoinville, Gerald, 
Britain Into Europe: Public Opinion and he EEC: 1961-1975 (London: Croom Helm Ltd., London), p.19
70 Spence, p.20; Yet, despite the weakness of public support, it must be noted that those in favor of entry did 
outnumber the ‘antis’ throughout the years 1960-62
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Wilson and the Labour Party, Conservatives opposed entry by a margin of 17% (a swing of 45%; 

see Table 5-1 below).71

 Leading up to and during Heath’s tenure, public skepticism of membership was 

consistently strong, while movement towards entry proceeded regardless.  As a Eurobarometer 

poll in 1969 demonstrated, the British public was opposed to a third application for EEC 

membership by a spread of fourteen points.  Asked specifically if they favored a “United States 

of Europe,” opposition widened to eighteen points.  When the question became one of a common 

European foreign policy, Britons were opposed by a margin of 38 percentage points.72  Another 

poll, taken by the NOP in November of 1969, showed the margin against membership to be an 

overwhelming 43 points.73  A Gallup poll taken April 1970 confirmed these findings, 

determining that only 19 percent of the public was in favor of joining the EEC, and a majority of 

Britons were against even opening discussions for membership.74  Nor were these sentiments 

ephemeral, quickly disappearing as soon as negotiations were opened.  In January 1971, The 

Times (of London) reported that public support for EEC membership had fallen to just 16%.75

What’s more, Parliamentary and public opinion actually seemed to be sometimes 

inversely related over the course of the accession debates.  For example, in the month prior to the 

October 1971 vote, Gallup polling suggested the public was against entry, 50% to 37% while 

Parliament voted in favor of entry by a margin of 59 to 41%.76  Yet, by February of 1972, public 

support actually favored entry by a margin of two points (a swelling of support by about one-

fifth), while the cotemporaneous second reading of the communities Bill passed by a margin of 

71 Spence, p. 25
72 Cited in Lord, p.133
73 King, Anthony (1977) Britain Says Yes: The 1975 Referendum on the Common Market, American Enterprise 
(Washington, DC: Institute for Public Policy Research), p.28
74 Young, p. 223
75 The Times  (of London), March 4, 1971; Lord p.84
76 Gallup Series, vol. 105-37, pp. 127-8 & 143; Heath, (1998), p. 380
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one half a percent (representing a loss of about one fifth of Parliamentary support).77 In other 

words, over the same time period public support for integration increased by one-fifth, while 

Parliamentary support declined by one-fifth- a notable inverse relationship. 

From these above examples, it can be observed that public opinion underwent a 

considerable degree of variation.  In part, these vicissitudes can be explained by the lack of 

substantive public interest in the issue of European integration.  In fact, shortly after the EEC’s 

formation in 1957, a majority of Britons were unaware of its existence.78   In the early 1960s, as 

Britain made her first application, more poll respondents were “undecided” on the European 

question than were either for or against integration.79   This condition of apathetic ignorance has 

persisted for years.  For example, when asked about the most important issues facing Britain in a 

series of monthly polls taken between Spring 1970 and Summer 1972 (about 27 surveys), on 

only four occasions did more than 10% of the respondents even mention Europe.80

Of course, with such a degree of public detachment from questions of integration, is 

necessarily follows that integrative momentum must come from an elite vanguard of committed 

federalists.  This contention is given further nuance by 1972 NOP polling data that indicates the 

public simply parrots the opinions of their party leadership.81  In the data below (Table 5-1), it 

can be discerned that the public’s position on integration was determined not according to the 

issue itself, but according to the positions of the party leadership with which one identified.   

As this time series indicates, the party elite with which a particular person identifies can 

shape those individuals’ positions (i.e., the opinion of party supporters).  Thus, when Labour was 

attempting to gain entry in the late 1960’s, the opinions of Labour’s rank-and-file supported 

77 Ibid
78 Social Surveys Limited (1971) British Attitudes Toward the Common Market: 1957-71 (London: Gallup), p.4
79 Spence, p. 19
80 King, p.25
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integration.  However, a couple of years later, when the Conservatives reapplied for entry, 

popular Labour opinion became anti-integrationist, corresponding to their aversion to anything 

coming from the Tories.  Conversely, the Conservative rank-and-file contemporaneously 

changed its position to be congruent with the policies of the dominant faction of the Tory elite, 

which had been critical of Wilson’s efforts, but then supported Heath’s subsequent attempt.

Table 5-1:
Voters Supporting Britain’s Entry into

the Common Market, by Party,
1967-1973

Dates of Survey Labour Voters Conservative Voters

September 1961        6  40
October 1965  26  28
November 1966      38    43
November 1967      12 -17
May 1967      16 -18
June 1967        4 -10
July 1969        5 -25
November 1969 -20 -43
March 1970                      -29 -49
November 1970                     -45 -28
June 1971 -47 -9 
September 1971 -31  20
April 1972 -37  42
August 1972 -36  32
November 1972 -35  28
January 1973 -26  38
October 1973 -48  17

SOURCE: Gallup and NOP Surveys82
                     (numbers reflect ‘pro’ minus ‘anti’ polling totals)

An alternative interpretation of the data, contending that the party leadership is following 

the popular will, does not account for the time lags between a policy shift and a swing in rank-

81 King, p.28
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and-file opinion.  For example, the Tory public was opposed to membership for the first year of 

Heath’s negotiations (1970-71), whereupon they followed the lead of “their” elite, and switched 

to support for entry.  Had the public will been the impetus for membership, the switch should 

have occurred earlier. 

It bears reiteration to observe that it was well-known public skepticism that led the 

federalists of both major parties to deliberately downplay the issue of Community membership in 

their election campaigns, even while they intended to submit a reapplication immediately upon 

assuming office.83  Similar dissimulations ran through the course of the Parliamentary debates  

and became burned into the collective memory of the nationalist faction.  In fact, it is at this 

point that the accusations of elite duplicity begin their skein; namely, that in the face of 

universally acknowledged public antagonism, a committed cadre of integrationists single-

mindedly and deceptively plowed ahead regardless of the will of the people.  Decades later, this 

perception of insouciant insularity became a significant factor in the politics of European 

integration (see Chapter Seven).

 In sum, an initially confusing yet ultimately illuminating picture of public and elite 

opinion emerges.  On one hand, the federalist elite initiated integration efforts when most of the 

public was against such a move; yet other times, public majorities and elites have both supported 

membership.   Overall, though, the picture is blurred because there is very little correlation 

between mass and elite opinion.  However, conclusions can be drawn from this non-correlation, 

to wit, that Britain’s integrationist elite was unconcerned about the opinion of the British people 

regarding the question of integration and its ultimate aim, federal union.   This pattern has 

continued well into the twenty-first century (see Chapter Eight).

82 NOP Opinion Surveys, cited in King, p. 27; also Gallup poll, in Spence, pp. 22,25
83 Lord, p.65; see also Young, p.223
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5.3 - Ireland

The empirical evidence relating to the accession experience of Ireland offers a number of 

illuminating similarities and incongruities when compared with the case studies of Britain and 

‘The Six.’  Importantly, in each of these ten states, the process of integration was led by a small 

number of networked individuals engaged in the open-ended project of building a European 

state.  In an important departure from the established pattern of elite dominated integration, 

however, the people or Ireland appeared to have decided the question of accession themselves 

through the process of a national referendum.   Appearances, however, are often misleading.

The Irish experience with European integration was initially characterized by skepticism.  

After the Second World War, elite and mass opinion was strongly in favor of maintaining the 

neutrality that kept Ireland out of WWII.  Eamon de Valera, President and Prime Minister of 

Ireland before, during and after the war, did not maintain an aspiration for Irish participation in a 

pan-European state.  In 1949, he told the integrationists assembled at the Strasbourg Council of 

Europe that the Irish had no intention of joining their putative European state until the Emerald 

Isle was itself unified.84   Irish integration was thenceforth impossible until an elite network of 

integrationists was in place, capped by a supranationalist in the slot of the apex elite.  This 

condition became fulfilled when de Valera left office 1959.  If the theory of elite-led integration 

is correct, federative progress should have been made soon after supranationalist Seán Lemass 

assumed power that same year.

In 1960, movement towards EEC membership did indeed begin with the progressive 

incorporation of the Irish elite into the European elite network (see below).  The first application 

to join the community with the UK and Denmark soon followed in 1961, but died after de 

Gaulle’s 1963 veto.  The second application was also unsuccessful, expiring with Britain’s 

second attempt at entry in 1967.  By the early 1970s, though, de Gaulle was gone, and Irish entry 

was easily shepherded to success by the supranationalist Taoiseach (Prime Minister), Jack 

84 Dwyer, T. Ryle (2001) Nice Fellow: A Biography of Jack Lynch (Cork: Mercier Press), p. 289
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Lynch, in 1973.   These events are now examined in more detail below.

  Perhaps the most outstanding instance of Ireland’s replication of the neofunctionalist

integration process was a keen awareness among the Irish elite that the EEC was more than a 

simple economic organization. Ireland’s first application for membership, spanning the years 

1961-3, was spearheaded by Taoiseach Seán Lemass. He was an ardent integrationist, strongly 

holding the political aspiration for the creation of a pan-European state.  As early as the 1920s, 

Lemass had endorsed the vision of a “United States of Europe-” an inspiration he carried through 

to the 1960s and beyond.85  In fact, Ireland’s participation in this state-building project was 

arguably the primary objective of his foreign policy.86  In January 1962, Lemass assured an 

assembly of ministers from the EEC’s member states that both the Irish elite and public were 

fully supportive of European political integration: “we know . . . the aims of the European 

Economic Community go much beyond purely economic matters . . . I desire to emphasize that 

the political aims of the Community are aims to which the Irish Government and people are 

ready to subscribe.”87

The Irish ambassador in Brussels, Frank Biggar, was of the same mind.  He advised 

Dublin to be well aware that “the EEC, despite is title, is first and foremost a political concept, 

and not merely an economic organization . . . .”88  The Minister for External Affairs (and future 

President of Ireland), Dr P.J. Hillary, advocated joining the EEC, “to construct a new Europe in 

which war would be impossible.”89  Expanding upon the political essence of the Community, 

Lemass endorsed the intention of developing a pan-European foreign defense policy and, 

astonishingly, even offered to abandon the almost sacred tradition of Irish neutrality.90  This offer 

was repeated in subsequent applications, despite being strongly opposed by the Irish people, and 

85 Gallagher manuscripts, National Library of Ireland, 18.339, cited in Horgan, John (1997) Seán Lemass, the 
Enigmatic Patriot, (Dublin: Gill & Macmillan), pp.51-2, 344
86 Horgan, pp. 221, 306
87Maher, D.J. (1986) The Tortuous Path: The Course of Ireland’s Entry Into the EEC (Dublin: Institute of Public 
Administration), p.376; for further examples, see also ibid, pp. 139-42, 144, 254
88 Horgan, p. 221
89 Maher, p.346
90 Horgan, p. 225; Maher, pp. 152, 159-60
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then disingenuously denied as an implication of membership for decades hence.91

In the early 1970s, under the new Taoiseach Jack Lynch, the Irish Government’s position 

remained identical.  In an official 1972 policy paper, it supported the “political ideals” that were 

the primary motivation behind the establishment of the ECSC and the EEC.92  The Government 

defined the “political objectives” of the European Communities as “the goal of political 

unification” for the purpose of enabling “Europe to play a more cohesive . . . potent . . . strong. . . 

and effective role in world affairs.”93  Lynch himself endorsed political union as the ultimate 

objective of the EEC, while Foreign Minister (and future Taoiseach) Charles Haughey extolled 

Community membership in order to be part of a  “potent influence in world affairs.”94  D.J. 

Maher, who participated in all three rounds of accession negotiations, was also of the mind that 

the EEC was fundamentally a political project.95

Beyond these general political objectives, however, the Irish Government additionally 

intended the Community to have authority over economic and social spheres of activity.96

Throughout the application process, the Irish Government was unstinting in its support for all the 

socio-economic programs of the Community, from the single market to EMU and beyond.97   For 

example, in 1962 Lemass endorsed the “ideal” behind the “common economic and social 

policies . . . [in] the Commission’s design for a new European society.”98   The Taoiseach further 

lent his unqualified support to institutions such as the European Social Fund and its quest to 

regulate living standards and working conditions throughout Europe. 

When admission negotiations resumed in 1970, the Irish elite was still supportive of all 

the EEC’s social and economic objectives, in perpetuity, as a “political finality.”99  Two years 

91 Maher, pp.222, 254, 266, 269,
92 The Accession of Ireland to the European Communities, (Dublin: Stationary Office) Prl. 2064, cited hereafter as 
“1972 White Paper (Ireland),” pp. 1, 69 
93 1972 White Paper (Ireland) p.57; see also p. 69
94 Dwyer, pp. 150-152
95 1972 White Paper (Ireland), p.57
96 Ibid, pp. 1-4, 13, 24, 67; see also, 1970 speech by Taoiseach in Maher, p. 349; Taoiseach speech, Jan. 18, 1962, in 
Maher, p.378
97 1972 White Paper (Ireland), p, 155 
98 Maher, pp. 383-4 
99 Maher, p. 269
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later, in its 1972 White Paper, the Government again endorsed “the social objectives of the 

Community” that were furthered by economic integration.100  Lemass believed that European 

political unification was  “a natural and logical development of economic integration.”101  In fact, 

he approved of entry even if the economic costs to Ireland outweighed any economic benefits 

accruing from membership.102   It should be recalled, though, that non-political integration was 

primarily a means to a political federation.  As Maher described it, the Irish government intended 

to use “economic integration, in the form of the EEC, as a stepping-stone to political 

unification.”103

Not only did the majority of the Irish elite unreservedly support the political, social, and 

economic goals of the Communities, but they endorsed a gradual approach to realizing the goal 

of “ever closer union.”104  At every juncture, such as tax, tariff and transport policy 

harmonization, financial contributions, the free movement capital and labor, and even in the 

cases of EMU and EPU, the Irish shared the incremental preferences of the Continentals.105   The 

Irish Government described their approach in the 1972 White Paper as intending integration to 

“develop gradually but at the same time on a progressive basis.”106

Additionally, like the elites of other states, the Irish leadership continually downplayed 

the threat to national sovereignty posed by accession to the EEC’s supranational order, even at 

the cost of forthrightness and accuracy.  During their final bid for membership, the Government 

insisted that “most” aspects of Irish law, other than those relating to economic, social, and 

political affairs, were to be largely exempt from the effects of the EU legal system.107  This 

position was nonsensical, as it left absolutely nothing beyond the reach of the supranational 

authority!  Evidently, misdirection remained another of the features repeated in the Irish 

100 1972 White Paper (Ireland), pp.175-181
101 Horgan, pp. 222-223
102 Maher, p.121
103 Maher, p. 127
104 Maher, p.376; 1972 White Paper (Ireland), p.58
105 Dwyer, p. 286; Maher, pp. 146, 226, 268-9, 282; 1972 White Paper (Ireland), pp. 15, 24, 53, 157, 165,188, 197
106 1972 White Paper (Ireland), p. 58
107 1972 White Paper (Ireland), pp. 30, 55-8 
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integration experience.

Not all were deceived, however.  During the debates over ratifying the Treaty of 

Accession, Deputy Brendan Corish predicted a dramatic loss of sovereignty when political 

union, as intended, followed from economic integration.108  As leader of the Irish Labour Party, 

Corish was at the front of the nationalist faction of the Irish elite attempting to derail accession.  

Unfortunately for the nationalists, influential groups such as the Federated Union of Employers, 

the Federation of Irish Industry and the major political parties (Fine Gael and Fianna Fáil) 

supported membership.109  In a word, only the labor union elite was not in favor of joining the 

EEC, making such a development ultimately inevitable.  

An important element of this supranationalist network was the Irish Council of the 

European Movement (ICEM- See Chapter Two for more on the European Movement).  During 

the first Irish application, the ICEM began a series of meetings that introduced members of the 

Irish and EEC elite to the issues involved in accession, and to each other. After that application’s 

failure, the ICEM and other elements of the Irish elite maintained the pressure for 

membership.110  Eventually, the ICEM conduced special six-day conferences to which journalists 

from around Europe were invited to meet members of the Irish elite and forge transnational 

networks and personal relationships conducive to integration.111  Later, the ICEM acted as an 

intermediary between the elite and the Irish public, employing itself successfully in the publicity 

campaign for the 1972 referendum (see below).112  Elsewhere, unconvinced businessmen were 

addressed in forums such as the Federation of Irish Industries, where the federalist elite 

personally lobbied businessmen to favor joining the Community.113  Additionally, the Taoiseach 

and government ministers toured the capitals of Europe, personally familiarizing themselves with 

European elites and incorporating themselves into their network.114

108 Maher, p. 345
109 Horgan, p. 220; Dwyer, p. 285
110 Maher, p.348
111 Maher, p. 155
112 Maher, p 348
113 Maher, pp. 120-1 
114 Dwyer, pp. 91, 150; Horgan, pp. 220, 225; Maher, pp. 135, 138, 220, 254
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One of the most consistent characteristics of Irish diplomacy during their applications for 

membership was a curious preoccupation with prior consultation.” Fearing marginalization, the 

Irish Government insistently proclaimed its desire to be kept informed of developments within 

the EEC.  During the first application’s negotiations, the Taoiseach requested the EEC members 

to “have our views taken into consideration before conclusions are reached.”115  Five years later, 

in the first reapplication for membership of May 1967, the Taoiseach wrote to the Community 

asking to be kept informed of developments and debates relating to accession, making a point to 

request that Irish “views [are] taken into account before decisions are reached.”116

In the final set of membership negotiations the Minister for External Affairs, Dr P.J. 

Hillary, seemed more interested in receiving advance notice of EEC positions than in the actual 

content of those positions.117  In 1970, when formally opening the membership dialogue with the 

EEC, the Irish government demanded formal procedures of prior consultation as one of only two 

preconditions to accession.118  In 1972, the Irish elite insinuated themselves as quickly as 

possible into the EEC networks, even before formally becoming a member.  The new applicants 

were embedded so successfully into this regime of personal contact and consultation that 

Commission President François Ortoli once remarked: “The Community of the Nine was a 

political reality in 1972, before it became a legal reality at the beginning of 1973.”119

The Irish government clearly followed the path of elite neofunctionalism in nearly all 

aspects of the accession experience.  One notable exception was the Irish referendum of 1972.  

The Irish elite would have likely preferred to avoid the hassle of a referendum, but accession 

required changing the Irish Constitution, and amending the Constitution required a 

referendum.120  Hence, the federalists were forced to consult the public- an example of a 

115 Maher, p,.384
116 Maher p. 215
117 Maher, p.256
118 Maher, p. 254
119 Address to the European Parliament, February 13, 1973, cited in Maher, p. 360- For further examples of prior 
consultation procedures, see ibid., pp. 261, 268, 352; also the 1972 White Paper (Ireland), pp. 8-10,57
120 The amendments in question were to make the Irish courts subordinate to the European legal system
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constitutional restraint on elite behavior (see note below).121   Before consulting the public, 

though, the elite ran an extensive PR campaign to guarantee the preferred result.  In the course of 

their proselytism, a few of the mechanisms through which the elite manipulates public opinion 

became evident.  

First of all, since the leading parties favored integration, they easily brought their rank 

and file with them into the “Yes” camp, virtually assuring ratification (see Table 5-1 above for 

an illustration of this in the UK).122 Additionally, the media and business elites favored 

accession, having been co-opted years earlier (see above).  Despite the likelihood of victory, the 

government even established a special information section in the Department of External Affairs 

to run a vigorous information campaign.123  The Irish elite also mobilized the ICEM, using it to 

effectively lobby the public for a “Yes” vote.  This organization, created and largely staffed by 

the Irish upper-tier elite, was revitalized with funding from the Federation of Irish Industry in 

1971.124   Thus refreshed, the ICEM proceeded to organize much of the PR campaign for 

membership, extensively using radio and television to lobby the public.  The integrationists were 

better organized (i.e., more widely networked) and of higher rank in the hierarchy of power, so 

they easily outmaneuvered the nationalists over the course of the accession campaign.125

Outnumbered and outspent, the nationalists were not surprised that 83% of the people 

voted to join the EEC in the May 1972 referendum.  Yet the fact remains that the Irish public 

never clamored to join the Community; they just allowed themselves to be led into membership 

by the elite.  Their consent does not demonstrate that the “people were in charge.” This was 

made abundantly clear three decades later when the federalist elite simply ignored the “No” vote 

121 A comparison with Switzerland is instructive.  It is no coincidence that the most directly democratic state in 
Europe, Switzerland, has been almost uniquely able to thwart its integrationist elite in their attempts to bring the 
Helvetic Republic into the EU.  Norway’s aloofness has also been predicated upon referendums.  Eventually, the 
supranationalists will win, however.  See “Just a Toe Across the Line,” The Economist, March 9, 2002; “Norway has 
Rejected the EU but can not Ignore it,” Financial Times March 30, 2002; “Norway’s EU Debate Re-surfaces,” BBC 
News Online, May 5, 2003; “A Special Case,” Special Report on Switzerland, The Economist, February 12, 2004
122 Hillary, Patrik, “Negotiating Ireland’s Entry,” in Dooge, Jim, and Barrington, Ruth, (eds), A Vital National 
Interest, Institute of Public Administration, Dublin, 1999, p.28
123 Ibid, p..29
124 O’Brien, Miriam, “The Role of the European Movement in Referenda”, in Dooge and Barrington, pp. 6-8 
125 Maher, pp. 348-9 
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in the Nice Treaty referendum (see Chapter Eight).

5.4 - Denmark

Denmark’s accession experience differs somewhat from the pattern followed in the first 

seven member states covered in this study.  As with the Irish Republic, the Kingdom of Denmark 

had traditionally followed a foreign policy of neutrality based upon mistrust of the great powers 

of Europe.  Beginning as early as 1720, and later reinforced by the Napoleonic invasions of 

1807-1815 and a war with Germany in 1864, Danish policy towards Europe was consistently one 

of wary reserve.126  Even at the close of the Second World War, the Danes remained aloof from 

European entanglements until Soviet aggression in Eastern Europe forced a reconsideration of 

neutrality.  Accordingly, Denmark became a member of the UN, OEEC, CE, and NATO, 

marking a shift away from their traditional avoidance of alliances.  It was membership in these 

organizations that gave the Danish elite its first opportunity to network with the emerging 

European elite.  Nonetheless, in the early 1950s Denmark declined to become a member of the 

supranational ECSC, fearing its domination by Germany and clinging to the vestiges of their 

neutrality.127   Furthermore, the Danish elite of the time lacked an influential faction that held an 

integrationist vision, and they did not share the inter-elite trust between national segments 

requisite for supranational integration.  

Instead, the Danes experimented with a Nordic political vision, aspiring to forge closer 

ties with states having a common ‘geocultural’ background.128  In 1952, Denmark formed the 

Nordic Council with Iceland, Norway, Sweden, and after 1955, Finland.  This body sought to 

126  Branner, Hans, “The Danish Foreign Policy Tradition and the European Context,” in Branner and Kelstrup, (eds) 
(2000) Denmark’s Policy Towards Europe After 1945: History, Theory, and Options,  (Odense: Odense University 
Press), pp. 185-218
127 Branner, Hans, ‘Options and Goals in Danish European Policy Since 1945:Explaining Small State Behavior and 
Foreign Policy Change,” in Branner and Kelstrup, p. 356; Lammers, Karl Christian, “Denmark’s Relations with 
Germany Since 1945,” ibid, p. 276
128 Laursen, Johnny, and Olesen, Thorsten Borring, “A Nordic Alternative to Europe? The Interdependence of 
Denmark’s Nordic and European Policies,” in Branner and Kelstrup, 245; se also ibid, pp. 224-226, 229, 231, 235, 
249-249, 369
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integrate certain areas of the Nordic political economy, such as labor markets, passport controls, 

and social security.  The Council, however, was strictly intergovernmental, with no supranational 

intentions or mechanisms.129  As the Nordic political vision gradually dissolved after the 1950s, 

EEC membership became progressively more likely.130

Some of the initial impetus for Danish EEC membership came from agricultural interests, 

such as the farmers’ Venstre party.131   However, without an influential elite network to support 

their 1960 proposal, nothing came of it until the British applied for membership in 1961 (thus 

sparking Denmark’s application).  This bid for membership, however, died with de Gaulle’s veto 

in 1963.    It is worth noting that after de Gaulle vetoed Britain’s application, he soon informed 

the Danish Prime Minister that the door was still open to Denmark’s entry into the EEC.132  The 

French President had vetoed the UK application because it threatened his vision of a French-led 

‘directoire’ in charge of Europe’s destiny (see Chapter Four).  Danish membership posed no 

such menace, and so de Gaulle had no objection to it.  Although his rejection of British (and thus 

Danish) membership was repeated again in 1967, the General’s departure from office in 1969 

made Danish entry a likelihood.  Finally, in 1972, membership was arranged by the 

supranationalists then in power from Copenhagen to Rome (see below).

Contrary to the expectations of elite neofunctionalist integration theory, some authors 

conclude that economic self-interest was the predominant reason the Danes sought EEC 

membership.133  This argument is largely based on the fact that the UK and Germany were 

Denmark’s two biggest trading partners, and that the Danes could not afford to be outside a 

customs union encompassing both those economies.  Accordingly, whenever the UK made an 

application to join the EEC, Denmark immediately followed.  Additionally, most of the public 

Danish debate in advocacy of membership focused upon economic questions, often ignoring the 

129 Jones, W. Glyn (1986) Denmark:  A Modern History, (London: Croom Helm), p. 183
130 Laursen and Olsen, pp. 249-251
131 Laursen and Olesen,  p.  245
132 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, p. 146; Branner (2000) ‘Options and Goals in Danish European Policy Since 
1945:Explaining Small State Behavior and Foreign Policy Change,” in Branner and Kelstrup, p. 346
133 See, for example, Hedetoft, Ulf, “The Interplay Between Mass and Elite Attitudes to European Integration in 
Denmark,” ibid, p. 292; also Kelstrup, in Willis, p.148
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political implications.134  Admittedly, the Danish case poses a strong argument that economic 

interests have been the driving force behind their integration efforts.

However, further examination reveals that political considerations, particularly the 

Danish elite’s vision of a United States of Europe, were ultimately responsible for bringing 

Denmark into the EEC.135   In 1961 for instance, during the course of the first Danish 

application, Foreign Minister Jens Otto Krag informed the Community negotiators that he 

accepted their ultimate political goal of federal union.136  In 1962, Krag  (now the PM) admitted 

to the Folketing that the “decision to open negotiations for Danish membership was initially 

based upon economic grounds.”  However, he continued, political considerations had become the 

deciding factor impelling full Danish participation in the European unification project.137  Others 

from the federalist elite declared membership would maximize international “influence.”138

Later that year Foreign Minister Per Hakkerup reiterated this stance, adding that the 

purpose of opening debate on integration was not to deliberate membership, but to prepare the 

public to accept the decision, already made by the Danish elite, to join a progressively federalist 

European political order.139  A few weeks later, Hakkerup again explained that while the EEC 

Treaty seemed economic in nature, “the long-run objective is political.”140   Reaffirming this 

position in the 1972 final push for membership, Denmark’s chargé d’affaires in Bonn, Peter 

Michaelsen, defended membership primarily in terms of the political benefits accruing to 

Denmark.141  For decades thereafter, the Danes repeatedly turned to integration as a solution to 

Europe’s political conundrums (such as German reunification).142  Most specifically though, on 

the night before signing the 1972 Treaty of Accession Prime Minister Krag confessed to his top 

134 Lammers, p. 276
135 Wilkes, George, “The First Failure to Steer Britain into the European Communities: An Introduction,” in Wilkes, 
p. 29
136 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, p. 145,
137 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, p. 154
138 The speaker here is Foreign Minister Hakkerup, cited in Branner, in Branner and Kelstrup (2000), p. 365; see 
also ibid, pp. 305, 309-311, 316, 381
139 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, p. 154
140 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, p. 155
141 Lammers, in Branner and Kelstrup, pp. 276-7 
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advisors that he saw Danish entry as a small step in the long-run development of a “United States 

of Europe.”143

Yet, while occasionally mentioning their endorsement of European political union 

(especially to elite or foreign audiences), the Danish integrationists did place public emphasis 

upon the economic benefits of EEC membership, deliberately downplaying the intended political 

ramifications of Community membership.144  This misdirection (often approaching mendacity) 

was intended to avoid a confrontation over issues of sovereignty that had not been settled within 

the Danish body politic.  Had the supranationalists been straightforward, resistance would likely 

have proven fatal to the membership bid (see below). 

Danish opposition to supranational integration took two typical forms: antagonism from 

the nationalist faction of the elite, and the skepticism of the mass public.  Often these cleavages 

overlapped, as the upper-tier elite favored integration in the face of hostility from the lower-tier 

elite and the public.  The fist type of schism, intra-elite factionalization, was so serious that the 

Social Democrats persistently avoided the political implications for membership in an attempt to 

paper-over intra-party dissension.145   Other parties were also confronted with internal conflicts 

that threatened to tear them apart.  In particular, The Socialist People’s Party (SPP), Social 

Democratic Party (SDP), and the Social Liberals all have at various junctures faced the 

nationalist versus supranationalist rupture.  

The elite-public cleavage was exemplified when the Social Democratic leadership 

pursued EEC membership when only 38% of their voters were in support of  it.146  Typically, the 

party leaderships ranked integration above internal cohesion or even electoral success, incurring 

serious political damage in the process.147  Repeatedly, when faced with the choice of loyalty the 

143 Branner, Hans, “Options and Goals in Danish European Policy Since 1945:Explaining Small State Behavior and 
Foreign Policy Change,” in Branner and Kelstrup, p. 366
144 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, pp. 146-7, 150-151, 154; Hedetoft, in Branner and Kelstrup (2000), p. 293, 298-9, 301
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146 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, pp. 145-6, 154, poll taken in mid-1962
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supranational agenda or their voters’ views,  party leaders chose the former.148  In fact, the SPP 

almost committed political suicide upon the horns of the federalist dilemma.149  Such self-

destructive inattention to popular will has been a regularly recurring feature throughout the 

history of European integration, indicating that integrationists (sometimes) prefer the realization 

of their political vision even to holding office.

 Aspirational incompatibility between the upper-tier elite and the general public was a 

common theme running through all three accession debates.150  This fissure was deep enough 

that the Danish Foreign Minister in 1962 thought that a referendum on entry would have 

failed.151  Eventually, after an elite-led PR campaign, a referendum on accession was held 

October 2, 1972, with 63% voting in favor.152  As with Ireland, the Danish public was led to a 

“Yes” vote by their elite. However, when they voted no on the TEU referendum decades later, 

their vote was disregarded and the question was resubmitted until the elite received the answer 

they wanted (see Chapter Seven).  Notably, the day after the 1972 referendum Prime Minister 

Krag surprisingly announced his retirement from politics.153  He had fulfilled his ultimate 

political ambition, and thus was ready to withdraw from public life.  

 5.5 - Willy Brandt

The German Chancellor at the time of the first enlargement was Willy Brandt, another 

leader committed to European unification.  Brandt’s autobiography reveals that he, too, operated 

according to the regularities of elite neofunctionalist behavior.  He believed politics to be an 

interpersonal endeavor, greatly facilitated by trust and cordiality among the participant elite 

148 Haahr, in Branner and Kelstrup (2000), p. 327
149 Haahr, in Branner and Kelstrup (2000),  pp. 319-320
150 Branner (1997), in Wilkes, p. 144; also Branner and Kelstrup,  “Denmark’s Policy Towards Europe in a 
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actors, and expedited within a culinary setting.154   Before 1945, Brandt spent years in the 

subterranean world of the German anti-Fascist resistance, familiarizing himself with the 

advantages of clandestine politics and deception.  It was during these years that he was deeply 

inculcated into the cell-based format of political networking.155

Brandt wrote that politics was primarily the means by which elites pursued their political 

“vision” in the form of a collective “project or grand design.”156  The Chancellor was an admirer 

of Jean Monnet and his methods and like the Frenchman was a strong supranationalist who 

aspired to realize a federal European union.157    While Brandt favored many forms of European 

economic integration, his reasons for favoring such policies were actually political in nature.158

He was steadfastly consistent and explicit in his intentions to make Europe’s economic 

integration serve a greater political purpose: peace, power, and prestige.159   In particular, Brandt 

wanted to see Europe attain the status of a world superpower, and to command the international 

status commensurate therewith.160

Like the (neo)functionalists, Brandt believed a European federal state could only be 

realized through a process of incremental steps.161  He thought the engine propelling these steps 

was the Franco-German axis as embodied by the interpersonal exchanges between the leaders of 

these two states.162  Unlike functionalists, however, the Chancellor did not consider the 

‘spillover’ process to be automatic.  He thought political integration would follow economic 

integration only by an act of “political will” on the part of a dedicated integrationist elite. Brandt 

did concede, though, that the regularization of interpersonal contact, as facilitated by 

154 Brandt, Willy (1976) People and Politics, T he Years 1960-1975 (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company), pp. 51, 
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supranational institutions, did lead to an inculcation of habits conducive to integration.163

5.6 - Summit of the Nine

As accession legislation for Britain, Ireland, and Denmark was progressing through their 

respective parliaments, another of Jean Monnet’s ideas was coming to fruition.  At his instigation 

the leaders of the Franco-German axis, Willy Brandt and Georges Pompidou, suggested that an 

EC-wide heads-of-state summit be convened and regularized.  With this February 1972 

announcement, an important integrative step had been taken- the institutionalization of regular 

pan-European summits of the apex members from the constituent national segments of the 

European elite.  Now known as the European Council, the rotating president of this formation 

can be considered a nominal leader of the EU, sharing apex elite status with the EU 

Commissioner in a rough sort of duumvirate.164

While the convocations of these national leaders could be interpreted as instances of 

state-centered politics (intergovernmentalism), they are actually examples supranational 

integration.  Since the individuals in attendance have mostly been dedicated supranationalists, 

their state-based but pan-European summitry has served to promote elite socialization, 

networking, and advancement towards the shared vision of a United States of Europe.    Heath’s 

personal aspiration for the October 1972 summit was to advance the cause of EMU.  Brandt and 

Pompidou strongly supported him in this aspiration, collectively envisioning a gradual step-by-

step progression to full monetary union.  The EMU endeavor was by then some years old, the 

first concrete step having been taken at the Hague Summit of 1969, the final step being 

eventually fulfilled in 2002 (see above and Chapter Eight).   

