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Introduction

Paul Taylor

This volume is an account of European integration in the last decade or so. It explores the pattern of relations between the member states of the European Communities and identifies limits imposed by the states upon incursions into their arrangements by the European Communities. The main question which is addressed is: where did the states choose to defend their sovereignty in this period?

This is a question which concerns the whole extent of the interface between the state and the European Communities, and it was obviously impossible to deal with such a range in one volume. I was therefore impelled to develop a procedure by which particular areas and problems could be selected for closer examination: this procedure hardly deserves the title of theory though it determines the overall shape of the volume. Rather is it an approach or method of work. The starting point is an account of the major dynamics of integration: what are the major pressures which might impinge upon states and integrate them more closely? Since the theories of the Neofunctionalists constitute the most sophisticated account of these dynamics I have focussed in the first chapter upon presenting and analysing these; and I contrast the dynamics derived from these theories with some which I have developed from the Functionalism of David Mitrany. Together they constitute a reasonably comprehensive account of the range of conceivable challenges to the autonomy of the modern state. One important point which emerges is that the dynamics which might be thought important in integration vary with the theoretical perspective of the observer.

ixIn the second chapter I suggest a number of questions about international integration in Western Europe which are derived from the dynamics previously examined. These questions are organised into three sets. They concern: first, the degree of “supranationalism” in the institutions of the Communities (questions derived from both theories); second, policy making in the Communities, involving both national governments and the regional institutions (questions derived from Neofunctionalism); and third, the status of the legal systems of member states and the extent of the challenge to the authority of member governments, (questions derived, according to my interpretation in Chapter 1, from the ideas of the older Functionalists). In presenting these questions I am obviously indicating the main areas where the limits imposed upon integration by the states are to be sought. In the rest of the second chapter I concentrate upon locating the limits in empirical terms: I am not here attempting to test or refute the theories but am concerned with locating the limits imposed within the state upon the dynamics which they suggest.

The remaining chapters of the volume are also arranged in the three groups suggested by the sets of questions, though in these I am more concerned with the task of explaining the limits described in the second chapter rather than with their description. The various chapters represent points of focus and inevitably touch upon questions which are also raised from a different perspective in other chapters: this approach follows from the nature of the area of study which defies a clear cut categorisation. Aspects of the theories illuminate aspects of the arguments throughout the volume. But, although the existing theories are amended and developed, the primary focus is empirical.

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 are concerned primarily with the limits upon the development of the central institutions in the European Communities. The broad theme in each chapter is the way in which the supranational potentials of the early phase of integration were limited and the role of the institutions altered. In Chapters 6, 7 and 8 I deal more closely with the policy-making process in the Communities from the perspective of national xdecision-makers. Pressures which impinged upon national civil servants and executives are discussed in order to explain the limits imposed upon the dynamics which I derived from the theories of the Neofunctionalists. In this context three areas were chosen because they seemed to be particularly revealing in the late 1970s about these limits. They are the diplomacy concerning the European Monetary System in 1978 and later; the pattern of development of the Communities’ involvement with a range of social policies; and problems concerning the Communities’ Budgetary arrangements, and the Common Agricultural Policy, in particular as they affected Britain’s relations with her partners. I discuss further in Chapter 9 the legal bases of the Communities and the claims and counter-claims about the nature of the obligations of Community membership. As I indicate in Chapter I, the questions dealt with here, though relevant to both Neofunctionalism and the Functionalism of David Mitrany, are of more central importance in the latter. It should perhaps be stressed again that there are in the volume a number of inter-related points of focus and that the materials to which they relate inevitably overlap.

The structure of the volume reflects its primary concern with the question of where the states chose to defend their sovereignty in the 1970s and early 1980s. A second theme is, however, taken up in Chapter 3 and is touched upon in other chapters: that integration in Western Europe in the 1970s had a discernable overall shape. Between 1970 and 1973-4 there were still uncertainties about the direction of development of the Communities. There remained some encouragement for those who favoured a more supranational Europe. In 1974, however, these uncertainties were clarified and in the late 1970s states began to impose clearer limits upon integration. Indeed there was then some evidence to suggest that states were entrenching their defences against incursions from the Communities into their domain. In Chapter 10, therefore, I also consider some of the ways in which the problems which had emerged in the way of further integration might be overcome.

The volume is intended to constitute a summary of the limits imposed upon integration within the xistate by a variety of mechanisms and in a variety of contexts. Its perspective is one of looking from the state outwards towards Europe. But -perhaps rather treacherously - having examined the defences of the citadel from within, it proposes in Chapter 10 to those who may be interested, ways of pressing the attack in favour of further integration.
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Chapter One

The Concept of Community and the Gradualist Process of Integration

Paul Taylor

DOI: 10.4324/9781003632603-1


Among the problems which face the student of the process of international integration, such as that between the member states of the European Communities, is that of finding a way among the various theoretical approaches to the subject. The theoretical approach which one adopts is certain to affect ones understanding of the integration process, and each approach has its own implications for the kind of strategy which is thought to be appropriate in seeking further integration. This chapter seeks both to illustrate these points and to clarify some aspects of integration. In particular it is intended to describe some of the main pressures towards integration which were identified in the two major theories of gradualist integration among states, namely, Functionalism and Neofunctionalism. This is a necessary prelude to the more detailed discussion in Chapter 2 of the empirical limits upon integration defined in these terms which were imposed by the states in the 1970s.

The approach of the Neofunctionalists involved the attempt to use the analogy of national government in interpreting the existing structure and process of European institutions and in suggesting possible ways of furthering integration; it looked to national governmental institutions and methods of control as a model for understanding and strengthening the powers of the central institutions of the Communities. The other, which might be termed a Functionalist approach, in the style of the older Functionalists (such as David Mitrany), distinguished between the desirable end-situation and the methods of achieving it, between the conditions of the stable state which should result from integration, and the 2requirements of the strategy for achieving those conditions. (1) It suggested that the analogy of the national government might not be appropriate, and indeed, that its use might suggest courses of action, and lead to the attachment of significance to observed developments, which would lessen the chances of its being appropriate later on.

