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I have always considered that, in Europe, the future is intimately connected with 
the past. We have to understand Europe as it was and as it is now in order to open 
our eyes to how it could be tomorrow. We should never forget the great successes 
of the past, and should remember that nothing in Europe has ever been easy.

The transformation of a continent wracked by war into one living in peace, the 
reconciliation of European history and geography, the creation of the single mar
ket and the single currency — all of these paths have been fraught with difficulties 
that, today, are too often forgotten.

This observation applies in particular to the third volume of this work devoted to 
the history of the European Commission. Having covered the years 1958 to 1972, 
and then 1973 to 1986, we will now be looking at those crucial episodes for the 
European project between 1986 and 2000, years that brought two great advances 
of historic significance of which I am proud: monetary union and enlargement.

Following a period during which Europe struggled with what was known at the 
time as ‘Eurosclerosis’, my friend and mentor Jacques Delors became the indefat  
igable and inspired champion of Europe’s relaunch, from the Single European Act 
to monetary union, via the Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties, not to forget the 
Val Duchesse social dialogue. Because, in Europe, the social and the economic go 
hand in hand.

And, one historic day in November 1989, a wall was torn down, changing the 
world’s destiny forever. The fall of the Berlin Wall enabled new bridges to be 
built between peoples. It opened the door to the peaceful unification of the 
 European continent and the 2004 enlargement.

Jean-Claude Juncker, 
President of the European Commission

Preface
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The Commissions between 1986 and  2000, of Jacques Delors and Jacques 
 Santer and the early days of the Prodi Commission, were thus at the heart of 
major advances, and had to take a position in crucial debates of their time that 
are still fiercely debated today, such as the right balance that should be struck 
between enlarging and deepening the EU.

As a member of the Luxembourg government I attended very many summits, in 
particular the 1991 Intergovernmental Conference on Economic and Monetary 
Union, held under the auspices of the Luxembourg Presidency. Jacques Santer, 
at that time the Prime Minister of Luxembourg, had asked me, as Finance Min
ister, to steer the work of the Intergovernmental Conference on the monetary 
aspect of what would become the Maastricht Treaty. It was a year of great dif
ficulties, with many objections to be overcome. Links had to be made between 
different national ideas, and compromises, some of them unexpected or even 
inconceivable, were found to allow Europe to move forward, such as the United 
Kingdom’s decision to opt out of monetary union.

Throughout this period the scope of the European Commission’s action con
tinued to grow. The Erasmus programme, without which Europe would not be 
what it is today for its young people, was created. New impetus was given to 
Euro pean solidarity through regional policy, changes to the common agricul
tural policy and development cooperation, and the organisation of the first em
ployment summit, in 1997, under the Luxembourg Presidency. It was not until 
2017, a full 20 years later, that a second European social summit was held.

Those years were also marked by the terrible tragedy of the former Yugoslavia, 
which reminded us that war and peace form the eternal backdrop to the history 
of Europe. They are never far away, and serve to remind us that the fundamental 
purpose of European integration is to serve peace.

At the time, as a minister and then Head of Government of a Member State, I 
watched as an outsider, but nevertheless from close quarters, the conscientious 
work of the Commission and the service of those men and women to what 
 became the European Union. Today I understand the institution much better 
from the inside, and appreciate the exceptional quality of its daily work in the 
service of all Europeans.

I would like to pay tribute to those who took part in this research project for 
the quality of their work, which they undertook with rigour and independence, 
but also with empathy with their subject, which I very much appreciate. The 
authors of this volume reflect Europe as a whole: they come from a large number 
of universities and, together, formed a rich and diverse consortium. All of them 
enjoyed very broad access to the Commission’s archives, including the minutes 
of meetings of the Commissioners, and they were able to compare them against 
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the testimonies of many people who played important roles at that time. They 
therefore know all there is to know about the Commission during the period 
covered by this volume.

I have also had the opportunity to talk with them on several occasions, and I 
would like to warmly thank all the former Commissioners and officials, many 
of them retired, who were willing to contribute to this important project. They 
gave of their time and spoke frankly, helping us to see the period in a new light. 
With their recollections they have enriched our knowledge of the role played 
by the Commission over time. All the conversations are now accessible in the 
Historical Archives of the European Union.

Today, two decades after these eventful years in the construction of Europe, we 
must not forget that Europe has never been and will never be something to be 
taken for granted. More than ever before the European Union has to uphold its 
responsibility to preserve peace and freedom and ensure prosperity and social 
justice for its citizens. The path will not be easy. But, as this book shows, Europe, 
like all great ambitions and long journeys, requires patience and fortitude.
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This work is the third volume of a series, the first of which, The European Com-
mission, 1958-72 — History and memories of an institution, was published in 
2007, and the second, The European Commission 1973-86 — History and mem-
ories of an institution, in 2014. It is the result of a tender launched by the Com
mission, inviting a focus on the years between 1986 and 2000. The Université 
catholique de Louvain coordinated the work over 4 years. An editorial commit
tee was formed for the conception of the work, the harmonisation of the texts 
and dialogue with the Commission. It comprised Éric Bussière, Vincent Dujar
din, Piers Ludlow, Federico Romero, Dieter Schlenker and Antonio Varsori. I 
would also like to commend the work of Sophie Kaisin, who played an import
ant role, as research coordinator, in the daytoday management of the project. 
She was supported in her task, over the first 2 years, by Benedetto Zaccaria and 
Dimitri Zurstrassen.

A total of 52 academics and researchers took part from more than 30 univer
sities and research centres in Europe and the United States — around 15 coun
tries altogether. Fortytwo researchers and academics helped draft the text (see 
the list of authors on page 765).

Other academics and researchers helped with the collection of oral testi monies: 
Alice Cunha (Universidade Nova de Lisboa, Portugal), Vincent Delcorps 
(Université catholique de Louvain, Belgium), Anjo G. Harryvan (Rijksuni
versiteit Groningen, the Netherlands), Quentin Jouan (Université catholique 
de Louvain, Belgium), Mirosław Natanek (Uniwersytet Jagielloński, Poland) 
and Nathalie Tousignant (Université SaintLouis  — Brussels, Belgium). The 
work also contains rich illustrations thanks to the work of Alexandre Mitchell 
( University of Oxford, United Kingdom), Étienne Deschamps (House of Euro

Acknowledgements
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pean History — European Parliament, Belgium) and Juan Alonso Fernández 
(Historical Archives of the European Union, Italy), Jeanne Tchedry (archivist 
at the Audiovisual Service of the European Commission, DG Communication) 
and Noëlle Schon (Centre for Contemporary and Digital History, University of 
Luxembourg, Luxembourg).

Jordan Kidd played a major role in setting up the HistCom3 platform for the 
members of the consortium, hosted at the European University Institute. We 
would like to also thank those who helped with the transcription of the inter
views: Sebastiaan A. Bouwman, Alexandre Dab, Stephan Ernest, Camille Gijs, 
Claudia Julien, Coline Kaisin, Aoife Keog, Anna Krämer, Émilie Vandam and 
Judith Wolff, along with Rachel Cowler and Margaret O’Connell, who pro
vided translations and linguistic correction for certain texts submitted by the 
consortium to the Commission. 