Another objective of the 1972 summit was addressing the lack of public input into EEC 

decision making, which has become known as the “democratic deficit.”  By addressing this 

163 Brandt, pp. 118-119
164 Interview with former UK PM, Middlemas Archives, September 1993, Box 15, Folder 5a
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deficit, the federalists were recognizing that integration was so clearly divorced from popular 

accountability and interest that the very legitimacy of their project was in question.165  The 

leaders’ proposed solution was to advance what Heath called “a comprehensive social 

programme for the Community.”166   This was a noteworthy development, as it constituted a 

grant of authority over new social spheres- a critical component of the EEC’s transformation into 

a bona fide modern state.   Heath also implied an eventual need for a  “common foreign 

policy.”167  Typical of integrationists, the spillover from economic integration into social and 

political sectors was not explained; Heath simply behaved as if it was logically inexorable.   

5.7 The Franco-German Axis

    5.7a - Valéry Giscard d’Estaing

After the departure of Pompidou and Brandt in 1974, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing (VGE) 

and Helmut Schmidt became the new leaders of the Franco-German Axis.  Giscard d’Estaing 

rose to the apex of the French hierarchy through the classic mechanism of networking.  After 

WWII, he entered the recently formed Polytechnique, a school for training the civil service elite, 

graduating at the top of his class in 1948.168  Top graduates from this august institution were 

afforded the opportunity to enroll in the new ‘finishing school’ for the French elite, L’Ecole 

Nationale d’Administration (ENA).  In fact, most of the postwar French elite has at some time 

attended at least one of these two institutions, with acquaintances formed at these schools largely 

constituting the nomination list for influential government and corporate postings.  In fact, the 

networking among ENA graduates is so famously tight that they are commonly known as “les 

enarques.”  

After graduation from the ENA, Giscard was admitted to the most prestigious 

165 Heath, (1998), p.389
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government service, the Inspectorate of Finance, where he met Michel Poniatowski (his future 

“political right hand man”) and Edgar Faure (future Finance Minister and Prime Minister).169

These (and other) elite connections propelled VGE up the hierarchy of power, and he became a 

member of the French parliament in 1956.  In 1957, his maiden speech was delivered in support 

of the Treaty of Rome.170  Before long, VGE formed a cell of right-wing integrationists to 

challenge the Gaullist Union Nationale des Républicains (UNR).  They called themselves les

Républicains Indépendants (RI) and held a pro-EEC stance among the central tenets of their 

collective political vision.171  Then in 1969, in the midst of the post-de Gaulle power vacuum, 

Giscard threw his support to Georges Pompidou in exchange for Pompidou’s promise to shift to 

a pro-Common Market foreign policy.172

Two years earlier, in 1967, he delivered a well-publicized address on the construction of 

Europe, known as the “Oui . . . mais” press conference.173  This conference contained a new 

feature in the rhetoric of European unification.  This novel development was to condemn 

supranationalism while simultaneously implementing the elements of a federal state.  In the 

example of Giscard’s press conference one observers the following passage: “The Commission 

can not be the embryo of a European government.  The delegation of sovereignty . . . can lead us 

no further.”174

According to his biographer, J.R. Frears, VGE was opposed to a “United States of 

Europe,” strongly preferring a loose confederation of states.175   Frears has made the mistake of 

believing everything a politician says- an error of analytically fatal proportions.  In fact, 

Giscard’s entire political career has served to advance France towards a USE.  Indeed, he 

eventually recommended that the EU transform itself into a federal state and literally change its 

169 Frears, pp.5, 7
170 Frears, p. 6
171 Frears, p. 8
172 Frears, p. 10
173 Frears, p. 28
174 Frears, p. 28- the “Yes. . . but press conference”
175 Frears, p, 28
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name to “The United States of Europe”176 (see Chapter Eight).  Even in his 1974 election 

campaign, VGE made integration a central plank of his platform, declaring that Europe was “for 

me the essential priority,” and promising French participation in the EMU project.177

The starting point of Giscard’s integration policy was his aspiration for France to have 

world power status.  The name given to this intention, “mondialisme,” translates in this context 

as “French presence worldwide.”178  Giscard knew that, on her own, France was unable to 

command the power and prestige necessary to be a world power.  By acting in concert with the 

rest of Europe, though, the French could command such status.  Notably unlike de Gaulle, who 

was unwilling to surrender national sovereignty in the pursuit of international status, Giscard was 

an ardent supranationalist with no desire to preserve French independence.

As President of France, Giscard exercised his power of nomination to appoint a 32-

member cabinet, almost all of whom were graduates of either ENA or Polytechnique.179   Among 

the top integrative achievements of these Giscardians was working with other leaders to establish 

the formal network node for the apex members of each national segment of the European elite 

(the European Council, see above).180  Another of Giscard’s historic contributions in the march 

to ever-closer union was French participation in the European Monetary System (EMS).  

Launched in 1979, the EMS was an important precursor to the single European currency. 

Some of Giscard’s greatest supporters in the European project were the German 

integrationist elite.  The German President, Walter Scheel, was one such co-integrationist.  These 

two presidents held a number of summits in the mid- to- late 1970s, propelling the federalist 

vision with a functionalist agenda.   After one such meeting in February of 1977, they issued a 

communiqué declaring their joint obligation to continue “the march towards monetary and 

economic union, [an] obligatory stage on the road to European Union.”181  Giscard’s other great 

176Haworth, David, and Helm, Toby,  “Giscard Makes Case for United States of Europe,” Daily Telegraph, October 
29, 2002.
177 Frears, p. 14
178 Frears, pp. 94-5,107, and my interpretation
179 Frears, p.45
180 Frears, p. 108
181 Frears, p. 107
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ally was Helmut Schmidt, the successor to Willy Brandt.

5.7b- Helmut Schmidt

In 1953, Schmidt began his political career by winning a Bundestag seat as an SPD 

candidate.  About this time, a clique of supranationalists was trying to reform the SPD.  

Comprised of Fritz Erler, Willy Brandt, Herbert Wehner, and Helmut Schmidt (among others), 

this cell began the transformation of the historically anti-integration Social Democrats into a pro-

integration party.182  What’s more, this clique became the prototype of Schmidt’s modus 

operandi for the remainder of his career.  When Schmidt was promoted to the post of Defense 

Minister in 1969, for example, he used his nomination power to create an independent elite cell 

later known as “Schmidt’s Hamburg Mafia.”183  Consisting of loyal colleagues, this group 

included Willi Berkhan (later Parliamentary State Secretary), Theo Summer, the deputy (later 

chief) editor of the Hamburg weekly, Die Zeit, and Ernst Mommsen, a senior officer of the 

Thyssen conglomerate.  This clique was Schmidt’s primary mechanism of influence as Defense 

Minister.

Becoming Chancellor in 1974, Schmidt was eager to realize his ambition of a federal 

European state.  As Schmidt himself explained, the foundations of his foreign policy vision were 

derived from Immanuel Kant’s On Perpetual Peace, from which he learned the need for a  

“controlled handling of conflict between states.”184  The organ of this control was described in 

his 1989 autobiography as “the creation of a United States of (Western) Europe.”185  He hoped 

that “through its own unification process Western Europe [would] develop into [the] fourth 

world power . . . jointly to become a politically, militarily, and economically effective subject of 

international politics.”186  Yet, he remembered, “Kant speaks of perpetual peace as a task which 

182 Hanreider, p. 4
183 Carr, pp. 61-62
184 Carr, p. 85
185 Schmidt, Helmut, Men and Powers: A Political Retrospective, Random House, New York, 1989, pp.384- 386
186 Ibid
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can only be accomplished step by step.”187  Schmidt warned, as early as 1970, that the federalist 

vision should be pursued incrementally: “European unification is jeopardized when its architects 

aim for the unattainable.  Pragmatism and gradualism offer better chances.”188  Decades later, in 

retirement, he was still reminding the succeeding generation to proceed “step by step . . . so as 

gradually” to confer upon the (then) EC all the elements of a state.189  In addition, he added, 

interpersonal trust among the elite of contending nations was indispensable to the maintenance of 

peace between them.

After becoming chancellor, Schmidt took every opportunity to lend support to integrative 

projects.  Importantly, he worked with Max Kohnstamm to reactivate Monnet’s ACUSE 

network, which had atrophied after the latter’s death in 1975.190  Yet Schmidt’s greatest personal 

ally in the integrative endeavor was Valéry Giscard d’Estaing.  Sharing a relationship forged 

from a common political vision and tempered by the ties of personal amity cultivated by 

continuous personal contact, Schmidt and Giscard were, to a great extent, the Franco-German 

Axis itself.191  So frequent were the meetings, phone calls and dinners shared by these two 

leaders that the press referred to their relationship the “Helmut and Valéry show.”192  Schmidt 

assessed that the Franco-German axis, built upon his friendship with VGE was of critical 

importance in propelling European integration during his tenure as Chancellor.193  Giscard 

d’Estaing agreed, remarking, “I attach the greatest value to the continuation of Franco-German 

cooperation that we have developed together with the Federal Chancellor . . . .  This cooperation 

is an irreplaceable contribution to Europe’s progress and stability.194

Working together, these two leaders inaugurated an important development surrounding 

the European Council- the Franco-German “pre-summit.”  During these gatherings, the French 

187 Hanrieder, p. 178
188 “Germany in the Era of Negotiations,” Foreign Affairs, October 1970, p. 40
189 Schmidt, (1989), p. 385
190 Interview ACUSE member, Middlemas Archive, Box 13, Folder 5
191 Carr, Jonathan (1985) Helmut Schmidt: Helmsman of Germany, (New York: St. Martin’s Press), p. 75; Frears, pp. 
48, 104-105
192 Carr. P. 91
193 Hanrieder, p. 175
194 Hanrieder, Wolfram (1982) Helmut Schmidt: Perspectives on Politics (Boulder: Westview Press), p. 151
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President and German Chancellor meet to privately develop common positions for the upcoming 

conference.  At these private meetings French and German leaders have repeatedly arranged to 

steer the course of Council summits, sometimes in integrationist strokes of historic moment.  

One example of these Franco-German thunderbolts was the announcement of the European 

Monetary System (EMS).  This regime was a particularly important stage in the progression to 

full economic and political union, deliberately leading directly to the single currency.195

Part 5.8 - Stagnation 

As Heath noted in his autobiography, the accession of the UK, Denmark, and Ireland on 

January 1, 1973, seemed to herald a revival of integrative momentum.196  However, 1973 was 

also the year of the Yom Kippur War and concomitant oil crisis, the economic result of which 

was disruption of the EMU project.  As Heath and others have observed, economic calamity can 

derail the locomotive of European unification, regardless of the will or power of the dominant 

elite faction.197  In this case, the oil crisis appears to provide a valid candidate for questioning the 

tenets of elite neofunctionalist integration theory. 

This criticism, however, is misplaced.  The reason the supranational elite lost integrative 

momentum in the early 1970s was integrally related to a central contention of elite theory: the 

interdependence of elites and masses.  As explained in Chapter One, elite theory understands 

politics not only in terms of intra-elite (or inter-factional) dynamics, but also in terms of elite-

public relationships.  This demotic aspect has remained sparsely addressed since Chapter One for 

the simple reason that popular sentiment or input has been essentially irrelevant to the story of 

European integration thus far.  In the mid-1970s, however, the economies of Europe were reeling 

under the pressures unleashed by the oil embargo, and the European public was unwilling to 

195 Interview with official from the Bank for International Settlements, Executive Director, Bank of England), April 
1992, Middlemas archive, Box 12, Folder 10; Griffiths, p. 65
196 Heath, (1998), p.394
197 Heath, (1998), pp. 392-395; Brandt, p. 249, Young, p. 254; see also interview with senior Thatcher advisor, 
Middlemas Archive, Box 13, Folder 14
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sanction the painful convergence measures necessary for EMU (such as radical austerity 

programs to maintain currency conversion rates).  It was at this point that popular opinion finally 

acted as a factor in shaping the speed of integrative progress.   The elite was too cautious to 

demand measures that might have fatally poisoned the public impression of their federative 

project.198  However, one benefit of a dominant elite position is the luxury of patience; well-

ensconced actors can wait until more propitious conditions arrive before resuming the pursuit of 

their agenda.

In the discipline of political science, the 1970s stagnation caused consternation among 

integration theorists  (see Chapters One and Eight). Disillusionment and pessimism were rife, 

leading some observers to refer to the “denouement of integration theory.”199   However, among 

the elite there was broad agreement that their integration efforts were stymied by the oil crisis 

and the popular constraints attendant thereto.200

5.9 - The UK’s 1975 Referendum

By 1975, the rift between nationalists and supranationalists in the Labour Party was 

threatening to tear it apart. For instance, at the Labour Party Conference of October 1972, a 

resolution affirming the absolute sovereignty of Parliament was passed by a majority of the party 

rank-and-file.  What’s more, a motion calling for the UK’s complete withdrawal from the EEC 

passed by a vote of 3,335,000 to 2,867,000.201  Labour was clearly riven into nationalist and 

supranationalist camps.  Prime Minister Wilson decided a referendum on the issue of integration 

was the only way to heal this rift and save the Party.  His choice was not without its detractors, 

198 Dedman, pp.123-124
199 Rosamond, Ben (2000) Theories of European Integration, (New York: St. Martins Press), p.97 
200 See, for example, the opinions of   UK Prime Minister, interview, Middlemas Archive, Box 15, Folder 5a; see 
also interview with senior Thatcher advisor, Middlemas Archive, Box 13, Folder 14; Irish MEP Joe Fahey, in Dooge 
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however.  Roy Jenkins, furious that Wilson would give this decision to the people, resigned from 

his position as Deputy Leader of the Labour Party.

After the question to hold a referendum was decided, the next issue facing the federalists 

was how to manipulate the public into voting “Yes.”   After extensive polling, they discovered 

that the wording of the putative referendum made a significant difference in the public’s answer.  

It was found that a majority of Britons would vote to leave the EEC if the referendum question 

took the following form: “Do you accept the Government’s recommendation that the United 

Kingdom should come out of the Common Market?”202  However, a majority of Britons would 

vote to stay in the EEC if the question was phrased as “Do you accept the Government’s 

recommendation that the United Kingdom should stay in the Common Market?”203  Clearly, the 

wording was crucial.  Accordingly, the federalists made certain the referendum question was 

phrased to give them an advantage. 

Additional polling indicated that an ostensibly favorable renegotiation of Britain’s 

membership terms would make the public even more amenable to a “Yes” vote.  Accordingly, 

the UK elite began talks to reform its relationship with the EEC.  These negotiations culminated 

in the Dublin Summit of March 1975.  Although the Wilson government portrayed their 

diplomacy as a smashing victory for British interests, no substantive changes were actually made 

to the UK’s conditions of membership.   Yet the new terms were so complex that it was easy to 

lure the public into thinking that substantive amendments had indeed been made.204  The success 

of this federalist ploy is reflected in the fact that opinion in favor of continued membership rose 

and Barrington, p.96, EU commissioner and Director-General of the WTO Peter Sutherland, ibid, p. 282; Fianna 
Fáil TD Pádraig Flynn and ICEM Chair, Katherine Meenan, ibid, p. 55
201 Butler, David, and Kitzinger, Uwe (1976) The 1975 Referendum (London: Macmillan Press), p. 37
202 Butler and Kitzinger, p. 60
203 Ibid
204 King, Chapter 5, entitled “The So-Called Renegotiations”
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by 21% after the Dublin Summit, giving the “yes” camp a comfortable margin that remained 

until polling day.205

The economic facet of the British elite was largely pro-EEC because they had been 

“groomed” by the federalist for years.  An integrationist interest group, the Federal Trust, had 

been lobbying the corporate elite at private conferences for decades.206   At  literally hundreds of 

meetings and conferences, business leaders heard about the enticing benefits of integration and 

became personally acquainted with domestic and Continental federalists.  After being 

incorporated into the supranational faction’s network, business leaders contributed vast sums of 

money to the PR campaign organized by the Britain in Europe (BIE) interest group.  By 

referendum day, BIE had received donations of 1,481,583 pounds sterling, the largest sum then 

ever raised for a British political campaign.207  Vastly outspending their rivals, the federalists 

were able to mount a slick publicity campaign in favor of EEC membership.  BIE was joined by 

the European Movement, which printed seven million pamphlets that were eventually distributed 

to half the households in Britain.208

Perhaps the most important factor in getting a “Yes” vote was the almost universal 

complicity of the media elite.  The federalists had been incorporating journalists into their 

network since the 1950s using the network forum of the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU).   A 

sister organization of The Economist newspaper, the EIU had been wooing the media elite at 

numerous prestigious conferences held at Windsor Castle, Tudor hunting lodges, Ditchley Park, 

205 King, p. 250
206 Mayne and Pinder, p. 111-112; Spinelli, Raymond Barre, VGE, and René Mayer were among the Continental 
interlocutors
207 King, p. 105
208 King, p. 200
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and the like.209 The Economist‘s Stephen-Hugh Jones and Colin Jones, as well as Ian Davidson 

of the Financial Times, typified the successful results of this proselytism campaign.  

Overall, the UK print media of the 1970s was strongly in favor of EEC membership.  The 

Financial Times, for example, has been characterized as “overwhelmingly sympathetic” to 

integration, while The Times (of London) has likewise been always been reliable supporter of the 

federalist project.210  A typical Times headline read, “Why There Must be a YES in the 

Fraudulent Referendum.”211  Its editors have even admitted that “The Times is a committed 

European newspaper.”212  Such candid confessions of editorial bias are indeed refreshing.

A comprehensive study of British newspaper reporting before the referendum shows that 

the UK print media was almost unanimously pro-EEC.  This is particularly significant since the 

BBC appears to have been fairly evenhanded in its coverage, leaving the field of advocacy to the 

newspapers.213   Butler and Kitzinger made an exhaustive content analysis, measured in column-

inches of printed space, of all the leading UK newspapers.  Their results are tabulated in Table 5-

2 below.  They summarized the results of their extensive media analysis as follows: “Editorial 

attitudes . . . were so overwhelmingly pro-Market” that it was nearly impossible to find an anti-

EEC view sustained in any mainstream news publication.214

The editorial stance of the UK media elite in the 1990s offers useful comparison.  Lord 

Black and Rupert Murdoch are widely known to hold anti-integrationist beliefs, and they have 

made their media empires reflect this outlook.  In the 1980s and 1990s, the UK media was much 

more hostile to integration, whipping up public antagonism with headlines such as “Up Yours, 

209 Mayne, Richard, and Pinder, John (1990) Federal Union: The Pioneers (New York: St. Martin’s Press), p. 153
210 Butler and Kitzinger, p. 231
211 The Times (of London), May 29, 1975; Butler and Kitzinger, p. 232
212 The Times (of London), May 31, 1975
213 Butler and Kitzinger pp 192-195, 212
214 Butler and Kitzinger, p.217
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Delors!”215  The anti-federalist ideational shift among just a few members of the media elite 

largely explains the rise in euroskepticism among the British public in the 1980s and 1990s (see 

Chapters Seven and Eight).  

Table 5-2 

Referendum Coverage of National Daily Press in Column Inches
(Percentages in Brackets)

May 9 - June 5, 1975

Paper Pro-EEC Anti-EEC Neutral
(Circulation, in 000s)

Daily Mirror 2,436 [69%] 538 [15%] 561 [16%]
(4,001)

Sun 1,408 [55%] 529 [20%] 646 [25%]
(3,419)

Daily Express 1,722 [48%] 665 [19%]             1,185 [33%]
(2,819)

Daily Mail 1,672 [61%] 476 [17%] 605 [22%]
(1,742)

Daily Telegraph 2,492 [55%] 884 [19%]            1,163 [26%]
(1,333)

Guardian 3,420 {46%]           2,112 [29%]          1,868 [25%]
(338)

The Times 2,652 [42%]           1,607 [25%]           2,086 [33%]
(320)

Financial Times 3,563 [55%]           1,405 [21%]           1,567 [24%]
 (182)

Morning Star    102  [2%]          3, 077 [95%]   59  [2%]

Source: Butler and Kitzinger 216

215 The Sun, November 1, 1990
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5.10 - Momentum resumes

In 1977, EC Commission President Roy Jenkins tried to reinvigorate the EMU project 

with a strategy based upon François-Xavier Ortoli’s “centipede approach” to political change.217

Jenkins began by meeting relevant elements of the European elite, such as industrialists and 

central bankers.218   This incorporation of central bankers into the federative process marked an 

important integrative development, as they became the central figures arranging the details of the 

European Monetary System (EMS, a preliminary stage for EMU).219  With the ground thus 

prepared, the EMS project was privately relaunched at a Giscard-Schmidt “pre-summit” at 

Rambouillet on April 2, 1978.  On that occasion, the two leaders agreed to announce the EMS 

plan to their colleagues at the European Council five days later.220  As arranged, after dinner at 

the Marienborg Castle in Copenhagen, Schmidt and VGE suddenly made this plan known to 

seven “bewildered” prime ministers.221

Following the 1978 Copenhagen Summit, responsibility for further discussion on the 

matter was quietly given to an informal group drawn from the upper-tier inner core elite, 

eventually known as the ‘three wise men.’  These three people were Hors Schulmann, Schmidt’s 

senior advisor at the Chancellery, Bernard Clappier, Governor of the Banque of France, and Ken 

Couzens, a British Treasury official.222  A high degree of trust and amity between Schulmann 

and Clappier is said to have been critical to their success in seeing the EMS from conception to 

birth.223   Over succeeding years, in fact, this model of a ‘wise men’ working group was 

216 Figures are rounded, so may not add up to 100%; no circulation figures available on the smallish Morning Star, 
p.226
217 Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Middlemas Archive, Interview with a former EU Commission President, 
July, 1993, Box 15, Folder 4; see also Harrop, p.133
218 Jenkins interview, Middlemas Archive, ibid.
219 Interview with French Senator, Minister, and President of the EM, Middlemas Archive, Box 13, Folder 13- see 
also Appendix B
220 Carr, pp.140-141
221 Carr, p. 142
222 Carr, p. 143
223 Carr, p. 146
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frequently employed to resolve particularly contentious issues.  From April to June of 1978, this 

group, in private consultation with other central bankers, drew up working details of the EMS.

 On June 24, another Franco-German pre-summit was held at Schmidt’s home in 

Langenhorn, Germany.  Meeting with their advisors, the French and German leaders finalized 

details of the EMS.    Then in early July, Clappier and Schulmann toured the capitals of Europe 

to inform leaders of the EMS scheme’s particulars, which were later publicly revealed at the 

Bremen European Council of July 6 and 7, 1978.224  At this summit, the name of the new 

currency, the European Currency Unit (ECU), was also made known.  The ECU later became the 

single currency of the EU (the ‘euro’) on January 1, 1999 (see Chapter Seven).  

Schmidt and Giscard continued their bilateral diplomacy, using it to originate and guide 

European integration proposals to completion.  When they next met in Aachen, Chancellor 

Schmidt warned against focusing upon the EMS as an economic endeavor.  He told assembled 

journalists to view issues surrounding the EMS in their “political context . . . as political, 

economic, and psychological matters of the very first importance.”225  For his part, Giscard 

d’Estaing invoked the unificationist “spirit of Charlemagne” that he claimed was imbuing their 

work.226  As final implementation of the EMS approached, the Italian elite voiced concern about 

their state’s readiness to join the new monetary system.  Meeting with Schmidt privately, Prime 

Minister Giulio Andreotti told the Chancellor that political considerations outweighed economic 

concerns, and he promised to arrange for Italian entry into the currency mechanism.227

With all national elite segments brought into the regime (save the British), the final EMS 

plan was formally announced at the European Council meeting of December 4 and 5, 1978.  

While the EMS only a qualified economic success, on the political level it was an important 

accomplishment that paved the way for complete monetary union twenty years later.228  And 

224 Carr. pp. 143-4 
225 Carr, p. 145
226 Carr, p. 145
227 Carr, p., 147- although economic considerations, in the form of monetary incentives, did help ‘seal the deal.’ 
confirming EMS entry of both Italy and Ireland.
228 Harrop, p. 139
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again, at no time were the European people consulted on the issue of currency convergence, nor 

were any of the planning sessions constructing the EMS open to public scrutiny or input.  

This chapter has demonstrated that success in implementing the integrationist agenda 

requires supranationalists to be politically ascendant over nationalists.  To achieve this 

dominance, the federalists created nodes around which they built networks of influence.  To 

build or extend networks, they had to replace retiring or defeated nationalists with members of 

their own camp.  The British 1975 Referendum actually originated from the apex elite as a 

strategy of power consolidation and serves as a good example of how the elite manipulates 

public opinion to fabricate consent.    I now turn to the successes and setbacks of integration in 

the 1980s.
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Chapter Six: The Thatcher Years

The next two chapters address the final consolidation of the European elite into a mature 

sociopolitical formation in a process corresponding with the crucial steps taken towards federal 

statehood in the 1980s and 1990s: the Single European Act of 1986 (SEA) (Chapter Six), and the 

1991 Maastricht Treaty on European Union (TEU) (Chapter Seven).  The SEA diminished 

national sovereignty on a historic scale, while the TEU legally formalized the basic elements of a 

United States of Europe. In discussing these developments, Chapter One’s propositions will be 

further scrutinized in a format loosely organized around the key personages involved.

6.1- Margaret Thatcher 

As a backbench MP in the 1960s, Margaret Thatcher showed no antagonism to 

integration.  At the time, she even supported Macmillan’s bid for EEC membership.1   As a 

member of Heath’s Cabinet in the early 1970s she endorsed British membership in the European 

Communities, thinking it a step toward freer trade.  When she became Prime Minister in 1979, 

Thatcher still understood the EEC as primarily a common market (as it was misleadingly 

labeled) and was thereby receptive to its apparent purpose.  Over time, however, she began to 

realize that European integration was fundamentally a political, rather than economic, 

phenomenon.2  By the end of her term as Prime Minister in 1990, Thatcher had become the 

leading antagonist of the federalist project.  The story of her ideational transformation is 

examined below.

Thatcher has been described as Britain’s first post-war Prime Minister- one whose 

1 Thatcher, Margaret (1995) The Path to Power, (London: Harper Collins), p. 126
2 Thatcher (1993), pp. 546, 738, 746
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political vision had not been primarily shaped by the devastation of WWII.3   Nor was she ever 

close, ideationally or personally, to the Continental segments of the European elite.  Her 

interactions with them were continually marked by ideological distance and personal animus.4

To many of her counterparts across the Channel, Thatcher appeared as an obstinate troublemaker 

and instantly alienated them at her first European summit in mid-1979.  Her concern at the time 

was obtaining a rebate to bring British EC contributions and receipts into balance. Although 

finally resolved at Fontainebleau in 1984, this confrontation set the tone both personally and 

politically for the entirety of her relations with the Continentals.

 While most past-war European politicians have grown closer the more they worked 

together, the more Thatcher worked with her European counterparts the more hardened against 

her they became.  This result was ironic, considering the PM’s own declarations about the 

importance of interpersonal trust and amity among elite actors.  Her memoirs are pervaded with 

references to the importance of “personal chemistry” in the practice of politics.5  Remarkably, 

then, she was singularly unable to craft fruitful relationships with her colleagues.  In fact, 

Thatcher’s personally abrasive style was an important factor behind the failure of her policies 

and the fall of her government (see below).

Thatcher maintained a laissez-faire (rather than technocratic) conception of economic 

integration that imbued her assessments of European policies.  In 1979, she described her “vision 

of the Community as . . . a free Europe . . . not a standardized Europe . . . that must not dwindle 

into bureaucracy.”6   In other words, she was a free market exponent who saw the EC as a 

potential bulwark for the unhampered market economy.  While Thatcher was then unaware of 

the federalists’ ultimate intentions, over the succeeding years she began to recognize the threat 

integrationists posed to national sovereignty and so engaged Brussels in an all-out struggle for 

3 Young, p. 307
4 Interview by Hugo Young of Helmut Kohl, February 6, 1985, in Young, p. 319; interview with Charles Powell, 
(Thatcher’s Private Secretary for Foreign Affairs), The Last Europeans, BBC Channel Four, July 1995, cited in 
Young, p. 320; Interview with Claude Cheysson (French Foreign Minister) ibid, p. 321
5 Thatcher (1993), pp. 486-7, 810; for concrete examples, see ibid., pp. 549, 552, 558, 714, 718, 757, 817, 829-30
6 Thatcher (1993) The Downing Street Years (New York: Harper, Collins), pp. 60-61
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the shape of Europe.  She eventually became the “the supermother of all anti-Europeans,” a pole 

around which nationalist resistance to the single currency coalesced.7

The Prime Minister was strenuously opposed by federalist forces of both foreign and 

domestic origin as the rift between the national and supranational factions of the European elite 

attained epic proportion.  In particular, Thatcher’s nationalism was recurrently stymied by 

federalists within UK governmental apparatus, especially those in the Foreign Office.8  Over the 

1970s, the federalist Palliser cell within the FO had continued to both expand and move up the 

power hierarchy.  By the early 1980s this cell included John Fretwell, Michael Jenkins, and 

Christopher Mallaby, the Crown’s ambassadors to France, Holland, and Germany, respectively.9

Once described by its former head, David Owen, as staffed by a crusading band of “zealots for 

the European Community and all its works,” the FO was then headed by arch-federalist Michael 

Palliser.10   Commenting upon the chasm separating the national and supranational factions of 

the UK elite, Lord Hunt of Tamworth told an interviewer that it translated into a basic question 

of loyalty:  “I think she [Thatcher] tended to feel that the Foreign Office was so committed [to 

the European project] that it wasn’t on our side at all.11

6.2 - ‘The Troika’ - François Mitterrand, Helmut Kohl, and Jacques Delors

As Young noted, Thatcher’s interest in reducing remaining economic barriers throughout 

the EEC dovetailed nicely with the federalists’ aspiration for a borderless European economy.12

In fact, this liberalization was implied by neofunctionalist spillover logic, whereby the tariff 

reductions already achieved had to be complimented by the removal of all other barriers to trade.  

Joining Thatcher in the quest for a single-market treaty (the SEA) was a troika comprised of 

7 “Daily Says Europe Needs German Opposition Party,” Financial Times, January 21, 2000
8 See, Grant, pp. 73, 125-6 for some examples
9 Young, p. 316
10 Owen, David (1991) Time to Declare (London: Michael Joseph), pp. 245-8 
11 Interview with Hugo Young, January 13, 1993, in Young, p. 316
12 Young, p. 326
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French President Francois Mitterrand, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, and Jacques Delors, the 

President of the European Commission. 

6.2a- Delors and the Commission

Jacques Delors was introduced to politics during the German occupation of France.  As 

with others in the federalist elite, disgust with the recurrence of European wars strongly 

influenced his political outlook and made the avoidance of further Franco-German conflict a 

central theme of his career.13  German central banker, Karl Otto Pöhl, described the motivations 

of the supranational troika: “Like Kohl and Mitterrand, he [Delors] believes in a moral drive for 

European integration, derived from World War Two.”14  Entering the field of central banking 

after the war, Delors was further exposed to the technocratic perspective during his years of 

service with Monnet’s Commissariat au Plan.15  Rising through the French elite’s echelons, 

Delors finally became EC President from 1985-1994, whence he helped propel the most 

significant integrative steps since the Treaty of Rome (SEA and TEU).  This legacy and the way 

in which it was achieved qualify Delors as a quintessential example of an inner core apex 

member of Europe’s supranational elite.  

As early as 1961, Delors was writing to deride the “profound skepticism towards 

supranationality which afflicts the Gaullists and part of the Jacobin left.”16  In the 1980s, he was 

still proud to have “always believed in the European ideal.”17  In the 1990s, Delors famously 

described his “European dream” as “banish[ing] the virus of nationalism . . .” and establishing 

EMU inside “a political Europe, with a federal structure and a common foreign and security 

policy.”18  The consistency of Delors’ ardent attachment to supranationalism led journalist and 

13 Grant, pp. 8-9, 55, 121
14 Grant, p.121
15 Grant, p. 17
16 Citoyen 60, 1961, cited in Grant, p. 23
17 Grant, p. 55
18 Interview with Delors, November 26, 1993, in Grant, p. 268.  It should be noted that, in this same interview, 
Delors continued to declare realization of the federal state to be distant, at best; see also Thatcher, pp. 551, 556
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historian, Henrik Bering, to conclude that the “Delorsian vision . . . [is] a United States of 

Europe.”19  Others have likened Delors’ federalism to a religious conviction.20

Delors explicitly recognized the EC to be a political project, not simply a free trade area, 

and he saw himself fulfilling the original intentions of the European founders by advancing 

federalism.21  As he told an interviewer in 1993, he did not join the EC Commission “just to 

make a single market- that doesn’t interest me- but to make a political union.”22  A decade later, 

he told Le Figaro that the European “Union does not have as its only purpose the handling of 

economic affairs- it was always intended to assume power over political issues as well.23 He 

specifically advocated transfer to the EU of “all the powers which the member states plan to 

exercise jointly in political and economic matters.”24  Of course, while emphasizing the political 

aspects of integration, Delors did not neglect the economic or social aspects of state building.25

Delors was all too happy to assume as much power as possible for his would-be state, 

leaving the impression that he and his Commission were power hungry.26  As Carlos 

Westendorp, Spain’s minister for Europe observed, the Delors Commission’s “chief concern 

seems to have been to give themselves more power.”27  Westendorp thought Delors had 

pretensions that the EU was already its own sovereign state, of which he was the president- a 

criticism with which Margaret Thatcher fully concurred.28  She believed Delors was an enemy of 

the national state, and resented his use of diplomatic protocols reserved for heads of state and 

government.29  Echoing de Gaulle’s description of Hallstein and his federalist network, Thatcher 

wrote that Delors and his fellow integrationists believed they were “the nucleus of a 

19 Bering, p. 161
20 Grant, pp. 2, 141, 246, 259, 268; Young, p. 327
21 Le Soir, Entretien, December 28, 2002
22 Grant, p 70
23 “Delors: L’Europe, C’est aussi la Defense,” Le Figaro, March 7,2003, [my translation]
24 Grant, p. 198
25 Le Soir, Entretien, December 28, 2002 (Interview with Delors)
26 Grant, pp. 243-244
27 Interview with Westendorp, April 17, 1991, in Grant, p. 189
28 Interview with Westendorp, April 17, 1991, in Grant, p. 189; Thatcher, pp. 558-559
29 Thatcher (1993), pp. 726, 742, 833; for ore on their interpersonal animus, see. Grant, pp. 76-77, 90
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supranational government . . . [an] artificial mega-state.”30

 Delors himself has candidly admitted that integration has largely been driven by the 

desire among the European elite  “to play a more important role on the global stage,” while he 

himself has repeatedly called for Europe to “be powerful enough to be respected;” to become “a 

great world power” rivaling the United States in prosperity, prestige and influence.31  His 

reputation as an empire builder is best summarized by the tile of a Newsweek cover story about 

the Commission President entitled: ”The Czar of Brussels: Building the Euro-Empire of 1992.”32

Despite his imperious reputation, the Commission President did occasionally decry any 

intention to create a “United States of Europe.”33  How, then, is one to reconcile Delors’ anti-

USE protestations with his formidable integrative legacy?   In short, the social scientist must give 

more probative value to what a politician does, rather then says, in making a judgment 

concerning that person’s true motivations.34  For one, Delors was infamous for his elaborate and 

daring deceptions, and his words simply cannot be taken at face value, especially when they do 

not correspond to his lifetime’s political legacy.35  For another, since political science is not mind 

reading, a dispositive conclusion concerning anyone’s true motivations is unavailable.  We are 

left with an empirical record, and when it does not correspond to one’s rhetoric then the rhetoric 

must be judged suspect.  In other words, when a policymaker consistently acts to advance a 

federalist agenda over an extended period of time, declamations to the contrary notwithstanding, 

that actor’s actual political aspirations may then reasonably be inferred as integrationist in nature.