Some observers, particularly the Neofunctionalists and the Federalists saw in the European Communities an emerging bi-polarity of power and authority. (2) On the one side there was the community method, centred upon the Commission, which had competence and took decisions in its appropriate sphere; and on the other side, the residue of power and authority was left in the hands of the national governments. An important part of the integration process in this analysis was the transfer of decision-making powers from the national governments to the European institution, that is, the Commission; the Court sustained the Commission’s decision-making by establishing and protecting the supremacy of Community Law over National Law in the integrated areas. The progress of integration in this case lay in the expanding competence of the European institutions, particularly the Commission. In 1967 Lindberg detected the beginnings of a European political system; and, in doing so, he counted those fields in which the European institutions took decisions, and those which remained the preserve of governments. (3) His analysis was highly illuminating on many aspects, but it accepted implicitly certain assumptions about the nature of sovereignty and authority which would be challenged by those who take a different theoretical approach to the subject.

There are, of course, several different.views on the nature of sovereignty. One view - the older one - lays primary stress upon the legal aspect: that power is sovereign which has the legal right to act and ‘whose acts are not subject to the legal control of another human will’. (4) In this case it is the possession of the legal right to undertake certain activities, such as the defence of the realm, which is the most important aspect of sovereignty. Another view, however, goes beyond this to demand as a condition of sovereignty that the power should be based on a popular consensus, upon a community or nation; the power of government should receive the sanction of popular approval and support before that government can be said to be 3sovereign. And the same general distinction can be made about authority: authority of governments can be based upon a recognition of competence expressed through the approval of the mass of the citizens. Authority in this second case derives from a general agreement that the government should have the right to act; in the first case it comes from a legal dispensation.

I should indicate at this point the sense in which I use the word community, as Functionalists and Neofunctionalists have rather different views of this concept. Where I am not talking specifically about the European Communities, in the sense of its institutions and methods of work, I mean community in the sense of a community of beliefs, values, attitudes and loyalties. I call this a socio-psychological community, and would distinguish it from, for instance, the political community of Etzioni(5) or the system of co-existing but different interests which Haas discusses. (6) The socio-psychological community is very similar to the community with which Deutsch was concerned in his discussion of the nation and in his discussion of amalgamated and pluralistic security communities. (7) This type of community is, of course, similar to that detected by Tonnies when he made his distinction between Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft at the end of the nineteenth century. (8) Gemeinschaft is translated as community, and Gesellschaft as society. Society, Tonnies suggested, is characterized by competitiveness and the transactions within it are based on contract. Community, on the other hand, describes a sense among the individuals forming it of belonging together, of having common loyalties and values, of kinship; and tasks performed within a community are not performed because of reciprocal arrangements such as contracts, but because of a feeling of duty, a sense of contributing something worthwhile to the good of the whole. An example of society in Tonnies’s sense is the firm; an example of community is the family, the church, or the nation.

It is interesting that the Gaullist view of sovereignty which became fundamental in the attitudes of the French government towards the European Communities, was similar in many respects to that of the older Functionalist theorists such as David Mitrany. The Functionalist argument seemed to be that sovereignty was vitally dependent upon the loyalties of citizens; that institution 4was sovereign which attracted popular loyalties. The dynamic of integration for the Functionalists was the learning process of citizens who were gradually drawn into the co-operative ethos created by functionally specific international institutions devoted to the satisfaction of welfare needs, which were defined in a rather broad sense as the maintenance of adequate economic and social standards. Functionally specific international institutions which escaped from the bonds of national frontiers were thought to be capable of satisfying these needs more efficiently in that they could be tackled in an area, and in a fashion, which was more closely related to their character, rather than determined by political, or ideological considerations; and in doing so the new institutions could attract the loyalties of citizens by convincing them of the advantages of co-operation. Citizens would learn to co-operate from their experience that co-operation brought them greater benefits.

This very brief discussion of the integrative dynamic of the older Functionalists is sufficient to bring out two major aspects of their attitude towards sovereignty; first, sovereignty was in their view conditional upon the appearance of popular loyalties which focussed upon the governing institutions; and secondly, the functionally specific institutions were thought to attract loyalties by efficiently carrying out the task of satisfying welfare needs. A number of successful international institutions could gradually erode the loyalties of citizens towards national governments and refocus loyalties upon themselves: there was to be an accumulation of partial transfers which would bring about a ‘translation of the true seat of authority’. (9) This in turn would lead to a ‘sharing of sovereignty’ and the imposing of restraints upon national governments. But, most importantly, the transfer of the function was but the beginning of the process of transferring sovereignty, and creating a new basis for the authority of international institutions (10); the process was one of building a socio-psycholgical community which transcended the nation state.

Similarly, writers such as Rosenstiel, who might be said to represent a kind of idealised French position, argued that sovereignty was vitally linked with its sociological base. (11) They argued that in Europe the national governments attracted the overwhelming loyalty of the majority 5of their citizens. The nations continued to provide the sovereign base of the national governments; and in the consequential absence of a European nation European institutions could not be sovereign; the term ‘supranational’ was a misnomer. They must be viewed rather as an extension of the juridical and administrative arm of the national governments. As to the older Functionalists, sovereignty to, for instance, the Gaullists, was vitally dependent upon a community of values, beliefs and attitudes which sustained it. Similarly, in their view, institutions could not be said to possess authority unless they had been legitimized by receiving the support and reflecting the values, attitudes and beliefs of citizens.

It hardly needs pointing out that the Gaullists and the Functionalists drew very different conclusions from these similar assumptions about the relationship between community and sovereignty. The Gaullists saw the continued vitality of the different European nations as a reason for resisting the encroachment of Europe. The Functionalists’ argument, when applied to Europe, suggested a strategy for creating the conditions under which sovereignty could be transferred.

The Neofunctionalists and, indeed, the Federalists, on the other hand, shared a suspicion of the Tonnian view of community, and accepted a pluralist model of society. (12) For instance, Professor Haas rejected Gemeinschaft and substituted for it a kind of community of competing interests which co-existed because of an agreement about the rules of the game within a constitutional system. The Neofunctionalists’ view upon the major characteristics of society within the modern state was the starting point of their amendment of the older Functionalism: the older Functionalists seemed to point to the element of agreement or consensus in society; they saw the essence of stability in the underlying homogeneity of society. The Neofunctionalists on the other hand argued that social life was dominated by competition among interests. They recognized stability in the efficient management of conflict in a pluralist society. It is, of course, a question of stress: the older Functionalists did not deny the competitive aspects of society; neither did the Neofunctionalist position deny the crucial importance of the role of consensus. But, whilst 6Functionalism saw integration as being primarily about consensus-building, Neofunctionalism saw the best chance of obtaining international integration in the harnessing of pressures produced by the competing elements in society.

