
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Clearly, Iraq is another matter. We are of course involved with the Americans in
policing the bo-fly zones over Iraq and I’ve been there with the RAF and looked at it.
This would be the new dimension, which I suspect would cause considerable
difficulties. Negotiations go on all the time between the British and the Americans
over the no-fly zone. I was in the area on September the 11" and British pilots had
come under fire on that day in Iraq. So, there are issues there, but an all-out war with
Iraq would cause problems with Saudi Arabia, this is an area that concerns us all.

But diplomatic pressure on Iraq is to be welcomed.

Do you think that British-American involvement in Iraq would endanger the
European Union?

It would of course cause big problems.

Let’s come back to the reform discussions. In the last few years the European
Union has definitely failed to gain public support. There’s this repeated talk
about the democratic deficit, the lack of transparency. As a result, public
support has decreased and you can especially see it in the participation of people
willing to vote in the European parliament elections. Do you think that this lack
of support will become a danger for the integration process a whole and what
could be done to win back public support?

It poses a danger for democracy. Full stop. And it’s not just in European elections you
have a decline, generally in Europe there have been declines in turnouts for the
elections. And that’s, as I say, is a danger to democracy. Since the Maastricht Treaty,
there has been less of a democratic deficit in the European Union, much less.

But the discussion started there, if the European Union really wanted this
Maastricht Treaty.

Yes, that started that debate. And that’s what the Convention about the Future of
Europe is about. And one thing I forgot to mention, that is relevant here. The
European Union has no future, unless we find a way to ensure that national
parliaments are closely involved. Cause part of the problem is, you see, it’s very easy
to blame the European Union for things. If you go and get it right they say it’s
because of them, if they get it wrong it’s because of Europe. The same happened in
national parliaments. And we’ve got to get national parliaments much more involved.
How you do that is a difficult one. But that’s what you’ve got to try to do.

And I think if you get national parliaments involved that will hav a beneficial effect
on the democratic input and democratic interest. Clearly, in the Convention we have
got to try and make the European Union simpler to understand. But it’s never really
been that popular in a sense that what most people are concerned about are things like
litter in the street or schools. The European Union is bound to set out general
paramters, which are much less interesting to people, they affect people, but it’s not
easy for them to see how it affects them. In a sense, I often feel that if there was very
high turnout in the UK in the European elections, they might be something wrong.

It is a sign that its interfering too much with people. The difficult one is, we’ve got to
get much more involved with the national parliaments and more involved with the

people in it.
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One final question on the general future of the European Union: Do you think
that the European Union will inevitably develop towards a superstate with a
federal government, as a result of the continuing economic integration, or do you
think that it can still become a confederation of nation states, where the basic
power rests with the member state governments. Would the latter be the better
way?

Again, if you wanted a superstate, you could achieve it. We’re talking at the moment
about 15 countries, 15 different cultures, 15 sets of a 1000 years of history and many
different languages. And you can’t turn that into some sort of single state.

Clearly, with economic integration we end up pulling more and more in the same
direction and you realise that it’s actually not very good to make decisions, which go
against the flow of everybody else. But still, the decisions in terms of hospitals,
schools remain with the nation states.

We’re having this debate between intergovernmentalism and federalism, but some of
it misses the point. What we’ve actually got is something in between. We have some
sort of supranational intergovernmentalism. Because, even when governments are
taking the decisions, they are taking them in a supranational context. That is to say
they agree by majority voting, or they agree even unanimously. So I get less excited
about these debates, because I think what we’ve got is something different to what
people argue about. There isn’t going to be a superstate, it is still going to be based on
sovereign nation states. The European Union can only do what the nation states agree
to do. The only difference between the European Union and something like NATO is
that we bind ourself, once we’ve actually agreed on something, we actually do it.

The reality is we will get much closer and closer in terms of our thinking, how we
want to co-operate, but we still remain individual nation states and you can’t have a
superstate. You can’t. I find it impossible to concede to something operation in
Brussels or wherever.

Would it then be a positive thing to have a legally binding constitution or would
it be a step towards a superstate?

I can’t quite understand this problem because all sorts of organisations have
constitutions, it doesn’t make them states. And in a sense we’ve got a legally binding
constitution already, in the treaties. They are legally binding. All that may change,
instead of having all these treaties, we put them altogether. I don’t believe, on the
other side, that you can actually have a fixed constitution, because it will always
evolve and constitutions tend to change in the future. So I don’t get excited about this
worry about constitutions.

In a sense the European Union has grown up in the way the British believed it would
do. You can never actually make the perfect structure for any problems that come up
in the future and therefore I’m quite sceptical about the idea of a constitution in a
sense that people believe you could finally define what is the European Union.