Regarding the means to achieve this federalist political vision, Delors shared Monnet’s 

“neofunctionalist faith” that through institutions one could engineer patterns of political behavior 

among elite actors.36  Specifically, Delors favored an incremental approach to policy 

30 Thatcher (1993), pp. 727-8 
31 Delors, p. 157; Le Soir, Entretien, December 28, 2002 [my translation]; Grant, pp. 67, 130, 186; see also ibid. pp.  
24, 41-42, 55, 62, 78, 125
32 Newsweek, February 1989 ; Grant, pp. 144, 157
33 Grant, pp. 130-131; Major, pp. 522-523
34 This classic conundrum has been recognized by numerous political analysts- see Everts and Walraven, p. 27 for 
one example.
35 Grant, pp. 85, 120-121, 148-149, 219, 229, 279; see below for concrete examples
36 Grant, p. 273
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development.37   During his commission presidency he became increasingly aware that the 

appearance of “excessive ambition” could be potentially fatal to supranational initiatives, since 

dramatic and overreaching gestures galvanized nationalist opposition.38   As one colleague at the 

European Commission explained the nationalist backlash of the 1990s: “Delors tried to push the 

Community too fast.  He could not take the citizens of Europe along with him because they did 

not understand what was happening.”39

    Preferring what he termed “the politics of small steps,” Delors reminded his 

supranationalist colleagues of this long-standing stratagem and its ultimate purpose in a 1991 

memorandum he privately circulated among the apex stratum of that elite:

[You] should be guided by the basic thinking which has
been behind the construction of Europe for 40 years
now, namely that all progress made toward economic, 
monetary, social or political integration should
gradually be brought together in a single Community
as the precursor of a European Union.40 [the USE]

Rarely has a member of the supranational elite written so succinctly and frankly concerning the 

overall game plan of supranational integration.

A year later, Delors reiterated this functionalist perspective in Le Nouveau Concert 

Européen and added a reference to elites.  He wrote that the “Community method” consisted of 

“progressively creating positive links of interdependence.” It could work, however, only if the 

participants possessed the “willpower . . . to find positive compromises” (positive sum 

bargaining).41  Delors even remarked that any initial steps taken with this Community method 

37 Delors, Jacques, (1992) Our Europe: the Community and National Development (London: Verso) Brian Pearce, 
translator, p.vii; see also Interview with Delors, June, 5, 1993, in Grant, p. 181
38 Interview with Jacques Delors, June, 5, 1993, in Grant, pp. 207-9; see also ibid., p. 280
39 Grant, p. 234
40 Grant, p.190 and Delors Speech in Bruges, October 17, 1989, cited in Grant, p. 130- it should be noted that Delors 
claimed that exceptions to this dictum were sometimes advisable.
41 Cited in Grant, p. 224
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would “spillover” into ever more integrative steps.42   He has also concluded that the European 

elite’s integrative failures or periods of stagnation were the result of a failure to observe these 

principles of elite neofunctionalism.43

In a number of other ways, Delors continued to demonstrate himself to be a consummate 

elitist of the inner core.  For example, his personal discomfort with electioneering or mass-level 

politics of any sort was widely acknowledged.44   Less well known was the Frenchman’s 1975 

endorsement of elitism:  “politics and the science of the state . . . are the preserve of an elite.”45

Echoing of his disdain for democratic politics, Delors’ basic professional approach was the art of 

private intra-elite bargaining.  His propensity for backroom deals made irrespective of popular 

accountability or awareness sometimes led to confusion.  On more than occasion, proposals that 

publicly appeared to be an initiative of the Franco-German axis were actually submitted at 

Delors’ private behest.46

Yet on the other hand, the EC President knew that the undemocratic nature of the EC 

risked divorcing it from popular awareness, interest, concern or legitimacy.  In October of 1990 

he confessed to Le Monde that “The European project is too elitist and technocratic; we have to 

reflect on how citizens can have a feeling of participating in a collective adventure.”47  Without 

at least the appearance of popular legitimacy, Delors feared, the EU could not develop into a 

bona fide state.  Delors also recognized other elements of an elite-centric approach, and 

incorporated these insights into his own political method.  Among these stratagems were 

appreciations of the political utility of cuisine (and the amity it fosters), interpersonal trust, prior 

42 Grant, p. 90; see also Le Soir, Entretien (with Jacques Delors), December 28, 2002; the French word he uses for 
“spillover” is “engrenage,” the same word used by Monnet.
43 Le Soir, Entretien, December 28, 2002
44 Grant, p. 22
45 Grant, p. 22
46 Grant, pp. 71, 73, 
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consultation, and networking among representatives of affected interests (specifically, leading 

politicians, bureaucrats, businessmen, labor representatives, and newspaper editors- the 

establishment elite.)48

6.2b - Delors’ Network

Delors was expert at networking.49  Immediately upon being appointed Commission 

President, he visited upper-tier elites throughout Western Europe and initiated the personal 

relationships that became the sinews of his web of influence.50   Delors was also well known to 

have a loyal elite cell with representatives in key posts throughout the European Community 

bureaucracy.  This clique of loyalists was so effective it became known as “the Delors Mafia.”51

Chief among these individuals was enarque Pascal Lamy.  In fact, it was at the ENA that Lamy 

formed the personal acquaintances leading to his relationship with Delors.  Lamy was his right-

hand man in the Commission, serving as chef de cabinet from 1985-1994 and later becoming an 

EU Commissioner.   Other members of the Delors cell included David Williamson, Secretary-

General of the Commission, Jean-Louis Dewost, head of the Commission’s legal service, Bruno 

Dethomas, Commission spokesperson, Jérôme Vignon, head of the Commission’s think tank (la 

Cellule de Prospective), Riccardo Perissich, EU Director General (DG) for the single market, 

Jean-Louis Cadieux, friend of Lamy’s and DG for Eastern Europe, and Gunter Burghardt, 

Delors’ deputy chef de cabinet and later DG for foreign policy.52

More generally, the entire EU commission operates as the primary supranational 

expression of the inner core of the European elite, organized through numerous cells and 

institutionalized relationships.53  By sworn oath the commissioners are all strongly committed to 

47 Le Monde, October 12, 1990; see also Delors’ speech before the European Parliament, using nearly the same
language, April 7, 1992
48 Grant, pp. 26, 32-33, 53, 59, 66, 96, 139-41, 155, 162, 200, 245, 279
49 Middlemas Archive, Interview with a member of Delors cabinet, June 1994, Box 13, Folder 13
50 Le Soir, Entretien  (with Jacques Delors), December 28, 2002
51 Grant, p. 104
52 Grant, pp. 96-104
53 Grant, p. 93-95
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the integrative project, invariably appointing lower-level officials who are similarly inclined.54

As the commission grows, and their appointments proliferate, the network of supranationalists 

expands accordingly.  In this way, the functionalism of Monet, Delors, et al, has been realized in 

the form of a burgeoning, self-perpetuating elite dedicated to the establishment of a European 

state.  

Diffusing such supranational loyalty to the masses, however, must be done differently.  

One example of the Delors Commission’s attempt to impart to the public some of its own 

supranationalism was a program designed to foster a sense of European identity (and thus 

legitimacy and loyalty).  In 1988, they devised a plan to enhance the formation of a “European” 

culture. 55  This program had five planks:

1-Creating a European cultural space by funding artists and art study

2-Promoting Europe’s audiovisual industry, with an emphasis on competing with the US

3-Enhancing access to culture through language and cultural preservation projects

4-Improving cultural education

5-Having an “intercultural dialogue with the rest of the world” (cultural foreign policy?) 

Just as any modern state addresses itself to a multitude of social concerns, the EU Commission 

rarely misses an opportunity to buttress its program for political integration with support for the 

cultural aspects of modern state formation. 

Outside the Commission, Serge July, editor of Libération, was a confidant of the Delors 

cell and one of the numerous individuals from the media elite who were receptive to his 

concerns.56  Delors also cultivated the business elite through meetings such as the Business 

Roundtable and other employers’ conferences, which served as network nodes for the economic 

elite.  Some of the most notable of his integrationist allies from this facet of the elite included 

Volvo’s Pehr Gyllenhammar, Jacques Solvay of Solvay, Jean-Louis Beffa of Saint-Gobain, and 

54 Grant, p.101
55 Westgeest, Miriam, “Cultural Policy,” in Wolters and Coffey, pp. 203-204
56 Grant, p. 59
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Karl-Heinz Kaske of Siemens.57

While Delors’ networking with the Commission was important, by far his most important 

connections were with Kohl and Mitterrand, with whom he shard a personal and ideational 

synergy that made their partnership immensely successful at implementing a number of steps 

towards a European state.  In fact, Delors had once declared: “Progress is possible only when it’s 

driven by a Franco-German initiative.”58  An examination of Mitterrand and Kohl, the pilots of 

the Franco-German axis (and joint recipients of the Charlemagne Prize for outstanding 

contributions to integration), thus follows below.

6.2c – Mitterrand

The President of the French Republic, François Mitterrand, was another typical member 

of the supranational faction of the European elite.  His introduction to politics again consisted of 

living through the First and Second World Wars.  In the aftermath, Mitterrand was convinced 

that a new European order must supercede the reign of the nation-state.59  Accordingly, in 1950 

he voted in favor of the ECSC and in 1957 was a supporter of the Treaty of Rome.  As he once 

told an interviewer:
I will tell you what my plan, my grand project is. 
It is to turn the whole of Europe into one space . . . 
I would like [Europe] to forge its own economic, 
monetary, and political structure. . .I would like
to see a strong nucleus capable of making political 
decisions . . . .60

In fact, the most distinguishable thread running through Mitterrand’s half-century of political life 

was his commitment to the deepening of integration, most notably demonstrated during his 

57 Grant, pp. 69-70
58 “Prodi Seeks Renewed Franco-German Thrust for EU,” Daily Telegraph, April, 8, 2000
59 Tiersky, pp. 162-163
60 July 1990 interview, cited in Tiersky, p. 157; see also Tiersky, pp. 197-198
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presidential tenure, 1981-1995.61

While still calling it an ‘economic’ community, Mitterrand never lost sight of the EEC’s 

deeper political meaning.  A strong proponent of the primacy of politics over economics, he saw 

the EC/EU as primarily a political venture, the only means of tying down Germany and securing 

peace in Europe.62   However, peace was not the only objective Mitterrand had in mind.  As he 

was fond of saying, “Every being exercises all the power which it can muster” (Proposition 

Four).63  Exemplifying this maxim, Mitterrand wanted to maximize his own power by having the 

integration process culminate in the (re)attainment of great power status for Europe, making 

France and her partners capable of collectively matching American power.64  He summarized 

this perspective with the dictum: “Never separate the greatness of France with the construction of 

Europe.”65

To advance his integration objectives, Mitterrand appointed subordinates with congruent 

aspirations to positions of power, expertly exploiting the networks of influence he was thereby 

extending throughout the French elite.66  His foreign minister, Roland Dumas, was an example of 

such an appointment.  He believed that France’s European policy must be one of a federal union 

intended to make “Europe the leading world power.”67  Hubert Védrine, a Mitterrand confidant 

(and future foreign minister), has confirmed this objective as the “underlying premise” of French 

61 “A Conspiracy of Fuzziness,” The Economist, April 8, 1995; see also interview with a director of Peugeot-
Citroën, Jan 28, 1993, Middlemas Archive, Box 12, Folder 10
62 Bering, p. 132; Grant, p. 46; Tiersky, p. 85
63 Tiersky, p.248
64 Tiersky, pp. 162, 214
65 “France Takes EU Helm Amid Presidential Race,” Financial Times, January 2, 1995- One must be careful not to 
confound this statement with genuine nationalism.
66 Tiersky, pp., 261, 310
67 Védrine, p. 470 [my translation]
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foreign policy during the Mitterrand administration.68

Mitterrand’s political strategy for a achieving a new European order was 

(neo)functionalist, i.e., a deliberate progression of incremental steps towards ever closer union.69

Additionally, he saw institutions as the critical to political change.  Like Monnet, Delors, and 

other (neo)functionalists, Mitterrand measured success in terms of concrete regimes, once 

commenting: “there would be no Europe without institutions.”70  Accordingly, Mitterrand’s 

international legacy is a series of formal integrative treaties and institutions, pursued at any and 

all costs (see below).

For example, early in his presidency, Mitterrand was faced with a choice between 

socialism or supranationalism- only one of these doctrines could be preeminent.  The context of 

this decision was the serious devaluation of the franc after implementation of Mitterrand’s 

domestic economic program.  By 1983, the president had to decide whether to continue 

following the socialist path and have the franc ejected from the ERM, or abandon his party’s 

Fabian dreams and embrace fiscal austerity in order to remain within that monetary regime.  

Since Mitterrand and his then-finance minister Jacques Delors were both ardent integrationists, 

an elite theorist could (retrospectively) predict that the ERM was likely to prove more important 

than employment and growth, socialist dogma, or even re-election.  Unsurprisingly then, euro-

federalism trumped socialism, and Mitterrand reversed his economic program in favor of the 

currency realignment necessary as a precondition for EMU.71  Knows as ‘le Grand 

Retournement’ (the Great Turnaround), this policy was an unambiguous reaffirmation of 

68 Védrine, Hubert (1996) Les Mondes de François Mitterrand:  À l’Élysée 1981-1995 (Paris: Feynard), p. 470 [my 
translation- one could also translate that phrase as “basic concept.”]  Védrine was close to Mitterrand for the entirety 
of his fourteen-year term, serving as presidential spokesman and Secretary General of the Élysée, among other posts.
69 Tiersky, p. 90, 166-167
70 Tiersky, pp. 13-14, 104, 154, 215
71 “Obituary: François Mitterrand,” The Economist, January 15, 1996
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Mitterrand’s supreme attachment to his supranational vision.72

Yet some have misunderstood Mitterrand’s ultimate political aspiration, tenaciously 

maintaining that he was at heart a nationalist.  For example, at one point Mitterrand biographer 

Ronald Tiersky described “European integration” as a watchword of the Mitterrand 

administration, the president’s “cause of the future.”73   Yet somehow forgetting his own 

conclusions, he wrote elsewhere that the president never experienced a “shift of loyalty from 

France to supranational Europe.”74  In other words, Tiersky drew short of realizing the full 

implications of his earlier assessments.  Apparently, he has fallen victim to the sentimentality 

bred of his personal or political affinity for Mitterrand and the concomitant gullibility concerning 

a few of his pro forma enunciations of French nationalism.75  Actually, the shift of loyalty to the 

federal center is the sine qua non of the supranational transformation that has characterized the 

integrationist elite, and it will continue to drive them to extend European institutions until a 

continent-wide state is established.  The conclusions of Tiersky (and others) display the common 

failure to match a politician’s words with deeds. 

Another such analyst is Elizabeth Pond, who has contended that Mitterrand was 

interested in European unification only as a means to “tame” the Germans.76  While 

acknowledging EMU to be a primarily elite-inspired political project, Pond does not recognize 

the significance of the USE aspiration as the primary impetus behind European integration.  Put 

in other terms, what rational Frenchman still fears the German army?

72 For accounts of the Great U-Turn (or Great Turnaround), see Aeschimann, Eric, and Riché, Pascal (1996) La 
Guerre de Sept Ans: Histoire Secrète du Franc Fort 1989-1996 (Paris: Calmann-Levy), passim, especially pp. 171-
173; see also Tiersky, pp. 137, 140-141, 155, 166
73 Tiersky, Ronald, François (2000) Mitterrand: The Last French President, (New York: St Martins Press), p. 156, 
166-167
74 Tiersky, p. 162
75 See examples at Tiersky, pp. 157, 162
76 Pond, pp. 40-43
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6.2d - Helmut Kohl

Mitterrand’s collaborator, Helmut Kohl, reached the apex elite level in 1982 upon his 

accession to the German Chancellorship.   Initially, he was not on the best of terms with 

Mitterrand.  However, repeated contact and political cooperation soon led to the development of 

a considerable degree of personal affinity between the Franco-German duo.77  Kohl was well 

aware of the importance of trust and personal comity between political actors, and generally was 

successful in the cultivation of such relationships.78  As his girth may have suggested, Kohl also 

shared a fondness for the power of food and drink in this regard, especially in conjunction with 

efforts at prior consultation.79

Like others of his generation, Kohl had a strongly negative experience in WWII, and he 

was determined to see that Europe never again went to war with itself.80  Immediately after the 

war Kohl joined a pan-Europeanist group, Europa-Union, before its dissolution by French 

occupation forces.81  Nonetheless, his ideational identification with European integration 

remained unabated, believing the process to be literally unstoppable.82  Kohl later proudly 

recalled, “I pledged allegiance to Europe when I was seventeen years old  (i.e., 1948).”83

Thinking considerations of economic efficiency to be secondary, Kohl believed 

integration was primarily a political endeavor.84  Calling it his “life’s work,” and “a historic 

mission . . . [for] a united Europe,” Kohl described his ultimate political ambition as the 

establishment of a “United States of Europe.”85  While he did not originally attempt to hide this 

federalist aspiration, the Chancellor was eventually persuaded to tone down his rhetoric for fear 

77 Le Monde, January 22, 2003, “Jacques Chirac-Gerhard Schröder: La Fin d’Années de Méfiance”
78 Bering, Henrik (1999) Helmut Kohl (Washington, DC: Regnery Publishing), pp. 27, 105, 107, 137, 157-8; see also 
Pruys, pp. 354-356
79 Bering, p. 107; Pruys, pp., 8, 31-2, 362-363
80 Pruys, p. 355
81 Pruys, p. 18
82 Maclean, Mairi, and Howorth, Jolyon, “Introduction: the ‘Old Continent’ in Turmoil, a New One in the Making,” 
In Maclean and Howarth, p. 4
83 Bering p. 46
84 Bering, p. 164
85 “Kohl über Alles,” The Economist, October 21, 1995;  “Battling on, for Germany and for Europe,” The 
Economist, April 12, 1997; “Gerhard Schröder, Serious in anticipation,” The Economist, June 20, 1998; “German 
Poll: Life After Helmut Kohl,” Financial Times, September 28, 1998; Bering, pp. 2, 162
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of arousing nationalist antagonism.86 And yet, he was by no means beholden to public opinion.  

Kohl doggedly pushed a number of integrationist projects, knowing full well they were opposed 

by a majority of the German public (e.g., EMU).87  Although the Chancellor sometimes denied a 

desire to create a European  “superstate,” he did consistently seek to confer upon the EU a series 

of state-like powers on an “irreversible” basis.88   As Kohl described it, his “vision [was] the 

realization . . . of the unification of Europe . . . a political union . . . not a glorified free-trade 

zone, but the political unification of Europe in the sense of the treaties of Rome.”89

 For certain historical reasons, German Chancellors were typically circumspect in their 

calls for world power status.  Although no exception to this generalization, Kohl did endorse 

plans to make Europe into “the continent of the twenty-first century.”90   Like other 

functionalists, he and his national security advisor, Joachim Bitterlich, preferred to pursue 

integrative maneuvers in a gradual manner.  As Bitterlich explained, the “step by step” approach 

makes a particular policy “easier to sell [to] the public.”91  This preference for gradualism did 

contrast with Kohl’s moves toward towards German unification, which were hurried in 

comparison.92  Possibly, this difference in unification strategies is accounted for by the fact that 

opposition to German reunification did not have a significant domestic constituency at the elite 

or mass level.

Furthermore, Kohl endorsed an individualist approach to the study of politics.  He 

dismissed notions of historical determinism, such as Marxism, concluding: “it is men and women 

who create history.”93  Practicing history as he preached it, Kohl personally worked closely with 

Mitterrand, assiduously pushing a number of significant integrative initiatives that broadly 

covered the social, economic, and political policy domains.94  Domestically, their efforts were 

86  Bering, pp. 2, 162; “Europe’s Heavyweight,” The Economist, October 26, 1996
87 “Germany’s Battered Bulldozer,” The Economist, August 30, 1997- public opposition was fluid, however.
88 Bering, pp. 164-165
89 Pond, pp. 40, 43
90 Pruys, pp. 350, 367
91 Bering, p. 156
92 Pruys, p. 367; see also Bering p. 156 for gradualism of his advisor, 
93 Bering, p. 26; I would replace “men and women” with “the elite.”
94 Pruys, pp., 349-350   
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made easier by the supranationalists’ preponderance in the German and French elite segments.95

6.3 - Prelude to the SEA and the TEU

In the early to mid- 1980s, a number of integrationist initiatives began to be circulated as 

a basis for the next stage in European integration.  One such initiative, the Spinelli Report (or 

Draft Treaty for a European Union), was the work of the venerable Italian supranationalist 

Alterio Spinelli, MEP (see Chapter Two).  Working with members of his current elite cell of 

integrationists, the so-called Crocodile Club (named after a restaurant they frequented), he 

proposed a sweeping reform of the EC intended to move the Community dramatically closer to 

full statehood.96  Spinelli’s report has been widely credited as contributing to the recrudescence 

of integrative momentum observable in the mid 1980s to early 1990s.97  To wit, his report was 

adopted by the European Parliament On February 14, 1982, and served as a loose prototype for 

both the SEA and the TEU. 

 In 1983, another cell of the integrationist elite, also located in the European Parliament, 

began to call for a reduction of non-tariff barriers to trade.  Calling themselves the ‘Kangaroo 

Group’ (reflecting their desire to ‘leap’ across frontiers), this cell’s members began agitating for 

the abolition of all national economic barriers to trade in goods, services, and capital.98   Also 

that same year, at the Stuttgart summit of the European Council, members of the national apex 

elite issued a call for deepening integration in existing areas, beginning “true” political 

cooperation, and reducing the use of the national veto in the Council of Ministers (the Stuttgart 

95 “German Poll: Life After Kohl,” Financial Times, September 28, 1998
96 Dedman, p. 30; Wallace, W., “Europe as a Confederation: The Community and the Nation State,” Journal of 
Common Market Studies, Vol. 21, September/December 1982, p. 67; Riemenschneider, Ranier, “The Two Souls of 
Marianne: National Sovereignty versus Supranationality in Europe,” in MacLean and Howarth, p.153; see also 
Middlemas Archive, Interview with former clerk in the European Parliament and Research Fellow at the Europa 
Institute, Box 13, Folder 10
97 Grant, p. 64
98 Middlemas Archive, Interview with former Clerk in the European Parliament and Research Fellow at the Europa 
Institute, Box 13, Folder 10
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Declaration).99

Another initiative was the Dooge Report.  Released in March 1985, this report 

recommended creation of a “homogeneous internal economic space,” a “European social space,”

moves toward a common foreign and security policy, a strengthened European Parliament, and a 

weakening of national veto rights in the Council of Ministers- in short, meaningful steps towards 

the realization of the economic, social, and political foundations of a modern state.100  To this 

end, the Dooge Committee recommended the establishment of an inter-governmental conference 

(IGC) to draw up a draft treaty on European union.  This IGC later drafted proposals 

implementing aspects of the Dooge Report itself, the Stuttgart Declaration, and the Spinelli 

Report.   The successful fruition of these various committees and reports can be found in the 

SEA and TEU.

6.4 - The SEA

In late 1984, after the diplomatic logjam over the British rebate was resolved at 

Fontainebleau, the way was clear for a new integration initiative to be pushed forward.101  In 

quest of inspiration, Delors consulted with Max Kohnstamm, Monnet’s old lieutenant.  Along 

with Leo Tindemans, Kohnstamm and Delors resurrected the Action Committee for the United 

States of Europe (ACUSE), which had fallen into desuetude with the death of Monnet in 1979.102

Other figures joining the resurrected committee included Walter Hallstein, Helmut Schmidt, 

Edward Heath, Emilio Colombo (Italian Premier and president of the EP) Sicco Mansholt (EU 

commissioner), Franz Etzel (ECSC), Robert Marjolin (OEEC), and Emile Nöel (EC secretary 

general).  The newly reformed ACUSE network even expanded into Greece, Spain and Portugal 

in the 1980s, incorporating elements of those national elite segments into the supranational 

99 Middlemas, pp. 105-106, 139-140, 143; see also Middlemas Archive, 
100 Grant, p. 65, Middlemas, pp., 108, 144; Sidjanski, pp. 111-112; Thatcher, p. 550; Young p. 331
101 Le Soir, “Entretien,” December 28, 2002  (Interview with Jacques Delors)
102 More precisely, it was disbanded in 1975, not long before Monnet’s death
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network.103  Together with these associates in the new ACUSE cell, Delors decided upon the 

next stage in integration- the realization of a single internal market for the EEC.104   In a series of 

(prior) consultations around the capitals of Europe, Delors then proceeded to forge the elite 

consensus necessary to proceed.105

 Fortunately for Delors, his vision was facially compatible with the free market ideology 

of Margaret Thatcher, at least when portrayed as the attenuation of government impediments to 

economic activity.  While the EEC had already brought down tariff barriers to inter-member 

trade, non-tariff barriers still remained.  These impediments were the ostensible targets of the 

Act.  Yet Delors was a technocratic French socialist, and his intentions for the SEA were in 

reality diametrically opposed to those of the British Prime Minister.  For instance, he condemned 

any economic policy based upon the premise that “the consumer is king, so intelligent that he 

can choose himself between different products.”106  Delors thought the public was inefficient at 

making such decisions and preferred economic planners to make them instead.    He was, after 

all, a signatory to the Manifesto of 30, the 1978 program of socialist technocracy originating 

within the Parti Socialiste (PS).  In part, this document read, “We have to reaffirm the need to 

take over the commanding heights of the economy, and the pre-eminence to the Plan over the 

market.”107  In a way, with integration Delors was simply transposing his French socialism onto 

a supranational level through the mechanism of the European Community (then Union).  

Contrary to Thatcher’s hopes, the SEA had little or nothing to do with advancing laissez-faire

capitalism, and everything to do with extending the scope and powers of Europe’s supranational 

technocracy. 

Although various participants disagree regarding some of the relevant details, it seems 

that the British aristocrat and European commissioner, Lord Arthur Cockfield, shared 

responsibility with Delors for propelling the movement to achieve a single market.  In 1985 (just 

103 See interview with highly placed ACUSE official, Middlemas Archive, Box 13, Folder 5
104 Grant, p. 66
105 Middlemas, p. 110; see also interview with anonymous official, in Middlemas Archive, Box 13, Folder 13
106 Grant, p. 154
107 Grant, p. 42
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prior to the June Milan summit, see below), Cockfield released a white paper entitled Completing 

the Internal Market.  Also known as the Cockfield Report, this paper recommended the abolition 

of all forms of national impediments to trade, such as frontier control points, quotas, the lack of 

universal recognition for diplomas and professional qualifications, and the lack of universal 

access for broadcast and haulage firms.108  Notably, the Cockfield Report endorsed the functional 

logic of incremental spillover, concluding: “Just as the customs union had to precede economic 

integration, so economic integration has to precede European [political] unity.109

Additionally, the SEA contained the first formal treaty reference to the goal of EMU, 

formally committing the signatory states to the “progressive realization of economic and 

monetary union.”110  The agreement also included the introduction of qualified majority voting 

(QMV) to numerous policy domains of the Council of Ministers.111  In other words, member 

states lost their veto over many of the Commission’s initiatives.  The importance of this 

development cannot be overstated, as it signified a critical step in the progression towards a fully 

supranational European order.  Furthermore, by inextricably linking the goal of a common 

market to a single currency, the SEA served as a classic example of the conscious manipulation 

of spillover logic, fabricating integrative momentum out of previous accomplishments.112  After 

the SEA, the Gaullist legacy of the Luxembourg Compromise began to atrophy, and is now 

considered by the European elite to be a dead letter.113

Chancellor Kohl accurately summed up the supranationalists’ view of the SEA, 

describing it as “a decisive step forward” in the march toward unification.114  Delors concurred, 

averring the SEA to be an important plank in the explicitly political program of European 

unification.  In fact, a statement proclaiming the elite’s ultimate goal to be a federal political 

108 Grant, pp. 68-69; Young, pp. 328-329
109 Grant, p. 70
110 Major, p. 150; Some contend the commitment was not legally binding
111 Thatcher (1993), p. 741
112 Sidjanski, pp. 120-121
113 Interview with senior UK diplomat, Middlemas Archive, Box 12, Folder 6; senior official in the Bank of Italy, 
Box 13, Folder 12
114 Thatcher (1993), p.556
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union prefaced the SEA’s ostensibly economic provisions. In further recognition its extra-

economic ramifications, the SEA changed the name of the ‘European Economic Community’ to 

the ‘European Community,’ signifying its progression towards a political union of states.115

With the SEA, it started to become undeniable that those who alleged the EEC to have a 

primarily economic purpose were mistaken (see Chapter One).116  In fact, this document marked 

the most important milestone in the political unification of Europe since the 1957 Treaty of 

Rome.117

The question arises, then, why did the strongly nationalist Margaret Thatcher agree to 

such a revolutionary treaty?  Apparently, one reason was an underestimation of the 

integrationists’ tenacity.  Years later, Thatcher frankly admitted having underrated the state-

building ambitions of the federalists.  In the early to mid-1980s, though, she still believed these 

ambitions fell short of complete supersession of the national state.  By the late 1980s, however, 

she realized that this was indeed their goal.118  Another explanation for Thatcher’s behavior 

concerns the successful maneuverings of the federalist elite.  

One example of their Machiavellian machinations can be found at the June 1985 Milan 

European Council Summit, where the integrationists pulled off a coup de force against their 

nationalist antagonists.  In the negotiations leading up to the SEA, Thatcher wanted to avoid the 

legal reification of QMV and the establishment of EMU deadlines since their codification 

represented a significant erosion of national sovereignty.  In efforts she termed “prior 

consultation,” the Prime Minister sought and supposedly gained the agreement of others in the 

European elite to forgo formal treaty changes through an IGC.119  Yet these individuals (such as 

Kohl, Italian PM Bettino Craxi, and Italian Foreign Minister Giulio Andreotti) were apparently 

deceiving Thatcher as to their true intentions, setting her up for an “ambush” at Milan.120

115 Grant, p. 74
116 See Dedman, p. 126
117 Member of the European Parliament, Middlemas Archive, Box 13, Folder 2
118 Thatcher (1993), pp. 556-557, see also Chapter 7, above
119 Thatcher (1993), p. 549
120 Grant p. 148; see also Middlemas, pp. 144-145; and Young, p. 331
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Accordingly, Ms. Thatcher was unprepared for Craxi’s surprise announcement that the 

European Council was, after all, going to vote on the establishment of an IGC for drafting formal 

changes to the Treaty of Rome.  FO Mandarin Michael Butler recalled the Italians’ “enormous 

satisfaction” with their surprise blow.121  Along with Greece and Denmark, Thatcher 

unsuccessfully opposed the vote for an IGC, fearing it might be a Pandora’s Box of “federalist 

fantasies”- her nightmares.122   Remarkably, the IGC that led to the SEA was apparently 

perpetrated by a ruse.123  Cumulatively, deceptions such as these have dented the trust and 

deepened the rift between factions of the European elite.

There has been considerable debate regarding Thatcher’s awareness of the SEA’s 

implications, with relevant decision makers having divergent recollections.  David Williamson, 

her senior Europe advisor, recalls an instance when the PM claimed to have read every word of 

the SEA.124  Geoffrey Howe also remembered that she was fully involved in the process of

writing the treaty.125  Michael Butler concurred, affirming that Ms. Thatcher never signed-on to 

anything that she did not understand.126  The Middlemas Archive provides a wealth of elite 

rumination upon this question, with respondents fairly evenly divided over whether she was 

tricked into the SEA or not.127  John Major has simply expressed complete bafflement as to the 

reasons for Thatcher’s agreement to the treaty’s federalist clauses.128  In her memoirs, Thatcher 

herself gave some indication of comprehending the SEA’s import, but these recollections, of 

course, were ex post facto.129   Yet, for whatever reason, she did endorse a treaty committing the 

signatory states to a single currency- a decision she later regretted.  