It was logical, therefore, that interest groups should be allocated an important place in the Neofunctionalist view of integration; the gains from integration were seen as stimulating the demands of interest groups for further integration. And integration was supported by shifting coalitions of interest groups, parties and officials. The expectations and demands of groups were channelled towards integration, not because of the perception of a general gain as with the older Functionalism, but because of each group’s perception of its own particular advantage. Such interests included ‘every group-backed demand that enters the market place of political competition’ (13) - from economic interests to political interests, and even religious interests. Cooperation among groups was seen to be the result of a convergence of separate perceptions of interests and not ‘a spontaneous surrender to the myth of the common good.’ (14)

The main motor of integration was to be found, however, in the institutional structures and in the changing behaviour of elites within those structures. Haas described integration as ‘the process whereby political actors in several distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and political activities towards a new and larger setting’ (15) and elsewhere he explained that ‘integration is conceptualised as resulting from an institutionalized pattern of interest politics played out within existing international organizations.” (16)

The essential elements in the integration process which are indicated here were the changing attitudes of key actors, such as national civil servants, and the framework of existing institutional structures; in Europe, of course, the latter were the Communities’ institutions which linked Brussels in a web of interactions with national governments. Indeed, ‘the decision-making process, in its institutional setting, stimulated parties to work out common positions; it creates pressures on high national civil servants to get to know and establish rapport with their opposite 7numbers; it sharpens the sensitivities of the legal profession.’ (17)

If Functionalism was more concerned with a substantive community - a consensus about interests - the Neofunctionalist theory of international integration was centred around the requirements of a procedural consensus; groups were persuaded to pursue their interests through an agreed framework which was an essential element in the end situation of the integration process: a political community was formed which has as its ‘central feature ... the likelihood of internal peaceful change in a setting of contending groups with mutually antagonistic claims’. (18) And the emergence of the political community was to lead interest groups to articulate supranational solutions to their problems and to begin to address their demands to the supranational institutions. The attitudes and expectations of political actors were pushed in a supranational direction by their own involvement in the work of the supranational institutions and these were reinforced by the resulting changes in the expectations and calculations of the interest groups.

The Neofunctionalists stressed the psychology of elites in an integration process ideally culminating in the emergence of a new political system, whereas Functionalism stressed a popular psychological community. The difference in focus is evident: the Neofunctionalists were much more interested in decision-making and formal structures as frameworks of elite behaviour (19) and concentrated upon the patterns of fusion of existing international and national political systems; Mitrany on the other hand was more concerned with changes in popular attitudes as the test of effective integration, and aimed to subsume existing national political systems in a new international one. For him institutions were essentially the trigger of major changes which were to take place elsewhere; that is one reason why Functionalism says little about the details of the institutional structures which were proposed, apart from the broad dictum that ‘form should follow function.’

Neofunctionalism and Functionalism were both process theories; they both contained a sophisticated view upon the causal links which were expected to lead from one level of integration to another. But in an article written in 1967 Haas 8described European integration without mentioning the possible changes in popular attitudes towards integration (20): he stressed the state of relations between the Commission and national governments and he implictly accepted this as the most significant aspect of integration. Although Haas elsewhere accepted that a new centre could attract the general support of citizens as a result of their satisfacton with the performance of crucial functions (21), this, to the Neofunctionalists, was not one of the key elements of the process. In contrast in an analysis of the European experience from the point of view of the older Functionalist theory - if it were misapplied to an example of regional political integration - it would be demanded that the effective work of the former should change the attitudes of the latter so that a new European community of interests emerged. The two theories lead to the attachment of significance to quite different aspects of the integration process.

A concern with types of decision-making was a characteristic of the Neofunctionalist’ view on the process of integration: it followed from their search for procedural consensus. Haas distinguished what he called three modes of accommodation and each of these was both an indicator of a particular level of integration and a causal element leading to further integration. (22) They were, first, the technique of finding the minimum common denominator: bargaining partners located the areas where positive agreement was immediately possible and struck their deal only on that basis; secondly, there was the technique of splitting the difference: bargaining partners positively located both an area of agreement and an area of disagreement and agreed to divide the ground which separated them. This technique was usual where values could be readily identified, as, for instance, in the case of negotiations about financial question. And thirdly there was the technique - common within political communities -which was described as upgrading the common interest: bargaining partners agreed to stress what they had in common and to postpone the settlement of disagreements. The expectation was that agreement in the short term would increase the chances of agreement in the long term; the environment would be changed so that in the long term the procedural consensus was maintained.

9The distinguishing of these three modes of accommodation as part of the process of integration again revealed the importance of elites and procedures in an institutional framework in the Neofunctionalist analysis of the process of integration. Professor Haas concluded: ‘Broadly speaking international institutions maximizing decision making by means of the second and third modes yield the greatest amount of progress towards the goal of political community.’ (23)

Yet the changes which were necessary in order to lead to a higher style of bargaining in the integration process were not to be found in Neofunctionalist thinking precisely in the functional areas within which an agreement had been struck; neither were they to be found entirely in the changing attitudes of actors. The progress towards political community (the causal links between one level of integration and the next in Neofunctional theory) was to be understood rather in terms of a subtle relationship between the two: this relationship was summed up in the term spill-over. Neofunctionalism was a process theory; spill-over was a way of describing the central dynamic of that process. Spill-over was a product of the mode of accommodation, and was to lead to a higher mode which in turn would take the process nearer political community.

Spill-over was the process whereby successful integration in an area of lesser salience would lead to a series of further integrative measures in linked areas so that the proces wouuld become increasingly involved with issues of greater political importance. Integration would be led closer to sovereignty - its level would increase -and to involvement with such ‘high political’ questions as defence policy and foreign policy. The essential dynamic of the process was seen to derive from an increasing preference for solving problems arising in the management of activities, which were immediately adjacent to areas which had been integrated, by a further act of integration. The preference was in the attitudes of decision-makers, bureaucrats, politicians, - who had learnt that integration was a possible way of solving technical problems, and who were supported by interested non-governmental organizations, which had themselves realized that integration was capable of producing rewards. Bureaucrats were reinforced in their disposition to take integrative decisions by their increasing involvement with each 10other in the various national administrations and the institutions of the Communities. This was a process known as engrenage. Most politicians, most of the time, were thought to be subject to ‘incremental decision making’, - they tended to have no overall plan and responded to immediate problems - and they were, therefore, vulnerable to the pro-integration pressures which had been generated within their national administrations. Spill-over amounted to a process of accumulating implications of previous acts of integration and worked in particular through the changing attitudes of decision-makers.