We don’t know what the problems will be in ten years time. I don’t understand what’s
the difference, because we’ve got legally binding laws.
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Appendix 8

Telephone interview with Nick Clegg MEP (Liberal Democrats)
21 March 2002

The Convention on the Future of Europe has recently started working. If you
would be a member in this Convention, what would be your recommendations in
terms of institutional and procedural reform of the European Union?

In no particular order of priority, it would be to make the purpose of the European
Union more clearly understood. That of course requires agreement on what the
purpose of the European Union is. I would focus most of my energy on that in order
that the European Union is forced to select priorities on the number of things it is now
involved in. Because in my view the European Union has lost its focus, it has become
active in far too wide an area of policies, some of which are unnecessary. And it is
inactive in many other areas where it should be more active.

So, for instance I think that there is a strong case, and this was indicated by Romano
Prodi in the opening session of the Convention, the EU stops being active in some
peripheral areas like parts of social policy, media, tourism, all that kind of stuff, in
order to focus its attention on the big issues, the big strategic issues people do want
answers from on the European level — the environment, macroeconomics, currency
matters, foreign policy, defence, internal security and so on. I think really is to clarify
what the European Union is for and to make tough choices on what the European
Union should focus on in the future.

And then there’s the institutional stuff — but, frankly, the mechanics are all fairly
obvious, we need a bit more QMYV in order that after enlargement decisions do not get
paralyzed. You need a smaller streamlined European Commission. You need a much
more transparent Council of Ministers. You need reforms to the EU presidency
system. You need internal reforms of the European Parliament to make it a more
political body. I’'m personally not very keen on the idea of electing the European
Commission president, because I think it would paralyse the deliberate political
ambiguity of the European Commission, which is partly an executive administration
and partly a political body. So most of the institutional suggestions I would make are
partly related to improving the efficiency and transparency of the institutions rather
than any great revolution in the way in which it’s structured.

Do you think that any of these changes would have to be made before any of
those countries from CEE actually become members of the European Union?

I think they need to be agreed before, yes.

So they couldn’t be done in the process of enlargement or afterwards, as some
governments argue?

They can be implemented, definitely. But I think they need to be agreed upon in
principle before.
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Do you think it would be realistic that already by the year 2004, so by the time of
the next European Parliament election takes place, the first countries from
Central and Eastern Europe will become member states of the European Union?
And if you think so, which countries should be part of this first group of
accession candidates?

I am not going to answer the second part of your question, because I cannot sit here
and simply decapitate different countries.

I think it is absolutely essential. It may not be completely realistic in every aspect and
detail of the acquis communautaire and how it has been adopted by different
countries. This is an absolute priority, which has to be met. But I think for very good
reason. There’ll always be reasons why you could argue that enlargement should not
take place. There’ll always be reasons to say why the candidate countries are not
ready. There’ll always be reasons to say why the European Union is not ready. So I
think it is very important that there should be a sort of guillotine at the end of this
process. | think the 2004 date serves as a guillotine. But of course, it will create big
problems, because it is obvious that the EU and the candidate countries won’t have
done all their homework for that date.

Do you also think that there should be transitional periods for certain areas, for
example the free movement of workers?

Yes, absolutely. And there will be. I have no problem about that. That is a pragmatic
response.

We all know that Britain is a strong supporter of swift enlargement. What would
you say are the UK’s main interests in the process?

Other than the honourable ones and the honourable ones are obvious, which is that
these countries have been waiting for a long time, they have been very sincere in their
efforts to apply, because in the past the European Union has extended its membership
to countries like Greece, Portugal and Spain in order to consolidate their
modernisation, exactly the same applies here. That are all the honourable answers.

The less honourable answers are that the UK has traditionally though that by
enlarging the European Union will become more amenable to its own interests and
will become less introverted and less dominated by particularly French priorities and
interests. I think that is probably broadly correct.

Do you think that the present government still thinks in this traditional way, or
would you say that there’s a bit of a change on the issue?

The previous Conservative administrations rather stupidly hoped that enlargement
would somehow stop the European Union. That is obviously not the case. If you look
at the comments from Margaret Thatcher this week, she has realized that, you know,
that widening also goes together with deepening. So to that extent there has been a
change, if people recognise you can’t just enlarge without also deepening internally.
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But, I think there is a general feeling that a wider more diverse European Union, even
if the internal procedures have been deepened and reformed, will still be a more sort
of Anglo-Saxon type arrangement than it presently is.