121 Interview with Sir Michael Butler, January 30, 1993, in Young, p. 332
122 Sidjanski, p. 112; Thatcher, p. 549
123 Whether this is account is actually true is less important than the fact that nationalists believe it to be true.
124 BBC interview cited in Young, p. 336
125 Howe, Geoffrey (1994) Conflict of Loyalty  (London: Macmillan), p.454
126 BBC interview, cited in Young, p,. 336
127 Middlemas Archive, Interviews: Box 12 Folder 2; Box 12, Folder 5; Box 12, Folder 6; Box 12, Folder 13; Box 
13, Folder 3; Box 13, Folder 13; Box 13, Folder 14
128 Major, p. 150
129 Thatcher (1993), pp. 553-554
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6.5 - Thatcher and EMU

When the Giscard-Schmidt duo handed the baton to the Delors-Kohl-Mitterrand troika in 

the early 1980s, the goal of EMU figured prominently in their federalist agenda.   After the 

fruitless attempt to delete reference to EMU from the SEA (see above), Thatcher engaged in 

rearguard actions to derail the single currency.  Rhetorical bombardment of the federalist project 

was central to her campaign, and most notably took the form of the (in)famous Bruges Speech.  

This September 1988 homily marked the resurrection of the nationalist backlash.  Not since de 

Gaulle had such an aggressive tone been assumed by a head of government.   The most famous 

sentence of this address was reminiscent of the General’s incendiary admonitions: “We have not 

rolled back the frontiers of the state in Britain only to see them reimposed at a European level, 

with a European super-state exercising a new dominance from Brussels.130  Her Chancellor of 

the Exchequer, Nigel Lawson, was also unequivocal in his assessment of the ultimate import of 

Europe’s single currency.131  In a January 1989 Chatham House lecture, he affirmed that 

“economic and monetary union implies nothing less than European government . . . and political 

union: the United States of Europe.”132

Thatcher’s concerns about EMU’s federalist implications had become pronounced after 

the creation of the Delors Committee at the June 1988 Hanover European Council.  That 

committee, chaired by the President of the European Commission (see below), consisted of the 

central bank governors of ‘the Twelve,’ and leading financial experts Frans Andriessen (from the 

EU Commission), Niels Thygesen (Denmark), Miguel Boyer (Spain), and Alexandre Lamfalussy 

of the Bank for International Settlements (BIS).133  Meeting eight times over seven months at the 

Basel offices of the BIS, the Delors Committee issued its report in April 1989.  Predictably, the 

committee recommended a stage-by- stage process that culminated in the substitution of Europe’s 

130 Thatcher (1993), pp, 744-745
131 Thatcher (1993), pp. 719, 742
132 Thatcher (1993), p. 691
133 Grant, p. 120
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national monetary systems with a single currency and a supranational central bank.134

By replacing themselves with a European central bank, twelve national monetary 

authorities were curiously arranging for their own abolition.  On the face of it, self-elimination 

seems perplexing, even a violating the proposition of power maximization (Proposition Four).  

Yet they were giving up their national banks to forge the central bank of a new global 

superpower, the United States of Europe.  In effect, they were renouncing their current powers 

for the sake of even greater powers.   Seen in this light, these financiers were actually increasing 

their influence by dismantling their central banks.135   Some central bankers engaged in false 

posturing in defense of their institutions.  Indeed, Bundesbank President Karl Otto Pöhl openly 

decried EMU on numerous occasions. The unpublished materials in the Middlemas Archive 

reveal his protests to be an act.136  While Pöhl was publicly critical of EU, behind closed doors 

he was enthusiastic about the project.  In fact, as a whole, the central bankers from the EU 

member states were the leading actors in developing and propelling EMU.137

In addition to the Foreign Office, Delors, and the Commission, Thatcher was also 

besieged by the Franco-German axis.  She reserved special vitriol in her memoirs for the 

“Franco-German bloc,” directing a scathing barrage of her inimitable vituperations against it.138

Among her criticisms was the observation that the business of the European Council was 

preordained at special Franco-German breakfasts held between the leaders of these two countries 

which “virtually determined” the policy outcomes of Council meetings.139  Thatcher condemned 

this  “axis” not only because its secretly arranged deals violated her desire for prior consultation, 

but because the deals invariably advanced the “Franco-German federalist project” of the 

“superstate.”140

134 Middlemas, pp. 166, 532
135 Pruys, p. 348
136 Interview with a Bundesbank deputy director, April 1992, MA, Box 13, Folder 1; see also Middlemas, pp. 529-
533 and Appendix B
137 See Chapter Eight and Appendix B
138 Thatcher (1993), pp. 558-559
139 Thatcher (1993), p. 538
140 Thatcher (1993), pp. 61, 727, 791; see also pp.  759-763, 784
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6.6 - The Fall of Thatcher

Just as Thatcher recognized the EU as a threat to national sovereignty, the integrationists 

realized Thatcher to be a threat to the USE.  Accordingly, they continually schemed against  her, 

eventually mortally wounding the Iron Lady at the October 1990 Rome gathering of the 

European Council.  Writing of this encounter (and doubtless recalling the “Milan ambush”), 

Thatcher opined that “as always with the Italians it was difficult to distinguish confusion from 

guile; but plenty of both was evident.”141  Leading up to this summit, the Italians had publicly 

indicated they were taking a moderate line at the meeting.  Specifically, they promised not to 

support a firm deadline for EMU’s next stage of development.  Kohl, too, left a similar 

impression with British officials: no firm dates were to be set at the Rome summit.  In fact, Kohl 

indicated that he was willing to compromise with the British on the EMU IGC issue (and a 

distantly related GATT issue).  For his part, Mitterrand appeared to endorse the British position 

on the single currency, which Thatcher immediately recognized as disingenuous.142

Despite assurances, upon opening the Rome summit Andreotti immediately announced 

that prior understandings concerning compromises over GATT and EMU were null and void.   

The federalists insisted upon making substantive progress toward both monetary and political 

union at this summit, in direct contradiction to their prior positions, and in complete disregard for 

the British.143 Upon return from Rome, a still fuming Margaret Thatcher was subjected to a 

vigorous October 31 parliamentary interrogation at Prime Minister’s Questions, where she 

condemned the single currency as “a back door to federal Europe.”144  Later in this famous 

“Halloween tirade,” Thatcher accused Delors of harboring an ambition to create a tricameral 

pan-European state:

The President of the Commission . . . said . . . he 
Wanted the European Parliament to be the democratic 
Body of the Community, he wanted the Commission to 

141 Thatcher (1993), p. 765
142 Thatcher (1993), pp. 764-766
143 Thatcher (1993), pp. 766-767
144 Major, p. 176
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be the Executive, and he wanted the Council of
Ministers to be the Senate.  No. No. No.145

The immediate result of this speech was to deepen the rift between nationalist and 

supranationalist Tories.  The Rome Summit, combined with a preexisting personal animus 

between the PM and Foreign Minister Howe, blew up in the form of Howe’s resignation on 

November 1.  He had scores to settle, and settle them he did in his resignation speech before the 

House of Commons, November 13.  In fact, so incendiary was his tirade that it set in motion the 

chain of events that brought Thatcher down.146

Over the course of this final struggle, Thatcher’s lieutenants noted that Tory 

integrationists were preparing to use discontent with domestic policy (the Poll Tax) to ride one of 

their own (Michael Heseltine) into power.  One such aide, Tristan Garel-Jones, described this 

maneuver as “the daylight assassination of the Prime Minister.”147  While not all observers agree, 

many of Thatcher’s supporters remain convinced that she was deposed by the federalist faction 

of the Tory elite, eager to remove an opponent of supranational integration.148

Chapter Six has examined a repeat of the “de Gaulle” phenomenon in the instance of 

Margaret Thatcher and her tenure at the apex of a national state’s power hierarchy.  As was the 

case with the General, Thatcher’s anti-federalist intransigence translated into a titanic contest of 

political visions.   In contrast, however, Thatcher could not stop integration dead in its tracks 

because she lacked support from the lower tiers of her national elite segment.  Specifically, 

Thatcher’s Foreign Minister personally loathed her, and the Foreign Office was actively 

undermining Downing Street’s nationalist policies at every juncture.  Hence, Thatcher was a less 

145 Major, p. 176; Thatcher (1993), p. 833
146 Major, pp. 176-202; Thatcher (1993), pp. 832-858; Young, pp. 367-374
147 Major, pp. 168-169
148 Major, pp. 167, 185-186, 265
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successful nationalist than de Gaulle, whose Foreign Minister was a staunch ally in better control 

of the Quay d’Orsay.149

149 The Quay d’Orsay is the French Foreign Ministry.  See Chapter Four for details of the de Gaulle experience.
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Chapter Seven: The Maastricht Treaty

This chapter examines the people and events surrounding the epochal Treaty of European 

Union  (TEU), also known as the Maastricht Treaty after the Dutch town in which it was signed.  

7.1 - John Major

After the ouster of Margaret Thatcher her Chancellor of the Exchequer, John Major, 

acceded to the apex of the UK’s power hierarchy in November 1990.  The strength of Major’s 

attachment to the supranational vision is not definitively known, but seems to have been limited.1

While, in his first speech abroad as PM, Major did declare his aspiration to see Britain “at the 

very heart of Europe,” he never openly professed any zealotry for a European state, and 

occasionally even decried it.2  However, as will be demonstrated below, Major did stake his 

political destiny upon deepening Britain’s integration with Europe. His denials of harboring a 

federalist telos were possibly palliatives, intended to keep the Tory party together.3  Although 

sometimes reticent in this regard, Major was thought to be in accord with the ultimate objective 

of European integration: the attainment of “world power” status.4  Accordingly, he is herein 

considered as a moderate supranationalist, willing go follow the initiative of others to deeper 

unification, but unwilling or unable to lead the charge himself.   

Major conformed closely to the typical profile of the neofunctionalist elite.  For instance, 

a watchword of his Europe policy was, quite literally,  “gradualism,” and he endorsed the 

progression-by- stages approach of the Delors Report and the TEU.5  Additionally, Major 

1 Young, pp. 420-422
2 Major, pp. 363, 581, 697, 704-705; Young, p.424; for Major’s most recent position on integration, see “Major 
Keeps Open Mind on Arguments for the Euro,” Daily Telegraph, May 24, 2003; to enhance the ambiguity, see 
“Major Backs Case for EU Referendum,” The Guardian, May 22, 2003
3 Major, pp., 270, 371; one of Major’s prime objectives as PM was keeping the Tories together- see Major, pp., 584-
587, 601, 616, 647, 691
4 Apparently Kohl believed this, see Pruys, p. 367
5 Implicitly, at least- see Major, pp. 150-151, 193
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believed that what he called “burning ambition” was the impetus propelling both politicians and 

their vision into what is later known as history.6  Leaders sharing compatible agendas, he wrote, 

could profit from the formation of networks, therein working together towards a common goal.  

He specifically cited the European Council and ECOFIN as effective forums for such networking 

at the upper-tier elite level.7

Furthermore, Major firmly believed that interpersonal amity and trust were critical to the 

conclusion of political agreements between elite actors.8  He also thought that a culinary setting 

was quite conducive to the formation of such a personal/professional relationship.  Like no other 

member of the European elite, his memoirs are replete with candid references to the synergy 

between food, drink, and politics.9  Conversely, mistrust or personal antipathy was understood to 

doom productive arrangements between elite actors.10 He was particularly sensitive to the way a 

personal animus held by members of the media elite (especially newspaper editors) could 

“colour” [sic] the coverage given to a politician and his policies.11

Major also perceived the UK elite (and the Conservative party in particular) as bifurcated 

into antipodal “factions” split over the divisive issue of European integration.  In fact, this rift in 

the Conservative Party was the most recurrent concern of his entire tenure as PM (see below).12

Illuminating the depths of this factional cleavage, Major admitted that integrationists harbored a 

“hidden agenda” to advance the federalist cause through instruments such as the Maastricht 

Treaty.  According to the Prime Minister, the arch-federalists treated criticism of their project 

like it was “spitting in church.”13

6 Major, John (1999) John Major: The Autobiography  (New York: Harper Collins), p. xvii, see also p. xxi
7 Major, pp. 149, 516- ECOFIN is the part of the Council of Ministers assembling economic and finance ministers 
from the member states- Major attended numerous ECOFIN meetings, and there made friends.
8 Major, pp. 78, 117, 119-120, 267, 277, 582, 672
9 Major, pp. 69, 79, 88-89, 92, 103, 121, 126, 147, 155, 165, 178, 197-198, 208, 266-267, 280, 283, 280-281, 285, 
316, 322, 353, 359, 364, 503, 516-517, 526, 529, 591, 599, 605, 617, 644, 684, 714, 725-726, 729.  These references 
largely pertain to integration policy questions.  Examples relating to Anglo-Irish politics, for example, have not been 
included in this enumeration.   
10 Major, p. 102, 177-180, 187, 189-190
11 Major, p. 194
12 Major, pp. 202, 265, 637
13 Major, p. 271
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Another fault line in the European elite was the division created by operation of the 

Franco-German axis to the exclusion of all other national elite segments.  Of particular irritation 

to Prime Minister Major were the breakfasts held before European Council meetings, where 

French and German elites prearranged to steer these summits in a federalist direction.  Major 

estimated that this entente had driven much of European integration, including the ERM and the 

TEU.14  Regarding functionalist points of reference, Major recalled the spillover argument being 

used persistently in the run-up to Maastricht: a single market required a single currency, and 

then, that economic union required political union.15  Whatever argument was employed, 

however, Major recalled observing a persistent tendency he termed:  “the creep of increasing 

Commission power.”16   The most significant grant of power to the Commission since its 

inception was the Maastricht Treaty on European Union.

7.2 - The TEU

The Maastricht Treaty was an integrative milestone, a significant step towards statehood 

that conferred potentially unlimited powers to the supranational center in Brussels.17  These 

powers were organized into three ‘pillars’ roughly corresponding to the economic, diplomatic, 

and social categories of government policy: 1-Economic and Monetary Union, 2-Common 

Foreign and Security Policy, and 3-Justice and Home Affairs.  The draft preamble of the 

Maastricht Treaty was an unabashed declaration of (neo)functionalist supranationalism, 

declaring the TEU to be “a new stage in the process leading gradually to a union with a federal 

goal.”18 German economist Holger Schmieding described this treaty as part of a “political grand 

14 Major, pp. 139, 153, 264, 266, 268, 321, 504, 580, 583, 588, 593-595
15 Major, pp. 265, 345
16 Major, p. 274
17 See van Tartwijk-Novey, Louise The European House of Cards: Towards a United States of Europe? (New York, 
St. Martin’s Press), p.x
18 “Decline of Enthusiasm,” Financial Times, April 4, 1995; Grant, p. 206; Wistrich, p.14- This wording was 
changed to forestall nationalists criticism; while these exact words may have been changed, the intention behind 
them indubitably remained.
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design,” while arch-federalist Ernest Wistrich claims it “provides all the essential ingredients for 

an eventual federation . . . [the treaty’s] final objective.”19  A detailed examination of these 

provisions follows below.  

7.2a - Negotiating the TEU

The Maastricht treaty had its origins in the supranationalists’ desire to move closer 

towards a true European state.  As was typical, an elite consensus in the form a series of white 

papers was assembled in service to this goal.  One such report was the 1984 Spinelli report (see 

above); another was the 1989 Delors Report.  In classic functionalist terms, the Delors Report 

called for a the final push toward EMU, “a process . . . set out in stages . . . .”20  In April 1990, 

Kohl and Mitterrand formally proposed this next step in the form of a treaty on economic and 

political unification.21  Typically, a small number of individuals, meeting in camera, put this 

treaty together.   We know from the Middlemas Archive that, on the French side at least, only six 

people were responsible for the outcome of the TEU negotiations.22

The planned economic union was to be consummated through a common currency, and 

the intended political union was to take the form of a harmonization of police and foreign 

policies.  In negotiations between French and German diplomats over the summer of 1991, the 

emerging common foreign and security policy (CFSP) began to assume the form of a European 

army- a resurrected EDC (see Chapters Three and Eight).23  Another aspect of the negotiations 

concerned the Social Chapter.  This supplementary set of social provisions, introduced by 

Delors, consisted of measures such as employment protection, worker safety, and the 

strengthening of labor unions.    The British however, refused to agree to this addendum, thus 

threatening the entire treaty’s ratification.   The Social Chapter was widely seen among the 

19 Wistrich, pp. 7, 14
20 Grant, p. 124
21 “The Man Who Overstayed,” The Economist, May 13, 1995
22 See interview with a Director of Peugeot-Citroën, Jan 28, 1993, MA, Box 12, Folder 10
23 Wistrich, p. 6
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Tories as a continental re-imposition of the very socialism Thatcher had just spent a decade 

banishing from the Sceptred Isle.  In protracted negotiations with Ruud Lubbers, Dutch PM and 

President of the European Council, John Major refused to relent on the question of the Social 

Chapter, and was offered an opt-out for the UK, which he accepted.24

A turning point was reached during the European Council’s December 1991 negotiations, 

when Mitterrand demanded a fixed staring date for EMU.  After protracted negotiations, the 

Council finally assented to a launch date of 1997 (or if the convergence criteria had not by then 

been met, 1999, which proved to be the case).  As privately agreed beforehand, Kohl openly 

supported the French president’s timetable.  In a subsequent breakfast, these two representatives 

of the Franco-German entente resolved to force the finality of this decision upon the remainder 

of the Council, a move that proved successful.25  By the end of the Maastricht Summit, the TEU 

had been agreed.

In a stroke, the leaders of most of Western Europe had agreed to renounce one of the 

most basic elements of statehood, a national currency.  Why?  Tiersky’s explanation of 

Mitterrand’s zeal to abolish French monetary sovereignty, represented by the 640-year-old franc, 

is facially inadequate.  He contended that French control over the franc was already gone, since it 

was firmly tied to the deutsche mark (DM).  In other words, Mitterrand could not give up 

something that had previously been renounced.  Yet Tiersky somehow failed to recall that the 

franc was tied to the mark as a result of the EMS, which was itself a deliberate stepping-stone to 

EMU.26  Hence, EMU cannot be excused as a simple recognition of an already existing condition 

(DM dependency), since that condition itself was part of the EMU’s enabling process.  The real 

reason for the monetary revolution of EMU was the aspiration to create a new superpower, the 

USE.

The TEU was the legal reification of the supranationalists’ dream for a single economic, 

24 Young, pp. 431-432
25 Védrine, p. 472-473
26 Tiersky, pp. 193-196
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political, and social policy for all of Europe.27  EMU, in particular, was an important step 

towards political union, fulfilling Jean Monnet’s 1940 dream of currency fusion (see Chapter 

Two). As Jacques Rueff famously commented upon signing the Treaty of Rome (for France),  

“Europe is a single money or it is nothing.” 28  Reading from the same page, Bundesbank 

President Karl Otto Pöhl remarked that EMU was “a big step in the direction of a Federal 

Europe,” also admitting the currency’s realization to be a collective aspiration of the German 

political elite.29  A German minister concurred, citing EMU as a precondition for further progress 

in the gradually unfolding process that will ultimately lead to full political union.30  Or, as 

Helmut Kohl explained, in classic functionalist terminology:

In Maastricht, we laid the foundation stone for the 
completion of the European Union.  The European Union 
Treaty [TEU] introduces a new and decisive stage in the 
process of European union which . . . will lead to the creation 
of what the founding fathers dreamed of . . . the  United States
of Europe.31

7.2b - The TEU’s Ratification (Denmark)

Over the course of the TEU ratification process, a number of remarkable developments 

originated in Denmark.  Most notable among these was the rejection of the Maastricht Treaty in 

a 1992 popular referendum.  This rebuff was one of the heaviest blows ever dealt to the 

integrationist program, as the will of the supranational elite fell victim to the popular will (or had 

it?).32  A majority of the Danish people did not believe the single market necessarily implied a 

single currency and political union.  The integrationists were undeterred, however.  They did not 

intend for a moment to allow the public to impede integration.  In part, at least, this can be 

27 Dosenrode, Soren Z (2000) “Danish EU-Policy Making,” in Branner and Kelstrup, p. 383
28 “Watching France,” The Economist, May 6, 1995; Middlemas, pp. 543
29 “Euro’s Reluctant Father Faces Facts,” The Observer, February 17, 2002
30 Middlemas, pp. 543- name not revealed
31 Speech at the Bertelsman Forum, Petersburg Hotel, April 3, 1992, cited in Young, p. 389
32 Branner, in Branner and Kelstrup (2000), p. 302, 361
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explained by their increasing ascendance within the Danish elite.33

Before calling another referendum, the federalists negotiated some (ultimately temporary) 

exemptions to elements of the TEU.  These opt-outs, known as the Edinburgh Agreement (or 

Edinburgh reservations), gave the Danes the option of remaining out of the single currency, 

defense cooperation, common citizenship, and the justice and home affairs components of the 

TEU.   As in Ireland, the European Movement was used as the propaganda arm of the federalists 

in the referendum campaign. One tactic the EM employed was to raise the specter of armed 

conflict in Europe if the TEU was rejected.  Leaving more prosaic economic arguments behind, 

Ritt Bjerregaard, Chair of the Danish European Movement, brandished the specter of all-out 

European war should the second TEU referendum fail.34  After vigorous proselytism, the 

federalists again gave the question to the people, finally gaining their assent in a 1993 

referendum.  By the end of the century, however the leadership of the Social Democrats was 

determined to eliminate the Edinburgh reservations, regardless of the express will of most 

Danes.35

The resubmission of a rejected integration treaty was not a unique occurrence.  In 1986, 

the Folketing refused to ratify the SEA.  Yet using a referendum as cover, the integrationists 

gave the question to the legislature again, this time gaining approval of the treaty.36  The 

federalists have always ignored the will of Danish nationalists.  In fact, over an extended series 

of six referendums in 1972, 1986, 1992, 1993, 1998, and 2000, an enduring pattern of elite euro-

enthusiasm and public euro-skepticism can be discerned.37  These experiences have cumulatively 

demonstrated that, despite initial popular resistance, the Danish integrationist elite has always 

been successful in eventually pulling popular opinion towards an endorsement of further 

integration.  

33 See Branner and Kelstrup (2000), pp.361, 367, passim
34 Hedetoft, in Branner and Kelstrup (2000), p. 296
35 Branner, “Options and Goals in Danish European Policy Since 1945: Explaining Small State Behavior and 
Foreign Policy Change,” in Branner and Kelstrup (2000), p.361; also, ibid, Chapter 10, passim.
36 Branner and Kelstrup, in Branner and Kelstrup (2000), p. 18
37 Hedetoft, Ulf, “The Interplay Between Mass and Elite Attitudes to European integration in Denmark,” in Branner 
and Kelstrup (2000), pp. 282-304; see also Chapter Six
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The elite’s habit of submitting and resubmitting integration decisions illuminates their 

faith in democratic referendums: they are allowed to stand only if in accord with the 

supranational agenda; otherwise, the public will be manipulated and re-manipulated until they 

give the ‘appropriate’ answer.  Hence a veneer of democratic legitimacy is maintained, although 

the outcome is foregone: the will of the supranational elite eventually prevails, absolutely, and 

without exception.  Further examples of this phenomenon will be addressed in Chapter Eight.

7.2c –The TEU’s Ratification (France)

A referendum on the TEU was not constitutionally required in France.  Yet recognizing 

that integration had been an elite-led affair that largely ignored the people of France, Mitterrand 

hoped a plebiscite would confer some democratic legitimacy upon the project.  European affairs 

minister Elizabeth Guigou concurred, explaining that the referendum debate would “break down 

the wall of silence” separating the elite from the public on the European issue.38   In the lead-up 

to the French referendum, the typical elite “full court press” was employed.  Personages from 

across the political spectrum lobbied for a ‘Oui.’  Even Giscard d’Estaing himself supported 

Mitterrand, his old nemesis, for the greater cause of advancing integration.39

Of course the French elite was factionalized, and the nationalists, led by Philippe Séguin 

and Charles Pasqua, viewed the TEU as a threat not only to French sovereignty, but to the 

French national character itself.40  The public, too, was increasingly skeptical about the treaty.  

Guigou commented they were reluctant to embrace a “Europe of the technocrats.”41  Despite the 

federalists’ assiduity, polling results just before the French vote indicated the result was too close 

to call.    Then, a fortuitously timed admission was strategically revealed to the public: 

Mitterrand was dying of cancer.  The president had known for over a decade that he had a 

38 Tiersky, p. 195
39 Pruys, p. 354
40 Tiersky, pp., 178-179
41 Tiersky, p. 196
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prostate malignancy, yet he waited until a few days before the referendum to release this 

carefully buried information to the public.42  Mitterrand’s announcement was a naked attempt to 

manipulate public sympathy into support for “his” Treaty- a ploy that worked (just barely).  The 

final vote, taken September 20, 1992, was in favor of ratification, 51% to 49%.

It is notable that RPR leader Philippe Séguin abandoned his antagonism to the European 

project not long after the TEU’s ratification and embraced integration as a means to world power 

status.  In 1996, he boldly declared: France knows that a European destiny is the condition of 

maintaining its influence in the world . . . France believes in grandeur.  Thus she wants a Europe 

that counts in the world . . . .43  Séguin’s conversion was a critical capitulation.  Finally, even the 

Gaullists were prepared to trade sovereignty for ‘greatness.’  With this defection to the federalist 

faction, the anti- integrationist base of the French Right collapsed and a pensée unique

(superconsensus) took hold throughout most of the French elite.44  Accordingly, even when the 

socialists lost the Élysée to supposedly Gaullist Jacques Chirac in 1995, a continuity of 

integration polities was maintained (see below and Chapter Eight).

7.2d - The TEU’s Ratification (UK) 

The most turbulent TEU ratification experience was easily the one in Britain.  After 

Thatcher’s découpage, resentment against the supranationalists thought responsible for her 

demise had been percolating through the Tory party.  This discontent and mistrust blossomed 

into full scale rebellion as “europhobia” took hold of the Conservatives in the 1990s.  Even some 

old “europhiles” became scathing critics of the integration project during this time.  Chancellor 

of the Exchequer, Norman Lamont, exemplified a member of the British elite who underwent the 

post-Thatcher supranational detransformation.  His metamorphosis reached critical mass when 

42 Tiersky, pp. 336-339
43 Le Monde, June 25, 1996, p. 8
44 Tiersky, p. 197
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the Maastricht negotiations gave him a new appreciation of the supranationalists’ ultimate 

ambitions.  He recalled, in horror, the elite who negotiated the TEU:  “For the first time in my 

life,” Lamont lamented, “I really came face to face with people who in private would say to me, 

‘There will be a United States of Europe, and I want to see it.’”45  Of course, these individuals 

rarely dared to publicly confess harboring such motivations.  By 1994, Lawson had become so 

disillusioned that he was contemplating the benefits of the UK’s complete withdrawal from the 

EU.46

 William Cash was another convert to the nationalist faction.  After voting ‘Yes’ in the 

1975 referendum, and entering Parliament in 1984, he began to have doubts about the 

advisability of EU integration.  While serving on the Select Committee on European Legislation, 

Cash underwent his ideational de-transformation.  “It was then that I realized what was going 

on,” he mused in a 1991 manuscript; “the European Community was in danger of rapidly 

becoming a political federation.”47  Bill Cash became the nucleus of a new elite cell of 

nationalists, incorporating old Tory skeptics such as Teddy Taylor, Richard Body, Nicholas 

Budgen, George Gardiner, John Wilkinson, and Edward du Cann.  These seven individuals 

constituted the Cash cell, which became the heart of the 1990s network of British nationalists.  

Others, such as Lord Max Beloff, also lent their support as members of the larger nationalist 

faction of the UK elite.

  Beloff was joined by businessmen Sir James Goldsmith and Alistair McAlpine, other 

converts from the integrationist viewpoint.  Goldsmith, one of the most vociferous exponents of 

the sardonic interpretation of integration, was fond of condemning “the political caste . . . the 

elite that begins to think it owns what it runs . . . the Mafia of Europe.”48   Additional MPs such 

as Teresa Gorman, Woodrow Wyatt, Tony Marlow, and Alan Clark also joined the cause. 

Collectively, these individuals constituted the leading element of the nationalist elite faction 

45 Young, pp. 406, 430
46 Young, p. 406
47 Cash, William (1991) Against a Federal Europe (London: Duckworth), p. 3
48 The Guardian, October 12, 1996, Interview with Sir James Goldsmith
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within the British segment of the European elite.49   Trade Minister Clark, for one, was 

particularly upset with the supranationalists.  Referring to one of them (ensconced in the FO), he 

wrote in his diary:  “This man is exactly the kind of mole who is working away, eighteen hours a 

day, to extinguish the British national identity.”50   Hugo Young described these British 

federalists as belonging to “the governing class of Europe, [who] knowing each other, haggling 

together, [and] cutting deals, [constituted] a . . . fraternity, assisting daily in the onward passage 

of a project they regard . . . as a given51  The fervency of the nationalists’ antagonism is at least 

partly explained by their collective belief that Britain was brought into the European union by 

deception (see Chapter Six).  Indeed, this was the published conclusion of historian Lord Max 

Beloff.52 Of course, the nationalists themselves are not immune to charges of underhandedness.53

While the nationalists thought the supranationalists were betraying Britain, the Tory 

integrationists felt the rebels were betraying the Conservative Party.  Tempers ran high during 

this time.  In a moment of indiscretion, Prime Minister Major even revealed his epithet for the 

rebels: “the Bastards.”54  As events unfolded, the outcome of the parliamentary vote to ratify the 

TEU looked increasingly uncertain.  Eventually, Major was forced to make the ratification 

division a vote of confidence.  If the vote to ratify the Maastricht Treaty failed, the government 

would have collapsed, necessitating elections the Tories were likely to lose.  In other words, 

Major was willing to stake his political future on the TEU- its ratification was more important 

than even remaining in office.

In other states, ratification was a much simpler process, for 2 reasons: one- the elite 

segments of these countries were solidly integrationist, and two- the ratifications were not 

subjected to a popular vote. 

49 Young, p. 397
50 Clark, Alan, (1993) Diaries (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson), entry for April 14, 1987
51 Young, p. 412
52 Beloff, Max (1996) Britain and European Union (London: Macmillan), p. 126
53 See Young, p. 434
54 Young, p. 435
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 7.2e - The TEU’s Ratification (Holland)

The Dutch segment of the European elite has long been congenial to the supranational 

vision of Europe’s future.55   At least since the time of Grotius (1583-1645), a strong propensity 

for internationalist policies and multilateral diplomacy has pervaded Dutch politics.56  Too small 

to be a world power, Holland’s elite has long endeavored to maximize their influence, prestige, 

and security by hosting and participating in international organizations.57  Since the Second 

World War, this internationalist tendency has been expressed in the form of a pervasive elite 

consensus in support of European federalization.58

Indeed, a 1976 survey of the Dutch foreign policy elite revealed that a majority of them 

believed the Netherlands could exert global influence through its privileged role as a mediator 

and site of various international organizations (among other things).59  In 1987, a similar survey 

of top officials in the Dutch Foreign Office reveled this pattern to have persisted at least until the 

late twentieth century.60  In 1990, another survey of the Dutch parliament indicated almost 100% 

of parliamentarians supported Dutch membership in the EC.61  Elite interviews from the 

Middlemas Archive confirm the process of supranational networking among the Dutch elite has 

continued into the 1990s, particularly among the business and union elite.62

 Internationalism has even been written into the Dutch Constitution, with Article 90 

55 Everts and Walraven, p. 176
56 One good survey of the work of Grotius is Edwards, Charles (1981) Hugo Grotius, the Miracle of Holland: A 
Study in Political and Legal Thought, (Chicago: Nelson-Hall) 
57 Rochon, p. 256; in a different age, of course, Holland was a world power until a series of commercial wars with 
England in the 17th Century.
58 Everts, Philip, and Walraven, Guido (1989) The Politics of Persuasion: Implementation of Foreign Policy by the 
Netherlands, (Avebury: Gower Publishing Company), p.42; Rochon, p. 259
59 Van Staden, A., in Baehr, P.R., Elite en Buitenlandse Politiek in Nederland, cited in Everts and Walraven, pp.22-
3; this is my interpretation of Everts’ summary of van Staden’s data.
60 Ibid
61 Rochon, p. 259- this survey was limited to the Second Chamber
62 Middlemas Archive, Interview with a high official in the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs, April 21, 1993, 
Box 14, Folder 5; Interview with an economic councilor to the Dutch PM, May 24, 1993, Box 14, Folder 15; 
Interview with high official from the VNO (a peak organization of Dutch business interests), April 20, 1993, Box 
14, Folder 5
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requiring the government to promote an “international legal order.”63  At any given time since 

1945, Holland’s Europe policy has been almost exclusively the purview of a handful of 

individuals operating out of the public eye.  Sometimes referred to as an “old boys network,” this 

policy elite has consisted of individuals such as Foreign Minister Hans Stikker and Premier J.W. 

Beyen, a leading federalist and instigator of the 1957 Rome treaty.64  Others, like the federalist 

Foreign Minister Joseph Luns, have been instrumental in initiatives such as derailment of the 

intergovernmental Fouchet Plan (see Chapter 4).65  The Dutch elite has typically tried to deepen 

integration by supporting a relentless series of small initiatives.  While these initiatives have 

often been of an ostensibly economic nature, they are seen among Dutch decision-makers as 

political instruments for the realization of the integration project.66  An elite consensus seems to 

have assumed the form of Foreign Minister Stikker’s dictum: each integrationist step is a way 

station to a true European federation.67  For these reasons, the Dutch foreign policy elite has been 

described as “functionalist” in orientation.68

The socio-cultural implications of the EU membership are increasingly obvious.  The EU 

has intervened in numerous components of the Dutch way of life, such as industrial relations, 

labor migration, social security, and gender issues.69  Eventually, other elements of Dutch society 

(such as its relative permissiveness) are likely to he ‘harmonized’ out of existence.   Originally, 

common socio-cultural policies were intended to foster a sense of trans-European identity, thus 

cementing some loyalty and legitimacy from the general population.70   Ironically, then, it may 

be these very efforts at social harmonization that ignite Dutch euroskepticism, as the public 

begins to realize the threat Brussels poses to their unique way of life. 