Haas wrote that ‘many decisions are integrative in their immediate consequences as well as in the new expectation and political processes which they imply.’ (24) There was an element of accumulation; but ‘functional contexts are autonomous’ and ‘there is no dependable cumulative process unless the task assigned is inherently expansive and thus capable of overriding the built-in autonomy of functional contexts.’ But ‘if actors on the basis of their interest-inspired perceptions desire to adapt integrative lessons learned in one context to a new situation the lesson will be generalized.’ The circumstances in which the actors might be led to desire to adapt integrative lessons and to generalize these lessons are clearly of relevance to the concept of spill-over: they determine whether spill-over is effective. The most favourable circumstances are obtained when the functional area is specific and not trivial. (25) And the functional area must be conducive to an involvement with political areas. The decision-making process leads to an accumulation of integrated areas which persuades decision-makers to an increasing preparedness to deal with issues which lie closer to the heart of sovereignty.

It was the ‘institutionalized pattern’ which was significant to the Neofunctionalists, and not the development of a socio-psychological community. Institutional spill-over and the learning process of bureaucrats together with the support of interest groups are the equivalent of the changing values of citizens in Functionalism. (26) And, as they concentrated on decision-making and not upon the emergence of socio-psychological community, they implicitly accepted the view that sovereignty was confered by extending a legal competence. The sovereignty of the regional institutions followed 11upon the granting of a legal competence by national governmental institutions, and the existence of a socio-psychological community was not seen to be immediately relevant; community was not viewed as the essential base of sovereignty, although, of course, it was hoped that a community of competing interests would follow from the transfer of sovereignty. Indeed, it was not until 1971 that Haas came to focus upon the problem of ‘authority-legitimacy transfer’ to the international institution as part of the process of regional integration. This is indicative of the Neofunctionalist tendency not to address directly the problem of the transfer of sovereignty. (27) Before then the implication was in his analysis that the authority of the international institution derived from the recognition by national governments of an institutional competence, which in Europe resided in the Commission or even in an Assembly; it did not depend upon the prior appearance of Gemeinschaft which could sustain the international institutions.

These two differing views of community, and their relationship with sovereignty and authority, profoundly affected attitudes on the status of the decisions of the existing European institutions. If socio-psychological community was accepted as the essential basis of sovereignty and authority, and if there was no European community, even the decisions of institutions which had been granted a significant range of formal powers were each, in effect, dependent upon the decision of national governments to allow implementation. This would continue to be the case no matter how long the international institutions exercised their formal powers; the decisions of the European insitutions were thus of a different and lower kind when compared with those of national governments. They could not be compared on a like-to-like basis. Although they were not explicitly stated, the latter assumptions seem to form one of the starting points of the Neofunctionalists’ analysis.

In their acceptance of the pluralist model of society the Neofunctionalists agreed with the European Federalists. Federalism can be viewed either as providing a political solution, a way of managing different interests within a single political framework; or it can be viewed as an administrative convenience, a method of governing a homogeneous society within which there is a high degree of consensus. The Neofunctionalists seemed 12to fall squarely into that tradition which sees Federalism as providing a political solution; it was not necessary to the stability of the political system that it should be coextensive with a socio-psychological community. The Federalists, in the absence of a European socio-psychological community, also found this argument plausible, and it reinforced their determination to place a high priority upon developments at the institutional level and upon finding a political solution. (28)

Mitrany, on the other hand, was suspicious of Federalism; he wrote about the dangers of seeking solutions to societal conflict in formulas such as Federalism. (29) It could not provide a political solution to the problem of divisive interests, and might in the absence of socio-psychological community add to the divisions in society. A suspicion of Federalism as a political solution was also to be found in Rosenstiel’s argument. (30)

I will return to these different approaches to the fundamental problems of the integration process in the other sections of this chapter. But, in preparing to do this, I must first consider the relationship between the capacity of international institutions and the level of community feeling. As I show later in this volume this relationship is of some importance in the problems which emerged in the communities in the 1970s, such as those in relations between Britain and the other member states. Capacity has been defined as the ability to receive, understand and act upon the demands fed into an organization from its environment; it is an indicator of performance. (31) Low capacity indicates that the organization is not able to satisfy all the demands made upon it; a high capacity suggests the ability to respond quickly and adequately.

The level of capacity required in a stable state has been thought to vary with the strength of the community within it. If there is only one community in the state a government needs only moderate capacity in order to maintain the stability of that state. A failure of response does not generate the belief in individuals and groups that their interest cannot be satisfied at some future time by that government. If capacity is consistently low, however, the community might disintegrate into a number of communities. On the other hand, where an institution has the task of responding to the demands of several different communities, only a high level of capacity can 13maintain stability. Different communities remain together in a single state framework when their different interests are recognized and satisfied quickly by the government. In this situation the Functionalist argument is that the various communities in the state will slowly integrate into a single community. Deutsch mentions that many existing nation states contain remnants of older nations (32): the British government in general maintained a relatively high level of capacity and this contributed to the appearance of a relatively homogeneous community. The government of Austro-Hungary, on the other hand, lacked adequate capacity and was unable to prevent the various nations from eventually breaking away.

The older Functionalism was deeply concerned with the problem of capacity; the success of their approach depended crucially upon the ability of the various international institutions to perform their tasks efficiently in order to attract the loyalties of citizens, and without a high degree of capacity the approach would fail. It was for this reason that Mitrany was concerned to stress that experts could often formulate the technical arguments for increasing the scope and level of integration; and their researches could lead to the discovery of new areas where integration would increase the prosperity and strengthen the economic and social security of citizens. Within the framework of functional institutions experts could play a leading part in the creation of a socio-psychological community which would transcend the framework of the nation state. Indeed, as part of a strategy for international integration - the traditional forms of government only being appropriate when socio-psychological community had appeared - Functionalism envisaged something which was surprisingly similar to what we now call technocracy. (33)

I hope that this brief discussion has brought out some of the general characteristics of the various theoretical approaches to international integration; I have not attempted a detailed discussion. But enough has been said, I hope, to clarify two broad approaches to the subject. The Neofunctionalists had distinctive views on the relationship between community, and sovereignty and authority, and they were mainly concerned with developments in decision-making among and within institutions. And the Neofunctionalistso acceptance of the pluralist model of society fits 14easily with the Federalists’ belief that a unified Europe could provide a political solution. In the older Functionalism, on the other hand, it was insisted that the development of socio-psychological community was the essential precondition of sovereignty; and that without such a community Federalism could not work. Institutions with high capacity were more likely to attract popular loyalties.