Would you see any danger that Germany might become too powerful in an
enlarged European Union, as some member states, especially France, fear?

I see it as a fact rather than a danger. Germany is the most powerful member state.
It is not really a question if it will become more powerful, it is and it will be even
more. It’s just a question what it does with that power.

So you think it has to be careful not to abuse its central position in an enlarged
European Union?

I have every confidence that Germany won’t abuse that position. But I also have a lot
of sympathy with some German politicians, who say that Germany should not always
just accept what is decided at the European level, even against its own interests.

I think it is perfectly reasonable.

So you agree with the recent stance of the Schrider government?

I think the manner in which he is doing it is aggressive and shrill and unnecessary.
But, I still think, in the long run it’s probably quite a healthy corrective, yes.

Would you also agree that, as many argue, if Britain really wants to become a
leading partner, a leading member state in the European Union, as the Prime
Minister always claims as his main aim in his European policy, that it is
inevitable that Britain has to join Economic and Monetary Union?

Yes, absolutely. I don’t think you can be half in and half out of a club for very long.

Do you expect the government to announce the outcome of the economic tests
within this parliament or do you think this will take a longer time?

Only Tony Blair and Gordon Brown know that and I doubt they even had a discussion
with each other. I hope they will, I think they should do it more quickly, I think it
would be a great blow to Tony Blair’s credibility and a great blow to the United
Kingdom, if we don’t proceed this side of the next election. But of course, you know,
it’s very easy to identify many, many economic and political reasons, which could
serve as excuses not to do it.

Would you agree in general terms, as many argue, that the European Union is
less dominated by the Franco-German relationship, axis, alliance, whatever you
want to call it and is more dominated by short-term, issue-related alliances
between different member states nowadays?

Yes, it is, but that’s principally because France and Germany do no longer know what

the Franco-German alliance actually means. If France and Germany were to agree on
a substantial set of objectives, I have no doubt that they would pretty well suceed.
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It’s not a question of other priorites or other alliances taking precedence, it’s just a
question of the Franco-German alliance not really being quite as focused as it used to
be.

So could this then give a more prominent role to Britain on certain issues such as
economic reform and also institutional reform?

Yes, I mean, the stuff that Blair has been doing, various papers and announcements
with different member states is a very good thing. But I don’t think we should
exaggerate it, it doesn’t amount to a great act of British leadership. Not at all. Far
from it, it’s more a sort of promiscuous opportunism. It’s better than being utterly
negative. But I don’t think we should have any illusions, it’s not exactly, it’s not
Britain playing a leading role, it’s just Britain being totally promiscuous in the
relationship which it builds with different countries.

A question on the Rapid Reaction Force: Do you think it should be developed
into a proper Foreign and Security Policy for the European Union and if so , how
independent from NATO should it become?

It is part of the Common Foreign Security Policy, the Rapid Reaction Force is an
expression of it. I think it should be able to act independently from NATO, but
obviously not do so either in conflict with NATO or if NATO’s better placed to
undertake action. You need to have some procedure to make sure that you first check
whether NATO is able or willing to take an action before you decide whether the
Rapid Reaction Force is better placed.

Do you think that Britain sometimes goes to far, as they call it, in standing
‘shoulder to shoulder’ with the United States? Especially if you think about the
recent reports about possible negotiations about an attack on Iraq between the
United States and Britain.

Yes, I think so. I don’t think it’s possible to be best friends with Europe and America
at the same time. I think you do, at some level, need to make a choice. And I think
Blair is living under the comfortable illusion that you can be America’s closest ally in
Europe and also trusted in Europe. I don’t think that’s right in the long run.

So you don’t think you could develop this idea of acting as a bridge between
Europe and America, as a member state of the European Union?

You can, I suppose just, but then, I think it’s very difficult to act as a bridge if you do
what Blair has recently been doing, which is that you seem to take such an uncritical
position towards what Bush proposes to do in his fight against terrorism and in his
approach towards Iraq. If you appear to be uncritical and unqualified in your support,
like Blair is, then of course you lose the support and the loyalties of your colleagues
in Europe. If he wants to be a bridge, I don’t think he’s doing it very cleverly.
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Since the Maastricht Treaty the European Union has had to face an ongoing
discussion about this lack of transparency, the so-called ‘democratic deficit’.

And as a result, public support for European integration has not increased but
has rather decreased in many member states. You can also see an obvious
reluctance to participate in European parliament elections, as you know.

Would you see this decline in public support as a possible danger for the
European Union in general and what do you think could be done to win back
public support for the integration process?