63 Everts and Walraven, p.p. 34-35, 65
64 Everts and Walraven, pp. 40-41, 46-7; Rochon, pp. 256, 261
65 Everts and Walraven, pp. 185-186
66 Wolters, Meno, and Coffey, Peter (1992) The Netherlands and EC Membership Evaluated, (New York: St. 
Martin’s Press), pp. 14-15, 105, 225, 231-232
67 Everts and Walraven, p., 178
68 Everts and Walraven, p. 32
69 Wolters, Meno, “Social and Cultural Effects,” in Wolters and Coffey, p.226, passim
70 Westgeest, Miriam, “Cultural Policy,” in Wolters and Coffey, pp. 201-202
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Historically, the Dutch people have shown little interest in EU politics.71   Throughout the 

1950s, when Holland joined the formative organs of European integration (ECSC, the abortive 

EDC, Euratom, and the EEC), and in later decades as it embraced the SEA and EMU, no great 

public debate was ever held concerning these momentous developments.  Supplementing this 

popular quiescence was the consociational model of Dutch politics and the one-sidedness of the 

public debate, since the federalist Dutch chapter of the European Movement largely initiated the 

few public dialogues that did take place.72  Accordingly, there has been no nationalist 

mobilization of the public, leaving it open to the federalism of its leaders.73

The Netherlands provides an example of relative sociopolitical harmony over the 

question of integration.  So positive was elite and public opinion of the TEU, in fact, that some 

Dutch welfare policies were reformed to make public finances conform to the Maastricht criteria 

for monetary convergence (see below).74  Indeed, when the TEU came up for ratification before 

the Dutch parliament, its approval was foregone.  In fact, the Dutch elite had argued for an even 

more strongly federalist formulation of the Treaty, hoping to bring Europe more quickly to full 

statehood.75   The Dutch experience is not yet an example of an elite deceptively pulling the 

public, kicking and screaming, into a European federation.

7.3 - The Next Generation- Chirac, Jospin, Schröder, Blair, and Prodi

After the TEU came into force in 1993, a number of new national leaders (and their elite 

networks) came to power in Europe.  Years of Conservative rule in Britain and Germany ended 

in 1997 and 1998, respectively, while in France Mitterrand’s socialist government was replaced 

71 On this score, see Everts, P., “Public Opinion on the Questions of Nuclear Disarmament, Peace and Security,” in 
Flynn, G., and Rattinger, H, (eds) (1985) Public Opinion and Atlantic Defence, [sic] (London: Croon Helm), pp., 
221-275
72 Everts and Walraven, pp. 41-2, 186
73 Rochon, Thomas (1999) The Netherlands: Negotiating Sovereignty in an Interdependent World (Boulder: 
Westview Press), p.259
74 Rochon, p. 259
75 Rochon, p. 257
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by a relatively conservative one in 1995.  Yet, while these new governments were supposedly 

from opposite sides of the political spectrum, all the new power holders agreed with their 

predecessors on at least one policy objective: further integration. 

Jacques Chirac is an example of sly supranationalist. While initially expressing Gaullist 

skepticism of the integration project, he eventually became an ardent advocate of the EU.76  His 

foreign policy vision was best articulated in a historic oration delivered before the German 

Bundestag in June 2000.77  Therein, the president rather boldly averred his dedication to the 

tenets of elite neofunctionalism, namely a stage-by- stage federalist progression led by the 

Franco-German network that culminates in an EU that rivals America for global influence. 78

Driven by what he called an enduring “ambition . . . [for the] European Project,” integration has 

always been, Chirac declared, more than a merely economic endeavor- it is destined to also 

encompass the political and social spheres of European life.   

Specifically suggesting a federal responsibility for socio-cultural affairs, he called for EU 

to fund programs for the teaching of foreign languages, student exchanges, and an international 

center for cinema, writing, musical composition and general “inspiration.”  Elsewhere in his 

speech, the French President reiterated his long-held support for a single European currency and 

foreign policy, as well as a strengthened European army.  Chirac has also recognized the elitist 

nature of European integration, noting: “the Community’s construction has too often been the 

affair of individual leaders and of elites.  It is time that our people again become the sovereigns 

of Europe.”79

The French President also made statements conflicting with the contentions of this study.  

For example, he specifically told the Bundestag: “It insults the truth to say that there are, on one 

76 “The Cracks in Jacques Chirac’s Presidency,” The Economist, May 16, 1998; “France Takes EU Helm Amid 
Presidential Race,” Financial Times, January 2, 1995
77 All references to this speech are derived from the text, found in its entirety as “Pour une Constitution 
Européene,” Le Monde, June 27, 2000 [all translations are mine]; see also “Blair Warns Chirac on the Future of 
Europe,” Financial Times, April 27, 2003; see also “M. Chirac pour une ‘Fédération d’Etats-Nations,” Le Monde, 
May 9, 2001
78See also “Chirac Astride the World,” The Economist, May 11, 1996; “France’s Changing View of the World,” The 
Economist, February 10, 1996
79 “Chirac Astride the World,” The Economist, May 11, 1996
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side, those who defend national sovereignty and, on the other side, those who would dispose of 

it.”   Here, Chirac has explicitly denied that Europe’s elite has been riven into nationalist and 

supranationalist factions, disaffirming one of these dissertations’ central contentions.   Yet in an 

effort to appease this supposedly non-existent nationalist faction, Chirac immediately proclaimed 

there was nothing to fear- there was no Franco-German design for “the creation of a European 

superstate that would substitute itself for our nation states, ending their existence as actors in 

international life.”80   As history will demonstrate, Chirac is (knowingly or not) incorrect in these 

asseverations.

The French Prime Minister in the mid to late 1990s was Lionel Jospin, another strong 

supranationalist.  Although Chirac’s political antagonist, Jospin supported or even extended all 

the President’s integrationist initiatives in the social, economic, and political realms.  For 

example, Jospin favored the single currency, greater EU fiscal powers (including transnational 

budget harmonization and a central EU Treasury), a “European social treaty” establishing a 

supranational labor policy, and political powers such as the CFSP so that the EU  “help chart the 

course for the world.”  The Premier also has supported an EU constitution, culminating in what 

he called a European “federation.”  Of course, Jospin has enunciated ritual declamations in favor 

of state sovereignty, but has uniformly acted contrary to such protestations.81  Jospin’s Foreign 

Minister, Hubert Védrine, was also a supranationalist.  Formerly of Mitterrand’s network, 

Védrine vociferously advocated world power status for the EU, seeking, in particular, a peace-

broker role in the mid-East.82

In late 1990s Germany, the leadership of the major contending parties [the Greens, the 

Social Democrats (SPD), and the Christian Democrats (CDU/CSU)], only agreed on at least one 

80 “Pour une Constitution Européenne,“ Le Monde, June 27, 2000; see also Chirac Calls for European Constitution 
in Ringing Speech to Bundestag,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (English Web Edition), June 27, 2000
81 “Jospin Outlines his Vision for Europe,” The Times (of London), May 28, 2001; “Ideas Confirm Worst Fears of 
Sceptics,” Daily Telegraph, July 21, 2001; “Jospin Revels ‘Superstate’ Plan,” ibid; “On the Future of an Enlarged 
Europe,” Speech May 28, 2001, on the website of the Prime Minister, www.premier-ministre.gouv.fr
82 For Védrine’s federalism, see  “A New Foreign Policy?” The Economist, September 6, 1997; “ ‘L’Union 
Européenne Doit Avoir un Vrai Rôle Politique’ au Proche-Orient, estime Hubert Védrine à l’Issue de sa Visite en 
Syrie,” Le Monde, May 2, 2001
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issue: the need for more integration.83  Given this unassailably pervasive elite consensus, one 

could easily predict consistency in the supranational commitment of any conceivable German 

foreign policy.  Indeed, in 1998 the incoming Chancellor, Gerhard Schröder, also proved to be a 

strong supranationalist who believed European integration was “the most important and 

successful political project in European history.”84  Among the EU’s achievements, he has 

placed establishment of the euro paramount, calling it “probably the most important integrating 

step since the beginning of the unification process.  It will require us to bury some erroneous 

ideas of national sovereignty.”85

 Having forsaken the notion of German sovereignty, Schröder has enthusiastically 

supported policies that significantly erode important national prerogatives.   These initiatives 

have included the single currency, a common foreign policy, a European army, more taxation 

powers for the EU, a strengthened EU Commission and Parliament, and the federalist draft of the 

European constitution.86  Ultimately, he hopes, these steps will culminate in a European political 

union.87  As he has admitted to The Times (of London):  “European monetary union has to be 

complimented with a political union- that was always the presumption of Europeans, including 

those who made active European politics before us.”  In this same interview, the Chancellor 

pointedly refused to deny his ultimate goal was creation of the “United States of Europe.”88  So 

radical are Schröder’s aspirations that the generally pro-integration London Guardian described

his ambition as “a radical vision of a federal . . . superstate.”89

Predictably, Schröder appointed a strong supranationalist, Joschka Fisher, to the post of 

Foreign Minister.  Fisher has been a long-time proponent of the federal unification of Europe, 

83 “The Race Begins,” The Economist, March 7, 1998- see also discussion below
84 “L’Europe de Gerhard Schröder,” Le Monde, May 7, 2001
85 “Stability or Instability,” The Economist, November 8, 2003
86 See, for example, “Gerhard Schröder se Prononce pour ‘un Financement en Partie Direct’ du Budget 
Européen,” Le Monde, April 13, 2002; “Schröder Veut Accroître les Capacités Militaires de l’UE,” Le Monde, 
April, 4, 2003
87 “German Proposal for EU Government,” BBC News Online, April 29, 2001
88 “The Euro Chancellor,” The Times (of London), February 22, 2002
89 “Alarm at Superstate Plan,” The Guardian, April 30, 2001; see also “Schröder’s Vision Causes Stir,” BBC News 
Online, April 30, 2001
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calling it the “decisive task of our time.”90   Soon after entering office, he began peppering his 

colleagues with a series of integrationist speeches.91  In one such homily at Berlin’s Humboldt 

University, Fisher described his integrationist ambition as “nothing less than a European 

Parliament and a European Government which really do exercise legislative and executive power 

within [this proposed] federation.”92  The Foreign Minister described his “personal vision of the 

future” as one to be accomplished by writing a constitution for an EU with “far reaching 

executive powers,” and gradually driving it into ever deeper stages of integration with the 

“Franco-German motor.”  Ultimately, Fischer envisaged that this process of functionalist 

integration would finally culminate in the placement of “that last brick in the building of 

European integration, namely political integration.”  He also endorsed the spillover effect, 

declaring that economic integration must inexorably lead to a single foreign policy and army for 

the EU, which will serve the greater goal of world power status (he neglected, however, to 

explain why this linkage was inexorable).93

The Foreign Minister has also recognized the democratic deficit plaguing the EU.  Yet, 

typically, his solution for this deficit is to confer yet more powers to the supranational center.  

Notably, Fischer has also tried to deny the implications of the supranational project, baldly 

declaring that, “In Europe, no one wants to abolish the nation-state, no one wants to create a 

European ‘superstate.’”94  These denials will prove hollow as it becomes increasingly obvious 

that the eclipse of the European nation state is now well underway.

French integrationists such as Jacques Chirac, his Foreign Minister Hubert Védrine and 

90 Germany Prepares to Push for Single European State,” Daily Telegraph, November 26, 1998
91 See ibid, and “German Leaders Step up Drive for United States of Europe,” Daily Telegraph, January 17, 1999
92 “Fischer’s Euro-Vision Finds Support,” BBC News Online, May 13, 2000; “L’Europe Unie Selon Joschka 
Fischer,” Le Monde, May 16, 2000; the complete text of his speech can be found at Leiden University’s History 
Department website, www.leidenuniv.nl/history
93 In addition to the text of the speech (supra), see also; “Fischer Outlines Federalist Vision,” Financial Times, May 
12, 2000;  “German Call or EU Superstate,” Daily Telegraph, May 13, 2000; “Jump-Starting Europe,” Frankfurter 
Allgemeine Zeitung (English Web Edition), May 22, 2000;  “Sparks from Fischer Speech Ignite European Fires,” 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (English Web Edition), June 12, 2000; “Speech: Joschka Fischer, Federal Minister 
for Foreign Affairs,” Irish Times, April 30, 2001
94 “EU Must Aim at Political Unity, says Germany,” Daily Telegraph, December 28, 1998;  “French-German Talks 
Spur EU Debate,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (English Web Edition), May 21, 2000; “The Common 
Denominator”, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (English Web Edition) June 27, 2000



236

EU Commissioner Michel Barnier have welcomed Fischer’s strong devotion to what Barnier 

(and Fischer) called the “Monnet method.”95  This very stridency, however, has aroused 

nationalist fears of a United States of Europe. In France, leading nationalists Charles Pasqua, 

Count Philippe de Villiers, and Jean-Pierre Chevenement strongly criticized the federalism of the 

Foreign Minister.96  Also reacting to Fischer’s Humboldt speech, UK MP Michael Portillo stated 

that the Foreign Minister’s statements proved “that the vast majority of politicians in Europe 

want EMU to lead to full political union and a new country called Europe.”  Portillo went on to 

accuse Tony Blair of being dishonest about the true political implications of the single 

currency.97

In the UK, the incoming Blair government of 1997 initially made no secret of their 

supranational agenda.  Among Blair’s very first acts as Prime Minister was to suspend the UK’s 

opt-out from the Social Chapter (that Major had struggled to secure), assuring fellow federalists 

that his political vision was compatible with theirs.  Blair tried to make it quite clear he was 

reversing the previous government’s hesitancy regarding renunciations of British sovereignty.98

Describing himself as “an unwavering pro-European,” the British Prime Minister has been in 

favor of almost all the integrationist suggestions from the Continent, such as the CFSP, the euro, 

and further limitations upon the national veto.99  In fact, Blair has been a driving force behind the 

formation of a European army, calling for the EU to become a “superpower” that intervenes in 

disputes around the world.100  He also has endorsed “the vision of founding fathers such as Jean 

95 “Fischer’s Euro-Vision Finds Support,” BBC News Online, May 13, 2000; “Germany’s EU Plans Backed by 
Chirac,” Daily Telegraph, June 27, 2000. For Fischer’s follow-up efforts, see “French Face German Federalist 
Ultimatum,” Daily Telegraph, January 24, 2001; “Restarting the Franco-German Motor,” The Economist, January 
18, 2003
96 “Storm over Federal Europe Call,” BBC News Online, May 13, 2000; “Jump-Starting Europe,” Frankfurter 
Allgemeine Zeitung (English Web Edition), May 22, 2000;  “Anger Over German Plan to Unite Europe,” Daily 
Telegraph, May 28, 2000;  “Sparks from Fischer Speech Ignite European Fires,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung
(English Web Edition), June 12, 2000
97 “German Call or EU Superstate,” Daily Telegraph, May 13, 2000
98 “On Track,” The Economist, May 31, 1997
99For Blair’s position on Europe, see “Blair Ready to Give EU More Power,” Daily Telegraph, October 19, 1999; 
“Prodi snub for Britain Over EU Blueprint,” Daily Telegraph, October 17, 1999; “What Ails the Tories?” The 
Economist, December 9, 2000; “Who’s Handbagging Whom?” The Economist, November 2, 2002
100 “The Good European,” The Economist, February 19, 2000; “A Eurovision Song Contest,” The Economist, May 5, 
2001 “Blair’s Policies Driven by International Vision,” The Washington Post, April 3, 2003
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Monnet and Robert Schuman,” and their functionalist method of gradually empowering 

supranational entities through elite networking.101

 Yet despite these positions, strong nationalist opposition has led Blair to occasionally 

decry strong supranationalism. At times, he has gone so far as to deny any intention of creating a 

“European superstate,” avowing instead an allegiance to “subsidiarity.”102  Nonetheless, many 

are skeptical, and the Tories have even accused him of dissimulation regarding his true federalist 

intentions.103

Predictably, Blair has surrounded himself exclusively with like-minded supranationalists, 

such as Robin Cook, Jack Straw, Peter Hain, Gordon Brown, and Robert Cooper.  Blair’s first 

Foreign Minister, Robin Cook, was known for his aggressive federalism, while his successor, 

Jack Straw, was also firmly committed to the supranational cause.104  In 2002, Straw delivered a 

speech on his vision for Europe, wherein he declared his intention to continue the integrationist 

“revolution,” and transform the EU into a global power.  For him, integration was primarily a 

political project, which must be extended into new fields of endeavor, from domestic law 

enforcement to foreign policy.105  However, contrary to the contentions advanced here, Straw 

denied that integration aimed at achieving a “pre-ordained structure.” Admitting to a “disconnect 

between Europe’s institutions and its citizens,” Straw said that the EU should no longer be an 

affair of  “political elites.”   His solution, which included perfunctory obeisance at the altar of 

subsidiarity, was as commonplace as it was chimerical.106

Blair’s Minster for Europe, Peter Hain, has strongly favored deeper levels of integration, 

among other reasons, in order to make Europe a “player on the world stage.”107  Hain has also 

101 “The Guardian: Maude Calls for No-Go Issues,” Financial Times, February 11, 2000;    “Full Text of Tony Blair 
Speech to the European Research Institute,” The Guardian, November 23, 2001- Blair’s reference to networking 
specified the ERI’s role as a node.
102 The Guardian, ibid
103 “Euro Government Gets Cool Reception,” BBC News Online, April 29, 2001
104 For Cooks europhilia, see “Robin Cook’s Bananas,” The Economist, November 18, 2000
105 “Full Text of Jack Straw’s Speech on the Future of the EU,” The Guardian, February 21, 2002
106 This 2 paragraph’s citations are derived from “Full Text of Jack Straw’s Speech on the Future of the EU,” The 
Guardian, February 21, 2002; see also  “Straw Takes Giant Leap in Favor of EU Constitution,” The Times (of 
London), February 22, 2002
107 “Full Text of Peter Hain’s Speech on Europe,” The Guardian, May 7, 2002
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revealed his view of public opinion when he concluded, in the face of it, that UK membership in 

the euro was nonetheless “inevitable.”108  Likewise, his Chancellor of the Exchequer, Gordon 

Brown, has also favored significant advances toward the formation of a European state, such as 

tax harmonization.109  Robert Cooper is a senior British diplomat who has helped to shape Blair’s 

foreign policy vision in the direction of “postmodern internationalism.”  Cooper’s term is 

essentially an elaboration of the supranationalism practiced by the integrationist elite since the 

ECSC.  At times, he has been rather revealing in his assessment of the federalist motivation.  

According to Cooper, the “new internationalism” is really a “new kind if imperialism . . . [as the] 

EU offers a vision of cooperative empire.”110  As a unit, the foreign policy elite of the Blair 

Government has also supported the EU constitution, although the British people were against it 

by a margin of 48 percentage points (see Chapter Eight).111

One of Blair’s important decisions was to support radical supranationalist, Romano 

Prodi, for the Presidency of the European Commission.112  In conjunction with Chirac and 

Schröder, Prodi was chosen to succeed Jacques Delors in 1999.113   Prodi, the Italian Premier 

who led Italy into the euro, has long favored the supranational telos of the “European project.”114

He believed this process, driven by the Franco-German entente, was “a fundamentally political 

project,” that will culminate in the creation of a global power to rival the United States.115  As he 

described it, this incipient “European government” is being built “step by step.”116  Taking some 

of these steps himself, Prodi has proposed significant diminutions of national sovereignty and 

increases in EU power, many of which became incorporated into the draft of the European 

108 “En Grande Bretagne, l’Évaluation des Critères d’Adhésion à l’euro a Secretètement Commencé,” Le Monde, 
September 6, 2001
109 “Brown Signs up for Greater EU Integration,” Daily Telegraph, November 23, 1998
110 This paragraph’s citations are from “The New Liberal Imperialism,” The Guardian, April 7, 2002
111 “Straw Takes Giant Leap in Favor of EU Constitution,” The Times (of London), February 22, 2002
112 “Blair’s Choice for New EC Head Vows to Create ‘Political Europe,’” Daily Telegraph, April 7, 1999
113 “Prodi for Top Job,” Financial Times, March 25, 1999
114 “Man in the News: Romano Prodi,” Financial Times, March 20, 1999; “Our Common Future” The Irish Times, 
June 22, 2001
115 “Three Challenges Facing Europe,” Speech to the Council on Foreign Relations January 11, 2002, at 
www.cfr.org; “Brussels can Embarrass Even the Best of Friends,” The Independent, October 18, 1999
116 ”Commission becoming a Government,” Daily Telegraph, February 4, 2000
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constitution (see Chapter Eight).117  Additionally, Prodi has advanced other integrationist 

initiatives to raise EU revenues and intervene in the Balkans.118  The grandiosity of Prodi’s 

vision can best be summarized by a statement on Eastern enlargement he made to the EU 

Commission:  “For the first time since the fall of the Roman Empire, we have the opportunity to 

unite Europe.”119

Yet, while Prodi has acknowledged that most EU decisions are taken “behind closed 

doors,” he denies any ambition for a “superstate.”120   His critics, however, do not believe his 

protestations.  The Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung described the EU President as “prone to 

delusions of grandeur, fancying himself the head of a European government.”121  British 

nationalist MP, Bill Cash, summarized Prodi as a hardcore federalist “totally dedicated to . . . the 

destruction of Westminster democracy and the choice of British voters.”122  Cash’s colleague, 

Tory foreign affairs spokesperson John Maples, has concluded that Prodi wants to create “a 

European superstate . . . [with] the Commission as the unelected government. . .and Prodi the 

unelected president of Europe.”123  Julian Corman, of the Daily Telegraph, concluded that Prodi 

was designing for a “full-blown federalist superstate.”124  These allegations seemed to be 

substantiated when an old friend, economics professor Stefano Zamagni, revealed that Prodi’s 

goal as EU President was “to accelerate the move to a United States of Europe.”125

117 “Prodi Unveils European Superstate,” Daily Telegraph, October 14, 1999
118 ”The Balkans: Prodi Calls for EU Lead,” Financial Times, April 1, 1999; “Prodi Seeks More Power for EU,” The 
Times (of London), May 29, 2001
119 “EU Outlines Vision for Vast Expansion for 21st Century,” Agence France Presse, October 13, 1999; see also  
“Commission Wants Six EU Applicants to Begin Applications,” Irish Times, October 14, 1999;  “EU Opens its 
Doors to Six New Members,” The Scotsman, October 14, 1999; “Romano Prodi: Signore Mortadella,” The 
Observer, October 17, 1999
120 “Our Common Future,” Irish Times, June 22, 2001
121 ”Commission President Raises Concern in Brussels,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, October 29, 2001
122 “Prodi Pledges to Speed up Formation of EU Superstate,” Daily Telegraph, April 14, 1999; see also “Blair’s 
Choice for New EC Head Vows to Create ‘Political Europe,’” Daily Telegraph, April 7, 1999
123 “Blair Ready to Give EU More Power,” Daily Telegraph, October 19, 1999
124 “Prodi Lays Foundations for ‘United States of Europe,’” Daily Telegraph, July 11, 1999
125 ibid.
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7.4 - The Convergence Criteria and France

In the years following the TEU’s ratification, and before the currency fusion finally took 

place, the supranational elite throughout the governmental apparatus of the EU’s constituent 

states made extraordinary efforts to meet the TEU’s preconditions for membership in the 

currency union.  These measures incurred widespread public opposition that pointed to the 

increasingly wide gulf between elites and publics over the issue of integration.126  These 

Maastricht convergence criteria were:

1- An annual budget deficit not exceeding 3% of GDP
2- Total public debt not in excess of 60% of GDP
3- An annual inflation rate within 1.5% of the average for the lowest three EU countries
4- Interest rates no more than 2% higher than the average for the lowest three countries
5- Membership in the EMS for at least two years

In France, sweeping reforms of state finances were attempted in the name of EMU.  In 

late 1995, integrationist PM Alain Juppé proposed a series of reforms in welfare, pensions, and 

public services in order to meet the Maastricht criteria.  These suggestions were extremely 

unpopular, sparking serious unrest throughout France.127  Weeks of strikes and protests rocked 

the country as the general public finally showed some interest in issues related to integration.  As 

is typical of the European unification experience, the public displayed no serious interest in the 

TEU or single currency until it impacted their personal finances.  While mass demonstrations in 

favor of eliminating French sovereignty are unheard of, the French people will eagerly protest in 

the streets against it.128

Continuing his efforts into 1996, Juppé promised to take the unpopular measures 

126 “Europe’s Heavyweight,” The Economist, October 26, 1996; For a discussion of the TEU an public skepticism, 
see Bogdanor, Vernon (1996) “The European Union, the Political Class, and the People,” in Hayward, Jack, Elitism, 
Populism, and European Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press), pp. 101-120
127, “Juppé Offers Talks to Ease French Crisis,” Financial Times, December 6, 1995; “The Chance for France,” The 
Economist, May 24, 1997
128 “Juppé Hardens Stance on Strikes,” Financial Times, December 5, 1995; and  “Il n’y a pas d’alternative,” ibid.
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necessary to meet the 3% deficit target, his primary budgetary objective.129  Given the choice 

between expansionary policies designed to overcome anemic growth or meeting the Maastricht 

criteria, Juppé chose the latter.  It is illuminating to note that President Chirac supported Juppé in 

this endeavor, making EMU qualification the preeminent concern among his fiscal priorities as 

well (an austerity principle that he had earlier condemned in his election campaign).130  In the 

face of  strident public opposition, however, the Juppé reform proposals were largely abandoned 

(though corporate and VAT taxes were raised significantly.)131

A year later, in early 1997, a fresh (and still unpopular) set of EMU-required reforms 

brought new waves of unrest.132  Once again, massive protests demonstrated where public 

allegiance lay: jobs and benefits (not integration).  Six months later, President Chirac called the 

famous 1997 snap election.   According to The Economist, he did this to obtain a mandate for the 

“brutal austerity” measures needed to meet the Maastricht criteria.133  The electorate, however, 

had no sympathy for Chirac’s objective.  In fact, residual discontent among the French from 

previous austerity measures was translated into a crushing defeat for Juppé at the polls.134

Again, political elites committed a version of political suicide, skewering themselves on the 

convergence criteria, because they held their supranational aspirations above even electoral 

survival.  

Not that the 1997 defeat of Juppé made any difference to European integration.  Although 

the new PM, Lionel Jospin, had sounded skeptical of EMU during the campaign, this position 

129 “Cut or Run,” The Economist, October 21, 1995;  “France’s Hot Autumn,” The Economist, August 6, 1996; 
“French Nerves A-Jangling,” The Economist, September 21, 1996
130 “All Shook Up,” The Economist, November 11, 1995
131 “A Mis-Spent Honeymoon,” The Economist, August 12, 1995
132 “Pas la Même Chose,” The Economist, January 18, 1997
133 “Circle Squared,” The Economist, September 27, 1997
134 “The Unions Say No, but Might the Government Outmanoeuvre Them?” [sic],  The Economist, May 17, 2003; 



242

proved deceptive.135  He wanted the voters to think he was more concerned about their welfare 

than the implementation of the TEU.  Yet like his predecessors, the new French Prime Minister 

was totally committed to deepening European integration (e.g. EMU) for the sake of attaining 

would power status for France and Europe (see above).136  Accordingly, the Jospin 

Administration observed the convergence criteria by imposing spending cuts and a FFr 22 billion 

“eurotax” on businesses.137  After a number of such drastic measures, The Economist observed 

that: “The altar on which the prime minister has . . . been sacrificing French business is that of 

the Maastricht treaty.”138  Eventually, the French elite employed accounting tricks to close the 

revenue gap so France could appear to meet the EMU criteria.139

The continuity between supposedly antagonistic administrations regarding integration is 

function of the French elite’s supranational consensus.  With a few exceptions, such as Jean-

Pierre Chevènement, the French elite is increasingly unanimous on the integration issue-

dissenters on this score are marginalized.140    As few as they are, the nationalists, from left-wing 

Chevènement, to right-wing Charles Pasqua, agree that the Chirac-Jospin-Fisher-Schröder vision 

of Europe’s’ future threatens the survival of the national state.141  Notably, nationalist Philippe 

Séguin eventually abandoned his opposition to the TEU and the single currency (see above).  

Although he once called the TEU an “absurdity,” Séguin later suddenly cast off his skepticism in 

order to take the reins of the Rassemblement pour la Republic (the RPR- one of the two main 

135 My interpretation of his position- see also “A New Foreign Policy?” The Economist, September 6, 1997
136 “Lionel Jospin, Escape Artist,” The Economist, February 14, 1998; “Lionel Jospin: France’s New Champion,” 
Financial Times, December 9, 1997
137 “Lionel Jospin, Équilibriste,” The Economist, July 26, 1997
138 “Vive la Différence,” The Economist, July 26, 1997
139 “Germany/France: Jospin Hits Out Over Criteria ‘Fudge,’” Financial Times, May 29, 1997; “Mr. Jospin’s 
Fairytale,” Financial Times, June 20, 1997; “French Nerves A-Jangling,” The Economist, September 21, 1996
140 “A Conspiracy of Fuzziness,” The Economist, April 8, 1995
141 “Jean-Pierre Chevènement Part à l’assaut du ‘Condominium’ Chirac-Jospin,” Le Monde, September 4,2001; 
“Charles Pasqua Doute des Capacités du Maire de Belfort à assembler les Souverainistes,” Le Monde, September 
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right-wing parties).142  Apparently, the integrationist elite demanded he adopt the ‘party line’ on 

Europe before assuming control.143

The result of these ideational transformations is that the leaders of all the main French 

political parties are supranationalists.  This congruity between the supposedly antagonistic left 

and right wings of the French elite points to an important observation of this social formation: its 

monolithic nature and perspective regarding the question of European unification.  

One of the most relentless analysts of this French sociopolitical phenomenon has been 

The Economist newspaper.  Their ongoing investigation of the French elite has concluded that 

the personal and professional connections arising from attendance at elite universities (such as 

the ENA and les grandes écoles) still systematically translate into positions of influence for the 

graduates of these institutions.  The French elite is so tightly networked, and the group 

consciousness cum solidarity felt among them is so strong, that they have been described as a 

“cozy” or even corrupt “ENArchy-” a group where secret deals among insiders predetermine 

policy outcomes and ostensibly democratic institutions, such as the parliament, are ineffective 

“rubber stamp[s].”144 The Economist’s conclusions have been confirmed by a number of elite 

sources from the Middlemas Archive.145

4, 2001;  “Jean Pierre Chevènement Veut Convaincre les Èlecteurs que ‘la souveraineté est en Danger,’” Le 
Monde, September 5, 2001; “Chevènement Lance ses Dernières Salves, Le Figaro, April 19, 2002
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6, 1995; “A Plague on Both,” October 26, 1996; “After Thompson,” December 14, 1996; “Funny Buggers,” April 
12, 1997; “Chirac and Juppé Hope for Change,” May 24, 1997; “Who’s for Prime Minister?” May 31, 1997; 
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7.5 - Other States and the Convergence Criteria

The French were not alone in resorting to austerity measures and creative accounting.  In 

fact, the European Commission and national governments throughout Europe resorted to 

extraordinary measures in order to meet the Maastricht criteria.    In the mid 1990s, the member 

states collectively raised taxes from 43.7% of aggregate EU GDP to 45.2% of GDP.146  In Italy, 

for example, spending cuts and special “euro tax” were imposed to meet the EMU targets.147

While the Italian Parliament has historically had difficulty maintaining fiscal rectitude, the 

federalist ambition to join the single currency was strong enough to overcome even this 

tendency.148  Astonishingly, the Italians turned their 1991 primary deficit of 0.5% of GDP into a 

primary surplus of 3.4% in 1995.149

In Portugal, too, the elite struggled to meet the Maastricht criteria.  Over a series of 

governments and austerity budgets, the annual deficit was brought from over 6% of GDP in 1993 

to 2.7% in 1997.  Between 1995 and 1997, total public debt was brought from 66.5% to 62.4% of 

GDP.  Even inflation was tamed, being more then halved between 1993 and 1997.  This 

remarkable performance represented a broad and decisive elite consensus in favor of deeper 

Portuguese integration with the EU.  Yet, again, the reason for undergoing this ‘economic 

triathlon’ of inflation, debt, and deficit reduction was the ancient political motivation of power 

maximization (Proposition Four).  Portuguese Prime Minister Antonio Guterres explained he 

sought EMU membership because he wanted “to really count in Europe, to influence decisions 

and policies . . . .  You can’t do that from outside the euro.”150

In Spain as well, there has long been a pervasive cross-party consensus in favor of 

deepening integration.  As in other countries, the Spanish elite’s supranational commitment is so 

strong that partisan political advantage ranks second to the advancement of European 

146 “The Deficit Game,” The Economist, September 21, 1996
147 “Germany/France: Jospin Hits Out Over Criteria ‘Fudge,’” Financial Times, May 29, 1997
148 “Pain There Too,” The Economist, June 2, 1996; “Italy: New Budget Measures Expected,” Financial Times,
December 30, 1996;  “Summer Respite,” The Economist, July 26, 1997
149 “Pain There Too,” The Economist, June 2, 1996.  A ‘primary deficit’ refers to a fiscal deficit minus interest 
payments; see also  “Italy Struggles for Stability,” The Economist, February 22, 1997
150 Paragraph derived from “Portugal: Ready to Pass the Entry Test,” Financial Times, February 25, 1998
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federalism.151  Felipe González, Spain’s PM during the TEU’s ratification, admitted his 

allegiance to the integration project was so overwhelming that  “I am not to be trusted on 

European issues.”152  He was determined to incorporate Spain into the federalist project 

regardless of the associated costs borne by the Spanish people.153

After the departure of González in 1995, conservative successor José María Aznar 

continued to follow the federalist agenda.  In particular, the new Premier and his cabinet were 

totally committed to joining the euro in the first wave.154  In this regard, the annual deficit was 

brought down from 7.3% of GDP in González’s last budget, to only 2.6% in 1997.155  To 

accomplish this, the Aznar government risked political disaster with a series of austerity 

measures that provoked a wave of protests and strikes.156

In Belgium, this pattern was again repeated.  Committed federalists, such as PM Jean-Luc 

Dehaene, imposed austerity measures and tax increases in the face of popular resistance and 

labor unrest.  Among the unpopular measures Dehaene imposed were cuts in social spending, an 

increase in petrol taxes and the retirement age for women, and a broadly applied freeze in wages.  

Nonetheless, “innovative” accounting was still required to finally bring Belgium into compliance 

with the Maastricht criteria.157  Finally, after years of effort, the Belgian annual deficit was 

brought down to 2.9% in 1996.  

