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In this last lecture I want to stand back and ask some questions about the long-term 

future of the European Community. First, the effect of Britain’s entry. I have tried to 

make it clear that this is not to be thought of as just another important incident in the 

life of the Community: it fundamentally changes its structure. The fact that there will 

be three major powers in the Community—France, Britain and Germany— instead of 

just two, will, in my view, make a profound difference to the way in which the whole 

operation is run in the future. This is because three is not just one more than two: a 

threesome is a quite different kind of forum for negotiation and bargaining. The 

ultimate threat of resignation by one of the members ceases to have the character of 

an absolute deterrent if it is clear that the Community could in the last resort survive 

with just two of the three.  

 

But my characterisation of the new Community as a system dominated by three 

powers begs a lot of questions. For example, by what principle is Italy excluded from 

the big power group in spite of the fact that in terms of population, resources and so 

on, it might be reckoned to belong in the same class as the other three? The answer I 

would give is that it is largely because Italy perceives itself as a small power. Italian 

governments behave consistently in a recognisable style—a style which reflects a lack 

of confidence in their ability to take any serious international initiative, which in turn 

expresses a deeper doubt about their capacity to command the domestic support 

necessary to sustain a distinctive international posture. Various reasons can be 

advanced to explain these Italian political inhibitions: there are objective factors, 

social as well as economic, which contribute to the result. But I must leave the 

analysis of causes. My concern is with the effect on the construction of Europe.  

 

I would only observe that it is not just a matter of the instability of governments. One 

notices that Holland, for example, which experiences Cabinet crises that leave the 

country without a properly constituted government for six weeks at a time, is not on 

that account inhibited in the conduct of its foreign policy in a European context. The 

Dutch, of course, see themselves as a small power, but as a very active small power 

with a distinctive view on many international questions which they do not hesitate to 

press. One reason for the Dutch imperviousness to political crises is. that everyone is 

confident that, whether there is a functioning prime minister in The Hague or not, the 

institutions of the country—the civil service, the parliament, the political parties and 

so on—are quite robust enough to ensure that on important issues effective decisions 

will be taken, and taken with proper regard to democratic principles.  

 

The Italian case is different. It is a fascinating question how a country comes to assess 

itself as a greater or lesser power in international affairs. But the important point for 

the analysis of international relations is that. this kind of self-assessment —always 

assuming that it is not grossly belied by subsequent performance—really matters.  
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Ultimately, the difference between great powers and lesser ones in the Community 

context is, in my view, to be measured by the familiar old-fashioned criteria of 

international politics—by the size of the threat to the system which a nation can 

mount by withholding its co-operation, set against the loss of benefits which it derives 

from the system. Thus France in 1965-66, when it felt able to withdraw its 

representatives from Community bodies and caused considerable embarrassment to its 

partners demonstrated that it was indeed a great power.  

 

To take a hypothetical example at the other end of the scale, a threatened withdrawal 

by the Belgian Government would be annoying, even upsetting, but would not shake 

the Community to its foundations. At the same time, for Belgium it is recognised as a 

significant gain that it is able to participate through the Community in the making of 

important international decisions which would otherwise be made with little or no 

regard for Belgian interests. The weak bargaining position of the small countries 

makes for a readiness to accept the arrangements agreed among the big powers. They 

complain about not being consulted, but usually they don’t reject the result. The 

officials of the big powers know this and act accordingly.  

 

It seems to me quite likely that in the new European Community of the Nine the small 

powers may have rather more room for manoeuvre. This could well be one 

consequence of the increase in the big-league powers of the Community from two to 

three. What is to be foreseen is both an improvement in performance and an increased 

instability in the actual working of the Community: better performance because there 

will be less simple blocking of Community decisions by one country as the bargaining 

becomes more fluid, accompanied by more overt conflict and friction. The upshot 

would be more strains on the structure, but also more output from the machine. And 

in the more varied and flexible bargaining among the big three, France, Germany and 

Britain, the support or opposition of the small countries, especially if several of them 

gang up together, will more closely affect the balance of decision-making power than 

hitherto.  

 

Another change that it is reasonable to anticipate is the adaptation of the role of the 

European Commission to the realities of the second phase of the construction of 

Europe. The useful, indeed irreplaceable, functions of the Commission are, first, to 

provide the services of a skilful intermediary in all the varied forms of bargaining 

between the trans-national interest groups and organisations making up the 

Community, and secondly, to be the innovator in the formulation of strategic policies 

for Europe. The danger is that because of the old pretensions to simple governmental 

power, the Commission may condemn itself to concentrate on the exercise of detailed 

regulatory functions—looking after agricultural regulations, seeing that the anti-trust 

rules are observed, that there is no cheating on European customs arrangements and 

on indirect taxes—instead of providing the long-term thinking and the tactical skills 

that are needed to keep pushing the process of European integration forward.  