I think it is a great, an enormous danger. And I think it’s a specific danger for the
European parliament. I don’t see how parliament can last in the long run on an ever
decreasing turnout of voters. And I think the danger is made worse by the fact that the
response of many people in European Union governments, in the European Union
institutions is to spend more and more time reforming the European Union. As if the
extension of QMV is going to sort of make the European Union all the more
interesting or more loveable to European voters.

I think it is a grave mistake, this idea that you can reform the European Union in a
way that it will suddenly become more interesting and more attractive to voters. In
fact, by endlessly involving ourselves in internal reform we end up making the
situation worse by appearing to be introverted and by speaking a language about
institutions, IGCs and conventions, these institutional battles and all that kind of stuff
that the large majority of European voters simply don’t recognize.

I think there’s a danger in the reaction. The best recipe for the European Union to
recover the standing amongst its voters is just time. We need a lot of time for
European Union to get on quietly and deliberatly with what it is best doing at, instead
of continuously wave it under voters noses. Once we know that we’ve got something
in the European Union that is worthwhile, which does its job properly, which deals
with the issues we say instinctively belong to the European level, they don’t
continually want to be bothered about it. And I don’t like the sight of grown men and
women having very obscure arguments which they don’t understand. I think there is a
real danger in the constitutional and institutional restlessness of the European Union.

I think it could be quite self-defeating.
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Appendix 9
Interview with Gisela Stuart MP (Labour) at the House of Commons, London

25 July 2002

The first question would be concerning your role as representative in the
Convention on the Future of Europe: What would be the recommendations you
would want the Convention to give, once it has finalized its work?

I’'m in a sort of a kind of dual position, because I'm a House of Commons rep, so
clearly a representative as a national parliamentarian, but I also sit on the presidium.
And I think it’d be foolish to assume that you even don’t take up a much wider view
of what you come up with. Very concrete, just looking at national parliaments, I think
if what we come up with as national parliamentarians and it might sound a bit strange
to some of the continental ones, but it’s certainly the problem here that we end up
starting saying — ‘they’ have done, instead of ‘we’. And therefore what you need to
strengthen is the national parliament to have a part in the EU architecture and not just
only be represented by governments. And there were some people on the extremes of
it, saying why have you been on a working group on the role of national parliaments?
Europe is essentially run by the ministers. There’s a difference. So the bottom line is
that they say ‘we’ than ‘us’. I think we hope to come up with a new treaty because I
think, again, people have to know who made what decision and where, how are we
going to hold them to account. And much more important is that at the moment,
people have no ... they don’t know how to get rid of people at the European level.
They think that Europe is something that is done to them. And national parliaments,

they don’t like it.

These steps towards greater transparency and reform, do you think these could
be done or should be done before the first wave of accession can join the EU, or
do you think this could be done afterwards or in the process of enlargement?

Given that there’s some changes, I very much welcome the Solana paper which was
discussed in Seville, any change that the Council of Ministers is bringing about if it
doesn’t require treaty changes, go ahead. But if you consider the kind of time
constraint, you shouldn’t get to bogged down with that. The significant thing is that
all the candidate countries are there in the Convention, including Turkey. That’s why
I always keep stressing, I know that there’s some kind of level of where they’re just
holding back accession negotiations, but the Commission has made it absolutely clear
that these two things are completely seperate. So they need to really say now how.

And some of the things, I hope, can be done without requiring future treaty changes.

XCIl



Do you think it’s realistic to already bring in the first wave of accession
candidates to take part in the 2004 European parliament elections, because it’s
now the official both of the German government and the British, do you think
it’s realistic?

Well, the great skill of politics is that you push the boundaries of what’s possible. I
very much hope so, because I think it’s important that we don’t lose the momentum.
And I just think we should keep aiming for that. I think there might be an almighty
row in December. But I think in all parts of life when you drop an agenda there’s
always going to be an item to say: ‘and now we’re going to have a big row’.

But right now I can’t really see anything which would make me think that we would
fail with that.

Which countries would you think are, now, or at least by 2004 ready to join.
Which countries would you think should be part of the first group?

I would go for the ten. All of them. I think the key is, you can’t have enlargement
without Poland.

Should Turkey come it at a later stage?

That’s an interesting one. Because, if you look at the history of the EU, there’s only
been one stage in the past where the nature of the union changed because of an
accession and that’s when Britain came in. That changed the nature of the EU.
Because you brought in a completely different legal system, you brought something to
the table which meant it wasn’t just an institution that got bigger.

The same would or will happen when Turkey comes in. Turkey is the key player who
will change the nature of the union. Because again of its culture, because of the sheer
map. In ten years time it could have a population larger than Germany. All the
assumptions one has about QMV ...