In late 1990s Germany, supranationalists Helmut Kohl and Finance Minister Theo 

Waigel proposed austerity budgets in an explicit attempt to meet the Maastricht criteria.  In so 

doing, they were challenging the German tradition of consensual (or corporatist) politics at a 

151 “One Speed, Dead Slow,” The Economist, March 4, 1995
152 “This Man’s Not for Turning,” Financial Times, December 6, 1995
153 “Gonzales Warns on EU Plans for Enlargement,” Financial Times, December 6, 1995; also ibid
154 “Spanish PM Pledges to Meet EMU Targets,” Financial Times, September 30, 1996; “Survey: Spain, The 
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EMU,” Financial Times, June 11, 1997
155 “GDP: Spain Brings Deficit Down to 2.6%,” Financial Times, February 26, 1998
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157 “Belgium Budgets for Monetary Union,” Financial Times, October 2, 1996; “Belgium: Dehaene Threat to 
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time of record unemployment.158  In response, the relatively sedate Germans took to the streets 

by the hundreds of thousands, signifying they had no allegiance to the integration project- they 

much preferred to keep their jobs and benefits.159  In Germany, there was no TEU/EMU 

referendum, largely because the elite knew full well they were likely to lose it.160

Despite the integrationists’ efforts, the Maastricht criteria eventually had to be flexibly 

interpreted if EMU was to proceed.  Numerous supranationalists who had once demanded strict 

adherence to the criteria, such as Helmut Kohl, softened their stance as the deadline approached.  

Suddenly, enforcing the criteria became less important than meeting the deadline.161  This is 

because monetary union was not an optional economic venture, but an ordained political project.

Not all states have embraced the euro, however.  In Sweden, for example, popular 

resistance has temporarily prevented their currency’s fusion with the euro.  Nonetheless, despite 

strong opposition from the mass public, the Swedish elite is determined to press on to EMU.162

They intended to manipulate a majority of Swedes into voting in favor of their plan, but were 

defeated in a September 2003 referendum.163  No matter.  The elite will massage the question 

and resubmit referendums, as many times as necessary, until they get the answer they want.  This 

struggle seems likely to be intensified by personal animosity between the leaders of Sweden’s 

nationalist and supranationalist factions.164

Sweden’s neighbor, Denmark, has taken a similar path to the brink of currency union.  

Attaining an opt-out for the euro with the Edinburgh Agreement (see above), the Danes then 

subsequently rejected the common currency in a 2000 referendum.  The Danish federalists hope 
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to eventually resubmit the question in another plebiscite, but only when they are sure they can 

win.165  Although the integrationists will eventually succeed in gaining Danish adherence to the 

single currency, the battle is likely to be protracted given the intensity of nationalist resistance 

present in the Folketing.  Ms. Pia Kjaersgaard, of the stridently anti-federalist Danish People’s 

Party, has condemned European integration as “a conspiracy to close down Denmark as a 

nation.”166  The federalists had to also overcome other obstacles, not the least of which was a 

serious legal challenge to the very constitutionality of Denmark’s membership in the EU.167

European integration remained an incendiary issue in the UK as well, as the cleavage between 

the nationalist and supranationalist factions has continued to widen.  This conflict will be 

addressed further in Chapter Eight.

Despite the euro’s dissenters, the internationally coordinated efforts from generations of 

supranationalists finally proved successful.  On January 1, 1999, the EU’s single currency came 

into existence.  The first president of the European Central Bank, Wim Duisenberg, fully 

recognized the euro’s historic importance.  Upon his receipt of the Charlemagne Prize (given for 

great contributions towards European unification), Duisenberg commented that EMU was a 

critical step in realizing the fundamentally political “vision of a united Europe.”168  Over the 

years, further provisions relating to the single currency have appeared.  Most notable among 

these is the Stability Pact (or the Stability and Growth Pact).  Designed to harmonize the fiscal 

accounts of participating governments, this pact provides for the imposition of huge financial 

penalties to states that exceed the 3% ceiling on public sector deficits.169   The implications of 

this arrangement for state sovereignty are profound (see Chapter Eight).170
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168 “Euro Honored for Role in European Unity,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, (English language web edition), 
May 9, 2000
169 “EU Seals Single Currency Pact,” Reuters newswire service, December 15, 1996;  “Germany Secures Tough EU 
Currency Pact,” Financial Times, December 14, 1996
170 The EU is already threatening countries that approach or exceed the 3% threshold- see “La Commission Critique 
les Politiques Budgétaires de la France et de l‘Allemagne,” Le Monde, January 7, 2003; “Déficits: Bruxelles 
Épingle l’Allemagne, la France, et l’Italie,” Le Monde, January 8, 2003
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7.6 - Amsterdam and Beyond

After securing EMU, the EU Commission began blazing a trail to the next stage in the 

integration project.  Realizing that the TEU had failed in its stated objective of closing the 

democratic deficit, the Santer Commission began drafting proposals designed to democratize the 

European integration process.  Predictably, this proposal failed to have any effect, while the 

Commission’s suggestion to increase the use of majority voting (and thus reduce state 

sovereignty) did see fruition.171

The assault on the national veto continued with the Westendorp Report of December 

1995, wherein the Commission recommended a series of “slow and steady steps” be taken to 

advance European unification.172  In particular, the Commission called for more majority voting 

in the Council of Ministers.  Slowly, this pressure had an effect: the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997.  

After an IGC in 1996-1997, the Amsterdam Treaty was finally agreed at a European Council 

summit.  This treaty, dubbed “Maastricht 2,” was designed to make the EU more like a typical 

state.173  Namely, it strengthened the European Parliament and enhanced the EU’s diplomatic 

voice with new border, immigration, and asylum policies.174  Throughout the Treaty’s 

preparation process, negotiations were driven by the Franco-German entente.175

This Chapter has examined the saga of the Maastricht Treaty’s negotiation, ratification, 

and implementation.  Throughout this narrative, the elite has often been at odds with the public 

over the question of deeper integration.  Without exception, the federalists refuse to conform to 

the popular will, preferring to change it instead.  Ultimately elite preferences have tended to 

prevail over public preferences.  The exceptions to this tendency are only temporary. It is only a 

171 “Talks About Talks,” The Economist, May 13, 1995
172 Summary of the Westendorp report by the Financial Times, “EU Reforms Urged Before Enlargement,” 
December 5, 1995
173 “Paris and Bonn Scale Down EU Reform Plans,” Financial Times, October 5, 1996; “EU Keeps to Deadline for 
Reforming Maastricht,” Financial Times, October 7, 1996
174 “Frontier Wars,” The Economist, January 10, 1998
175 “EU Keeps to Deadline for Reforming Maastricht,” Financial Times, October 7, 1996
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matter of time until they are overturned.  After the Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties, the next 

step was preparation for widening and deepening the Union, a treaty dubbed “Maastricht 3.”176

This treaty (Nice) will be covered in the next chapter.

176 “Paris and Bonn Scale Down EU Reform Plans,” Financial Times, October 5, 1996
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Chapter Eight: Conclusions and Predictions

8.1 - Overview

This chapter examines the propositions set forth in Chapter One in light of the most 

recent EU developments.  These contentions are:

1- A federal state, the United States of Europe, is being constructed, rather than a loose 
confederation of nations;

2- This explicitly political project is being consciously advanced by a continent-wide elite 
network of supranationalists; i.e., the integration is not an incidental byproduct of self-
interested intergovernmental utility-maximizing ‘rationality,’ as contended by theories of 
intergovernmentalism and neoliberal institutionalism.

3- This elite network operates according to regularities of elite behavior which, in brief, are 
that elites act:

a) on an interpersonal level, as structured by the hierarchy of power, not on an 
impersonal state-to-state basis (realism);

b) in camera- that is, “behind closed doors” 
c) upon a basis of trust built through systematically iterated personal interactions;
d) according to the (in)compatibility of their respective political visions; 
e) claiming popular legitimacy,  but ultimately irrespective of popular opinion, so that 

notions of interest group liberalism and democratic accountability are dubiously 
applicable.

4- The integration project has proceeded and will continue to unfold along neofunctionalist 
lines, namely

a) through a process of incremental steps;
b) of institution building;

      c) according to spillover logic 

These four contentions do raise some apparently legitimate objections to which the 

following responses are addressed, starting with Number Four and proceeding to Number One.  

Regarding the last contention, it may appear that the simultaneous accession of 10 Eastern 

European counties, in May 2004, clashes with neofunctionalism’s gradualist prescription.  Some 

observations about this apparent inconsistency are warranted.  First, while the ten new members 
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constitute a large addition of landmass to the growing European federation, their combined 

economies represent only a small fraction of the present EU’s GDP.  Compared to earlier EU 

expansions, the EU’s eastward enlargement is actually quite modest:

Table 8-1: The Phases of Enlargement

Enlargement Increase in Increase in Increase in
Area (%) Population (%) GDP (%)

EU 6 to 9, 1973       31       31       29
EU 9 to 12, 1981/86       48       22       15
EU 12 to 15, 1995       43       11         8
EU 15 to 25, 2004       34       29                     9

Source: The Economist, “Survey of European Union Enlargement,” May 19, 20011

Second, the acceding states have been subjected to years of preparedness programs, 

readying them for membership. After joining, they will be subject to years of gradual phase-in 

processes, most notably regarding the CAP and EMU; at present, there is not even a timetable for 

their EMU membership.  Even so, the simultaneous accession of half a continent does arguably 

constitute an exception to neofunctionalist gradualism.  Importantly, this enlargement is being 

done simultaneously with a ratification debate on the proposed European constitution (see 

below).  While the constitution is not a radically federalist document, and while enlargement is 

comparatively moderate in scope, to do both at once constitutes a huge leap toward the USE.  

This combination is indeed a violation of functionalist gradualism.  Whenever the integrationists 

move too quickly, serious conflict typically results (cf., the EDC).   Accordingly, one may expect 

1 The figures for the final enlargement include Bulgaria and Romania, while excluding Malta, and thus only 
approximate the current enlargement.
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a considerable amount of intra-European friction as a consequence of this exception to the 

incremental method.2

While it may seem that realism’s lens, the state-as-actor model, accurately applies to 

recent European history, the appearance is misleading.  Supranational integration is more 

meaningfully analyzed when perceived through elite theory’s lens of interpersonal interactions 

for purposes of realizing a political vision.  Although the word “state” is useful shorthand 

(employed throughout this dissertation), states do not actually exist.  What realists call “the state” 

is actually a nationally based network of individuals holding government positions and generally 

behaving in accordance with their faction’s political vision.  Hence “state interest” is a 

misnomer, and European integration amply demonstrates this: how else could states consider 

their own negation to be a question of self-interest?  How can self-elimination be realist in 

nature?  The reply that the surrender of sovereignty is necessary for the prevention of war, and 

thus actually ensures national survival, relies upon the implausible view that Germany might 

again invade its neighbors (or that Sweden might invade Italy!).   

Furthermore, the preceding Chapters have demonstrated that integrative momentum has 

always come “from above.”  If European unification had come “from below” we would have 

seen grassroots activism, such as letter writing campaigns and mass demonstrations, demanding 

the elimination of the Deutsche mark, for example.  Nothing of the sort has been observed.  In 

fact, when the usually apathetic public does show interest in supranational integration, it is often 

in the form of demonstrations against it or its consequences (sometime violently expressed).

2 Indeed, this has just happened- witness the split between “old” and “new” Europe in the Iraq crisis of 2003.   There 
will be more antagonism and controversy to come from Eastern Europe.  For a discussion of the nationalist forces in 
Eastern Europe, see Csergo, Zsuzsa, and Goldgeiger, James (2004) “Nationalist Strategies and European 
Integration,” Perspectives on Politics, Vol. 2, No. 1 
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Regarding political supranationalism and its antonym, economic intergovernmentalism, it 

may reasonably appear that European integration has been and still is a matter of economic self-

interest.  One might cite the prevalence of diplomatic wrangling over highly publicized national 

demands of an ostensibly pecuniary nature, such as special fishing rights.  However, the 

phenomenon we witness when Spanish and British elites argue about fishing rights is not a 

defense of the national interest, but defense of the relevant incumbents’ political tenures.

 While it is true that financial interests have figured prominently in the diplomacy of 

European unification, to apply an economic or intergovernmentalist explanation to this process 

confounds form with substance. By conflating the drama of integration with its driving force, 

intergovernmentalists assume that superficial arguments are actually fundamental disagreements.  

It is misguided to contend that economic bargaining between nationally organized elites is the 

essence of integration. Rather, such bargaining is better understood as boisterous political theatre 

that distracts observers from the fundamentally political epic of European unification.

For a useful comparison, consider the American congressional context where Senators 

from Texas can be observed in the pursuit of policies that exclusively benefit Texans (and their 

own reelection prospects).  This does not mean, however, that the US government does not 

constitute a bona fide federal state.   Likewise, pursuit of unilateral national advantage by the 

elites of EU member states does not invalidate the fundamentally federalist character of their 

endeavor.  Nonetheless, the ubiquity of pecuniary “horse trading” in European diplomacy 

continues to lead scholars into the misapprehension that this sideshow is actually the heart of the 

matter.3

The telos of European integration is unquestionably a United States of Europe, and 

member state sovereignty will continue to erode.  The EU will also continue to add more states 
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to its membership from the across the Euro-Mediterranean area (up to the borders of Russia).4

Numerous elite actors may strenuously deny that the EU is progressing towards full statehood, 

but they are either mistaken or dishonest.   This dissertation has unambiguously asserted that the 

emerging European federal government will be gradually endowed with all the appurtenances of 

a modern state, namely, final and absolute authority over all political, social, and economic 

questions within its borders.

 The fully developed EU will possess the military and legal aspects of statehood.  It will 

gradually establish an independent army, and will ultimately deploy that force outside the EU’s 

boundaries.  Initially, missions will be of a peacekeeping or humanitarian nature.   Eventually, 

though, the EU’s military will be deployed as an active offensive and defensive force.  For 

Europe to have global superpower status, these forces must, at least occasionally, be deployed far 

from Europe.  Eventually, the EU will command nuclear weapons unless preempted by a global 

disarmament regime.  Diplomatically, it will have its own embassies, foreign minister, 

diplomatic corps, and border guards, all of which will usurp the current roles of its member 

states.  Statutorily, a progressively more uniform and comprehensive EU legal code will develop.  

A public prosecutor, justice department, and a European police force armed with Europe-wide 

arrest warrants will be established to enforce this code.  Distantly in the future, the EU will also 

obtain de jure recognition and representation at the United Nations.5

In the economic domain, further integration and harmonization of all markets and 

commercial codes (including environmental regulation and taxation) will be accomplished.  Tax 

harmonization, in particular, is currently being strenuously opposed by states such as the UK and 

Demark.   Yet, the supranationalists will ultimately prevail, and numerous fiscal competencies 

3 See Middlemas for a treatment of the EU’s réunion  pacquets ,  pp. 149, 628, passim.
4 The eventual membership of Russia and Turkey is distant at best, but not prohibited by my theory.
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currently reserved to the member states, such as tax policy, will be progressively transferred to 

the EU center.6  Consequently, the EU budget, both revenues and expenditures, will continually 

expand as Brussels moves toward independently assessing new forms of taxation.  All members 

of the EU will also eventually adopt the euro.  

In the realm of social policy, continent-wide harmonization of issues such as workers’ 

and women’s rights (including reproductive questions) will be achieved. A number of 

institutional developments can also be predicted, such as narrowing of the EU’s upper tier elite 

(e.g., a smaller Commission, a single president and single foreign minister), as well as the further 

manipulation of referendums.   If eventually directly elected, the ‘president of Europe’ and the 

European Parliament will try to embody a new “euro-polity.” 

The fundamental thrust of these predictions is their inexorability.  Like a river finding its 

way around any impediment, the supranationalists will relentlessly advance the EU project, 

despite any and all opposition.  Their superior numbers and organization will enable them to 

overcome nationalist resistance and continue progress towards a single European state.  While a 

concrete timetable is impossible to construct, the pace of past unification suggests that full 

statehood may require decades of further effort.7

Events that would invalidate this broad thesis include not only the dissolution of the EU 

or the euro, but also the withdrawal of any large member state from either regime.  The 

permanent abandonment of the European constitution project would also constitute falsification 

of my theory. Secession of even a small state would weaken my interpretation, as would a delay 

of more than 20 years before accession of the UK, Sweden, or Denmark to the euro.  The 

5 The development will likely be accompanied by a fundamental reorganization of the UN structure.
6 National and local governments, like states and cities in the USA, will retain some taxation powers into the 
indefinite future (death and taxes being the only certainties of life).
7 Perhaps even generations
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permanent return of significant powers to the member states would also vitiate the validity of my 

thesis.  

While the constitution currently under review may itself be derailed, it will be eventually 

be implemented (by resubmission or piecemeal accretion).   It will be important to remember this 

if the treaty fails to be ratified because of the nationalist reaction engendered by the 

integrationists’ violation of functionalist gradualism.  Realists will use such an event to claim 

vindication of their theoretical approach, which will temporarily appear plausible.   However, the 

federalist will not give up, and after a period of stagnation they will resume the march to a 

European state.8

Having summarized the contentions and predictions of supranational elite 

neofunctionalist integration theory, the remainder of this chapter asks if events transpiring since 

the theory’s first articulation correspond with it.  The first development needing this 

consideration is the Treaty of Nice.

8.2 - The Treaty of Nice

The genesis of the 2000 Nice Treaty lay in the mid-1990s argument that the looming 

eastward expansion of the Union necessitated EU institutional reform.  In 1995 the integrationist 

Spanish President, Felipe González, called for restructuring the EU to accommodate its 

impending enlargement.9  While acknowledging the objective need for institutional recalibration, 

supranational elite theory would have at that time predicted that the next round of treaty revision, 

whatever its initial rationale, would ultimately advance the EU’s supranational character.  While 

8 I must admit, though, that the realists will eventually be proven correct.  The United States of Europe will not last 
forever (no regime ever does)- it will eventually fall prey to internal dissention or external invasion/attack.
9 “González Warns on EU Plans for Enlargement,” Financial Times, December 6, 1995
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the exact timing and configuration of such treaty amendments could not be known in advance, 

the result of negotiations would be further steps taken toward full EU statehood.

This was, in fact, the outcome of the protracted consultations that culminated in the Nice 

Treaty.  As usual, the work to complete the treaty culminated in a European Council meeting of 

the apex elite members from the national segments of the European elite.  Held in December 

2000 in Nice, this summit was bathed in the nationalist jingoism that the press typically 

sensationalizes.  Reports of furious debates that concluded in the successful promotion of the 

national interest were dramatically relayed to relevant domestic constituencies.10  From all 

appearances, concerns derived from domestic politics dominated the negotiations.  In fact, 

however, initial positions and coalitions had largely been prearranged in private prior 

consultations, which the leaders then harmonized through a series of closed-door meetings, 

usually containing only a handful of participants.  The national protectionism and institutional 

reforms that received the public’s attention were actually a diversion from the true meaning of 

the Nice Treaty.

The integrationists neglected to emphasize the supranational aspects of the Treaty, 

portraying its innovations as primarily concerned with eastward expansion.11  A close reading of 

the treaty reveals that, contrarily, the supranational cause was the true victor at Nice.  Most 

importantly, the Treaty obligated the member states to negotiate a federal constitution.  Also of 

great significance, the treaty further opened the way for a single foreign policy and army.   As 

Belgian Premier Guy Verhofstadt admitted, his primary concern at the Summit was to advance 

“the European project.”  Finland’s Prime Minister, Paavo Lipponen, concurred, praising 

10 An excellent example of such reporting can be found in “Nice ou la Dernière Tragi-comédie Européenne,” La 
Libre Belgique, February 25, 2001
11 “Danish MEP Says Commission to be ‘de facto’ Government,” Irish Times, May 29, 2001
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Verhofstadt for behaving consistent with the European interest, rather than the welfare of 

Belgium.12

Some supranationalists, such as Belgian parliamentarian André Damseaux, were 

disappointed that the Treaty did not go far enough in advancing the federalist agenda.  However, 

his disappointment was tempered by respect for the functionalist method, noting: “Europe is 

being built in small steps.  We cannot attain our objectives in just two or three movements.  We 

have an opportunity today [to ratify this treaty], and must seize it.”13

The proposals and rhetoric surrounding the Nice Treaty alarmed nationalists throughout 

Europe.  Danish MEP Jens-Peter Bonde alleged that the Treaty was a plan for “European 

Government.”14  British Shadow Foreign Secretary Francis Maude accused Prime Minister Blair 

of flagrant disregard for public opinion by following a secret plan  “to take Britain into an EU 

superstate.”15  Blair’s Minister for Europe, Peter Hain, responded by saying that Nice was only 

an attempt to bring nations together, not a plan for “some European federal superstate.”16

German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer also met nationalist criticisms with denials, averring: 

“The EU is never going to be a state, let alone some kind of superstate.”17

8.3 – Rejection and Ratification of the Nice Treaty

In Ireland, a referendum was constitutionally required to ratify the Nice Treaty.  In the 

first attempt the Irish federalists took passage for granted, and made only minimal attempts to 

steer the vote’s outcome.  This enabled a nationalist political campaign to defeat the Treaty in a 

12  “Nice ou la Dernière Tragi-comédie Européenne,” La Libre Belgique, February 25, 2001 [my translation]
13 “Un Petit Pas Dans la Bonne Direction,” La Libre Belgique, February 26, 2001 [my translation]
14 “Danish MEP Says Commission to be ‘de facto’ Government,” Irish Times, May 29, 2001
15 “Row Over ‘Secret EU Superstate,’” BBC News Online, December 6, 2000
16 “Row Over ‘Secret EU Superstate,’” BBC News Online, December 6, 2000
17 “Fischer Backs off EU ‘Superstate,’” BBC News Online, January 24, 2001
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2001 referendum, to the great embarrassment of the integrationist Taoiseach (PM), Bertie Ahern. 

Ahern, however, took no note of the public’s rejection.18   Instead, he initiated an elite “full court 

press” on public opinion and resubmitted the question.19  The main political parties in Ireland 

collectively represented the Nice Treaty as a small procedural revision needed to allow the 

accession of Eastern European states to the EU.  Denying any threat to sovereignty, the 

supranationalists plaintively asked the electorate, in effect: “How can we, the recently poor Irish, 

who have benefited so much from EU membership, deny that same advantage to our poor 

brothers in Eastern Europe? Vote Yes on Tuesday.”  Irish MEP Patricia McKenna described the 

federalists’ PR campaign as “blindfolding the public.”20  Michael McDowell, Ireland’s Attorney 

General, also sounded an alarm by warning that “a narrow class of activist[s]” were seeking to 

push the Irish people, against their will, into a “European state.”21

Throughout the campaign the cleavage between the supranational elite and general public 

was strikingly manifest.22   Adding to the elitist character of the Yes campaign, some federalists 

in the Commission admitted that if the Irish were to reject Nice again, their votes would simply 

be ignored.23  This policy was seen by some as a “faceless dictatorship” instructing the general 

public to “Keep voting until you get it right.”24  To improve the chances of success, a number of 

procedural gimmicks were employed, and the Treaty was finally approved in an October 2002 

18 “Ahern ‘Still Committed to Nice’ Despite Vote,” Irish Times, June 8, 2001
19 “L’énglargissement de l’Union Européenne Suspendu au Référendum Irlandais,” La Dernière Heure, October 20, 
2002 (Belgium)
20 “Danish MEP says Commission to be ‘de facto’ Government,” Irish Times, May 29, 2001
21 “EU Elite ‘is Building a Superstate,” Daily Telegraph, June 20, 2001
22 “L’Irelande Dénounce ‘l’Arrogance’ de l’Europe, qui Ignore son Vote, et Organisera un Second Référendum,” Le 
Monde, June 15, 2001
23 “Prodi Tells Dublin to think Again on Nice Referendum,” Daily Telegraph, June 23, 2001; “Enlargement 
Irreversible, Despite Ireland,” Irish Times, June 19, 2001; “Denmark Seeks Role in EU History,” BBC News Online, 
July 1, 2002
24 “Keep Voting Until You Get it Right,” The Guardian, October 15, 2002; for a particularly eloquent condemnation 
of the referendum rerun, see Charles Pasqua’s tirade in “L’Europe? Silence on tire! par Charles Pasqua,” Le 
Monde, June 22, 2001
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referendum.25  After the treaty’s ratification, Justin Barret, leader of the ‘No to Nice’ interest 

group, exemplified the depth of mistrust and division between nationalists and supranationalists 

when he noted that: “The Eurocrats in Brussels can open the champagne after a campaign based 

on threats and filthy rotten lies.  They have taken a major step toward a federal superstate.”26

8.4 - The Single Currency

Another recent development of great importance was the final realization of the single 

currency.  Although initiated as a unit of account in 1999 (See Chapter Seven), actual euro notes 

did not circulate until January 1, 2002 when they replaced the national currencies of twelve 

states.  The single currency represents one of the most long-sought and hard fought victories of 

the supranational elite.27  As part of Monnet’s 1940 federalist blueprint for Franco-British Union 

(see Chapter Two), the single currency stands as a monument not only to the ascendancy of the 

integrationists, but also to the cross-generational coherence of their agenda and the ultimate 

irrelevance of popular opinion.

Regarding public opinion, it can be observed that as the euro’s introduction grew closer, 

the affected publics turned increasing against it.  After its introduction, the public popularity of 

the euro further declined because it was held responsible for large price increases.  In France, for 

example, 96% of the public blamed the new currency for a sudden rise in domestic prices.28  In 

Germany, the people became even more averse to the euro, remaining nostalgic for the Deutsche 

mark.  In Belgium, Spain, and elsewhere, the people expressed confusion and dissatisfaction 

25 “Nice Move,” The Economist, November 16, 2002
26 “Irish Ayes Smile on a Bigger EU,” The Guardian, October 21, 2002
27 These eleven states are Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Holland, Finland, 
Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain, 
28“2002: l'Euro n'Efface pas le Souvenir du Franc,” Le Figaro, December 31, 2002
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with the new currency, unsure of why it was ‘necessary.’29  Overall, the people of Europe were 

disconnected from the single currency, like all other elements of the European construction.

Another component of EMU, the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP- see Chapter Seven), 

has continued to circumscribe the latitude of national governments to respond to economic 

downturn of 2001-2004, marking the continuing erosion of state sovereignty.30  By 2004, it 

appeared increasingly likely that political and economic tensions arising from the exigencies of 

the SGP might lead to a showdown between the member states and the Commission over the 

Pact’s enforcement.31  However, this arrangement might be ignored if its observance would 

cause significant popular unrest (as seems to be the case).  As during the oil crisis, the federalists 

cannot risk de-legitimizing the EU by pushing reform too far. 

8.5 - The Development of an EU Foreign Policy and Army

There have been a number of recent developments that seem to confirm the propositions 

advanced herein regarding the evolution of a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and a 

European army.  Rhetorically, the federalists are increasingly explicit in their calls for a single 

European foreign policy.  Romano Prodi, for one, has lately described one the EU’s chief goals 

as becoming “a superpower on the European Continent that stands equal to the United States.”32

With a stridency atypical of Dutch politicians, Prime Minister Wim Kok has seconded this 

vision, calling for Europe to vigorously assert itself on the world stage.33  More concretely, the 

supranationalists seem resolved to avoid the mistake of the EDC debacle, and they intend to 

29 “Au-delà de leurs particularities, le Européens ont tous l’impression que les prix ont trop augmenté,” Le Monde, 
January 1, 2003
30 “Reform du Pacte” Le Soir en Ligne, November 28, 2002; See for example, the case of Belgium, “Le Budget 
Demeure en Équilibre,” Le Soir en Ligne, January 7, 2003
31 “La Déprime Économique Bouscule les Promesses d’Hier,” La Dernière Heure, January 12, 2003
32 “Divide and Rule?” The Economist, April 26, 2003
33 Report: EU Expansion to Boost Bloc,” United Press International, March 26, 2003
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proceed towards a common foreign policy and army through a deliberate series of very small 

steps.34

The first of these, in Fall 1999, was the appointment of the EU’s first “high 

representative” for foreign policy, Javier Solana, who promised to make the EU “a more active 

and influential global power.”35 His appointment was an incarnation of the supranationalists’ 

global aspirations, giving the Commission a single diplomatic face.36  He must temporarily share 

diplomatic duties, however, with Christopher Patten.

In another example of CFSP building, the supranationalists in the EU Commission and 

Council of Ministers have involved themselves in the festering cauldron of the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict.  The EU has directly financed the nascent Palestinian Authority, called for trade 

sanctions against Israel, and sent numerous diplomatic delegations to the region in an effort to 

again be a power broker in the Levant.37  After leading an EU-mission to Israel, Belgian Premier 

Guy Verhofstadt pleaded with the feuding parties: “The EU wants to contribute economically 

and politically . . . Our message is: ‘use us.’”38  The EU has also attempted to influence Haiti’s 

political development, broker peace between India and Pakistan, and it has sent numerous 

34 “Convention: Giscard met la Pression,” Le Soir en Ligne, February 8, 2003
35 “Solana ‘to Boost EU Global Power,” BBC News Online, October 18, 1999; see also,   “Entretien avec Javier 
Solana, Haut Représentant Européen pour la Politique Étrangère,” Le Monde, March 29, 2003.
36 US Secretary of State Kissinger is famous for his explanation of why the EU was not a serious player in world 
affairs- because there was no one ‘to call’ in a crisis.  The Council and Commission both have foreign policy 
representatives.  One or the other will eventually be eliminated, probably the Council’s duplicate ‘foreign minister.’
37“ EU Considers Sanctions Against Israel,” Daily Telegraph, April 7, 2002; “Israël Dénie à l'UE un Rôle Plus 
Actif,” La Libre Belgique, November 11, 2000; “Arafat: Israel Military has Planned Invasion,” United Press 
International, July 24, 2001; “EU Peace Bid Ends in Failure,” The Gulf News, April 5, 2002 “At the Heart of 
Europe,” Daily Telegraph, April 14, 2002;  “EU Urges Israel, Arabs to Cease Fire,” Associated Press, April 22, 
2002
38“Sharon Exhorte l'UE à ne plus Aider Financierment l'Autorité Palestinienne,” La Libre Belgique, November 18, 
2001 [my translation]
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delegations to Africa, all in an effort to project political influence ever further beyond its 

borders.39  However, it has been in the Balkans that the EU first deployed an armed force.  

Building a European military has been a preoccupation of the federalists since the 

inception of the integration project (see Chapters Two and Three).  While the Franco-German 

EuroCorps was established in 1991, it was only in December 1998, at the instigation of Tony 

Blair, Robin Cook, and Jacques Chirac, that the St. Malo Declaration was agreed between Britain 

and France.   This Declaration formally articulated the ambition to give the EU a common 

foreign policy and began moving towards assembling an independent army for the EU’s 

exclusive use in enforcement of this policy.  According to Cook's spokesperson, the St. Malo 

Declaration was precipitated by the desire to accord the EU “a stronger and more influential role 

in international affairs.”40  Chirac echoed these words, affirming that he was acting so Europe 

could “play a major role . . . in the world,” as an equal of the United States.41

Another step towards the EU army was taken at the Cologne summit six months later.  At 

this June 1999 European Council meeting, the EU essentially adopted the St. Malo accord and 

incorporated the Western European Union (WEU) into the EU architecture.  Widely 

acknowledged as inspired by the ambition to become a greater player on the world stage, the 

apex elite of the 15 had thereby finally realized a plan for their first all-EU autonomous military 

force.42   Belgian Premier Guy Verhofstadt admitted as much, saying that the still putative 

39“Départ d'une Mission de l'UE pour l'Afrique Centrale,” La Libre Belgique, November 20, 2001; “Une troïka 
Européenne á New Delhi Vendredi avant un crochet par le Pakistan,” La Dernière Heure, November 22, 2001;  “La 
troïka Européenne rencontre le president pakistanais Prevez Musharaf qui s’est voulu rassurant,” La Dernière 
Heure, November 26, 2001;  “Panel of US Drug Experts in Haiti to Help Government’s Anti-Drug Fight,” 
Associated Press, April 29, 2002
40“Europe Defence Force Will cope Without America,” Daily Telegraph, December 3, 1998
41“Chirac Seeks to Speed Up EU Defence Programme,” Daily Telegraph, May 31, 2000; “Core of EU Army Takes 
Shape,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, May 3, 2003, [Germany- English web edition]
42“European Union Vows to Become Military Power,” The New York Times, June 4, 1999; “NATO Open to 
Euroforce,” Kathimerini, December 16, 2002 [Greece- English web edition]
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'Euroforce' was motivated by a desire for the EU “to count on the international scene.”43  This 

proposed 60,000 strong army, and its command and control centers, were then only figurative (a 

promise to make troops available); years were to pass before the EU army was given actual 

substance (see below).

The next important step in the European military effort was formation of the European 

Aeronautic Defence and Space Company (EADS) in 2000.  This consortium, which brings 

together previously fragmented enterprises from numerous states, represents the ongoing 

integration of Europe's military industrial complex.44   Another important step, taken in 

December 2000, was the European Council’s decision that allocated a general staff to the 

putative European army.45

Confirming the significance of these developments, Commission president Romano Prodi 

acknowledged, in early 2001, that the EU had a European army in embryo, thereby alarming 

nationalists who feared this to be true.46   To head off their concerns, numerous federalists denied

that the incipient army was intended to supplant NATO, the Atlantic Alliance, or the sovereignty 

of member states.47  Robin Cook, in particular, tried to preempt a nationalist backlash by 

promising to safeguard British sovereignty when fashioning the EU army.48  Christopher Patten 

also publicly denied that the EU commission was “attempting to secure greater powers in the 

43 “France, Germany Deepen UK Rift,” The Guardian, April 30, 2003
44 “The French Factor,” The Economist, June 4, 2000
45 Denmark abstained from this decision.
46 “Keeping Friends,” The Economist, February 10, 2001
47 “20,000 British Troops to Serve in Euro-army,” Daily Telegraph, November 14, 2000; “Meet Your New 
European Army,” The Economist, November 25, 2000; “Blair Misled Public over EU Reaction Force,” Daily 
Telegraph, April 12, 2001
48 “The Many Tricky Ways of Widening Europe,” The Economist, December 9, 2000
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field of foreign and defense policy.”49 Eventually, however, these promises and protestations, 

like all previous ones, will prove hollow, as the EU progressively asserts its military autonomy.50

In March 2001, NATO and the EU began working together as joint peacekeepers in 

Macedonia, in preparation for a subsequent unilateral EU deployment to the fragile region (see 

below).51  Two months later, the EU army's new general staff moved into its Brussels 

headquarters and began planning the force's first military training exercises.52  In March 2002, 

the force's first actual deployment was arranged at the Barcelona European Council summit. 