 

 

A Scenario  
At this point you may object that I seem to be wanting to have it all ways: I want a 

Community which has more authority to make collective decisions on behalf of its 

members, which will be ready to cope with crises as they arrive, and at the same time 

I propose to weaken the independent decision-making power of the European 
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Commission. On the other hand, I want to raise the political status of the European 

Commission, so that its members are persons of some acknowledged authority who 

can speak to the politicians of national governments on equal terms and make sure 

that they are listened to. Perhaps I can explain more clearly how I see the Community 

functioning in the future by being a bit more specific about the kind of European 

crisis that it may have to try to manage. The scenario that I shall use is of course 

imaginary, but it helps the exposition to make it as concrete as possible.  

 

Consider a case in which democratic practice in one of the Community countries 

looks as if it might be about to break down. In Italy, for example, assume that the 

Christian Democrat Party, which has provided the base for all Italian Governments 

since the war, is weakened or split. At the same time, the Communist Party, which 

regularly polls a quarter of all the votes, further increases its electoral support. It 

wants, and is now given, an important place in a coalition government of the Left. The 

immediate effect is to produce an extreme polarisation of Italian politics, in the course 

of which armed groups of left-wing and right-wing supporters fight in the streets. The 

violence spreads, and in a few cities government offices are occupied by guerrillas. 

The upshot is that a state of emergency is declared by a government in which the 

Communists are in a majority, and normal constitutional rights are suspended.  

I don’t need to paint in any more of the details of this gloomy scenario. The 

immediate question is whether Italy’s partners in the Community are prepared to give 

the Government there large-scale temporary credits to help it cope with the foreign 

exchange crisis which I assume has accompanied the breakdown of social order. 

Beyond that there is the bigger issue: whether the Community collectively is ready to 

supply the kind of support— moral support by gestures and promises as well as 

immediate practical measures— that will significantly increase the Italian 

Government’s chances of functioning, or whether it takes the view that the only 

sensible course is to write off the Italians, at least temporarily, as members of the 

Community. It would be an extremely hard decision. It would depend, among other 

things, on how far the stated democratic intentions of the Italian Communist Party 

were trusted, on the attitude taken by the Soviet bloc, on the possible effect of any 

Community action, or lack of it, on European military defence in the Mediterranean 

area. What is clear—and this is the point I chiefly want to make—is that any decision 

taken by the countries of the European Community, including a decision to do 

nothing, would necessarily involve some of the most sensitive issues in the politics of 

these countries.  

 

If they are, in fact, able to act together in a crisis of this kind, it will only be because 

the habits of trans-national collaboration and compromise between unofficial as well 

as official agencies, starting with Foreign Offices and running through the mass 

media, the trade unions and the political clubs and parties, are firmly established. This 

would then be a test of the supranational character of the European system: that is, 

supranationality in the sense that I described it in an earlier lecture, not depending on 

the establishment of a single supreme power standing above national governments, 

but on the organisation of many bits and varieties of power exercised by trans-

national groups which operate with a large measure of autonomous initiative, even 

when their members are themselves ultimately subject to the behests of governments. 

Thus, for example, the development of such trans-national links between the officials 

working in the Foreign Offices of the nine member countries is a pre-condition for 

effective crisis- management in my scenario. For it is plainly not the kind of crisis 
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which the European Commission is, or should be, equipped to tackle. It is a matter of 

intergovernmental politics at its most demanding.  

 

Now, the Community’s institutions as originally designed take little account of this 

need. The fact is that as an instrument for imposing uniform rules on the member 

states they are exceedingly strong—so strong, indeed, that there is some hesitation 

about using it on matters that are judged to be of national importance-but that they are 

not very impressive as an instrument for the coordination of national policies.  