I now turn to an examination of the implications of the two gradualist theories for understanding various aspects of the Communities development. The differing views on relationships between community and sovereignty affected views on the nature of the decision-making process in the European Communities, the community method. When first examined the method may have seemed like a very haphazard series of interactions between international civil servants (the Commission), national governments, and a variety of more or less organized interested groups. But Functionalist theory on the one hand, and Neofunctionalist theory on the other hand, each make a different kind of sense of the method; and this affected views on strategies which were available to the Commission in working towards further European integration. The Neofunctionalists concentrated upon relationships between governments and the Commission. (34) The Commission proposed; governments were persuaded, sometimes by direct consultation on particular problems and sometimes by the use of a peculiar kind of diplomatic technique which relied for its success upon the self-interest of governments, namely the Commision’s presentation to the Council of a package of proposals. And the whole process was lubricated by the interpenetration between national bureaucracies and the Commission - the process which involved national civil servants in the Community - and by the logic that held that partial integration produced problems which could best be solved by further integration. From the process of interaction with governments, the Neofunctionalist argument ran, the Commission increased the range of its formal powers; and it increased its capacity to act in areas affecting the interests of groups within the state. It is worth repeating that, in this analysis, the main dynamic of integration lay in the inter-relationship between governments and Commission. The transfer of formal powers enabled the Commission to increase its capacity and the 15emergence of a European focus for group interests was expected to follow from this. The community method viewed from this vantage point can be summarized diagrammatically as follows:


[image: A flow diagram illustrates the interactions between the Commission, National Governments, interest groups, and community interests, highlighting influence, support, and spill-over effects.]

The older Functionalism stressed different aspects of the method. And President de Gaulle’s opinions and actions would suggest that he was more concerned with the likely effects of this method. The community method from this perspective was much more of a circular set of interactions; its main dynamic was the growth of a socio-psychological community among citizens. The process may be broken into at any point, but if I start with the role of the Commission the resulting steps are as follows:


	The Commission, having been allocated areas of competence and some formal powers by the agreement of governments, sought to maximize its capacity to act in these areas.

	As a result of the Commission’s activities the group interests were activated and attracted to the Commission. A change of interest in favour of further integration was generated and directed at national governments; at this stage a re-focusing of loyalties away from national governments towards the European institutions could be expected.

	16National governments, subjected to a series of influences and pressures from within the state, were persuaded to allow the Commission greater powers; the possibilities for independent action by national governments were reduced by the weakening of internal loyalties and citizens’ changing expectations.

	The Commission’s greater powers and increasing range of functions allowed it to increase its capacity; and the circle began again. This view of the community method may be represented as follows:



[image: A flow diagram illustrates the relationship between a commission, national governments, and the socio-psychological community, focusing on technological interest, competence, and influence.]

President de Gaulle, as one might have expected from his views on the nation and its importance to sovereignty, was aware of the dangers of this method. Hence his attempts to restrict the Commission’s public relations activities and his insistence on restricting interactions at the Communities level to those between the Commission and national governments. I consider some examples of his efforts in this direction later in this chapter. He was probably more frightened by the possibility of the erosion of the French system from within than by direct attack on it by the Commission. He saw the danger to French sovereignty of a redefinition of the interest of groups of citizens in line with the general interest of the Community as defined by the Commission.

The point which I am stressing here is that the significance attached to particular 17developments varies with the approach followed - a simple point which is frequently overlooked; that some developments might be judged as favouring integration from the point of view of one approach, but unfavourable from the point of view of the other; and that the two approaches also have implications for the choice of strategies for obtaining further integration. Perhaps I should add here that I am at this stage deliberately misapplying some of the ideas contained in Functionalism. I consider its view of the dynamics of integration and the relationship between sovereignty and the loyalties of citizens in order to illustrate and clarify one possible line of argument about Europe; but the end-situation to which I relate this dynamic, a united Europe, is not one which Mitrany welcomed. His ideas, however, do point to one possible way of obtaining that goal.

The Neofunctionalist and Federalist approaches lead to the view that progress towards greater integration should be measured by the Commission’s acquisition of formal powers from national governments, and by corresponding reinforcement of its supporting institutions, such as the Assembly. The various ways for improving the methods of control by the Assembly over the Commission, such as the “advise and consent” procedures in relation to individual appointments, which were recommended by the Vedel and the Tindemans Reports, (35) or for improving the Assembly’s powers to dismiss the Commission, or to decide upon legislation, or to alter the Budget in the face of Council opposition, are to be judged in this approach as representing progress towards further integration. They represent a strengthening of the supranational elements in the Communities’ institutions, and the corresponding weakening of the decision making structures of the member states. In general this strategy reflects a concern with changes in institutions and the behaviour of elites rather than a concern with the nature of the different community interests. Sovereignty is separable from the socio-psychological base; it can be transferred from governments to international institutions by the formal granting of a legal competence. The failure to move to majority voting in the Council of Ministers is in this perspective, therefore, identified as a major setback in the path of integration, as was the Commission’s limited success in expanding the range of those independent 18powers which it was granted under the Rome Treaty, particularly those concerning the day-to-day management of the Common Agricultural Policy, the supervision of the competition policy under the terms of Article 85 and 86 of the Rome Treaty, and the representation of the Communities in the conduct of external commercial relations (for instance, with the Japanese) after the completion of the Common External Tariff (which was accomplished in 1969). (36)

From the perspective of the older Functionalism, and of main-stream French political thinking - as I have pointed out - the transfer of sovereignty can only follow from the appearance of a socio-psychological community; it follows that in helping to create this, stress should be placed upon building up the capacity of the Commission and upon increasing its efficiency, both in administration and in research; and, in the absence of a community base of interests and attitudes it would be inappropriate for it. to seek to take on any of the character of the national governments.

The Commission’s failure to develop its reputation for efficiency, its technocratic elements, in the 1970s is here identified as a major problem in the way of developing a stronger socio-psychological base for its activities. A belated recognition of these failures was reflected in the unsuccessful attempt made in the mid-1970s to develop the “Human Face” of Europe, and to become more noticeably involved in activities which seemed to generate rewards for all citizens and which affected them directly. (37) The Functionalist approach also suggests that there would have been dangers in making the Commission more dependent upon the Assembly in the 1970s because this would have made it easier for the Commission or individual Commissioners to be voted out of office by the Assembly at a time when there was no developed socio-psychological community. Responsibility to a directly elected Assembly, far from helping the Commission, could in some circumstances tend further to reduce its efficiency. It might, for instance, have resulted in a lowering of the calibre of the members of the Commission, on whom so much of its reputation depended, because elected officers tend to lose their reputation for impartial efficiency; they tend to be successful in maintaining their position more through political machination than technical skill and expertise. Furthermore the 19representation of particular party interests is damaging to the efficiency of technocracy; it tends to detract from its impartiality and to drag it into the area of politics. And, anyway, in the absence of a community of interest what kind of interest could be represented? On what kind of consensus could a Commission which was responsible in the traditonal sense base its decisions?