I personally and I know that I’m probably in a minority with that view have deep
misgivings about the hypocracy to be very happy to have Turkey in NATO but
ambivalent about Turkey as an EU member. If you look at the whole history of that
country, ever since Attaturk clearly said, we want to be part of the West, the whole
secularisation happened. I personally want them in, but I also know that there are
huge hurdles. The whole issue of human rights, the Copenhagen criteria, I think, are
absolutely essential. And it’s not just the kind of human rights which you enshrine in
statue law. There’s a big question mark over the role of the army, which actually we
in the West misunderstand, because it makes us feel very uncomfortable and think.

I do not subscribe to the view that the army is irrelevant but the option to join the
European Union needs to be a realistic one. It’s the biggest driving force for a
continued modernisation. So, under no circumstances say no! I'm glad they were
there, I was also twice instrumental in e.g. making sure that the Turkish foreign
minister is there as an observer, that he attends the meetings.
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I mean, a classic thing: EPP. The motherland party would be politicaly part of the
EPP. But a member of the EPP has to subscribe to Christian values. But I also realize
that I’m probably in a minority.

In interviews with German MEPs (espcially from the CSU) it always becomes
obvious that they think that there’s a limit to how far we should go. They prefer
to define the EU as a ‘Christian coalition’, so it’s quite interesting to work out
the difference here.

Where would you in general see the main problems with regard to the
enlargement process?

[ personally have never understood how you can widen and deepen. You can’t.

If you were to create a federal state, a ‘United States of Europe’, like you did with the
United States of America, you can do it, it would become a new country.But this is
the baggage of 2000+ years of history and therefore the huge tensions are going to be
to respect individuals liberties, nationalities. I mean the trick to pull off, which you
managed to do in the German federal structure, the Bavarians don’t understand why
for the Brits the word federalism is such a bogeyman. They say: I retain my
individuality in that structure, where’s the problem?

But what makes a federal system work is the huge transfer of resources that you’ve
got mobility of labour and all this allows you to do it. The EU’s regional policy does
transfer resources , but it’s 0.9 per cent of the national GDP, so it’s peanuts in that
sense. If you look at the United States, they do about 20% of that.

We also don’t have a kind of mobility of labour. I remember recently sort of looking
at the north of Prague, saying they couldn’t even get work within a few kilometres.

The other real difficulty, I think, is going to be that a lot the democracies are very
fragile and to suddenly impose a lot of (indaudible), to impose the Charta of
Fundamental Rights on them, you have to trim it down a bit more.

And I give you the example — if you go to Hungary and you speak to the main party
politicians, I go to Hungary and I sort of say ‘Where’s my sister party?’ , I can find
one, the structures are there. If I go to Latvia, and my mission was to find the same
sort of sister party in Latvia, there isn’t one. We have elections in October, where they
expect that the majority of the votes will go to the governor of the former Latvian
Central Bank. His total party manifesto is — we are not the others. At the last election
you had a German who actually got the vodka and banana vote- he didn’t even speak
Latvian. So party structures- it’s huge. You know, when we deal with the negotiations
with the EU team, how many more are there — that’s where the real problems are.

Everybody knows that Britain is a strong supporter of swift enlargement —
always has been — what would you define as the UK’s main interests in the
process. Why is it such a strong supporter?

In the final debate on the Treaty of Nice, there’s a Tory MP called Robert Jackson,

who had always been extremely pro-European but who never actually stood out and
voted against the Tories when it came to the crunch.

XCV



He did that for the first time. Because he said — and there’s a huge sort of current here
— this is about repaying historic debt. If you go to the Baltics, they will tell you that
enlargement is about undoing the Molotov-Ribbentropp pact.

And for the Brits it’s about bringing back into Europe countries who they’ve always
felt rightfully belonged to Europe. Particularly if you talk about Poland and the Czech
Republic — it’s about redefening Europe again

Would you agree to the general view that the Blair administration has, in
contrast to the Conservative predecessors, seen enlargement more, as you said,
as a process of actually reuniting Europe, rather than as a process of slowing
down the deepening of political integration?

No, he’s never seen it as such. The very curious thing is, say last year, if you did a
quick assessment of your EU leaders, Blair would probably come out as one of the
most pro-European ones. And in terms also of having a kind of vision, having a
longer view. He clearly has that, there’s no doubt about it. It’s very genuine and for
him certainly.

To me that’s the big idea, even 10-20 years ago, that has always been the big idea
behind the Union, with the back against the Berlin Wall. I had to explain to my kids —
what’s so important about it — is to make enlargement happen.