 

I suspect that the model underlying the scheme of the founding fathers of the 

Community was excessively influenced by the experience of federations with which 

they were familiar from European and American history. In Europe the successful 

federations, Germany and Switzerland, have been a device for bringing together 

people who already felt themselves in large measure to belong to a national group 

with a considerable degree of homogeneity. In America, the ideal was the melting-

pot: the creation of a new nation. The aim in these cases was to mould a new 

collective sense of identity at the expense of earlier loyalties: encouraging people to 

rub off some of their group individuality against one another, to identify themselves 

less as Bavarians because they were more German, to stop thinking about Virginia 

and concentrate on the United States. Now, in my view, the mood underlying the 

construction of Europe is different from this. The objective of those taking part in the 

enterprise is to integrate but not to merge—to maintain vigorously the individual 

character and separate identities of the national groups taking part. Admittedly, some 

of these nations have been rather cavalier in their treatment of smaller regional units 

inside them, and one of the attractive aspects of the Community is that it provides a 

great deal more scope for the expression of local interests other than the purely 

national ones. But, all the same, the nation will remain for many people—i would 

suspect for the overwhelming majority of those involved—the primary centrt of group 

loyalty.  

 

In view of this, one might have expected to see rather less emphasis on detailed 

uniform regulation promulgated at the centre of the Community, and rather more on 

devising arrangements for parallel action by national governments over broad areas of 

policy. The difference between the two methods can be seen very clearly in the 

current controversy over the approach to economic and monetary union. The 

Community has somehow allowed itself to get involved in a venture which attempts 

to fix its exchange rates in a rigid pattern, before it has begun seriously to engage in 

the much more important work of bringing the economic policies of the member 

states into harmony with one another. That will take a long time and will require a lot 

of difficult political decisions by the nine countries. Working on the exchange rates 

appears to be a short cut, but it really isn’t. It reflects the excessive reliance of some 

of the tacticians of the European Community on the blackmail principle of 

international politics: you manipulate your innocent partners into a position which is 

more compromising than they had imagined; and they then find that they can’t afford 

to opt out.  

 

 

The Community’s Foreign Policy  
This leads to a more general observation about European policies at large. The 

Community’s institutions and methods of conducting business were devised largely to 
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deal with internal problems arising out of the relationship of the original six member 

countries with one another. The Community’s external policies were largely 

neglected. It now turns out, in the Seventies, that the most urgent questions for the 

Community to tackle are concerned with its foreign policy. It has no practice in 

coping with these. It has hardly begun to try to define the relationship between itself 

and the different parts of the world outside. Indeed, until recently its foreign policy 

has had one overriding aim: to be left alone to get on with the business of constructing 

its own domestic system.  

 

That position was in any case becoming less and less acceptable to the rest of the 

world, and the new Community of Nine, with its appendage of a European free- trade 

area, is now going to be faced with an insistent demand for policy decisions covering 

its relations with the United States, the Soviet bloc, Latin America, Asia and Africa. 

What is needed especially is a fresh look at the relationship between the 

underdeveloped countries as a whole and the enlarged Community, taking account of 

the fact that this is by far the largest trading bloc in the world, that the nine member 

countries together provide much the biggest single market for the produce exported by 

the underdeveloped countries and supply them with more development aid than the 

United States of America.  

 

Indeed, if one were searching for a subject on which the Community could most 

rapidly advance the practice of day-to-day collaboration in the management of 

national foreign policies, one could hardly do better than concentrate on the 

relationship with the underdeveloped countries. The stated objectives of development 

policy are broadly the same: all the member states are agreed on the primary aim of 

•speeding up the rise in living standards in the countries of the Third World, and there 

is also agreement on at least some of the most promising means towards that end— 

notably, the opportunity to sell more goods in the markets of the rich countries. 

Moreover, the underdeveloped countries do not raise the profound problems of 

international relations which are involved, for example, in Western Germany’s 

approach to the Soviet bloc or in France’s attitude towards the United States. I am not 

suggesting that the subject is friction-free, far from it: but it would not confront the 

West European countries with important differences of principle which might impede 

a similar attempt to arrive at joint policies on other subjects.  

 

Remembering that it is, above all, the practice of collaboration in its external affairs 

that the Community requires at this stage—learning by doing—the less developed 

countries offer some advantages simply because of their sheer numbers. They account 

for over two-thirds of all the nations with which the member states of the Community 

have diplomatic relations, and the greater part of the work that is done by their 

embassies and official representatives in these countries is connected in one way or 

another with economic development. This includes not only the financing of 

individual projects by grants or credits, but also the provision of technical assistance 

and training and certain commercial preferences. There is also, of course, a good deal 

of ordinary commercial business done in some of the less-developed countries, and 

European countries are interested in this too. However, as the Community becomes 

responsible for the management of a joint external commercial policy for all its nine 

members—a process which is to be set in motion in 1973—the opportunities open to 

individual countries to obtain exclusive export advantages in these markets by 

offering them special commercial favours in return will be sharply restricted. The 
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members of the Community will, in any case, have to take a fresh look at their 

arrangements for export promotion as their commercial relations with the rest of the 

world become a joint responsibility: they might well decide that it was convenient to 

hive off this activity from the ordinary work of their embassies and transfer it to some 

separate organisations. This is a device which has already been found useful by some 

other countries, notably Japan.  