The relationship between socio-psychological community and these two broad strategies for the integration of Europe is an interesting one. Neither strategy denied the importance of community for the stability of the integrated state; but the first, the Neofunctionalist, saw its emergence as one of the possible results of the transfer of formal powers and of ‘sovereignty’ from national governments to the Commission; and it was not to be a community of common loyalties and values but, rather, a community of competing interests contained within an accepted constitutional framework. Integration resulted from the Commission’s ability to convince national governments that it was capable of attaining those objectives which they preferred, or came to prefer, and as a result of the spill-over between functional areas. (Part of the Neofunctionalist rationale for creating a technological community was that success here would produce pressures upon governments to harmonize - and integrate - their defence policies.) The technocratic/Functionalist strategy, on the other hand, saw socio-psychological community as the essential condition of the transfer of real power and sovereignty to the international institution. Until that stage was reached any transfer of formal powers was likely to be misleading; it would continue to be the governments who were expected to act in crisis situations and they would continue to attract new tasks to themselves. In this case the main dynamic of integration lay in the development and strengthening of identitive relationships between the Commission and citizens and groups within the state. One of the essential differences between the Neofunctionalist/Federalist and the Functionalist approaches was this: the Functionalist strategy saw integration as a process which passed through several stages which were different from the end-situation, but which it must pass through in order to reach the end-situation; the Neofunctionalist/Federalist approach, on the other hand, sought to involve the end-situation as 20far as possible in the present one.

These considerations again point to the need in evaluating the progress of integration in the Communities in the 1970s to focus both upon developments in institutions and decision-making, and upon the implications of changes in attitudes and values. Development in each of these areas may take place at different rates and the significance of each is altered with the theoretical perspective.

This point may be illustrated with reference to the Luxembourg Accord of January 1966 which concluded the crisis in the Communities caused by the French withdrawal from participation in the major committees of the communities in June 1965. (38) These accords may be judged from a Neofunctionalist perspective as fundamental to the pattern of development of the Communities’ institutions in the 1970s, in that they confirmed in Articles (b) 1. and 2. that there would be no movement to majority voting in the Council of Ministers, as had been stipulated in the Treaty of Rome, in the third transitional period which had begun in January 1966. This decision had the effect, as I argue below, of hastening the development of intergovernmentalism in the Communities: it meant that the style of decision-making came to focus upon building a consensus among governments rather than upon building an adequate majority in the Council. This stress inevitably reinforced the role of the Committee of Permament Representatives and weakened that of the Commission. The latter had to be more cautious in putting forward ‘European’ initiatives, and in attempting to get its way in relations with the Council. It is striking, though, that although this is undoubtedly a valid interpretation of the accords, it does not exclude another interpretation which holds that the French government’s main concern then was to impose restrictions upon the Commission’s procedures and public relations activities when it tried to develop support for its position among groups and people within the states. The Commission had to be restrained from using public relations activities and links with organised groups to generate more positive support for its positions, thereby limiting national governments’ freedom of manoeuvre by undercutting their position before they had made a decision in particular cases. Article (a)l. read: ‘Before adopting any particularly important proposal it is 21desirable that the Commission should take up the appropriate contacts with the Government of the Member States through the Permanent Representatives, without this procedure compromising the right of initiative which the Commission derives from the Treaty.’ Article (a)2. held that : ‘Proposals and any official acts which the Commission submits to the Council and to the Member States are not to be made public until the recipients have had formal notice of them and are in possession of the texts’. (39) In both of these Articles, which occurred in the first section of the Accords, it was the Commission’s ability to pursue what was essentially a Functionalist strategy which was being challenged by de Gaulle: the Commission had to be restrained from using its public relations facilities to generate support for itself in opposition to governments. It was these restraints which from the Functionalist point of view were the more damaging achievements of French diplomacy at Luxembourg: this point is reinforced by the fact that very few people, even in the Commission, really thought that the Council would move to majority voting in 1966. The institutional arrangements from this perspective were seen as procedural adjustments, necessary in order to avoid friction later, and to make it easier for the governments to do what they would have to do anyway, but essentially superficial when compared with the more fundamental task of preventing the Commission from building its ‘supranational’ base in popular attitudes and values.

The two theoretical perspectives are also relevant to the interpretation of the events prior to the Luxembourg Accords. On the one hand is the view that de Gaulle was moved to come to the conference table in January 1966 by such factors as the cost of withdrawal or continuing disturbance to French agriculture (after the July crisis, French farmers calculated that the abandonment of the Common Agricultural Policy would cost them about 2,500-5,000 million new Francs per year (40), and the surprising level of support for the pro-European candidate, Mitterand, in the Presidential elections of Decomeber 1965 (Mitterand had attracted sufficient support to deny de Gaulle victory at the first ballot: he was compelled to follow the - for him - somewhat undignified course of action of going to a second ballot) (41) . On the other hand, however, the Presidential elections could also be seen as having demonstrated to de 22Gaulle that even the French people were not immune from contamination by pro-Europeanism. Mitterand’s support was, in other words, an indication to de Gaulle that action was needed to counteract the Commission’s public relations activities. The French nation may have been one of the irreducible political realities of Europe, but its leaders had the obligation to ensure that this destiny was manifest. This obligation was reflected in the first part of the Luxembourg Accords of January 1966, and, of course, on this interpretation of French policy it is a mistake to attach undue importance to the confirmation of the principle of unanimity in the Council of Ministers.

I have argued that the progress of European integration through the Seventies needs to be evaluated over a rather wide range of dimensions, which are suggested by the major theories of gradualist integration; but that the theories do not merely allow us to put together a more complete picture of regional integration, but also alter the perspective from which the picture is viewed. Although I have assumed in this chapter that both Functionalism and Neofunctionalism may help us to understand the pattern of regional integration, and may indeed suggest typical strategies for achieving this, it should not be forgotten that David Mitrany was opposed to the idea of developing a new regional state in Europe, and that a Functionalist pattern of evolution may also lead to an end-situation which is different from that suggested by the Neofunctionalst approach. In brief a Functionalist order in Western Europe would possess a high degree of socio-psychological community and a large number of international organisations administering common tasks. There would be a wide range of interdependencies and a large number of common endeavours. But there would be no requirement for a central government: indeed the existing governments would survive and perform residual functions. (42) One of the implications of Neofunctionalism, however, was that the outcome of a regional integration process would be a new state.