The authors also had access to the minutes of meetings of the College through
out the period covered by this volume, and the  archives of the Commission 
in Brussels and in Florence  — in other words a large number of documents 
that were declassified for this purpose. Private  papers, such as those of Jacques 
 Delors, François Lamoureux and Romano  Prodi, were also a valuable resource. 
Given that the work of the historian would be impossible without the help of 
archivists and librarians, it is appropriate to take this opportunity to warmly 
thank Jocelyne Collonval and Sylvia Perez from the Historical Archives of the 
European Commission, who played an important role throughout the process. 

In addition to the use of this previously unpublished documentation and the 
consultation of abundant historiography (for which please refer to the bibliog
raphy), 232 people were interviewed, including former officials, Commission
ers and Presidents of the Commission, along with various external witnesses 
(see the list of oral sources on page 724). To all of them, our warmest gratitude 
for their time and for the memories of their professional lives they were able to 
share. They made a crucial contribution to this work. The interviews conducted 
and used in the drafting of the book were transcribed and validated by the in
terviewees themselves. Most of the interviews will be available to researchers in 
their entirety on the website of the Historical Archives of the European Union 
(European University Institute) in Florence.  

All these new sources, both oral and written, constituted a wealth of documen
tation that enabled the researchers to shed new light on the work of the Com
mission between 1986 and 2000.

The European Commission also set up a monitoring committee. This  committee 
comprised: for the SecretariatGeneral, Roland Eisenberg, administrator 
for  institutional policies and issues, Henning Klaus, head of the Institution
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al  Affairs Unit, Pascal Leardini, director for institutional and administrative 
policies, and Jef Schram, administrator for policies, data and archives; and for
mer Commission officials Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, Jorge de Oliveira e Sousa, 
JeanClaude Eeckhout, Jacqueline Lastenouse, Paolo Ponzano, Georges Rencki, 
Anne  Serizier and in particular Nikolaus van der Pas. We would like to express 
our gratitude for their considerable and valuable assistance. We would also like 
to take the opportunity to thank Thierry Flandroy, finance and contracts assist
ant, and Nico Homme, head of the Finance and Contracts sector.

The texts also benefited from rereading by several former and current members 
of the directoratesgeneral.

Finally, we should mention the conscientious work at the Publications Office 
of the European Union of Helle Littlejohn, information and communication 
assistant, and Sandrine Guillet, publications production assistant.

We owe all of the above our thanks for their collaboration on this project.

Vincent Dujardin
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Following the relaunch of European integration at The Hague in 1969 and then 
the first enlargement in 1973, the European project encountered some difficult 
years. With the economic and monetary shocks of the early 1970s — the monet
ary crisis and the energy crisis, with the oil price quadrupling in just a few months, 
followed by a second shock in 1979 and the associated social problems — it was 
not a time for Europhilia, nor for ambitious integration plans, but rather for with
drawal into oneself and for protectionist instincts. In that difficult European con
text it was not easy for the European Commission to make its mark or to launch 
new projects in the full exercise of its functions of initiative, implementation and 
representation in relations with nonmember countries or international organ
isations. The years from 1973 to 1984 are often presented as years of stagnation 
following the hopes raised by the summit in The Hague in December 1969. In 
spite of a less favourable backdrop, however, a number of steps forward during the 
second half of the 1980s built upon the projects, visions and tendencies introduced 
in the 1970s. For example, the objective of the internal market originated in the 
1960s, the need to complete it arose at the beginning of the 1980s in ways simi
lar to those of the 1970s and the policies launched at the beginning of the 1970s 
on a sometimes even older basis were pursued over the long term. The successes 
achieved after 1985 in terms of European integration often originated in earlier 
years, including in relation to the internal market, monetary issues, polit ical co
operation and the adoption of majority voting. Furthermore, the economic situ
ation was to improve from the mid 1980s. While the Community’s annual rate of 
industrial growth stood at 0.3 % between 1979 and 1986, it rose to 2.5 % between 
1986 and 1992, though that was still lower than the growth rates in  Japan and the 
United States (1).

(1) Loth, W., Building Europe — A history of european unification, De Gruyter Oldenbourg, Berlin, 2015, pp. 222271.
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A leading role and steps forward

Following the Fontainebleau relaunch in 1984, which made it possible to re
solve the issue of the UK budgetary contribution, and then the arrival of Jacques 
 Delors, who was to lead the Commission for 10 years, progress was to quickly 
speed up. The Commission, rediscovering its selfconfidence, played a leading 
role in that respect. It not only performed its administrative duty, ensuring com
pliance with the rules, but also assumed its prominent political role, speaking ‘on 
behalf of the European project’, exercising its ‘exclusive right of initiative’ with a 
view to proposing a genuine vision and the development of new pol icies (1). Its 
Presi dent, as he put it himself, was able to ‘take intellectual control of the agenda 
of the European Council’ (2), which effectively became a true constituent power 
in 1986. Now, ‘nothing decisive could be planned or undertaken without its 
authority’ (3). Delors was able, for the first time, to give the Commission presi
dency weight within the European Council, which he saw as an opportunity 
rather than a threat. He was in fact the only President able to do so to such an 
extent (4). Philippe de Schoutheete, who as Belgium’s permanent representative 
knew Delors very well, recalls:

‘In other areas, Delors would show the same capacity for manoeuvre, the 
capacity to counter the corporatism of finance ministers and governors 
through a mix of diplomacy and use of the European Council. There were 
many reasons for the Delors Commission’s power, but I believe that that 
was one of the main reasons for it. In addition to that, the man clearly 
had considerable charisma, and he had authority in the European 
Parliament and in the press’ (5).

Relations with the Parliament and the Council therefore improved, though the 
seeds of the Commission’s future crisis with the Parliament in 1999 were also 
sown during that period. The budget was regularly difficult to balance, and led 
to conflict with the Parliament nearly every year. In 1987 it was not even adopt
ed, and the Community had to live with provisional twelfths (6). Nevertheless, 
according to Pascal Lamy, who played a key role alongside Jacques Delors as his 
head of cabinet (7), ‘the stars were aligned in terms of people and in terms of 
geopolitical and economic circumstances’ (8). Under Jacques Delors, who also 

(1) Middelaar, L. (van), Le Passage à l’Europe: histoire d’un commencement, ‘Bibliothèque des idées’ collection, Gallimard, 
Paris, 2012, p. 61.

(2) Delors, J. and Arnaud, J.L., Mémoires, Plon, Paris, 2004, p. 226.
(3) Taulègne, B., Le Conseil européen, ‘Les grandes thèses du droit français’ collection, Presses universitaires de France, 

Paris, 1993, p. 481.
(4) Nugent, N. (ed.), At the heart of the Union — Studies of the European Commission, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 

2002, pp. 255265.
(5) Interview with Philippe de Schoutheete, 13 July 2016, p. 8.
(6) Bitsch, M.T., Histoire de la construction européenne, de 1945 à nos jours, ‘Questions au XXe siècle’ collection, No 88, 

Complexe, Brussels, 1996, p. 231.
(7) Cini, M., The European Commission — Leadership, organisation and culture in the EU administration, Manchester 

University Press, Manchester, 1997, p. 183.
(8) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 12 March 2018.
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benefited from a reinvigorated FrancoGerman partnership under François 
Mitterrand and Helmut Kohl, the Commission was able to seize the opportun
ities that arose. It also had the intelligence to focus initially on the creation of a 
single market by 1992. In short, the European Community’s institutions at that 
time showed ‘that they themselves were capable of vision and leadership’ (1). 