 

 

A Diplomatic Merger  
Next consider another aspect of external relations in which national sentiment tends to 

play a strong part: cultural activity. Here, too, some countries—Britain, for 

example— have separated the organisation whose job it is to conduct cultural 

relations, through art exhibitions, music, libraries and so on, from the diplomatic 

service. (In our case, the job is done by the British Council.) It might be found 

convenient by other European embassies to hive off this work too. In that case, with 

national culture and export promotion both out of the way, the rest of the work left to 

the representatives of the nine countries in the Third World would be a natural subject 

for joint action by the European Community.  

 

What I am suggesting is that we go beyond policy co-ordination in this particular 

sphere to the more radical course of an executive merger: that we amalgamate the 

actual instruments of policy abroad. If we did that, the appearance of substantial 

embassies of the European Community in more than half the capitals of the world 

would itself be a visible demonstration of Western Europe’s identity as a new factor 

in international relations.  

 

Specifically, the proposal is that the establishment of joint control over the external 

commercial relations of the Community countries, which is now imminent, should be 

complemented by a common European development policy. A suggestion of this kind 

would a few years back have been regarded as fantasy: if it has become practical 

politics today, as I believe it has, the reason lies profoundly in the changed 

environment of international affairs. In Western Europe, we now know that we have 

as nations lost the effective power to decide on war or peace, or to defend ourselves in 

the event of war against the most powerful of our possible enemies. In this situation, 

many of the traditional functions of foreign policy have lost their earlier meaning.  

 

It is only because of a certain lag in our perceptions that we still automatically 

connect the activities of ministries of foreign affairs in Europe with the ultimate 

security of nations. In fact, most of the business of foreign policy, other than the 

conduct of our relations with the superpowers and with a few other major states, no 

longer needs to have that exclusive national stamp that has marked it hitherto. The 

great bulk of it is neither very secret nor very sensitive. It sometimes feels as if we are 

the victims of ceremonial diplomatic reflexes which we now find it extraordinarily 

hard to change.  

 

I do not ignore the fact that we have distinct and important national interests which 

figure in our relationships with certain countries: these have to be safeguarded by 

separate missions. We shall still need conventional British embassies in places like 

Moscow and Tokyo and a couple of dozen other capitals. But even there, it will, I 

suspect, be seen to be convenient in the long run to establish a joint West European 
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embassy to cope with our common commercial policies and with many other 

matters—finance and investment, science and technology, or such things as 

educational interchange and travel—which the Community countries will increasingly 

conduct in collaboration with one another.  

 

The effect of all this on the behaviour of Foreign Offices in Britain and other West 

European countries would be considerable. Their officials constitute a trans-national 

group of great potential importance: once mobilised, they could have a profound 

effect on the whole European enterprise. They would discover a need to involve 

themselves much more deeply in each other’s ways of thinking, as part of the daily 

practice of collective action. They would become used to handling the small change 

of international politics in a common currency.  

 

 

Think European  
Let me end by recalling the essential purpose of this approach to Community politics. 

It starts by rejecting the short cut to European federation— ‘the flight into the future’, 

as the federalists call it. On the other hand, it anticipates that there will be crises 

which will require collective decisions to be arrived at without long delays. The aim is 

to develop a capacity for coping with such crises as they arise. I’ve referred in these 

lectures to a number of practical measures which, taken together, would make 

Western Europe significantly more capable of that. Here are some of the main ones. 

First, weighted majority voting to be accepted in the Council of Ministers on an 

increasing range of matters, and ultimately on all except a few highly sensitive 

national questions. Regular summit meetings between heads of governments would 

supplement this process. Second, use to the full the varied opportunities for making 

joint European decisions, outside as well as inside governments, which arise out of 

the massive growth of trans-national relations. Knowing that you are irretrievably 

locked in with your neighbours wonderfully increases the propensity to act together.  

Third, compel the national bureaucrats to merge their offices and operate common 

foreign policies, wherever these are feasible. Fourth, use the national MPs to create a 

more vigorous European parliamentary system based on trans-national political 

parties, pressing the governments both in their national capitals and at the centre of 

the Community to think European.  

 

I do not believe that we can establish in advance of the event the formal power and 

the institutions which will ensure that we manage Europe’s future crises. What we can 

do is to create a mood and a set of habits which will make it feasible in a crisis 

situation to engage in joint European action on a scale that we have never approached 

before.  

 

 