Let’s look at Germany quickly: We all know that Germany has established strong ties
with Central and Eastern Europe, especially during the Ostpolitik in the 1970s. Would
you share the widespread view in Britain, but also in a lot of other countries, like €.g.
France, that once the EU has enlarged eastwards Germany might become too
powerful, might actually dominate the whole proceedings of the EU?

This has always been the storyline, irrespective of enlargement. If you remember
when Nick Ridley had to go and so on. You see, this is the classic thing: When the
Berlin Wall fell and the papers are available now, I went over to Dresden for the 10
year-celebration of German reunification, everybody hailed the French as the great
heroes, they were the great friends. And there were the Brits, those nasty people and
the best thing was that nobody mentioned them, because everybody reminded them of
Margaret Thatcher.

But the French were exactly the same. You could argue that the French bought
German reunification and the price was the Deutschmark and the Bundesbank. That
was the political reality of it all. So this notion that it’s just the Brits, you know...

And the other thing was ... Kohl was the huge visionary, he was driving this thing
through and he thought it was a price worth paying. The biggest achievement of
Schroder is that he’s jumped the generation. Schroder is the first post-war German
Chancellor who no longer carries a chip on his shoulder and says ‘careful folks, we
must be careful not to upset the others — Germany is to powerful’.

And this is why I’ve got a real horror of Stoiber and a lot of people tend to

misunderstand that — they say ‘you admire Schréder, because he’s a socialist’ —no —
it’s because he’s part of a new generation.
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And Stoiber will turn the clock back. Schiuble, whom I really like as a person, I’ve
met the man on a number of occasions — that’s the old guard.

With regard to what the real achievements of Schréder were — there is also the change
of the nationality law. Because what happened is, and again, people forget that, since
1989 it is for the first time in the entire history of the German nation that its
boundaries are concurrent with its aspirations. You finally put an end to the thinking
that there were bits of Germans or even Austrian Germans. Germany were the
boundaries, which meant that they could really move away from defining nationality
by bloodline. And you put an end to this, to me, idiotic thing where — I’m British, I no
longer have a German passport. My children have that and they have a right to
German passports, because of their mother’s bloodline. I’ve lost it, it’s really neither
here nor there, but I can pass it on. You know, you are a citizen of that because you
define yourself by its institutions and you acquire this right.

Coming back to Britain: We’ve already mentioned that Britain has become more
positive towards Europe under Labour, but there is still the important issue of
the Single European Currency, the question of when to join. Would you agree
with the view of many of Britain’s partners that if Britain would decide to stay
out of the Eurozone it cannot really be a leading partner, a leading nation in
Europe? Because Blair has always said ‘we want to be a leader in Europe’, Cook
in the beginning even said ‘we might want to come to form a leadership triangle
with France and Germany’. Would you also see this as a major hurdle or would
you think that Britain could lead on other issues and then gradually work its way
towards the leadership?

The first thing is: rightly or wrongly we’ve committed ourselves to a referendum.

I was here in 75, the last referendum. The first thing you should remember about the
referendum is that to dislodge the status quo requires a very short, a very sharp and a
very deep campaign. In ’75, it was easier because we were asking people to stay in, so
yes meant maintaining the status quo. And there you had all the opinion polls in the
early stages saying ‘no, it’s wrong in the end’, because companies like
Marks&Spencers came out and said it means loss of jobs and there was an
incontrovertible case. So you had two things — an incontrovertible case to say ‘yes’
and a ‘yes’ was maintaining the status quo. Here, a much much more difficult story,
because we are asking to change the status quo.

On the basis of as it stands right now, where you could not make the case that it was
economically better. Now it may well be shifiting, but over the last seven or eight
years we were sort of consistenly outperforming the other European states in terms of
the exchange rate and all that kind of stuff. The opposition towards the Euro on the
Labour side is actually a social one. We had a debate recently within the
parliamentary Labour Party just on the Euro and the opposition came from the
traditional left because they thought that the Stability and Growth Pact would actually
prevent us from investing in our public services. The Germans now say ‘it may be
unsustainable’, but what you do have is, for us to say ‘at one point we will’ — no
Prime Minister goes into a referendum if he thinks he loses.
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So when people say ‘when are you going to do it?’, you’ve really got to say to them
that there is no doubt a commitment that we wish to join but to find that window is
going to be a fairly narrow one and then you sort of go. (INAUDIBLE) Remember,
after enlargement there will be more countries outside the Eurozone than inside.

So you think that Britain could still take on a leading role, even if the British
people voted to stay outside?