The objectives of extending majority voting in the Council, enhancing the 
Euro pean Parliament’s legislative role, monetary integration, environmental 
policy, greater activity in the field of foreign policy, competition policy, and 
just ice and home affairs (JHA) now seemed to be within reach. The signing of 
the Single Euro pean Act in 1986 lanced the boil created by the ‘empty chair’ 
crisis in 1965 — i.e. France’s suspension of its participation in the Council and 
in the Perman ent Representatives Committee (Coreper) — and led to signifi
cant progress in various fields. The introduction of the qualified majority, at the 
beginning of a decade ‘in which the Community method triumphed’, would 
make it possible to adopt the 260 directives aimed at objective 1992, i.e. the es
tablishment of the ‘great market’ (2). The search for consensus remained the rule 
in Europe, but it would no longer be achieved ‘under the shadow of the veto’, 
but rather ‘under the shadow of the vote’ (3). In terms of the budget, the Delors 

(1) Ruyt, J. (de), Le leadership dans l’Union européenne, Presses universitaires de Louvain, LouvainlaNeuve, 2015, p. 34.
(2) Schoutheete, P. (de), ‘Conseil européen et méthode communautaire’, Policy Paper, No  56, Institut Jacques Delors 

(Notre Europe), Paris, 2012, p. 5.
(3) Middelaar (van), Le Passage à l’Europe, p. 132.

Taking its inspiration from the Bayeux Tapestry, this cartoon shows the strong opposition of former  
UK Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher to the Maastricht Treaty. During the negotiations Jacques Delors 

could rely on the support of Helmut Kohl and François Mitterrand to launch economic and monetary 
union.
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Commission was well aware that the implementation of the Single Euro pean 
Act called for greater resources directed towards economic and social cohesion, 
because certain regions would suffer from the opening of borders. A reform 
of the common  agricultural policy (CAP) was therefore needed, along with 
an increase in the Commu nity’s resources. In February 1988  Delors achieved 
the adoption of the ‘Delors package’, comprising three series of measures: a re
duction in CAP expenditure; the doubling in 5 years of the Structural Funds, 
the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and 
the ‘Guidance’ section of the Euro pean Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee 
Fund; and the granting of new resources to the Community (1). A further in
novation was that the Council of Ministers would adopt its financial perspec
tives for a multiannual period. That is what would come to be known as the 
Delors I package, covering the  period from 1988 to 1992. Speaking to the dir
ectorsgeneral on 25 February 1988, Jacques Delors was particularly delighted, 
saying ‘without being triumphalist … that the Commission’s strategy has been 
a complete success’. Following a visit to the Member States’ capitals, Delors had 
rightly judged that the issues relating to defence were premature, that with re
gard to the currency, ‘despite the interest in the subject, there were very great 
differences’ and that ‘what remained was therefore the creation of the common 
market … According to the Monnet method, pressure was needed towards one 
objective: that was 1992’ (2). Later, the Delors II package (19931999), and then 
the Santer package or  Agenda 2000 (20002006), would also be adopted. The 
implementation of economic and monetary union (EMU) required the coun
tries of the North to show greater solidarity towards those of the South. Thus 
the Delors  II package increased the amount of Cohesion Funds available to 
Ireland, Greece, Spain and Portugal, but it would also contribute to support
ing research and granting financial aid to the countries of the East. The fact 
remained that the Community budget was still modest as a proportion of the 
Member States’ public spending, i.e. 2.4 % in 1998, because they were reluctant 
to increase their contribution.

Towards economic and monetary union

While the Single European Act had already raised the objective of gradually 
creating an EMU, at the Council in Hanover on 25 and 26 June 1988 the 12 
Member States decided to set up a committee of experts to consider its estab
lishment, which some, starting with the Commission, deemed necessary in the 
context of a single market. But it could also act as a motor for the establishment 
of a political union. The fact that the committee of experts was placed under the 

(1) Bitsch, Histoire de la construction européenne, p. 374.
(2) HAEC, BAC 154/1996/144, ‘President’s speech to directorsgeneral’, 25 February 1988.
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direct responsibility of Jacques Delors is further evidence of the Commission 
presidency’s weight at that time. Beside him would sit the VicePresident of the 
Commission, Frans Andriessen, the governors of the central banks and three 
specialists, including the Belgian Alexandre Lamfalussy, who would  later be
come head of the European Monetary Institute. The committee agreed to draw 
up a report that was published in April 1989 and approved at the  Madrid Euro
pean Council in June of that year. On the basis of this ‘Delors plan’ it was de
cided in 1992, with the Maastricht Treaty, to establish EMU in various  stages: 
firstly, convergence of economic policies and participation in the European 
Monetary System; then, from 1 January 1994, the creation of a European mon
etary institute in Frankfurt, comprising governors of the central banks, which 
would be responsible for enhancing economic and monetary convergence; and 
finally, the irreversible introduction of the euro. 

The timetable for the establishment of the single currency was adopted at the 
Madrid European Council in December 1995. The Member States fulfilling the 
convergence criteria had to be chosen in 1998, and a European Central Bank had 
to be created to replace the European Monetary Institute, while EMU would 

Following the Madrid European Council a round table on the single currency was held in Brussels 
from 22 to 24 January 1996, bringing together over 400 participants to discuss preparation for 
the introduction of the euro. From left to right: Jacques Delors, former President of the European 

Commission; Jean-Luc Dehaene, Belgian Prime Minister; Jacques Santer, President of the European 
Commission; and Prince Philippe of Belgium.
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commence on 1 January 1999, though notes and coins would not be put into cir
culation until 1 January 2002. Member States wishing to form part of this new 
monetary area had to meet the convergence criteria in terms of public deficit, 
overall indebtedness, longterm interest rates, respect for European Monetary 
System fluctuation bands and inflation. They were also required to comply with 
the Stability and Growth Pact adopted at the Amsterdam European Council 
in 1997, aimed at ensuring the longterm good health of the public finances of 
the Member States joining the single currency. The Commission would play a 
significant role during the various stages, including in the choice of Member 
States to be given the green light to join the area. On leaving Maastricht, Jacques 
Delors told the Belgian Finance Minister, Philippe Maystadt, that the structure 
was still ‘lame’, with a strong monetary leg and a Central Bank ‘leading a single 
monetary policy for the whole of the euro area’. But the other leg, the economic 
one, was too weak, and economic policies were still too national and insuffi
ciently coordinated, and at risk of becoming contradictory (1). During the nego
tiations, Pierre Bérégovoy, Jacques Delors, Philippe Maystadt and JeanClaude 
Juncker had tried, in vain, to introduce the term ‘economic government’ into 
the treaty. This led Juncker, who was later to become President of the European 
Commission, to state in July 2015, in the midst of the Greek crisis, that if the 
negotiators had put as much energy into the proper organisation of economic 
government as into monetary integration, ‘we wouldn’t be in this situation’ (2). 
But as well as the fear, particularly in Germany, that such economic government 
would undermine the independence of the Central Bank, many finance minis
ters of the time had blind faith in the markets, believing that they would punish 
any Member State that lost control of its budget deficit or current account bal
ance. In its paragraph 30, every word of which counts, the Delors report noted 
prophetically: ‘Experience shows that market perceptions do not necessarily 
create powerful and constraining signals and that access to a vast capital mar
ket can even, for a certain period of time, facilitate the financing of economic 
imbalances’ (3). That was also the opinion of Kenneth Clarke, who said: ‘There 
are a lot of idiots in financial markets. I don’t believe in rational markets’ (4). 
Between 1993 and 1997 Clarke, a proEuropean Conservative, held the post of 
the UK’s Chancellor of the Exchequer.