Ironically, as the federalists were planning a peacekeeping mission for Macedonia, outside the 

summit violent anti-EU rioting was being suppressed by Spanish police.53

Upon accession to the presidency of the European Council in January 2003, Greek Prime 

minister Costas Simitis announced that he would use his tenure to make the EU more of a 

“global actor.”54  He described his vision of a “more united . . . EU with a powerful presence in 

international developments . . . on an equal footing with the United States.”55  That same month 

the EU began to share nation-building duties with NATO in Bosnia, which included the 

deployment of an EU police force to the protectorate.56  Then on March 31, 2003, in an 

integrative milestone, an autonomous EU military force was finally deployed as a replacement 

49 “Its Time to Agree to Differ,” The Economist, October 7, 2000
50 The predicted weakening of the Atlantic Alliance refers only to its present form; for an update on this question, 
see “EU Mutual Defence Plan may Challenge NATO Role,” The Independent, March 1, 2003
51 “L’Union Européenne et l’OTAN Coordonnent Leurs Efforts Pour Soutenir la Macedoine,” Le Monde, March 20, 
2001
52 “Eurofile: Euroforce Prepares for Action from New Base in Brussels,” Daily Telegraph, May 19, 2001  
Interestingly, this staff will be made available to the UN.
53 “Britain Caves in to Euro Army,” Daily Telegraph, March 16, 2002; For further examples of anti-EU rioting, see 
“L’Ire des Dockers Déferle sur Bruxelles,” La Libre Belgique, March 7, 2003; “Face aux Dockers, un Parlement 
Européen en État de Siège,” La Libre Belgique, March 10, 2003
54 “La Presidence Grecque de l’Union Européenne Veut Eviter la Guerre,’ Le Monde, January 10, 2003 [my 
translation]
55 “Greece is EU President,” Kathimerini, January 1, 2003 [English web edition]; “La Turquie ne doit pas être 
Exclue de l’Europe,” Le Monde, January 9, 2003
56 “Cinq cents Policiers de l’Union Européenne ont Pris le Relais de l’ONU en Bosnie,” Le Monde, January 25, 
2003
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for NATO's Macedonia mission.57  Calling itself 'Eufor,' and numbering only a few hundred 

troops, this force will someday be seen as the prototype of the EU's armed mechanism for 

projecting influence both inside and outside the European theater.  

Also in Spring 2003, German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder ended German conscription 

as part of domestic reforms to prepare Germany for participating in a European military force.58

Schröder also then met with leaders from France, Belgium, and Luxembourg to continue 

planning for a military alliance outside the NATO framework.  After this summit (the ‘Summit 

of the Four’), these leaders reaffirmed their mutual desire to counterbalance and eventually equal 

the influence of the United States.59  Calling their plan “a new stage in the construction of 

Europe,” they seemed even more resolved to split their security policy away from NATO as the 

lead-up to the 2003 Iraq war proceeded. 60

The transatlantic disputes preceding the 2003 Anglo-American invasion of Iraq call into 

question the commitment of the European elite to a CFSP.  At first glance, the Anglo-

Continental rift seemed to disconfirm this dissertation’s central claim, namely that the 

integrationist elite is both ascendant and supremely committed to a federalist agenda.  After the 

turmoil over Iraq, the CFSP appeared relegated to the dustbin of history, with numerous 

commentators pronouncing it seriously wounded or even dead.61

57 “EU Prepares to Replace UN in Bosnia,” Kathimerini, December 31, 2002 [English web edition] “Euro-army in 
its first Mission,” Daily Telegraph, April 1, 2003;  “Going Military,” The Economist, April 5, 2003; “Début de la 
première Mission de la Force Militaire Européenne,” La Libre Belgique, March 31, 2003
58“Schröder to End Conscription in Push for EU Rapid Reaction Force,” Daily Telegraph, April 13, 2003
59“Les Ambitions du Mini-Sommet sur la Défense sont Limitées,” Le Monde, April 29, 2003; “Une Force 
Européenne à l’Étude,” Le Soir en Ligne, April 29, 2003
60“Les Quatre Proposent un 'noyau' militaire Européen Autonome de l'Otan,” La Libre Belgique, April 29, 2003 
[my translation]
61 “Rift Remains Between Old and New Europe,” Daily Telegraph. February 15, 2003; “EU in Bid to Heal Rift Over 
Iraq,” The New Zealand Herald, February 17, 2003; “L’Europe de l’Est Montrée du Doigt,” Le Soir en Ligne, 
February 18, 2003, “The Other Referendum,” The Economist, February 22, 2003
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Contrary to such views, however, the 2003 Iraq crisis has actually constituted a test of 

this central claim.  Contradicting conventional wisdom that an all-European foreign policy is 

dead, the theory of supranational elite integration will be strengthened if the CFSP survives the 

current environment of political recrimination.  The 2003 European diplomatic breakdown might 

even accelerate foreign policy cooperation, employing the discord as an excuse for further 

integration of foreign policies (as in the Summit of the Four, above).62

In the aftermath of the Iraq crisis, for example, Chirac called for Europeans to “take 

advantage of these differences [and] seize this historic moment to restructure the European 

political project.”63  Other leaders, such as Giscard D’Estaing, have similarly hoped “that the 

Iraqi crisis will have a cathartic effect and encourage the European states to take new steps on 

the road of the European project”64 The honorary director of the European Commission, Jean 

Durieux, has echoed these exhortations.65 Preliminary indications are that such a rapprochement 

is already underway.66

In this regard, it bears noting that the 15 EU members did eventually reach a common 

position on Iraq, issuing a communiqué March 20, 2003.67  In April, all 25 current and future EU 

members endorsed the Declaration of Athens, another attempt to forge a CFSP consensus.  This 

62It appears that the federalists may attempt such a post-crisis reconstitution, see “Tony Blair Défie la Vielle 
Europe,” Le Figaro, March 26, 2003; see also “Giscard Lève le Voile sur ‘sa’ Constitution,” Le Figaro, February 7, 
2003; “Les Quinze Soutiennent les Inspections mais n’Ecartent pas un usage de la force, ‘en Dernier Recours,’” La 
Dernière Heure, February 18, 2003; Regarding their chagrin at the weakened front, see  “Les Quinze n’excluent plus 
un Recours à la Force,” Le Figaro, February 18, 2003; “Les Incertitudes de l’Europe-Puissance,” Le Monde, May 
20, 2003
63 “Le Traité Énlargissant l’Union Européene à 25 Members a été Signé,” Le Figaro, April 16, 2003, [my 
translation]; see also “NATO Versus the European Union,” The Economist, April 12, 2003; “L’Union s’accroche à 
sa Politique de Défense,” Le Monde, March 16, 2003;  “France Left Out of Iraq Stability Force,” Daily Telegraph, 
April 17, 2003; “L’Union Européenne ne veut pas de Guerre en Irak,” Le Soir en Ligne, January, 11, 2003; “L’UE 
en Ordre Dispersé á l’ONU,” Le Soir en Ligne, January 27, 2003
64 “L’Occasion Unique d’Apporter un Démenti à ceux qui ne Croient pas à une Europe Politique,” Le Monde, April 
24, 2003 [my translation]
65 “Le Schisme Européen,” La Libre Belgique, April 10, 2003
66 “Paris et Londres Travaillent à Renouer leurs Liens,” Le Monde, March 29, 2003
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Declaration also gave a nod to the overall federalist vision, noting that the European “Union 

represents our collective determination to put an end to centuries of conflict and overcome the 

old divisions of our continent.”68  The Iraq crisis may also have brought France and Germany, 

the engines of integration, closer together.69

Yet some are still deceived.  The Economist newspaper has opined that Chirac’s and 

Schröder’s federalism is not motivated by “a burning enthusiasm for a United States of Europe, 

but because they reckon they can best advance their national interest that way [by integration].”70

Again, while one cannot read the minds of the European elite, future developments will unfold 

as if these leaders were fueled by just such a burning supranational ambition.71

 8.6 - Social Elements

In addition to strictly economic and political elements of state building, the EU 

has lately given increased attention to the social elements of modern governance.  In words with 

which some nationalists might disagree, Gerhard Schröder has added to the common market’s 

economic vocation: “Europe is very much more than a marketplace,” he said in 2002, adding that  

“it has always been a social model.”72  In another example of social integration, luminaries 

ranging from Bundesbank President Hans Tietmeyer to philosopher Jürgens Habermas 

assembled in a series of working groups to forge an elite consensus for a common EU social 

agenda. Cumulatively, they decided to include an exceedingly broad range of topics under the 

67 This admittedly banal statement is covered in “Les Quinze Trouvent une Position Commune sur l’Irak,” Le 
Monde, March 21, 2003
68 “L’UE Fête son Futur Élargissement,” La Libre Belgique, April 16, 2003; see also
69 “La France et l’Allemagne Confortent leur Entente à Berlin,” Le Monde, September 18, 2003
70 “Its Time to Agree to Differ,” The Economist, October 7, 2000
71 Another reiteration of the Chirac-Schröder federalist world power aspiration can be found in “Il est Urgent que 
l’Europe s’impose comme un Acteur International,” Le Monde, January 24, 2003; also see “L’Avenir Fédéraliste de 
Schröder Divise les Quinze,” Le Monde, May 7, 2001
72 “Schröder Calls on EU Leaders to Quell Far Right,” The Guardian, May 11, 2002
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rubric of the EU’s ‘social policy.’  In effect, anything that is not considered an element of 

political or economic integration is included in the catch-all ‘social pillar’ of post TEU 

integration. 73

The European Convention on the Future of Europe has also examined the field of social 

integration, determining it to include a broad spectrum of interests from equal access to 

education and gender equality to overall “social justice.”74

8.7 - The European Constitution 

While the fundamental impetus propelling adoption of a European constitution has of 

course been the supranational ambition of the integrationist elite, the specific genesis of Europe’s 

2002-2003 constitutional convention was the 2000 Nice Treaty (see above) and the 2001 Laeken 

Declaration.75   Inspired by the federalist Belgian PM, Guy Verhofstadt, the European Council's 

Laeken Declaration established a constitutional convention to simplify existing treaties, find  “a 

leading role to play in [the] new world order,” and close the democratic deficit.76

The term  ‘democratic deficit’ refers to the huge and widening gulf of ignorance, apathy 

and suspicion existing between the integrationist elite and the European public.77  This deficit, 

serious enough to be condemned by Commission Presidents Romano Prodi and Jacques Delors, 

was assured of rectification by the Laeken Declaration, which promised to bring “the European 

73 “MM. Prodi, Strauss-Kahn, Rocard, Habermas, au Chevet de l’UE,” Le Monde, January 30, 2003
74 “Premiers Débats sur la Dimension Sociale de l’UE,” Le Monde, January 29, 2003; “Les Premiers Articles de la 
Constitution Déclenchent de Vives Resistances,” Le Monde, February 8, 2003; “La Société Civile Tente de Peser sur 
l’Élaboration de la Constitution Européenne,” Le Monde, February 28, 2003
75 “Laeken pour Oublier Nice,” La Dernière Heure, December 14, 2001; “Danish MEP says Commission to be ‘de 
facto’ Government,” Irish Times, May 29, 2001; “La Convention lance un an de Travaux à l’Enjeu Historique,” La 
Dernière Heure, February 28, 2002
76 Text of the Laeken Declaration, found at the EU official web portal, www.europa.eu.int
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project and . . . institutions closer to the citizens.”78  In fact, as with other treaty reform 

proposals, the Laeken Declaration’s fundamental motivation was advancement of the 

supranational agenda, not the EU’s democratization.  As one Scandinavian complained, the 

Declaration was “clearly written by someone with a blueprint for a full-fledged federal state in 

mind.”79

The European Convention on the Future of Europe began its deliberations in February 

2002.  The Convention was stacked with ardent supranationalists, such as its chair, Valéry 

Giscard d’Estaing (VGE).80  Giscard d’Estaing delivered the opening address to the convention, 

endorsing the major tenets of neofunctionalist supranationalism.  He told the assembled 

delegates that they were working on the next “stage” in the “political project” of  “Monnet, 

Adenauer, Spaak, and de Gasperi,” organizing Europe into “a political power that can speak as 

an equal to the greatest powers on the planet.”81

VGE later reemphasized these points in an interview with Le Figaro describing the

convention as a new “stage” in the integration project, focusing upon “the political dimension of 

the Union.”82  Elsewhere, he continued describing his vision of the EU’s “evolution” as  “the 

emergence of federal functions . . . that will end up merging one day, in order to give birth to the 

77 “How an Aging Architect of Europe Came Back Into the Limelight,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (English 
language web edition), December 16, 2001; for further discussion of the democratic deficit and the convention, see 
“Faut-il un Président à l’ Union Européenne?” La Libre Belgique, November 5, 2002
78“In Defence of Romano Prodi,” The Economist, December 1, 2001; “Public Support for EU Constitution”, 
Kathimerini [Greece- English language web edition], December 15, 2001; “How an Aging Architect of Europe 
Came Back Into the Limelight,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (English language web edition), December 16, 
2001; see also “Une Nom, Une devise, Une Constitution,” La Libre Belgique, October 29, 2002
79 “The Latest Battle for the Continent’s New Shape,” The Economist, December 8, 2001-This is a comment 
concerning the Declaration’s draft, to be precise.
80 “Fronde et Débats sur l’Avenir de l’Europe,” Le Monde, March 2, 2002; La Constitution de M. Giscard d’Estaing 
Suscite de Vives Critiques,” Le Monde, April 23, 2003
81 “‘Nous Ouvrions la Voie Vers une Constitution Pour l’Europe,’ le discours de Valéry Giscard d’Estaing,” Le 
Monde, February 28, 2002, [my translation]
82“Valéry Giscard d’Estaing: Il Faut Revoir la Composition de la Commission de Bruxelles,” Le Figaro, January 22, 
2003 [my translation]
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government of a united Europe.”83  VGE has never let up, always clamoring for the “progressive 

[integration] project, to be carried out in stages, as it was with EMU.”84

Giscard d'Estaing's chief lieutenant, and convention vice-president, was arch-

supranationalist and former Belgian PM, Jean-Luc Dehaene.  Dehaene has long been a vocal 

proponent of the federalist integration project, and as PM gave his full support to the Amsterdam 

Treaty.  Specifically, he advocates integration by a gradual progression through stages that 

ultimately culminates in a European state with the prestige of world power status.85  With the 

president and vice president, the convention’s 12-member steering committee of 

supranationalists (the presidium), drafted the constitution behind closed doors, presenting articles 

to the assembly as a virtual fait accompli.86  As usual, a Franco-German coterie within this 

presidium appeared to be running the show.87

To pacify nationalists, the convention gave lip service to the issue of ‘subsidiarity.’  

Simply put, this doctrine requires governmental action be taken at the lowest possible level.  In 

other words, the competences of the EU center should not include anything that national states 

are capable of successfully implementing themselves.  This word, ‘subsidiarity,’ while common 

in debates leading up to the European constitution, is nothing more than a diversion.  Although 

some leaders have pretended that the new constitution might even strengthen state sovereignty, 

83“Pas de Gouvernement, mais un Ministre des Affaires Étrangères,” La Libre Belgique, January 13, 2003 [my 
translation]; see also “Le Projet de M. Giscard d’Estaing pour l’Europe des Vingt-cinq,” Le Monde, April 24, 2003
84 “Il Faut á l’UE  un project progressif realize par étapes, comme l’Union monétaire,” Le Monde, March 14, 2003 
[my translation]; see also “Valéry Giscard d’Estaing l’Européen,” La Libre Belgique, June 17, 2003
85“Jean-Luc Dehaene: Il Faut Oser Rêver,” La Libre Belgique, December 7, 2000; “L'Enlargissement, et Après?” 
ibid, December 26, 2002;  “La Politique Étrangère Version Dehaene,” ibid, December 18, 2002; “Il Faut un Traité 
Constitutionnel qui Devra Fussioner les Traités Existants,” Le Monde, January 3, 2003; “Il ne Faut pas Tomber 
Dans le Fatalisme,” La Libre Belgique, April 11, 2003; 
86 “La Convention lance un an de Travaux à l’Enjeu Historique,” La Dernière Heure, February 28, 2002; 
“Convention Presidium Accused of Secrecy,” EUObserver, February 3, 2003; “Premières Écritures à la 
Convention,” Le Soir en Ligne, February 7, 2003
87 “Quelle Architecture pour l’Europe de Demain?” La Dernière Heure, December 29, 2002
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such statements are unlikely to be borne out.88   Power will not be given back to the member 

states, at least on a meaningful or lasting scale.  This point bears repeating: the European 

constitutional debates will include reverential references to the notion of subsidiarity and 

national sovereignty, but as time will prove, the federalists’ efforts will ultimately broaden the 

prerogatives of the center at the expense of the states. 

The draft for the EU constitution was delivered with much pomp and circumstance to the 

European Council on June 20, 2003, and immediately incited a furious reaction.   The draft 

suggested substantial steps be taken towards EU statehood, such as strengthening the European 

Parliament, increasing the use of majority voting in the Council of Ministers, making the leader 

of the European Council more presidential, and bringing the EU closer to a truly unified foreign 

policy.  It also included, within its hundreds of pages, extensions of EU powers over issues 

ranging from fisheries and the environment to consumer protection and social cohesion. 

The federalist implications of the proposed constitution raised concerns across Europe.  

Constitutional lawyer, Martin Howe, QC, described this draft as revolutionary, making the 

federal center the final source of authority, rather than the member states or the people.89  British 

journalist Ambrose Evans-Pritchard opined that VGE and his fellow supranationalists were 

issuing a charter for “a fully fledged European state with superpower ambitions.”90  UK MEP 

and Tory spokesman, Tim Kirkhope, accused the convention of flirting with a “dictatorship… 

that puts our parliamentary democracy under threat.”91  UK Shadow Foreign Secretary Francis 

Maude alleged that the supranationalists were intent upon writing a constitution that “takes us 

88 “EU ‘Should Lose Some of its Powers to Nations,’” Financial Times, January 15, 2003
89 “Straw Backs EU Constitution and Limits to British Veto,” Daily Telegraph, February 22, 2002; see also “Vingt-
huit Etats, une Constitution,” La Libre Belgique, June 13, 2003
90 “EU Convention Goes ‘Off the Rails’ Towards a Superstate,” Daily Telegraph, December 28, 2002
91 “Brussels Elite Accused Over ‘Federalist Coup,’” Daily Telegraph, February 7, 2003
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further down the relentless one-way conveyor belt towards the superstate.”92  Convention 

member and Danish MEP Hans-Peter Bonde wrote that the supranationalist elite, who have “lost 

any connection to the electorate,” will use this convention to cast the molding for an 

undemocratic “European superstate.”93

The entire constitutional process was fundamentally undemocratic.94  The delegates to the 

convention were not elected, and did the drafting behind closed doors (mainly by the presidium).  

It is notable that during an October constitutional summit, while elites were pondering in a 

palace, hundreds of thousands of studiously ignored demonstrators were being violently 

dispersed by Italian police.95 Furthermore, the integrationists proposed the constitution as a step 

towards a European federal state knowing the overwhelming majority of Europeans to be 

opposed to such a development.   A well-known 2003 survey taken in seven EU countries clearly 

demonstrated widespread public opposition to the USE project, showing public support for a 

full-fledged European state running between 13 and 18 percent (depending on the nation in 

question).96

To assuage widespread nationalist concerns, the federalists tried to misrepresent the 

revolutionary nature of the constitution, particularly in Britain.  By that time, however, deceptive 

PR campaigns were so common that The Economist accused the integrationists of having for 

decades deliberately  “downplayed the extent of the integrationist march” so as to not “frighten” 

the nationalist elements of the UK polity.97  UK Foreign Minster Jack Straw, for instance, tried 

to calm fears by denying any chance of EU statehood arising from the proposed constitution and 

92 “EU Draws up a Draft Constitution,” BBC News Online, November 29, 2000
93 “Historical Goodbye to the European Nations,” EUObserver.com, February 7, 2003
94 Not that there is anything wring with that- the US Constitution was also drafted in camera
95 The place was Mussolini’s Palazzo dei Congressi- see “La Conférence Intergouvernementele s’est Ouverte sur 
fond de Profondes Divergences,” Le Monde, October 4, 2003; the numbers of demonstrators are questionable, 
having been provided by the organizers of the demonstrations.
96 “Cette Federation qui ne Fait pas Peur,” La Libre Belgique, May 9, 2003
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promising respect for the principle of subsidiarity.98  After admitting that “powers have all been 

going towards Brussels and away from nation states,” Europe Minister Peter Hain proposed a 

“subsidiarity watchdog” to enforce member state rights against a power hungry Commission.99

Christopher Patten, one of the EU’s special diplomatic representatives, told the BBC that the 

convention was, in fact, designed to demarcate and limit the powers of the EU.100  He 

specifically and emphatically denied that there was any move afoot to establish a “superstate.”101

Deliberately or not, Blair’s spokespersons were all misrepresenting the convention’s work. 

Deceptive mischaracterization was not limited to the Britons, however.  On the continent, 

a member of the convention’s presidium told Le Monde that VGE had no “enthusiasm for a 

political Europe . . . it would be more fitting to say that [he] does not want to “communitarize” 

the foreign policy of the Union . . . [neither does]  Jacques Chirac nor Tony Blair.”102  This 

statement does not comport with the empirical record.  VGE is an admitted arch-supranationalist 

who actually suggested that the convention change the name of the EU to “the United States of 

Europe,” while Chirac and Blair have jointly supported an EU currency, army and carrier 

taskforce.103

The ratification of the constitution was recently thrown into doubt as negotiations to 

agree upon a final draft were suspended in December 2003.   In what can only be described as a 

97 “The Other Referendum,” The Economist, February 22, 2003
98 “Straw Takes Giant Leap in Favor of EU Constitution,” The Times (of London), February 22, 2002; “Straw Backs 
EU Constitution and Limits to British Veto,” Daily Telegraph, February 22, 2002; “A Constitution for Europe,” The 
Economist, October 12, 2002
99 “Hain Warns of ‘Creeping Federalism’ in EU,” The Independent, July 22, 2002 [UK]
100 “Back to Basics,” The Economist, July 22, 2000
101 “EU Draws up a Draft Constitution,” BBC News Online, November 29, 2000
102 Anonymous source from the convention presidium, cited in “Les Incertitudes de l’Europe-Puissance,” Le Monde, 
May 20, 2003 [my translation]
103 “Paris and Londres Proposent de doter l’UE d’une force aérovale permanente,” Le Monde, February 6, 2003; 
see also Chapter Seven; see also “M. Chirac Lance le Débat,” Le Monde, May 9, 2001;  “Blair s’Engage Pour 
l’Euro et Pour l’Europe,” La Libre Belgique, November 23, 2001; for a discussion of the federalism of their 
advisors and cabinets, see Chapter Seven, and “Francais et Alemands Poursuivent le débat sur un Projet de 
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train wreck, the nationalist and supranationalist visions ran head-on into each other.  Czech 

president Vaclav Klaus spoke for the nationalists when he condemned the “European elite . . . 

[and] their attempt to impose a European constitution” without popular consent.  He explained 

the constitution was “a radical step on the way to creating a European superstate.  Anyone who 

did not know that, knew nothing. More and more people are becoming conscious of this 

danger.”104   Irish premier Bertie Ahern spoke for the federalists when he blamed the deadlock 

on European leaders doing too much too fast.105  The collapse of constitutional negotiations has 

led to widespread skepticism about the EU’s future prospects.106   Yet elite neofunctionalism, 

which takes a long-term view, is resistant to the short shadows cast by transitory phenomena.   In 

fact, the difficulties arising from simultaneously taking on Eastern enlargement and a 

constitution have proven the validity of neofunctionalism’s incrementalist prescription.  Also, 

elite theory can explain the collapse as partly resulting from the widely held dislike of Silvio 

Berlusconi, chairman of the final negotiations.107

 While the theory cannot precisely predict the outcome of the constitutional controversy 

currently underway, it can make some relevant generalizations.  Eventually, a federalist outcome 

for the constitutional drafting process is inevitable due to the preponderance of integrationists 

within the relevant policy elite.   Yet, the nationalist elite can slow the momentum of integration, 

with their likelihood of success being in direct proportion to the size of the integrationist step 

being taken.  In other words, the bigger the step the EU constitution attempts to make, the more 

Constitution Européenne,” Le Monde, April 3, 2000, “Une Schizophrénie Terrible,” La Libre Belgique, June 
12,2002
104 “EU Constitution ‘in the Long Grass’ for at Least a Year,” Daily Telegraph, December 15, 2003
105 Ibid.
106 “Constitution Deadlock Plunges EU Summit Into Gloom,” Reuters newswire, December 12, 2003
107 To watch Berlusconi dig himself even deeper in an attempt to explain himself, see “The New Imperial Vision of 
Silvio Berlusconi,” The Spectator (UK), September 6, 2003
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likely resistance will be successfully mobilized.  Perhaps something as simple as concessions on 

the re-weighting of votes in the Council of Minister can break the logjam.

Much of the opposition is likely to come from Eastern Europe, where its elite has not had 

time be fully incorporated into the supranational network.  Over time, however, East European 

elites will be co-opted by the process of institutional acclimation described in Chapter One.  It 

can also be predicted that efforts at simplifying the EU system and bringing it closer to its 

citizens will be fruitless.   Whatever form the constitution eventually takes, it will prove to be 

federalist in character, inaccessibly abstruse, and will widen the distance between elites and 

publics on the integration issue. 

8.8 – A Last Look at the European Elite

The Keith Middlemas Archive resting at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and 

Peace contains the most comprehensive set of personal interviews ever undertaken of the 

European elite.  While the audio recordings of interviews are unfortunately indecipherable, the 

written portion of the archive has been of fortuitous relevance to this dissertation’s research 

program.    It contains the English translations of about 440 interview summaries conducted in 

the early to mid 1990s by Middlemas’ research team in their attempt to understand  “how 

influence is exercised [in the EU] and who moves whom” within that system.108  They 

questioned individuals from the social, economic, and political elites of twelve nations and 

various EU institutions.109

108 Middlemas, p. xi
109 These nations are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Holland, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Spain, 
Sweden, and the United Kingdom.  The institutions are primarily the EU’s Commission, Parliament, and Court of 
Justice.
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The subjects were interviewed under the promise of anonymity, so individuals are 

identified only by past or present organizational and national affiliation.  It must also be noted 

that subjects speak only for themselves, and not for the institutions in which they are located.  Of 

the original data set, 193 interviews were found to contain information relevant to this 

dissertation’s research program, and have been summarized in Appendix B.  Further, I have 

created a set of categories for coding these encapsulations.  Each time an interview subject 

affirmed or disaffirmed central contentions of this dissertation, it was tabulated accordingly (the 

numbers below are absolute totals, not percentages).  Since the interview subjects spoke to more 

than one issue, the total number of responses exceeds 193. The results of this coding are 

contained in Table 8-2 and reveal an astonishing unanimity of elite opinion in support of this 

dissertation’s propositions.  Some responses were highly qualified, however, and are recorded as 

‘ambiguous.’  

One interesting revelation of the Middlemas interviews relates to the European Court of 

Justice (ECJ).  Interpreting documents such as the Treaties of Rome, the SEA, and the TEU is 

the primary function of the ECJ.  It is supposedly a non-political referee of sorts, neutrally 

adjudicating the controversies before it.  However, like the ostensibly economic aspects of 

European integration, the legal aspects of building the European edifice are also highly 

politicized.  In fact, the charge that the ECJ is tainted by a pro-integration bias is quite 

common.110  No fewer than eight of the Middlemas interview subjects described the ECJ as 

either as an activist court using its position to grant the EU ever more powers or as the supreme 

court of an incipient state (there was no dissention from these views).  In concurrence, leading 

legal scholar Sir Patrick Neill, QC, has claimed that the ECJ is a “court with a mission” to propel 

110110 Booker, Christopher, and north, Richard, The Castle of Lies, (London: Gerald Duckworth and Company, 
1996), p. 195
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integration.111   One ECJ Judge, Federico Mancini, has even admitted that the ECJ’s history 

“should leave no doubt as to the degree of activism the Court has displayed in fostering the 

integration of Europe.”112

Accordingly, when a case comes before it, the ECJ employs any conceivable rationale in 

order to arrive at a result that strengthens European institutions at the expense of the constituent 

states.  However, since rulings tend to be unanimous and anonymous, the ECJ is an institution 

somewhat resistant to an elite-centric analysis. This is a shortcoming of the methodological 

approach advanced herein, and must be recognized as such.   At best, scholars have noted that 

people sympathetic to the federalist viewpoint are usually appointed to the ECJ, but they have 

not empirically sustained this observation.113    Despite its paucity, the available data do seem to 

confirm the contention that a committed cadre of supranationalists both staffs the ECJ and 

manipulates its decisions in a federalist direction.

Nonetheless, the ECJ does offer a useful counterexample to realist predictions.  For 

example, Paul Taylor has contended that in a showdown between the ECJ and a national 

parliament, “national courts would not apply the Communities’ law.”114 However, the ECJ (and 

the supranational center) have consistently triumphed in judicial stand-offs with national 

governments (c.f., cases such as Van Gend & Loos, Costa v. Enel, Simmenthal, and

Factortame).115  The consistency of the ECJ’s support of further integration, and the refusal of 

111 “In the Hot Seat of Judgment,” Financial Times, April 3, 1995; see also Pescatore, p. 89
112 Mancini, Federico (1989) “The Making of a Constitution for Europe,” Common Market Law Review, Volume 26, 
pp. 595-614 
113 Weiler, J.H.H., “Journey to an Unknown Destination: A Retrospective and Prospective of the European Court of 
Justice in the Arena of Political Integration,” Journal of Common Market Studies, Volume 31, No. 4, (December 
1993), p. 426
114 Taylor, Paul, The Limits of European Integration (New York: Columbia University Press, 1983), p. 280
115 N.V. Algemene Transport & Expedite Onderneming Van Gend & Loos v. Nederlanse Administratie der 
Belastingen, Case 26/62 ECR [1963] p.1; Costa v Enel, Case 6/64, ECR [1964], p. 585; Ammininistrazione delle 
Finanze dello Stato v. Simmenthal SpA, Case 106/77 ECR [1978] p. 629; Factortame v Secretary of State for 
Transport, Case 213/89 [1990] ECR p. 2433
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member states to substantively react, seem to disconfirm the realist assertion that the European 

national state remains in vigorous defense of its prerogatives.

8.9 - Extensions of the Theory

Elite neofunctionalism may be applicable outside of the European context, and if 

so, an extension of the theory to other regions would be profitable.  Other transnational 

organizations of an ostensibly economic nature, such as NAFTA, its likely successor, the Free 

Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), and the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation forum 

(APEC), may someday become understood as political organizations.  An examination of the 

political visions underlying the relevant policy elites, as well as the distribution of power 

between contending factions, could yield explanatory and predictive conclusions sooner than 

other interpretive lenses may provide.116

NAFTA (or the FTAA), for example, may begin aggressively asserting its authority over 

various trade issues, or may expand to include other nations in the Americas.  If ‘border blurring’ 

or the ‘dollarization’ of other economies in the hemisphere continues, a pretext for extending the 

organization’s scope and powers could easily present itself.117  Similarly, if faced with continent-

sized trading blocs in Europe and the Americas, Asian elites may be more willing to consider 

supranational forms of economic and political organization themselves.  

116 Samuel Huntington has just provided a sketch of such an analysis in his treatment of the supranationalization of 
the American elite, see Huntington, Samuel, “Dead Souls,” The National Interest, Spring 2004, pp. 5-18
117 Likewise, a collapse of the dollar might stimulate development of a hemispheric currency
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               Table 8-2: Tabulation of the Middlemas Interviews
(N=193)

Issue Answer: Yes No   Ambiguous

A European elite either now exists
or is in the process of formation:  42 3             1

The supranationalists feel stronger loyalty to
the EU than their national state    7 0 0

Participation in supranational institutions leads
to greater integrationist commitment   11 0 0

There is an elite-public divide over
the integration question     5 0 0

Integration is driven by the supranational
vision or conviction of the federalists     5 0 0

Integration is necessarily a gradual process     2 0  0

Economic integration leads to political integration     8 0 0

Integration is primarily political, not economic     7 0 0

European politics is done through
transnational networks of influence 107 0 0

European politics is widely considered
a positive-sum game     2 0   0

Prior consultation is essential   23 0 0

Personal relationships and trust are the key
ingredients to successful political interaction   27 1 0

Politics is done in camera     5 0 0

The democratic deficit exists or is a problem   16 0 0

Power is shifting to Brussels     6 0 0

The EU is in the process of becoming a state     7 2 2
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If so, one might eventually observe the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) or 

APEC refashion themselves into something more suggestive- say the Asia-Pacific Economic 

Community, following thereafter the classic pattern of functionalist integration to political 

union.118  Of course, these regional organizations will structure themselves to work within a 

global architecture based upon institutions such as the UN, the World Court(s) and the WTO.119

8.10 - Conclusion

This dissertation has elaborated and applied a supranational elite theory of 

neofunctionalist European integration.  The data used to test the theory have consisted largely of 

the words and deeds of the elites under examination, rehearsed in order to demonstrate the 

striking consistency with which the integrationists have adhered to the functionalist formula for 

supranational state building.  Their openness concerning ultimate objectives, and the cross-

generational uniformity of their behavior permit no conclusion other than that European 

integration has been an elite project of neofunctionalist political unification.