Britain will be a leading player in the European Union as long as the economy
remains alright. And what is diminishing Germany’s role at the moment? The
economy. You need Germany, France and Britain as the engines of economic
performance. And provided that these engines are occuring and producing, then you
are a political player.

What would you say have been the most important changes under this
government concerning European policy, especially if you compare it to the
Thatcher/Major era?

You are starting off with a quite unequivocal commitment from the top towards
Europe. There are things like incorporating the Social Charta, with regard to
legislative changes. The fact that you have a ministerial committee that meets on a
monthly basis, where you establish who’s been to where, you really go through and
say ‘we establish face-to-face’ contact with ministers. As a party we’ve got twinning
arrangements with individual MPs responsible for contacts with other countries,
you’ve got key figures. It’s been all-out and genuine political engagement.

When the Convention on the future of Europe came together and I looked through the
list and because I’d been on the Labour party House of Commons committee for co-
ordinating with the MEPs, I could go through and there was the question of voting for
the presidium, a place on the presidium there were people like Einem from Austria
who said: ‘it would be a distaster to have a Brit on the presidium’. But I looked
through this list and half of the fellow European MPs I either knew or knew of or they
knew one of my colleagues. So I could just pick up the phone and it’s this sort of ... at
every level a really much closer co-operation.

And the real achievement, I regard it as a real achievement. The Socialists are having
a meeting at the end of August to decide on a common position for the Convention
and they are coming to Birmingham. They had the choice of Greece and Italy and the
South of France and Spain!

On the question of the Franco-German alliance: Would you agree with the view
of many analysts, and I personally take this view as well, that the Franco-
German alliance has dramatically declined in recent years. Whereas it had been
the driving force for European integration in the first three decades after the
war, you now see an increasing drift between French and German interests and
you rather look at rather look at short-term, issue-related alliances between
various states. Would you agree that there is a new pattern of coalitions, which
goes away from this dominating, bilateral relationship, controlling most of the

important issues?
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Almost by definition that changed because you get larger. You can’t maintain it, |
mean, if you look at the original six, France and Germany were dominating and the
rest were players. The Franco-German relationship started it all, assuming it would
always be the core. It then changed and the way it’s changing is numerically, but there
will always be certain relationships which you will fall back on. I remember making a
phone call to the Spanish or Portugese health minister about some issue of cattle or
something and they were very helpful. And yes, you can say, it doesn’t matter, that
self-interest prevails but I think that you should never forget the history... (inaudible)

Germany and France will always be very close but changing — to what extent the
German children learn French and so on.

Could you see any areas already coming up, where Britain and Germany could
work more closely together?

Economic reform. The whole Lisbon agenda, reforming the Labour market. Because
what happens, and again you have to know a bit of history. There was a debate about
trade in the UK, about five to ten years ago people like Will Hutton were saying, you
know (indaudible). And I just say — hold on, how was Germany rebuilt? The
patricharial industrial figureheads, the small business — that was its engine. Now,
these are retiring, the small ones are taking over, you get amalgamation — the world
changes. It’s neither good nor bad. Audi in Ingolstadt will have its (indaudible)
workers drive into the Bayerischen Wald and pick up (inaudible) — that will stop
because the next generation doesn’t want the same life. And that’s where I think
we’ve got something important by saying, we’ve been there, done it, got the T-shirts.

Do you think that the British and Germans will come together and oppose the
French on CAP?

That will all depend on the outcome of the German election because the almighty row
on CAP reform is going to happen in Copenhagen. And what the German position
will be we don’t know.

A look at security: the Rapid Reaction Force. Do you think that the Rapid
Reaction force should be developed into a proper Common Foreign Security
Policy for the European Union and if so, how independent from NATO should it
be?

When we have a little (inaudible) in the North of Marocco, although the European
Common Foreign Security Policy is so highly developed, we still need agreement
from Colin Powell. So it’s one of those areas where it can actually get me really,
really angry. And the reason why I do is because there is a lot of posturing going on.
There was in the Convention an intervention by and Austrian who said: ‘I refuse to
give the right to the big countries to make decisions on defence, simply because of
their ability to act’. And I felt like turing round, sort of saying: ‘So would you say,
I’ve got the soldiers and the tanks, but because I’m a big one, I’ll ask the little ones
what to do with them’,
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So you know, get real here. NATO’s changed much in its relationship anyway, you’ve
now got NATO in other countries, hugely important. I mean I’ve attended a three day-
workshop where we had about 20 of the top Russian military guys over, it was
workshop explaining to them how NATO makes decisions, a huge culture change.
NATO has been written off as dead too often, when they were saying, you know, the
Americans, post September 11", one lessons they’ve learned that you can’t fight wars
with allies and all that stuff. I’ve seen that kind of talk before. To my mind, NATO
will always be the cornerstone.