(1) Maystadt, P., L’euro en question(s), AvantPropos, Waterloo, 2016, p. 39.
(2) See interview with JeanClaude Juncker: Delvaux, B. and Kuczkiewicz, J., ‘JeanClaude Juncker: “Les vieux démons 

nationalistes sont toujours vivants”’, Le Soir, 22 July 2015.
(3) Maystadt, L’euro en question(s), p. 41. See also interview with Étienne Davignon, 3 May 2016.
(4) Cited in Maystadt, L’euro en question(s), p. 41.
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The European project and the fall  
of the Berlin Wall

In the meantime, events would speed up in central and eastern Europe. The 
liberalisation — in relative terms — of the Soviet regime under Mikhail Gor
bachev, who became SecretaryGeneral of the Communist Party in March 1985, 
strengthened the opposition in Poland, which was victorious in the June 1989 
elections. But as well as Hungary and Poland, which had themselves implement
ed a policy of liberalisation, the protest would also spread to the German Demo
cratic Republic (GDR), Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria and finally, despite extremely 
violent repression, Romania. Hungary removed the security apparatus along the 
border separating the country from Austria in May 1989, and during that same 
month hundreds of people from the GDR travelled to Hungary via Czechoslo
vakia. At the same time, tens of thousands of demonstrators gathered, at night, 
in the cities of East Germany, and in Leipzig in particular. The movement grew 
and the GDR authorities lost control of the situation. Egon Krenz took over 
from Erich Honecker as head of the governing party, but barely 3 weeks later 
handed over power to the new Head of Government, Hans Modrow. Mean
while, in Leipzig, banners proclaimed ‘Wir sind ein Volk’ (‘We are one  people’). 
Chancellor Kohl, with the firm support of his Interior Minister Wolfgang 
Schäuble, handled the crisis triggered by the fall of the communist regime in 
the GDR with aplomb. A historic agreement (‘4 + 2’) was concluded between 
the four powers guaranteeing Germany’s status and the two German states on 
16 July 1990. Kohl took the risk of securing the agreement of the Bundesbank 
to exchange one East German mark for one West German mark, an operation 
that would prove to be very costly, causing inflation and budgetary overruns, 
straining interest rates and triggering upheavals that led to the great monetary 
shock of summer 1993 (1). Chancellor Kohl would later admit that he had not 
fully appreciated the economic dilapidation of the East, but he believed that 
East Germans needed help if there was not to be an exodus towards the West. 
On 2 December 1990 joint free elections covering the entire country were won 
by the unifying and liberating Chancellor, who became the first Head of Gov
ernment of the reunified Germany. At the Dublin European Council of April 
1990 it was decided to integrate the territory of East Germany into the Com
munity. Furthermore, because Germany was going to have to invest heavily in 
the East, the country was tempted to question its role as a net contributor to 
the Community budget (2). In addition, as Delors would say at a conference in 
Bruges in October 1989, it was important not to neglect the countries of Africa, 
the Caribbean and the Pacific, which were worried ‘that the Community might 

(1) Interview with Bernard Snoy, 24 July 2017.
(2) Interview with Pierre Vimont, 21 September 2017.
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focus too much on the greater Europe, and therefore neglect the strengthening 
of cooperation within the future Lomé Conventions’ (1).

With the rebirth of a reunified Germany on 3 October 1990 a potential source 
of global political tension disappeared. On the other hand, the structures of the 
Eastern bloc were to disintegrate: the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance 
(Comecon) and the Warsaw Pact were dissolved. The Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics also broke up. Many former republics of the Soviet Union gained 
their independence, with the Baltic states leading the way. The Soviet Union 
was therefore replaced in December 1991 by a Commonwealth of Independent 
States, made up of all of the former republics of the Soviet Union, except for the 
Baltic states and, initially, Georgia. Western aid was established to support the 
countries leaving the Soviet bloc in their journey towards democratisation and 
economic liberalisation. At the G7 Summit in Paris on 4 July 1989 the Commu
nity took on the task of coordinating Western aid to Hungary and  Poland. That 

(1) HAEU, Jacques Delors Fonds (JD) 90, ‘Speech by Jacques Delors on the occasion of the opening of the 40th academic 
year of the College of Europe’, 17 October 1989, p. 29.

The Berlin Wall fell on 9 November 1989, opening the border between the two German states,  
and Berliners expressed their joy by joining hands on top of the wall.
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led to the establishment of the programme of aid to central and east European 
countries (Phare), which was extended to the other countries of central and east
ern Europe in May 1990 (1). 

After the fall of the Berlin Wall on the evening of 9 November 1989, and the 
continental upheaval it caused, Jacques Delors was quick to support the idea 
of reunification, unlike Ruud Lubbers, Margaret Thatcher, Giulio Andreotti 
and, to a lesser extent, François Mitterrand. Kohl was grateful to him. He also 
received outside support, from George H. W. Bush in particular, which meant 
that the Europeans were no longer able to reject reunification. Kohl knew that 
he needed to reassure his European partners that he did not want to create a 
‘German Europe’ but that he would continue to work towards a ‘European Ger
many’, to use the words of the writer Thomas Mann speaking to students of the 
University of Hamburg in 1953. According to Paolo Ponzano, then the Com
mission’s representative in the Deputy Permanent Representatives Commit
tee (Coreper I), as regards German reunification, ‘the Commission played an 
important role because, on the instructions of Jacques Delors, the Secretariat 
General coordinated the adoption of all the regulations and legislative deroga
tions needed to enable the Länder of East Germany to join … [T]he Commis
sion needed to show Germany that it was able to provide it with the instruments 
needed to incorporate the new Länder easily’ (2).

Following the Strasbourg European Council of 8 and 9  December 1989 the 
President of the Commission told the College that that Council meeting had 
been ‘one of the most important since its establishment’, and that ‘the atmos
phere … had been good despite the tension immediately beforehand’. He had 
also left with the impression that ‘the Commission now seemed to be playing 
a bigger role than ever before and should endeavour to stop this role being re
duced in future. This would require a great deal of effort and subtlety on the 
Commission’s part, particularly as regards economic and monetary union and 
the social dimension’ (3). The fears expressed by Jacques Delors would soon be 
realised however, particularly during the drafting of the Maastricht Treaty (4). 
He believed that ‘the peak’ to which he had referred in December 1989 now 
belonged to the past, and said himself that he had not managed to maintain the 
same level of influence as when the Single European Act was being drawn up.