Notably, this project’s pacific character has differed from previous attempts to unify 

Europe that typically involved wars of conquest or inter-dynastic royal marriages.  In fact, the 

entirety of European history is essentially the rhythm of various unification attempts and their 

aftermaths.  Defined by the imperial vision of apex elites, the ambition to unify Europe under a 

single political entity inspired conquers from the Roman emperors to Charlemagne, Charles V, 

Napoleon, Hitler, and Stalin.  This age-old unificationist aspiration has hardly disappeared, but in 

our time it has taken on the peaceful modus operandi of supranational elite neofunctionalism. 

118 Association of Southeast Asian Nations, and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum
119For the EU elite’s view of their position in the global system, see  “Les Quinze n’excluent plus un Recours à la 
Force,” Le Figaro, February 18, 2003
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   Appendix A:
Leading Participants in the Council of Europe

Austria: Pitterman – Vice-Pres., CE Assembly, Vice-Chancellor of Austria
Czernets
Strasser

Belgium: Paul-Henri Spaak – First Pres., CE  Assembly, ECSC, OEEC
Dr. Dehousse – President of the CE Consultative Assembly
M. Larock – Belgian Foreign Minister
M. Rolin
M. van Cauwelaert – Speaker of the Belgian Chamber of Deputies
M. Motz – Vice-Pres., ECSC; Belgian minister for Economic Affairs 
M. Heyman – Vice President of Belgian Chamber of Deputies
Paul Struye – Former Belgian Minister of Justice

Britain:   Robert Boothby
Alice Bacon 
Sir David Maxwell-Fyfe   
Julian Amery
R.W.G. Mckay

Denmark: Jacobsen
Lannung

France: Guy Mollet – Prime Minister
Michel Debré – Future Prime Minister
Gérard Jacquet
Edourd Herriot 
André Philip 
Georges Bidault
Edouard Bonnefous
Edouard Daladier
Felix Gaillard
Maurice Schumann – later, French Foreign Minister
Robert Schuman – French Foreign Minister, ECSC advocate

Germany:   Franz-Joseph Strauss 
von Brentano – German Foreign Secretary
Gersteinmaier – Bundestag President
Carlo Schmid – Vice-President of the Bundestag
Kurt Kiesinger – Chair, German Foreign Affairs Committee
Erich Ollenhauer – Leader of the SPD
Karl Mommer – Chief Whip of the SPD, leader, German EM
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Holland: van der Goes van Naters
Serrarens – later on the European Court of Justice
Ms. Klompé – later, Neth. Social Affairs Minister; UN delegate
Col. Fens – WEU, Chair NATO Parliamentary Conference
M. Burger – Leader of Dutch Labor Party

Ireland: Eamon de Valera – Irish PM
Aiken – Foreign Secretary
Everett – Irish cabinet
MacEntee – Irish cabinet
Blaney – Irish cabinet
Sean McBride

Italy:   Alcide de Gasperi – Italian Prime Minister; Chairman, ECSC Assembly
Benvenuti – Secretary-General of CE       
Jacini
Count Casati
Giacchero – High Authority, ECSC
Giuseppe Pella – Pres., ECSC Assembly, Italian Budget, Foreign, & Prime 

Minister

Norway: Smitt-Ingbretsen
Finn Moe – Chair, Foreign Affairs Committee 

Sweden: Dr. Ohlin
Mistrand
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Appendix B:
Summary of the Middlemas Archive Interviews

Note: The subjects of these interviews do not speak for the institutions listed below.  Their 
institutional affiliation occurred either at the time of the interview or some time previously. An 
asterisk denotes a particularly influential individual.  Institutions are listed according to the elite 
facet to which they belong: first the political elite, then the economic and social elites appear in 
the national groupings.  The Americans are not counted in the tabulations of Table 8-2.

EU COMMISSION

*President (b15, f4) European elite in formation; Etienne Davignon or Jean Francois 
Poncet epitomize this elite; ECJ like US Supreme Court

*Secretary General - A European elite exists, especially among central bankers, finance 
and foreign ministries

*Secretary General #2 (b13, f11) European elite exists, motivated by European spirit or 
ethos; service in commission de-nationalizes participants

Secretary General #3 (b15, f3) Power in EU is exercised subtly and stealthily

Commissioner #1 (b12, f7) European Elite forming a European state; integration is primarily a 
political, not economic, process

Commissioner #2 (b12, f9) Trust important to policy formation; Transnational labor union 
network has led to widespread labor support of SEA

Commissioner #3 (b15, f1) Yes, a European elite has developed, in part; personal relations 
important to policy development

Commissioner #4 (b14, f1) EU not yet a state, but heading in that direction;   no European elite 
existed in  early 1980s (his time as commissioner);  Integration necessarily 
moves at a glacial pace; not much socializing within commission.

Commissioner, #5  (b12, f13) A European elite exists; EU is, in a limited sense, a state, run by 
transnational elite network; the ECJ is a pro-integration institution
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Commissioner #6 (b14, f4) European elite exists; oath of supranational loyalty taken seriously-
the prime duty of Commissioners is to Europe;  EM and LCE closely 
networked with commission; the democratic deficit is a serious problem

Commissioner #7 (b14, f4) The EU is an emerging state; Pan-European political groupings are 
beginning to form; personal relationships important to policy dev; the 
nation-state is obsolete

Commissioner #8 (b12, f11) Commission networks with peak organizations; Personal trust 
important to policy development; ECJ is activist, but Commission does 
not pursue power for its own sake; Prior consultation important

DG II- (for monetary policy) (b12, f9) The ENA is the central network forum of the French Elite; 
Central Bankers put EMU together

DGIII- 2 Officials (b14, f16) The ECSC was a network node; prior consultation is important

DGIII- (b14, f3) European elite exists; Delors operated a vast and influential network of 
influence

DGIII- Director General  (b13, f13) Peak orgs are central players in the EU’s policy development
process; Italian decision to ratify SEA taken made by a handful of 
individuals-Ruggerio, Ambassador Calamia, Paodoa-Schioppa; Sachinelli; 
Andreotti

DGIII- Deputy Director General (b13, f10) European Elite exists; power is held by about 100 
people in Commission; years of working together has built personal 
relationships cum  trust; Enarques form a insider clique among 
themselves, e.g. they tutoyer each other- very powerful arrangement;

DG III (b14, f5) A European elite is forming, but perhaps not in the sense used in this 
dissertation; as one works in EU system, one become progressively more 
supranationalized (“comunautaire”); prior consultation important (as early 
as possible)

DG IV- Cabinet member (b13, f9) New members of European elite are tested for ‘loyalty’ by 
their superiors; Enarques are  progressively becoming more 
supranationally oriented

DG IV- Chef d’unité (b14, f5) Prior consultation is important 

DG VI- Deputy Director (b12, f14) A European elite has formed, based upon personal 
acquaintance; a democratic def exists

DG XV (b15, f6) Transnational system of reunions paquets has developed, wherein 
representatives from Commission, members states, and affected parties 
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negotiate the implementation of EU directives.  Much of this work is 
informally done over lunch, constituting an intermediate step between 
policy inception and implementation

DG XVI (b14, f2) There is a European elite; it includes transnational peak organizations, EU 
journalists, EP, and Commission, where esprit de corps increased with 
Delors’ arrival.  

DG XVI (b14, f3) The democratic deficit a problem

Senior Delors advisor (b15, f5) The SEA was always intended to result in EMU;  this  objective 
was downplayed at time of SEA negotiation; UNICE is helpful in gaining 
the acquiescence of Europe’s businesses to various integrationist projects 

Cabinet, Delors Presidency (b15, f3) Delors worked through a powerful network of associates; 
Delors was driven by inspirational vision; integration is endangered when 
overly ambitious steps are taken

Member of Delors’ Cabinet (b12, f12) Delors political style secretive, based on networks;
Delors was a central player in the SEA’s development; the SEA was 
originally intended to lead to EMU; 

Commission Advisor on EMU #1 (b13, f4) Central Banks form a network, based around BIS and 
Committee of Governors; this net critical to dev of EMU

Commission Advisor on EMU #2 (b12, f2) A European elite exists; it has been built around the 
interpersonal comity arising from numerous structured and unstructured 
personal interactions, and it operates through networks of personal 
acquaintance

Commissioner’s Cabinet (b15, f1) A European elite has formed; the EU encourages 
transnational networking

Commission Legal Service  (b15, f3) Loyalty of EU personnel is to EU and EU law

Ceulle de prospectve  [think tank] (b14, f6) A European perspective has taken hold among 
members of the EU bureaucracy; Delors and the enarques operate through 
remarkably well constructed networks of influence;  UNICE is a central 
player in the emerging pan-European lobbying network; Democratic 
deficit a serious problem

EU Secretariat [2 officials] (b15, f8) Locus of European power shifting to Brussels; Prior 
consultation critical; waiting until the formal process is too late

Dooge Committee (b14, f11) EU networks enmesh members of all national elite segments
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EcoSoc (b13, f9) EcoSoc involved in formation of a pan-European lobbying network and 
seeks to integrate all economic and social actors into EU institutional 
framework; through this network, ETUC and employers, for example, can 
connect with COREPER, EP, and Commission

Ambassador to the US (b12, f11) The ECJ is analogous to the US Supreme Court 

EU liaison to local government (b13, f1) Peak orgs act as node for transnational networking

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

Liaison to UK (b12, f4) Networks form around nodes; participation in supranational institutions 
gives the participant a more integrationist outlook

Liaison to France (b12, f8) A Broad European elite forming in political  and  business realms,  
based upon a Europe-wide, rather than national perspective

President Regional Committee (b15, f7) The democratic deficit on the increase

MEP (Holland) (b13, f7) Dutch public largely unaware, apathetic, and ill-informed about 
EU issues; transnational peak orgs of increasing relevance

MEP (France) (b13, f6) Prior consultation is very important

MEP (UK) (b13, f14) The EU is not a yet state, and Eastern enlargement will destroy any chance 
of it becoming a state; Thatcher was not fully aware of the SEA’s 
implications

EUROPEAN COURT OF JUSTICE

ECJ Judge #1,Court of Auditors  (b15, f1) Yes, a European elite has developed; it is
based in Commission

Judge ECJ #2 (b15, f3)  Over time, working together, judges adopt more and more of a 
European perspective; ECJ becoming the supreme court of Europe, 
depending on how one defines the term

Judge, ECJ #3 (b15, f5a) ECJ has been an activist court, behaving as a supreme court; EU 
treaties are a “living organism”
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Advocate General (b15, f3) ECJ is an activist, pro-integration institution, using law to
increase its power 

PAN-EUROPEAN ORGANIZATIONS

European Movement, national Pres (b13, f13) SEA boosted social and economic 
transnational networking; central bankers made EMS

EFPIA [Business Association] (b13, f7) EFPIA is part of transnational net of prior consult and 
negotiation

ETUC [trade union confederation] (b15, f7) ETUC is a node for pan-European networking; the 
democratic deficit exists

FBE [Bank Association] (b15, f6) FBE is a node for a pan-European bankers’ network

IRI-Europe, Brussels Office (b14, f2) The currency of power in the EU is good personal 
relationships.

AUSTRIA

Aus. Embassy, London (b14, f13) Key to Austrian accession was new government in January 
1987, the leaders of which were committed to entry.  Austrian business 
elite, i.e., Chamber of Commerce and industrial federations (networked 
with UNICE), favored joining. Pro integration parties met and agreed to 
collectively wage a PR campaign to gain popular acquiescence to 
membership

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  #1 (b14, f14) The Austrian elite is ‘single-minded’ in its 
determination for membership, while the people are unsure or opposed 

State Secretariat for European Integration (b14, f14) Austrian elite is becoming more Europe-
oriented, and is overwhelmingly pro-integration, including the media elite 
(only one paper is ambivalent); Political union is as important as economic 
integration

Austria National Bank (b14, f14) BIS serves as a node in the central bankers network,                 
which was central to EMU’s development; ANB has a role making public 
less skeptical of EMU
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Austrian Chamber of Commerce (b15, f4) Budgets money specifically for advocating 
integration to both the elite and the public

BELGIUM

Foreign Minister  (b14, f16) A European elite exists, arising from the regularized interpersonal 
contact that the institutions require; The founders of the EU were always 
intent upon realizing a political union, but the failure of the EDC and the 
arrival of de Gaulle meant their vision was to be delayed in its 
implementation;  since then, nationalists and supranationalists have been 
battling for supremacy;  European diplomacy is now  bargaining through 
package deals; The democratic deficit is a source of some popular 
discontent, but elite is unconcerned with this; Personalities important to 
policy development

Minister for EC Affairs (b14, f5) Personal contacts are critically important to doing 
European politics

DENMARK

Ministry of Economic Affairs (b15, f9) European elite exists; their supranational 
commitment does not reliably exist in the public; Prior consultation is 
critical to influence of policy development process

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (b15, f9) European elite is developing; intra-elite relations become 
more informal as it does so; more and more lobbying is done in Brussels; 
prior consultation important

Member of Folketing (b15, f9) National state will not fade away, but the future
lies at the European level

Nationalbank (b15, f9) The contacts made through networking develop personal relationships 
which facilitate deal making

National TUC (b15, f9) Prior consultation is important; Integration is primarily a political, not 
economic endeavor; the TUC is pro-EU

Confederation Danish Industry (b15, f11) CDI networks with UNICE, which networks with EU
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Finansrodet  (Association of Financial Enterprises) (b15, f12) A European elite is emerging;  
organization is increasingly shifting lobbying to Brussels; Committee of 
Governors of central banks is very influential

Danish Employers’ Confederation (b15, f11)A European Elite is developing; A network of peak 
organizations connect all sectors of Danish  economy to Brussels; 
Organization is part of this network and is pro-EMU

FRANCE

*Prime Minister (b12, f3) Networking and prior consultation lead to better personal relations and 
thus policy implementation; Central Banks critical to EMU

*Minister for European Affairs (b12, f10) Prior consultation important; All European Council 
meetings are prearranged by France and Germany

Deputy Governor, Bank of France (b13, f5) EU not yet a state; Central Banks were the main 
players creating EMU; democratic deficit exists

CERI #1 [Think Tank] ECB is further the development of a European banking class;
economic integration will lead to political integration

CERI #2 (b14,f2)  EMU vital in revival of  “neofunctionalist” thesis

Ministry of Economics and Finance #1(b13, f8) Prior Con important; peak orgs participate
in transnational  policy formation process

Ministry of Economics and Finance #2(b13, f11) Service in EU makes one more ‘European’ 
or supranationalist in outlook;  Pos-sum bargaining a cardinal principle of  
EU negotiation; Prior con important and widely followed

Ministry of Economics and Finance #3(b13, f14) Personal relations important to policy 
development; Bank of France (namely, Jean-Claude Trichet) was an 
important actor at every stage of EMU, from EMS, to Delors Plan, to 
fruition; Prior Consultation gives one leverage over policy developments-
used fruitfully between Mitterrand and Kohl

Ministry for European Affairs (b12, f7) A European Elite definitely forming; includes 
politicians, journalists, academics; democratic deficit exists
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Official, PR in Brussels (b14, f5) Personal acquaintance is basis for political contacts and 
networking; Prior consultation important; ENA teaching more courses on 
EU affairs 

SCGI  #1 (b12, f1) ENA orienting itself more towards EU affairs

SCGI  #2   (b12, f13) A European elite forming, in a process analogous to the formation
of national elites

AFB, EU liaison [banking federation] (b14, f2) Member of FBE, which is closely involved with 
Commission on banking issues; personal relationships essential for access

AGREF [Bus Assn] (b13, f1) AGREF networks extensively with other federations and peak orgs

CGE – (b13, f3) European identity and commitment are increasing; Prior consultation is  
important

Lyonnais des Eaux, EU affairs advisor, (b12, f9) Prior consultation is important

Peugeot-Citroen (b12, f10) The EU is driven by networks; ENA network most important in 
France

CCF (bank) (b13, f12)There is no European Elite in financial sector; CCF uses FBE as 
intermediary in EU negotiations

Pechniey  [MNC] (b13, f8) Large transnational network has formed to lobby Brussels

SNCF [French national railway] A European elite has definitely formed; official EU policy is to 
use and expand transnational networks; Prior consultation is important

CGT and FO [Trade Unions] (b12, f3) The Force Ouvrière (FO) was the first French labor union 
to (genuinely) support European integration; its leadership was  inspired 
by the “United States of Europe”  vision; FO is part of a lobbying 
network, with ECOSOC as a node

GERMANY

Federal Ministry of Economics  (b14, f18)  Personalities and business associations are 
important to policy development; interaction with supranational bodies 
leads to a more pos view of integration; European  political union a very 
importnatt objective of Helmut Köhl and TEU
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Bundesbank (b13, f1) A European elite is forming by a networking process, and creating a EU 
state; Central Banks have been central players in SEA, TEU, and EMU; 
BIS a network node for central bankers.

Bayer (b14, f16) Transnational Peak organizations act as intermediaries between business 
and the Commission

BASF (b14, f15) Peak orgs (e.g., UNICE) play central role in EU-business relations;  personal 
relationships important to lobbying

BDA [business federation] (b14, f4) BDA lobbies EU organizations on social issues; networks 
with UNICE

BVR  [bankers association] (b13, f5) Commission prefers to deal with transnational peak orgs, 
thus strengthening them and their networks

Carlsberg Brewery (b15, f10) Company is gradually shifting more and more of its lobbying to 
Brussels; personalities important in determining policy direction

Daimler Benz, EU liaison(b15, f7) Presence in Brussels helps transmit  EU  thinking into the 
corporate mind-set

Deutschebank (b14,f15) Networking between associations are based on personal relationships; 
BIS an important node in the European bankers’ network; DeutscheBank 
is strongly pro-integration and EMU; educates public in this regard;  Bank 
employees members of AMUE

DIHT [business federation] (b13, f12) DIHT acts as an intermediary in between German 
economic interests and EU; has office in  Brussels; helped organize pro-
TEU orientation of German business community

Dresdner Bank (b14, f15) FBE is a pan-European node in transnational bankers’ network

Siemens, EU liaison (b14, f18) Prior consult and personal relations important to policy 
development

VCI (2 officials) [chemical industry Association]   (b14, f16) VCI networks thru 
transnational peak organizations for European chemical industry (CEFIC)

VDB   (b14, f17)  In 1990s, trans-European peak organizations began to be central to policy  
development

ZVEI (bus fed) (b15, f7) Importance of national business federations has given way to those of 
transnational federations favored by the EU
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HOLLAND

*Dutch Diplomat, ACUSE member (b13, f5)  ECSC was always intended a first building block 
of a new European political order;  Monnet emphasized pos sum 
bargaining; SEA encouraged format of transnational business networks; 
ACUSE built and rebuilt by Robert Marjolin, Sicco Mansholdt, Helmut 
Schmidt, Colombo, Max Kohnstamm, Edward Heath, Jacques Delors, 
Walter Hallstein, Franz Etzel, Wehner, Wily Brandt, Ludwig Erhardt, 
Tindemanns, Lefevre, Korn, Romme, Burg (Dutch PMs)- these people 
formed close personal relations and transnational network that was key to 
survival and expansion of the EEC into EU.

Department of European Affairs in the Ministry of Economics (b4, f5) European elite is
forming, the line between national and supranational actors is blurring;  
transnational peak organizations are becoming more important

Econ advisor to PM (b14, f15) Bus federations serve as nodes for networking between the 
economic and political elite

Office of PR to EU (b13, f12)Formal and informal networks of consultation and personal 
acquaintance constitute the essence of the EU policy development process; 
prior consultation important (earlier the better); the democratic deficit  
exists

Nederlandsche Bank (b14, f15) Personally pro-TEU; Governor of Dutch central bank significant 
participant in development of EMU who reported back to central bank in 
Holland, but not to Dutch government, because he did not think of himself 
as a representative of the Netherlands; Dutch business generally pro-
integration;  Distribution of TEU text free to Danish citizens was a 
mistake because it confused them; East European bankers being integrated 
into West European central bankers’ network

Phillips [MNC], EU liaison (b14, f16) Philips is part of European  lobbying network with 
UNICE; the corporation is pro-integration

VNO #1 [bus fed] (b14, f5) Prior consultation important; Organization has always been pro-
integration; UNICE node for transnational networking; 

VNO #2- UNICE liaison (b12, f4)  Employers’ federations operate through UNICE, constituting 
a transnational network
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IRELAND

*Prime Minister (b14, f9) Compromise is at the heart of European diplomacy

Office of the Taoiseach (b14, f8) Irish elite like the feeling of political significance that 
they get for being on the same stage as other European leaders

Foreign Minister (b14, f10) An elite group of individuals have disproportionate 
influence over Ireland’s policies toward the EU; The EM is funded by the 
EU

Department of Foreign Affairs (b14, f7) Central Bank of Ireland is primarily responsible 
for the country’s EMU negotiations

Bank of Ireland  (b14, f11)  Central Banks played a key role in the development of EMU; they 
operate in a clubby atmosphere, with the BIS as particularly important 
node of intimate networking

Econ & Social Research Institute (b14, f8) Irish elite very “internationalist”

IBEC [employers’ federation] (b14, f11) IBEC networks with Commission and peak 
organizations (UNICE); IBEC is  pro-Integration

Irish Confederation of Trade Unions (b14, f9) Irish labor was transformed from skeptical 
to pro-EU as a result of its incorporation into the EEC/EU institutional 
networks after accession in 1973

Irish Council of EM (b14, f10) EM had important role in achieving Irish accession in 1972; 

ITALY

PR delegation (b14, f17) COREPER acts as intermediary between the Commission
and member states; TEU making regions more important

*Bank of Italy #1 (b13, f12) Spinelli was a prime instigator of integration; Since WWII, all 
Italian government elite imbued with European conviction; Craxi and his 
ministers united in their strong supranationalism, despite misgivings from 
rank-and-file socialists; Business Roundtable and Confindustria have been 
pro-integration pressure groups; SEA necessarily implied EMU; Italian 
Central Bankers key players in formation of EMU
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Bank of Italy #2 (b13, f6) Cent Bankers’ network influences numerous financial issues in 
EU policy elaboration

Bank of Italy #3 (b13, f12) Central Bankers have been key players in the construction of 
EMU; Service in pan-European orgs leads to adoption of a European 
perspective

CGIL [TU] (b13, f6) Part of ETUC network; CGIL expects prior consultation; CGIL became 
pro-integration in 1970s

Confindustria #1 [business federation] (b14, f18) Confindustria networks directly with 
Commission, and indirectly thru UNICE

Confindustria #2, Director - Confindustria closely networked with European institutions; 
organized pro-integration publicity campaign with economic, academic 
and media allies

CNR, EU liaison (b14, f1) Self-consciously acts as a node for national and transnational 
networks of scientists to connect; Personal acquaintance important for 
political access

Fiat, EU liaison (b14, f17) Sense of national identity evaporating among European elite

PORTUGAL

EU Affairs Cabinet (b15, f1) European elite is forming, but currently unsteady

Office of PR, Brussels (b15, f2) Portugal has extensive lobbying network in Brussels; PR prefers 
to contact UNICE than national groups

SPAIN

Minister of Foreign Affairs (b15, f7) A European elite is forming, both in EU, and in national 
government departments dealing with Europe (e.g. foreign and finance 
ministries), including some journalists, too; Spanish Foreign Minister is 
pro-integration; democratic deficits a problem

Ministry of Foreign Affairs EU liaison (b14, f18)  Funds and assists the European Movement
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Bank of Spain (b14, f1) Bank was leading force convincing Spanish government
to join EMS and in negotiation of TEU and EMU

Bank of Spain (b13, f8) EC not yet a state; Companies starting to think on a European
rather than national basis

Banco Popular (b14, f18) Lobbies Brussels through FBE, which has supplanted direct
contact; Bank is pro-TEU;  personally fears Germany without integration 
to bind her down

ANFAC [industry fed] (b12, f13) ANFAC is part of the transnational network of peak
industrial federations (OICA, ACEA, UNICE)

CCOO #1 [TU] (b13, f9) Joined ETUC net in 1987; ETUC active in TEA; networks with ESC

CCOO #2 (b14, f18) In 1991, CCOO transferred powers to ETUC- this was the beginning
of a powerful, genuinely supranational trade union

CEBL (employers’ Fed) (b12, f12) Networks with peak employer organizations (e.g. CEOE)

CONC [TU] (b14, f5) CONC networks with ETUC; ETUC is assuming the powers of national 
trade unions; Democratic Deficit is a big problem, and may lead to the 
formation of an unaccountable ‘superstate’

CONFMETAL #1  (b13, f9) After SEA, established an EC affairs department

CONFMETAL #2   (b15, f7) Networks with transnational network node (UNICE)

FEIQUE [business federation]  (b13, f4) Transnational connections with CEFIC (European
Chemical Industry Association)

FTN [business federation]  (b14, f4) Organization is pro integration- a part of consultative 
network that includes EP, Commission, Council of Ministers, and other 
interest groups, and peak orgs (e.g. UNICE)

PCPE  [business federation] (b14, f1) PCPE is an explicitly pro-integration business federation,
responsible for organizing a positive orientation towards the EU from 
Catalan businesses and public opinion.  It has an office in Brussels.

UGT #1[Socialist TU] (b13, f4) ETUC becoming node of true pan-European trade union;          
Econ integration leads to political integration (e.g. TEU); UGT pro-
integration and active member of EM
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UGT #2 (b13, f5) ETUC strongly pro-integration; serves this goal by acting as a node for 
transnational network; successfully lobbied for the TEU’s Social Chapter; 
democratic deficit a big problem

SWEDEN

Ministry of Finance (b15, f5b)  Nationalist haggling by Swedish diplomats is often 
concocted only for public consumption- to be able to claim to public that 
they are fighting for Swedish interests; Swedish elite began networking 
with EU elite in years leading up to membership

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (b15, f5a) A pro-integration consensus in the Swedish  elite, and 
their PR campaign were key  to overcoming popular mistrust of Brussels 
and joining the EU

Advisor to Foreign Minister (b15, f5b) Sweden is gradually integrating into a pan-European 
political system

Riksbank [central bank](b15, f5b) Swedish Riksbank integrated into Central Banker’s
network- an anteroom to membership; expects Sweden to join EMU 
eventually

SAF [employer’s federation] (b15, f5a) SAF is part of the UNICE transnational network;
Integration is more of political than economic project; SAF is pro-
integration

SE [bank] (b15, f5b) FBE jealous of its intermediary role between national states and
Brussels

SI (industry federation) (b15, f5b) Networks with UNICE; it is difficult to be frank 
with pubic and member state businesses, due to skepticism

CAEUE [anti-integration org] (b15, f5b) There is an elite-public divide over EU; Swedish 
elite (main parties, big media) are pro-integration; Swedish press unfairly 
covers issue, advocating membership.
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UNITED KINGDOM

*Prime Minister (b15, f5a) European elite network forming around people such as Palliser; Bank 
of England pro-integration; single market led to EMU; EU becoming an 
independent state

*Foreign Minister (b15, f5a) EU elite is expanding, building a true state, though ‘state’ 
is not quite the right word for it

*Chancellor of the Exchequer (b15, f5a) No large scale European elite- only bankers constitute 
an true elite; EU not a state in traditional sense; the SEA was a device for 
political union- barely hidden objective of Delors; Thatcher was misled 
concerning the political implications of the SEA by the FCO; trust key 
ingredient of policy dev; democratic deficit a problem

*FO Official (b12, f13) European elite exists; Commission more European than 20 yrs 
ago; the democratic deficit exists

*Permanent Representative to the EU; FO (b13, f12) European Elite in formation, not yet 
complete; it will be complete when truly European parties form; postings 
to European institutions and issues inculcates participants into 
integrationist perspectives; central banks key to development of EMU

*Permanent Representative to the EU (b12, f5) He thinks no European elite has formed, though 
some in Brussels thinks they are a European elite

*Permanent Representative to the EU (b12, f6) Yes, European elite exists; Integration will 
proceed thru ‘engrenage;’ each integrative development will be an excuse 
for more integration

*Private Secretary to a PM (b13, f14) Participation in supranational institutions leads to a greater 
commitment to supranationalism; Thatcher had nationalist, Atlanticist 
political vision

MAFF, European Secretariat (b13, f3) Peak orgs becoming more important; Personal 
chemistry important to policy development

DTI, Assistant Secretary (b12, f5) Personalities and networking important to policy 
development

Deputy Permanent Representative (b13, f11)EcoSoc is a major node for pan-European 
networking; most important negotiations occur outside conference rooms

EU Representative to the UK (b12, f12) SEA led to a flourishing of transnational peak 
organizations; prior consultation is important
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Bank of England #1 [liaison with other central banks] (b12, f10) Yes, European elite 
forming; most committed of them are in EU civil service

Bank of England #2 [Europe division] (b14, f4) Significant national sovereignty is being 
ceded to unelected central bankers with  EMU

Bank of England #3 (b14, f1) Committee of Governors (of central banks) wrote ECB proposal; 
European central banks elaborately networked on numerous levels 
(Governors, administrative supervisors, advisors, etc)

Bank of Scotland (b14, f3) All banking is about informally structured networks; SEA led directly 
to EMU

Barclay’s Bank (b14, f6) The European  elite is committed to federalist ideal; 
Lobbying works through networks; Prior consultation is important; 250 
biggest banks in Europe are part of VGE’s AMUE; central banks 
secretively running the show on EMU.  

BBA- 4 Officials (b14, f7) FBE becoming a more important player in policy development 
prior consultation important

CBI Europe Committee [major federalist  MNCs] (b14, f1) CBI Europe committee an 
integration advocacy group, often led by ardent supranationalists who used 
network of pre-existing business contacts to lobby for more integration 
and get UK business behind the project; CBI is beginning to link up with 
business federations from other nations, and also with UNICE

ICL  [corporation] (b15, f5b) European elite, identity, and loyalty forming around 
institutions, but this process is incomplete; Networking important to policy 
development; ICL pro-integration

Institute of Directors [SME federation] (b14, f6) Personal relations and networking important for 
lobbying;  political vision is the driving force of integration, not 
economics; nepotism and corruption rampant in commission

Guinness, EU liaison (b13, f8) The European elite are the servants of Europe; Delors was 
a driving force of integration  

National Westminster (bank) (b13, f9) A European elite is developing, situated in the 
Commission, EP, national civil service dealing with EU matters, and 
including some journalists; Bank is pro-integration; official cares not 
about loss of sovereignty; the democratic deficit real and deep- policy 
development is entirely divorced from public; the ECJ is a real power in 
the integration project.

SFE (business federation) (b14, f2) EU encourages formation and networking of associations
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that are not nationally based

TUC [union association] (b13, f7) TEU works within RTUC network; EU policy is developed 
through transnational networks

Financial Times, journalist (b13, f4) Commissioners use stealth tactics to surreptitiously confer 
additional powers upon themselves

CMLR, journalist (b14, f7) The ECJ is a secretive organization.

RIAA [think tank] (b14, f6) CBI an influential, strongly pro-integration player; closely 
networks with UNICE; 

EPF [think tank] (b13, f9) European elite under formation; academic elite astonishingly 
well networked thru nodes such as the Konrad Adenauer Foundation; FT a 
‘truly European’ paper

EI [think tank], Edinburgh University (b13, f10) Kangaroo and Crocodile groups very important 
forums for networking

EC Scotland  (b13, f11) European elite is definitely developing

UNITED STATES

Exxon  (b14, f2) Editorial position of UK media elite is influential on general level of Euro-
skepticism; EU officials personally enjoy upsetting Americans

Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen, Hamilton [international law firm]   (b14,f6) Influence in 
European politics is a matter of using networks of power; Enarques expert 
at this; personal acquaintance is a critical component in networking
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Glossary of Abbreviations/Acronyms in Appendix A

ACEA – Asociación de Constructores Europeos de Automóviles
ACUSE- Action Committee for the United States of Europe
AGREF- Association des Grandes Entreprises Francais
AMUE- Association for the Monetary Union of Europe
ANFAC- Asociatión National de Fabricantes de Automótives

BBA – British Bankers Association 
BDA – Bundesvereinigung der Deutschen Arbeitgeberverbände
BIS – Bank for International Settlements
BVR – Bundesverband der Volksbanken und Raiffeisenbanken

CAEUE – Campaign Against EU Entry
CBI- Confederation of British Industry 
CEBL – Conferación d’Empresaris del Baix Llobregat (a Spanish employers’ federation) 
CEOE – Confederatión Española de Organizaciones Empresariales
CGE – Compagnie Generale des Eaux
CGT- Confederation General du Travail
CMLR – Common Market Law Report
CNR- Consiglio Nazionale delle Richerche
CONC- Comisió Obrerra de Catalunya- Workers’ Commission for Catalan
CONFMETAL - Confedación Española de Organizaciones Empresariales del Metal; 

represented 25% of Spanish industrial output at time of interview

DG- General Directorate
DIHT – Deutscher Idustrie und Handelstag
DTI- Department of Trade and Industry

ECJ- European Court of Justice
EI- Europa Institute
EM – The European Movement (pro-integration lobbying organization)
Engrenage – Monnet’s term for gradual accretion of power to the supranational center
EP- European Parliament
EPF – European Policy Forum
ESC- Economic and Social Committee
ETUC- European Trade Union Confederation

FBE- Federation Banquaire Européenne (European Banking Federation) 
FO- Force Ouvrière; Foreign Office in the UK context
FT – Financial Times

FTN – Formento del Trabajo Nacional (Catalan Patronat)

ICL – International Computers Ltd.
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IRI- Initiative and Referendum Institute

LCE – Labour Committee for Europe

MAFF- Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries

MNC- Multinational Corporation

OICA – Organizatión Internacional de Consructores de Automóviles

PCPE – Patronat Català Pro Europa
PR- permanent representative(s)
Pro-EU - The person/ organization represented is in favor of further integration

RIAA- Royal Institute of International Affairs

SCGI- Interministerial coordination committee 
SI – Federation of Swedish Industry
SNCF – Societé Nationalle des Chemins de Fer (French National Railway)

SME – Small and Medium-sized Enterprise

TU- Trade union
TUC-  Trade Union Confederation

UGT - Unión General de Trabajadores
UNICE – Union of Industrial and Employers Confederations of Europe

VCI – Verband der Chemischen Industrie
VDB – Verband der Deutschen Bahnindustrie
VNO – a Dutch business federation

ZVEI – Zeneralverband der Elektronischen Industrie
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