I now turn in the succeeding chapters to an examination of the limits placed by the member states of the Europan Communities upon the wide range of these dimensions of regional integration. I also attempt to judge the progress of that integration from a variety of perspectives.


23
Notes


	David Mitrany, A Working Peace System, Chicago, Quadrangle Books. The volume reprints the original essay, under the same title, of 1943 with additional new essays and an Introduction by Hans Morgenthau.
 Return to text.⏎

	The term Neofunctionalist is normally applied to those writers who criticized and developed the older Functionalist propositions. (See Karl Kaiser’s use of the term in his article ‘The US and the EEC in the Atlantic System: The Problem of Theory’, Journal of Common Market Studies, June 1967). Their founding member was Ernst B. Haas, but Leon Lindberg, Lawrence Scheingold, J.P. Sewell, Lawrence Scheinman and J.S. Nye, also made significant contributions to the development of the theory.
 Return to text.⏎

	Leon L. Lindberg, ‘The European Community as a Political System’, Journal of Common Market Studies, June 1976.
 Return to text.⏎

	Grotius, quoted in J. Herz, International Politics in the Atomic Age, Columbia Paperback edition, 1962, p.50.
 Return to text.⏎

	Amitai Etzioni, Political Unification, London, Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1965, p.4. Etzioni’s political community possesses three kinds of integration: it has a monopoly on the control of force, it has a single centre for decision-making; and it is the dominant focus of identification for members.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Ernst B. Haas, The Uniting of Europe, Stanford University Press, 1958, pp. 30-35.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Karl W. Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication: an inquiry into the foundations of nationality, the M.I.T. Press, 1953 and 1966.
 Return to text.⏎

	See F. Tonnies: Fundamental Concepts of Sociology: Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, New York, 1940.
 Return to text.⏎

	David Mitrany, A Working Peace System, p. 31.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Ernst B. Haas, Beyond the Nation State, Stanford, 1964, Chapter 1.
 Return to text.⏎

	J. Rosenstiel, ‘Some Reflections on the Notion of Supranationality’, Journal of Common Market Studies, November 1963, pp. 127-39.
 Return to text.⏎

	It would, however, be inaccurate to say that Professor Haas was for all practical purposes a Federalist.
 Return to text.⏎

	Beyond the Nation State, op. cit., p. 34.
 Return to text.⏎

	
2414
 Ibid., p. 34.
 Return to text.⏎

	Haas stated this central hypothesis in several of his writings: see ‘International Integration: The European and the Universal Process’ in Dale Hekius, C.G. McLintock, Arthus L. Burns (Eds.) International Stability, Wiley, 1964, p. 230.
 Return to text.⏎

	Beyond the Nation State, p. 55.
 Return to text.⏎

	Ernst B. Haas, ‘International Integration, the European and the Universal Process’, op. cit. , p. 236.
 Return to text.⏎

	 Ibid., p. 230.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Professor Haas’ restatement of Functionalism in Beyond the Nation
State, pp. 47-50.
 Return to text.⏎

	Ernst B. Haas, ‘The Uniting of Europe and the Uniting of Latin America’, Journal of Common Market Studies, June 1967, pp. 315-343.
 Return to text.⏎

	Beyond the Nation State, p. 50.
 Return to text.⏎

	‘International Integration, the European and the Universal Process’, op. cit., p. 231.
 Return to text.⏎

	 Ibid, p. 233.
 Return to text.⏎

	‘International Integration, the European and the Universal Process’, op. cit., p. 236.
 Return to text.⏎

	‘International Integration, the European and the Universal Process’, op. cit., p. 237.
 Return to text.⏎

	Ernst B. Haas, Beyond the Nation State, Stanford, 1964, p. 35.
 Return to text.⏎

	Ernst B. Haas, ‘The Joys and Agonies of Pretheorising. ‘
 Return to text.⏎

	See Pierre Duclos ‘La Politisication: Trois essais’, Politique, April-June 1961.
 Return to text.⏎

	David Mitrany, A Working Peace System, p. 31.
 Return to text.⏎

	Rosenstiel, op. cit.
 Return to text.⏎

	The older Functionalists would view power, also, as an indicator of legal competence and would distinguish this from power legitimized by a socio-psychological community; it then becomes ‘author ity’.
 Return to text.⏎

	Karl W. Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication, The M.I.T. Press, 1953 and 1966, p. 105.
 Return to text.⏎

	David Mitrany, A Working Peace System, pp. 121-8.
 Return to text.⏎

	This analysis of the community method is not based on any single Neofunctionalist writing; the same is true of the Functionalist one which follows. Each is a projection and interpretation of a range of ideas which are contained in a number of writings.
 Return to text.⏎

	
2535
Commission of the European Communities, Bulletin of the European Communities, Supplement 4/1972; Commission of the European Communities, European Union: Report by Leo Tindemans to the European Council, Bulletin of the European Communities, Supplement 1/76.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Chapter 5. below.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Chapter 7 below.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Leon N. Lindberg, “Integration as a Source of Stress on the European Community System”, International Organisation, Volume XX, No. 2. Spring, 1966, pp. 233-265.
 Return to text.⏎

	See text of Luxembourg Accords in Sweet and Maxwell’s European Community Treaties, Sweet and Maxwell, London, 1972, pp. 234-235.
 Return to text.⏎

	Agence Europe, September 1, 1965.
 Return to text.⏎

	See Lindberg, Loc. cit., p. 241.
 Return to text.⏎

	See my account of Functionalism, in Paul Taylor and A.J.R. Groom, International Organisation: a Conceptual Approach, Frances Pinter, London, 1978.
 Return to text.⏎







26
Chapter Two

The Limits of Gradualist Integration

Paul Taylor
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In this chapter I evaluate the progress of integration among the member states of the European Communities in the 1970s in the light of the predictions of the Neofunctionalists and those derived from the ideas of the older Functionalists, which I discussed in Chapter 1. My purpose is to look at the dimensions of integration which are stressed in the two approaches and to discuss the limits which have been placed upon them in the Communities’ development. Integration is understood to refer to the process whereby an international organisation acquires responsibility for taking an increasing number of decisions in areas which were previously reserved to the state. The international institution might be seen to increase the level and scope of its authority and to have its formal powers and working methods correspondingly adjusted; whilst the state might be seen to lose its capacity for independent decision -making. The gradualist processes identified in the two approaches are, in other words, expected to lead to a quality of supranationalism in the international institution, and to the erosion of some aspects of the sovereignty of the member states.