In the meantime, German reunification made European unification all the 
more urgent in order to allay the fears of Germany’s partners, particularly those 
of the French. The East also needed reassurance. On 6 December 1989, in Kiev, 

(1) Gerbet, P., La construction de l’Europe, ‘U’ collection, Armand Colin, Paris, 2007, p. 374.
(2) Interview with Paolo Ponzano, 23 January 2017, p. 21.
(3) HAEC, COM(89), Minutes No 991, part 2, meeting of 11 December 1989, p. 6.
(4) On this subject see Boissieu, P. (de) et al., National leaders and the making of Europe — Key episodes in the life of the 

European Council, John Harper Publishing, London, 2015, pp. 122145.
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Gorbachev told Mitterrand that he thought Germany was behaving like a bull 
in a china shop  (1). The issue of rapprochement with the countries of central 
and eastern Europe would soon arise. The Commission would have to take a 
position on the issue of enlargement as soon as possible, starting with the sec
ondgeneration agreements with the countries of the East. At the meeting of 
the College on 31 January 1990 there was a degree of prudence from those who 
wished to await the possible reactions of the Soviet Union to the conclusion 
of new association agreements (2). Furthermore, with the prospect of enlarge
ment the issue of strengthening the institutions would quickly arise, particu
larly in terms of the decisionmaking process. On 24 July 1991 Commissioner 
Andriessen (External Relations and Trade Policy) told his colleagues: ‘It may 
be supposed that by 1993 several requests for accession will have been added 
to the five the Community have already received. Its current form is not suited 
to a pos sible 20 or 25 Member States. It is difficult politically to choose from 
among the candidates, however. There are therefore two possibilities. The first 
is to establish the mechanisms needed for a much larger Community as soon 
as possible, but those mechanisms are not envisaged in the Intergovernmental 
Conference. The second possibility is to tell certain candidate countries that 
the Commu nity is not in a position to take them in at the moment, but that 
it will endeavour to foster the conditions needed to incorporate them’ (3). For 
some members of the College it was a given that certain Member States would 
put pressure on the Commission in favour of certain candidate countries. It was 
also import ant that the Commission should be proactive, since a lack of action 
on its part would risk ‘strengthening other bodies such as the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) or the Council of Europe, thus 
diminishing the Community’s importance’ (4). Furthermore, as Delors pointed 
out, taking account of the countries of central and eastern Europe, along with 
Cyprus and Malta, would lead to a tripling of the Structural Funds. Should 
the Community be as generous and ambitious with 24 members as it was with 
12? In his view, ‘the Community should not become diluted by enlarging too 
quickly’, because ‘with the current institutions it would not be possible to man
age a Community of 20 Member States’, or more if the Baltic states gained their 
independence and ‘if the situation in Yugoslavia moves towards that country’s 
dissolution’. The Commissioner Sir Leon Brittan (Competition and Financial 
Institutions) believed, like other colleagues, that in 1995 or 1996 a new inter
governmental conference would have to consider the institutional changes to 
be made to a significantly enlarged Community  (5). A similar position could 
be found in the Commission over the subsequent months. On 3  June 1992 

(1) Bozo, F., Mitterrand, la fin de la guerre froide et l’unification allemande: de Yalta à Maastricht, Odile Jacob, Paris, 
2005, p. 158.

(2) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No 997, part 2, meeting of 31 January 1990, p. 21.
(3) HAEC, COM(91), Minutes No 1070, part 2, meeting of 24 July 1991.
(4) Ibid.
(5) Ibid.
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Commissioner Andriessen reiterated that, if the Community were to accept 
even just five new Member States, there would have to be ‘major institutional 
changes which should be in place in advance of enlargement’ (1). He believed 
that a strengthening of the intergovernmental trend would make it practical
ly impossible to take decisions regarding the institutional changes needed (2). 
Furthermore, one of his colleagues referred to the danger of the trend that was 
emerging in the United Kingdom ‘in favour of a larger, looser Community’. The 
Commission needed to counteract that trend (3). 

For the countries that had just restored their freedom it was easier to join the 
Council of Europe, sometimes seen as the European Community’s ‘antecham
ber’. But there were also more candidates for accession to the Community: Aus
tria had been a candidate since July 1989. Cyprus and Malta became candidates 
in 1990, Sweden in June 1991, Finland in March 1992, Switzerland in May 1992 
and Norway in November of that same year. From the Commission’s point of 
view, the prospect of requests for accession from the ‘neutral’ countries (except 
in the case of Norway) could benefit certain policies, such as environmental and 
social protection, but could also hinder the establishment of a common foreign 
policy. Allowing these countries to join the single market would perhaps delay 

(1) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1108, part 2, meeting of 3 June 1992, p. 23.
(2) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1110, part 2, meeting of 17 June 1992, p. 13.
(3) Ibid. p. 11.

Group photo of the chief negotiators and ministers of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) 
countries at the signing of the agreement creating the European Economic Area in Porto, 2 May 1992. 

Front row, from left to right: Bjørn Tore Godal, Jean-Pascal Delamuraz, Ulf Dinkelspiel, Jón Baldvin 
Hannibalsson, Pertti Salolainen, Hans Brunhart, Wolfgang Schüssel, Birgitt Ederer, Alois Mock; back row, 

from left to right: Eivinn Berg, Franz Blankart, Frank Belfrage, Georg Reisch (EFTA Secretary-General), 
Hannes Hafstein, Veli Sundbäck, Prince Nikolaus of Liechtenstein, Manfred Scheich.
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progress in that area. In 1990 Delors took the initiative in relaunching a pro
cess that had begun in 1984 but had stalled. The aim was to create a European 
Economic Area (EEA) in order to put an end to the division of Europe into 
two economic groups: that of the seven members of the European Free Trade 
Association (EFTA) and that of the 12 Member States of the Community. The 
negotiations led to the signature of the Porto Treaty on 2 May 1992, creating 
a large economic area of some 380 million inhabitants and extending the four 
freedoms to the member countries of EFTA. Those countries would now be part 
of the internal market and apply the Community acquis to that end, but with
out integrating in other fields. Furthermore, bilateral agreements would govern 
exchanges in the field of agriculture with each of the states, and in the field of 
fisheries with Iceland, Norway and Sweden. Such rapprochements did not pre
vent customs controls from being maintained between the EFTA countries and 
the European Economic Community’s customs union. Free movement could 
not be applied only to products from those countries and not to those origin
ating from nonmember countries and transiting through EFTA countries. Fur
thermore, cooperation was established in other sectors such as the environment, 
technological development and research. While Switzerland failed to ratify the 
agreement after voting ‘no’ in a referendum, four other members of EFTA — 
Norway, Austria, Finland and Sweden — wished to go beyond the EEA and 
negotiate their accession to the European Union (1). After Norway voted ‘no’ 
in its referendum, only the latter three countries joined the EU on 1 January 
1995. The Treaty of Porto entered into force on 1 January 1994, but its scope 
was  limited because three EFTA countries (Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzer
land) did not become members of the EU. In June 2003 the EEA would expand 
to include the 10 countries that would join the Union the following year. Mean
while, at the summit in Copenhagen in June 1993, it had been decided that 
central and east European countries wishing to join the EU would be required 
to fulfil various criteria: respect for human rights and minorities, the rule of law 
and democracy; a viable market economy in a competitive environment and able 
to meet the obligations of EMU; and incorporation of the Community acquis.