What the Europeans will now have to get up to is to get real on this thing. Which is
one thing — start coming up with finances, anything like in the German case, it
necessary to have Bundeswehr reform but get on with it.

Is the end of the Wehrpflicht necessary?

I think most of the countries are moving away from it. You need a professional army,
you need to co-ordinate, so there is a real European defence policy. All the evidence
shows to me that when it really comes to the crunch, Europe has not found the
mechanism of having a view, no matter on which issue.

Do you think that the British government has found the right balance between its
commitment to Europe and its relationship with America, especially if you
consider the Iraq issue? Can it really act as a bridge between Europe and
America without alienating the other European member states?

I think that’s the price you have to pay for it. We come back here to the issue of
history as much as much as to geography. I’ve only justed picked up the front page of
Le Monde on Monday about Chirac supporting Putin on the issue of Kaliningrad. All
this sort of thing, you know, there are the Brits and they are going off and supporting
their cousins and not being good Europeans. Well, if ever there was an issue which
has to be resolved on the European level than it’s actually Kaliningrad as part of
enlargement. What Britain’s got, there is a special relationship and, as far as I'm
concerned it’s not the United States right or wrong. Yes, they make mistakes. And I
disagree with them.

But I’m a quite unashamed Transatlanticist. If push comes to shove, the last 100 years
have told me that if you’re a Brit, that is the ally you rely on. The biggest mistake we
could make in the wake of enlargement is if we define being European in opposition
to America. I give you an example. We’ve got the working tax credit, which we
introduced when we came into power, which introduced benefits. I remember going to
this conference in 1997 and I remember somebody saying *This is bloody Bismarck’.
And I remember saying this is indeed the model of the Bismarckian state. And these
kind of European or American values, the roots are largely in 17" century Europe. It
is not in opposition, but at a different stage. And we would be very stupid to do that.
This is where I’m not buying an opposing view that the purpose of the Union was a
power bloc in opposition to one alternative route.



The last question on the democratic deficit: This has been going on for years now.
Public support has declined, both for the integration process as a whole, if we look at
public support for enlargement or even for the euro before it was introduced and also
for the institutions. More and more peope distrust the European Union institutions.
What would you propose to do against such developments? Do you see it as a danger
and what would your ideas be to prevent this from going on?

Surely, it’s a bit hilarious when they’re talking about democratic deficit. I can’t
remember which, I think it was one of the larger candidate countries and they said:
“Where is the democratic deficit?. It exists? What is it? Particularly if you come from
the German tradition, you’ve always accepted dual legitimacy, because if I'm right
the German consitution says ‘we, the Linder’, not we the people. So, you’ve always
accepted that there’s a democratic deficit in terms of an individual mandate.

It’s nonsense that the European institutions are not democratically legitimate. But
what it is, people have a sense of that there is this steamroller out there, which,
because it operates so much slower, which sort of grinds on relentlessly and says
‘don’t worry, things will only come into force in ten years time’. So it’s lack of
transparency and how the decisions are made. What is very important that you stop
saying ‘they have’. But when people quote the drop in figures it is much more a
reflection that people don’t have political ideas at the moment. Look at our election in
2001, we said: look at the last three years, you get a bit more in the next three years.
The Tories said: we’ll do the same, but it’ll cost you less. The Lib Dems said: we’ll
do the same, but we’re putting taxes up for it. So, that kind of public disengagement is
more prominent when you don’t have the attraction of big ideas.

Do you think that in the European Union it’s also more, it’s not so important if I
vote for my local MP, so I can rather go there and punish the government of the
day, just to show them: I don’t agree with your policies?

And there’s also, you know, Wahlmiidigkeit. The only thing Stoiber has to be
congratulated for is that he mobilised the opposition against the Bavarian senate. But
you know, to actually abolish an institution is great.

There is a natural solution to it and that is if the European Union found more of an
external voice. Because when you think about it, there’s a real paradox. On the one
hand we say we want to bring Europe closer to the people. On the other hand we say,
we want subsidiarity, decisions have to be made more at the local level.

By the same nature you could argue that at the point when Europe is closer to the
people, Europe is doing something it shouldn’t be doing. So what is the function of
Europe? It is the big headline stuff, it is your external relations, it is the WTO, it is
defence. So maybe the time has come for the whole machinery to stop and engage in
some navel gazing. So that’s where my theoretical solutions lie.
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