Beloff wrote that ‘what supranationalism means is that there is a recognised interest within a political grouping of several nations which is different from, or distinguishable from, the interests of any one of them and which thus claims institutional expression.’ (1) Such a recognition was fundamental in the circumstances of supranationalism; it affected the authority of the international institution, the role allowed to it by the states, and its methods of taking decisions. Beloff added that ‘the difficulty lies not in the 27conception of policy but in its authorisation and execution.’ (2) Supranationalism depended upon the states’ willingness to allow the international institution a range of powers and an area of independent initiative which were commensurate with the allocated task.

There were two facets of state sovereignty on which the processes of gradualist integration impinged. The first was the facet of the exclusive competence of a government within its territorial frontiers in legal and constitutional questions which was generally understood and widely accepted as fundamental in sovereignty. In the United Kingdom it meant that laws passed by Parliament prevailed within the frontiers of that country, and that laws passed by, for instance, the French government, had no legal standing and would not be upheld by British courts. A discussion of gradualist integration should be concerned with the extent to which challenges to this exclusive competence had developed.

The second facet concerned the integrity of decision-making structures in the state - the extent to which they were insulated from pressures from outside the state which required or compelled behaviour. It is possible to conceive of circumstances in which the decision-making structures of the state are so affected or controlled by outside forces that the legal effect of exclusive competence disguises a de facto subjection to external control. The elites of one state may subscribe to an ideology which disposes them normally to follow detailed instructions from another ‘government’ or agency outside its frontiers. It is conceivable that the members of one government could in effect be placed in office by another government, and, habitually follow the other’s instuctions because of loyalty, physical dependence, or bribery. An example of this would be the Vietnam-dominated government of Cambodia after the invasion of the mid 1970s. The exclusive competence of the government to make laws for its territory was preserved, but the integrity of the government had been so undermined that the legal forms concealed a de facto breach of sovereignty. It is conceivable that a breach of integrity of national decision-making structures could result from an accumulation of pressures and interventions from international institutions, like the IMF, or international non-governmental institutions, like the oil companies, or large foreign corporations, 28like Lockheed. It is, however, extremely difficult to judge the point at which a government’s ability to control its own affairs has been so reduced that it could be said that it faced serious challenge to this aspect of its sovereignty. A situation in which more than 50% of a national budget was allocated according to the wishes of foreign businessmen, who were bribing national officials, might be accepted as constituting such a challenge. But a single intervention, such as the much discussed letters sent to the International Monetary Fund (IMF) by the British Government in 1967, and 1976, which allowed IMF inspection of British Treasury activities, was surely not enough. An increasing range of interventions in the internal affairs of states could, however, have implications for sovereignty which were similar to those which followed from the placing of personnel by an outside power, or the subjection of the state’s own personnel to an ideology through which they could be manipulated.

The second facet of sovereignty is essentially concerned with the degree of self containment within national systems of procedures and structures related to decision-making. It may be challenged, therefore, by the range of developments which have been placed by interdependence theorists under the headings of transnationalism and intergovernmentalism (3), and which were also a primary focus of Neofunctionalism. The integrity of decision-making is seen to be challenged by the development of transnational interest groups, parties, and by ‘engrenage’, and the like. The first facet is, in contrast, primarily concerned with the factors which sustain constitutional and legal self containment, which in turn involve the degree to which the legal system has been formally established at the regional level, as well as the socialization of the norms of the new system. The latter may be indicated in mass attitudes towards the new regional arrangements and in what Haas has called ‘authority-legitimacy transfer’. (4)

The extent to which pressures, which were recognised in the two approaches of gradualist integration (Neofunctionalism and Functionalism) had been successful in increasing the level and expanding the scope of integration in the European Communities’ institutions, is, therefore, to be considered, first in relation to the growing supranationalism of the Communities’ institutions, and second in relation to the two facets of 29sovereignty on which they could have impinged. I am concerned with the nature of the limits upon these pressures; those which are recognised in both approaches are examined in relation to the supranational character of the central institutions. Pressures which impinged upon the exclusive competence of the states acquired particular significance in the context of functionalism, whilst those about challenges to the integrity of national decision-making systems are more important in the Neofunctionalist approach. As I have shown, Functionalism was particularly concerned with the question of attitude change in states. In ‘open’ societies the loyalties of citizens are one of the bases of the exclusive legal competence of national governments. The Neofunctionalists, on the other hand, focussed upon the building of transnational regional political systems which could challenge the integrity of the national systems.

The questions which seem helpful in discussing the points of resistance to these pressures and which I consider in this chapter, - though not in strict succession - are as follows:


	
Concerning the extent to which the Communities’ institutions were supranational.


	How far could the Commission of the European Communities take decisions which were binding upon governments, or enforceable within their territories, without regard for the positive approval of each member government?

	How far could the Council of Ministers take decisions by majority vote which were binding upon dissenting governments?

	How far were the Communities financially independent of the member states? Did the Commission have a right to its own finance?

	How far did the Commission use, and develop, the right to initiate measures of further integration which was given it in the Treaty of Rome? To what extent did the Commission define European policies, and general approaches to common problems?




	
30Concerning the extent to which national governments have become involved in Communities’ decision-making, - as defined earlier - and the integrity of the former has been challenged.


	How far were national civil servants involved with each other in the course of their work? How much of this time was spent on Community business?

	How far did the attitudes of civil servants reflect an expectation of further integration? What were the limits upon their preparedness to cooperate?

	How far had transnational lobbies and political parties developed? What were the limits upon their development?

	What was the scale of the resources at the centre as a proportion of the total? How valuable was the Regional Fund, the Social Fund and the Investment Fund compared with national resources?



	
Concerning the development of challenges to the exclusive competence of states within their territorial frontiers.


	How far were national legal systems penetrated by the transnational legal systems of the Communities? What was the significance of this penetration?

	How far had popular loyalties and expectations moved to the new centre? Could they form a ‘security community’? Were they eventually determined by ‘utilitarian’ considerations’ (5) or was there evidence of a sense of involvement in a ‘great enterprise’?

	c. How far did the central institution acquire ‘authority’?





The governing bodies of international institutions normally have two major elements, a group of international civil servants, and a group of state representatives, where decisions are taken on the basis of either unanimity or majority 31voting.
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