The cases of Albania, Romania and the Soviet Union notwithstanding, the col
lapse of the Eastern Bloc was remarkable for its lack of bloodshed. However, 
a war broke out close to the Community’s very borders. The Yugoslav tragedy 
 began in June 1990 when the federal, essentially Serb, army entered Slovenia. 
The Community’s powerlessness demonstrated, as if any further proof were 
needed, that the rotating presidency system prevented it from participating in 
the management of international crises. Germany had unilaterally recognised 
Croatia and  Slovenia just a few weeks after the Maastricht Summit, despite the 
fact it had been agreed at that summit that common foreign policy should be 

(1) Gerbet, P., ‘AELE’, in Gerbet, P. (ed.), Dictionnaire historique de l’Europe unie, ‘Références’ collection, André  Versaille, 
Brussels, 2009, p. 421; Bitsch, Histoire de la construction européenne, p. 261.
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one of the ‘pillars’ of the European Union. With the President of the European 
Council, and that of the Foreign Affairs Council, changing every 6 months, it 
was not possible to act in a longterm fashion, though the European Union’s 
special representatives for the former Yugoslavia, Lord Owen and Carl Bildt, 
certainly did a good job. Referring to the Yugoslav tragedy, Catherine Day, a 
member, then deputy head, of the cabinet of Sir Leon Brittan (External Rela
tions) from 1989 to 1996, said:

‘I think it was also the shock of the ideal versus the reality. Because we 
thought we had conquered the ghosts of nationalism and they came 
back, close to us. Whereas by the late 1990s we knew that they had not 
gone away’ (1). 

Speaking at an internal meeting on 26 March 1993, Delors said: 

‘I do not know whether highly united European countries, agreeing 
amongst themselves and leaving aside their diplomatic traditions, would 
have been able to prevent that outpouring of hate, but according to 
public opinion in America, in Japan and in eastern Europe, the 
Community is considered to have failed. Will that leave a scar? It is 
difficult to say’ (2).

The turning point of Maastricht

Following the events of 1989 it became more obvious that the 12 Member States 
made up a political block, with the eastern half of the continent entering its 
waiting room. The relationship between the circle of members and the continent 
as a whole ‘forced the Member States to politicise their association. Some went 
along reluctantly, but there was no other option’ (3). Before the Rome Summit 
in October 1990 the European Commission expressed its desire to create a ‘sin
gle Community’, with the link between EMU and political union making it 
possible to promote cohesion in the field of external relations. However, it was 
aware that the Community method could not be applied to foreign policy. But 
when in April 1991 the Luxembourg Presidency proposed a draft treaty offering 
an institutional structure based on pillars, it aroused fears and criticisms within 
the Commission (4). There was a degree of reticence in the Federal Republic of 
Germany regarding EMU, where it was feared that the single currency would 
be weaker than the German mark, while France sought to move the process 
forward without delay. It is not correct, however, to argue that the Germans 

(1) Interview with Catherine Day, 12 September 2017, p. 29.
(2) HAEU, JD1298, ‘Note by Bruno Dethomas on the President’s speech to heads of Commission representation offices 

on 26 March 1993’, Brussels, 29 March 1993.
(3) Middelaar (van), Le Passage à l’Europe, p. 212.
(4) Gerbet, La construction de l’Europe, pp. 377 and 382.
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agreed to the establishment of the single currency in exchange for German re
unification. As JeanClaude Juncker points out, ‘German reunification or the 
prospect of it strengthened the will of those who wanted the single currency at 
all costs, particularly Mitterrand, but it was not the original explanation’  (1). 
In fact, before the fall of the Berlin Wall, at the European Council in Han
over, Kohl had already expressed his agreement to the idea. And while there was 
certainly reti cence in the Bundesbank, particularly on the part of its President, 
Karl Otto Pöhl, Kohl had to explain to him that he had accepted that in the 
committee of experts tasked with drawing up a report on EMU, and made up 
in particular of governors of central banks, the latter would be presided over by 
a politician, even if he was President of the Commission (2). According to Ber
nard Snoy, the then head of cabinet of the Belgian Finance Minister, ‘the great 
skill of the  Delors report was not to ask people whether economic and monetary 
union should be created, but rather to ask: if we do it, how should we do it? After 
all, Pöhl is a German. If the Chancellor asks him to do something, he will do 
it. But that would not stop him from expressing his great scepticism about the 
enterprise on various occasions’ (3). 

(1) Interview with JeanClaude Juncker, 8 December 2016, p. 8.
(2) See the letter from Bernard Snoy to Philippe Maystadt, 24  June 1988, published as an annex to his interview of 

24 July 2017. See also interviews with JeanPaul Mingasson, 5 April 2017; Anthony Teasdale, 11 April 2017; and Niels 
 Thygesen, 6 March 2017.

(3) Interview with Bernard Snoy, 24 July 2017, p. 16.

German Chancellor Helmut Kohl played a crucial role in the creation of economic and monetary union, 
despite reservations in his own country.
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The fall of the Wall certainly favoured the creation of EMU, as well as the very 
first mention of the concept of ‘political union’, which appeared in the Maas
tricht Treaty. The treaty was a turning point, marking the shift from an econom
ic Europe to a political Europe. Together the three pillars formed the ‘European 
Union’, which was intended to ensure the unity of the edifice. On the other 
hand, the Maastricht Treaty increased the powers of the Commission President, 
who would now be appointed for a term of 5 years and would initially be ap
pointed alone. He could thus be consulted by the Member States when choosing 
Commissioners, which led to parliamentary committees holding hearings with 
candidates for posts in the Commission. If that did not lead to a vote in the 
committee, it would conclude by means of an evaluation letter (1). The Euro
pean Parliament’s powers were also increased through the introduction of the 
codecision procedure, the investiture of the Commission and the extension of 
assent. Furthermore, qualified majority voting was extended within the Coun
cil. In view of its expanded competences, the European Economic Community 
became the European Community. The establishment of EMU, of European 
citizenship and of new actions in various fields (public health, consumer protec
tion, social policy, environment, education and culture) were also provided for 
in the treaty, along with the recognition of the principle of subsidiarity, which 
respected the different levels of power between Union, states and regions, but 
which should not be seen as encouraging the Member States to recover compe
tences that had been transferred to the Community. 

The United Kingdom obtained an optout on EMU. The idea had been put for
ward by the Luxembourg Finance Minister, JeanClaude Juncker, who recalls: 

‘In May 1991 we were there in a meeting and, having spoken to the 
British, I proposed an opt-out from the single currency. At first everybody 
thought it was scandalous, but in the end everybody agreed’ (2). 

In his memoirs, Jacques  Delors says on this subject: ‘The formula had been pro
posed both by JeanClaude Juncker, who chaired the intergovernmental confer
ence as a Luxembourger, and by myself ’ (3).

When the Maastricht Treaty was signed, the President of the Commission was 
half disappointed, having not been able, despite the support of the Dutch Presi
dency of 1991, to prevent the creation of intergovernmental ‘pillars’ separating 
common foreign and security policy, and justice and home affairs from the fields 
subject to the Community method that were overseen by the Commission. In 
the European Parliament on 20  November 1991 Delors had no hesitation in 
 describing the final draft treaty as ‘institutional bricolage’. He added: ‘We knew 

(1) Ruyt (de), Le leadership dans l’Union européenne, p. 36.
(2) Interview with JeanClaude Juncker, 22 July 2016, p. 6.
(3) Delors and Arnaud, Mémoires, p. 347.
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the  intergovernmental system had limits … There are no examples of nations that 
have lasted on an intergovernmental basis. My fear today is that by keeping the 
intergovernmental aspect in the treaty, because of the precedents and the dis
creet games played by politicians by means of bureaucracies, the intergovernmen
tal approach might contaminate the community approach, and in fact push it 
backwards’ (1). Delors had also wanted to be able to go further in the social field. 
Philippe de Schoutheete witnessed the Commission President’s disappointment:

‘I was able to talk about it with Delors again afterwards: that was what 
left him feeling bitter. He acknowledged that he had been allowed to 
build the internal market, and that he had been allowed to push for the 
creation of the single currency. But he regrets that his words were not 
heeded when he said that much more significant social and cohesion 
dimensions were needed’ (2).

(1) Cited in Delors, J., Combats pour l’Europe, ‘Europe’ collection, No 1, Economica, Paris, 1996.
(2) Interview with Philippe de Schoutheete, 13 July 2016, p. 10.

After the Danish ‘no’, the uncertain outcome of the French vote worried European leaders.  
The French people seemed to bear the fate of Europe on their shoulders at that time.
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The challenge of the ‘res publica europea’

The ratification of the Maastricht Treaty would be a painful process. Most 
Member States opted for the parliamentary route, but three of them held ref
erenda. While Denmark and Ireland were required to do so under their consti
tutions, in the case of France it was President François Mitterrand who decided 
to hold one, believing that he could win it quite easily. In Ireland, a country 
that benefited greatly from Community aid under the CAP and the Structural 
Funds, ‘yes’ won easily on 18 June 1992, with 68.7 %. In Denmark, however, the 
‘no’ vote won on 2 June 1992, albeit by a slim margin — 50.7 % to 49.3 %. The 
result caused great upheavals. The meeting of the College of Commissioners on 
3 June 1992 was largely devoted to discussing the approach to be taken. Reopen
ing negotiations with Denmark would inevitably attract counterclaims from 
other Member States. Another solution was to discuss a particular arrangement 
with Denmark, identifying certain limited amendments to the Maastricht 
Treaty that would enable the Danish government to launch a new ratification 
procedure. Such a solution could not yet be discussed publicly, however, and 
one member of the College believed that the ‘no’ vote should be dramatised by 
raising the possibility of Denmark leaving the Community. Delors concluded 
by saying that the Commission would have to take a firm position on the con
sequences of the ‘no’ vote for Denmark, while calling for the ratification process 
to continue (1). At the Lisbon European Council on 26 and 27 June of that year 
the idea of renegotiating the treaty was dismissed. 

In the meantime the referendum in France gave rise to an intense and inde
cisive campaign, during which the voice of the ‘sovereignists’ was particularly 
loud, with ‘no’ rising in the polls. Against a deteriorating economic backdrop, 
particularly with the major upheavals affecting the European Monetary System 
in September, the French referendum on 20  September resulted in a narrow 
victory of just 51.04 % for ‘yes’. In the case of Denmark, having obtained an 
optout at the Edinburgh European Council on 11 and 12 December 1992, es
sentially in relation to the single currency and defence, a new referendum was 
held on 18 May 1993 that resulted in a victory for ‘yes’ of 56.8 %. Immediately 
after that, the House of Commons in the United Kingdom ratified the treaty 
on 20 May 1993. 

Although the Maastricht Treaty was to enter into force, the ratification process 
left deep scars. It enhanced the exceptional status of certain states and marked 
the end of ‘permissive consensus’, calling subsequent processes more seriously 
into question. It also showed that the public needed to be won over and that it 
needed to be the target of more sustained communication and information. The 

(1) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1108, part 2, meeting of 3 June 1992, p. 111.
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founding fathers believed that political unification would flow naturally from 
economic unification, but things developed in a more complicated way than ex
pected. The issue of the ‘democratic deficit’ would be raised on a regular basis, 
even though, as Pascal Lamy liked to point out, it was a deficit more of ‘demos’ 
than of ‘kratos’. But how could that European ‘we’ be fostered?

Well before the shock of Denmark’s ‘no’ to Maastricht, Jacques Delors had fully 
realised the extent of the challenge and spoke those famous words to the Euro
pean Parliament on 17 January 1989: ‘as I have often said in recent months — 
one does not fall in love with a single market’. Delors quoted the historian Fer
nand Braudel, who wrote at the beginning of the 1960s: ‘It would be mistaking 
human nature to serve up nothing but clever sums; they look so pallid beside the 
heady, though not always mindless, enthusiasm which has mobilized Europe in 
the past. Can a European consciousness be built purely on figures? Or is that 
not precisely what figures may fail to capture, what may develop in ways that 
cannot be calculated?’ And Delors concluded: ‘That is why … I insist not just on 
the creation of a space without borders, but also on accompanying policies that 
open up prospects for the men and women of the Community.’ But Bronisław 
Geremek would say again in February 2004: ‘We have built Europe. We have 
yet to create Europeans’ (1).

In fact, this ‘manufacture’ of a European identity had been attempted in several 
ways (2). The ‘German strategy’, for example, sought to create a sense of belong
ing to the same group. The choice of symbols reflected that approach. That sym
bolism would be found in the choice of notes and coins when the euro area was 
established, while the European Central Bank would be seen as a bank without 
a state. The cultural policy route, in the German sense, was not the easiest. In 
1990, for example, the Commission had supported the publication of a book 
by the historian JeanBaptiste Duroselle, Europe — A history of its peoples, but 
it had to withdraw its support in light of the controversy it created, particularly 
in the United Kingdom. The ‘Roman strategy’ sought to create a citizens’ Eur
ope by granting them rights and freedoms. The establishment of the Erasmus 
programme in 1987, the result of an initiative from the Commission, was a re
markable success. To date it has involved more than 1 % of the EU’s citizens. 
Furthermore, with the entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty, 300 million 
people became ‘citizens of the Union’. However, ‘few were aware of the fact’ (3). 
The reciprocal recognition of national rights in relation to employment, edu
cation and local election voting seemed to some like a wonderful opportunity 
but to others like a threat. Nationality was more deeply rooted than European 
citizenship. As Herman Van Rompuy, President of the European Council from 

(1) Ferenczi, T., ‘L’Europe, sa mémoire, ses valeurs’, Le Monde, 18 February 2004.
(2) For the following paragraph we refer regularly to the argument in Middelaar (van), Le passage à l’Europe, pp. 345466.
(3) Ibid., p. 394.
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2009 to 2014, would point out, proximity often serves to strengthen one iden
tity at the expense of another. The idea of Europe suffered from the tension 
between ‘space’ and ‘place’. In crisis situations European citizens were quick to 
believe that the EU was a space reserved for the mobile privileged, for the devel
opment of a great internal market, for free movement, for the passage from east 
to west or south to north of the Schengen area and, later on, for unregistered 
refugees. But the citizens felt that that space did not provide enough  protection; 

‘It’s toxic! For a Europe without the EU’ 
During the Danish referendum campaign, the extreme left-wing party Enhedslisten — de rød-grønne 
published posters accusing the Maastricht Treaty of concealing rearmament, economic austerity and 

exploitation behind false promises of peace and transparency.
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people felt less sheltered. The tension between ‘space’ and ‘place’ needed to be 
rebalanced, on the understanding that ‘protection’ should not mean ‘protec
tionism’  (1). That challenge, which is still highly topical, emerged during the 
period covered by this volume. Furthermore, behind the budgetary armistice 
of Fontainebleau in 1984 there lurked the seeds of future quarrels. With the 
granting of the UK rebate there was a renationalisation of solidarity that would 
affect the debates on regional policy for a long time. The ‘Roman strategy’ was 
not able to create among Europeans ‘a sense of solidarity that encompasses the 
Union as a whole’ (2). The fact that the Maastricht Treaty created a Union that 
was more monetary than economic would also mean that, in times of crisis, an 
instinct to protect national interests would be aroused, creating a North–South 
fault line. The ‘de facto solidarity’ resulting from the monetary and financial in
terlinking of the euroarea Member States was not automatically accompanied 
by ‘a genuine feeling of solidarity’ (3). European citizenship as a means to justify 
solidarity was still a risky venture with insufficient political scope. 

Finally, the Commission could try to win over European public opinion by 
following the ‘Greek strategy’, seeking to interest it in the res publica europea. 
Strengthening the powers of the European Parliament — the voice of the Euro
pean people — could be looked upon favourably, since it was the other ‘Com
munity’ institution. Did not the Single European Act, drawn up by the Com
mission, already provide for the ‘cooperation procedure’ between the Euro pean 
Parliament and the Council, and the legal change of the name of the ‘Assembly’ 
to the ‘European Parliament’? But the Parliament struggled to make the voices 
of Europeans heard, sometimes becoming more a competitor of the Commis
sion than an ally, even causing it to fall in 1999. Public opinion did not show 
any real enthusiasm for the idea of European citizenship. In the 1992 referen
dum the Danish had already expressed their fear of seeing their national citizen
ship compared to European citizenship. Other Member States would follow. So 
while Article 8 of the Maastricht Treaty states that ‘every person holding the 
nationality of a Member State shall be a citizen of the Union’, Article 17(1) of 
the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997 would specify that ‘citizenship of the Union 
shall complement and not replace national citizenship’. Ultimately, the move 
from an economic union to a political one, the quest for a ‘European we’, was 
a process that in certain cases could harm people’s sense of belonging. The fact 
is that those who, in the Commission in particular, had warned that special 
attention should be paid to the European ‘we’ were right. But as Jérôme Vignon, 
head of studies in the Commission’s Forward Studies Unit, wrote in a note to 
its President in April 1994, it could take centuries to forge a sense of belonging. 
Therefore, ‘it is not … on sentiment but on considered adherence to common 

(1) Arjakovsky, A. (ed.), Histoire de la conscience européenne, Salvator/Collège des Bernardins, Paris, 2016, p. 226.
(2) Middelaar (van), Le Passage à l’Europe, p. 405.
(3) Ibid., p. 407.
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values that Habermas bases “constitutional patriotism” … Rather than offend
ing national pride, it is important “to unite nations rather than meld them into 
an overall whole”’ (1). That challenge very much remains alive today and needs 
to be overcome, including with a view to preserving the European Union’s 
founding values.

The establishment of economic  
and monetary union and the preparation 
of the eastern enlargement

In order to synchronise the Commission’s term in office with that of the Euro
pean Parliament, Jacques Delors remained in the presidency until January 1995, 
thus leaving it after 10 years in the post. Choosing his successor was not easy. At 
the summit in Corfu the UK Prime Minister John Major opposed the candida
ture of the Belgian JeanLuc Dehaene. At the meeting of the College on 29 June 
1994 Delors said that he found that ‘very little had been done to prepare the way 
for this decision and the sad consequences’  (2). In the end the Luxembourger 
Jacques Santer was a compromise candidate able to ensure the continuity of the 
integration process. However, the European Parliament would express its regret 
at the rejection of the Belgian’s candidature and approved Santer with only a 
slim majority in July 1994. But when Santer presented his full Commission, 
with personalities such as Mario Monti for the Internal Market, Sir Leon Brit
tan for External Relations and Trade, Karel Van  Miert for Competition and 
Hans van den Broek for Relations with Candidate Countries, he received a very 
large majority in Strasbourg  (3). For the first time, all future Commissioners 
had to undergo an ‘oral examination’, i.e. an individual hearing in Parliament’s 
various committees.

The Santer Commission took part in the preparation of the 1997 Amsterdam 
Treaty, which laid down provisions in several fields. Human rights and funda
mental freedoms appeared in it explicitly and became a condition for the ac
cession of a new state. Sanctions could be imposed on Member States failing 
to  respect them, including the suspension of voting rights in the Council. The 
 treaty provided for the possibility of establishing ‘enhanced cooperation’ for 
states that were more willing than others to deepen the integration process. 
Certain areas from the JHA pillar would be added to the Community pillar, 

(1) HAEU, JD1379, ‘Note from Jérôme Vignon to the President regarding the conference in the Senate on the spiritual 
future of Europe (Tuesday 3 May 1994)’, 28 April 1994.

(2) HAEC, PV(94) 1208, part 2, meeting of 29 June 1994, p. 10.
(3) Ruyt (de), Le leadership dans l’Union européenne, p. 47.
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particularly in the fields of asylum, visas, judicial cooperation in civil matters, 
customs cooper ation and the fight against financial fraud. Criminal law and 
the police remained in the third pillar, however, though the Schengen system 
was integrated into the Community legal order. However, protocols were estab
lished for Ireland and the United Kingdom, which wished to retain controls at 
their borders, and for Denmark, which intended to stay outside of the Commu
nitygoverned fields, though it joined the Schengen area in 1996. Qualified ma
jority voting was extended. The European Parliament’s powers were increased, 
with the extension of the codecision procedure and the double investiture of 
the Commission, first that of the President and then that of the Members of the 
College, who were required to win the Parliament’s confidence (1). The treaty 
also incorporated the social protocol, which was signed in Maastricht without 
the United Kingdom. However, preparations for the eastern enlargement re
mained incomplete, since it would not be until the Treaty of Nice that there 

(1) Gerbet, P., ‘Traité d’Amsterdam’, in Gerbet, (ed.), Dictionnaire historique de l’Europe unie, p. 1017.

At the Amsterdam European Council on 16 and 17 June 1997 the Member States agreed  
on a draft treaty. 

Family photograph, from left to right, front row: Paavo Tapio Lipponen, Constantin Simitis, Lionel Jospin, 
Tony Blair, Martti Ahtisaari, Romano Prodi, Wim Kok, Jacques Chirac, Helmut Kohl, Viktor Klima, Jean-

Claude Juncker, Jean-Luc Dehaene, José María Aznar, John Bruton, António Guterres; in the middle row: 
Poul Nyrup Rasmussen, Tarja Halonen, Göran Persson, Lena Hjelm-Wallen, Jacques Santer, Lamberto 
Dini, Klaus Kinkel, Hans van Mierlo, Erik Derycke, Theodoros Pangalos, Jacques Poos; back row: Hubert 

Védrine, Niels Helveg Petersen, Hans van den Broek, Robin Cook, Wolfgang Schüssel.
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would be a response to the issues of the future composition of the Commission 
and the scope of qualified majority voting in the Council. Finally, unlike the 
Maastricht Treaty, the Amsterdam Treaty was ratified with no great difficulty. 

In the meantime the economic situation had become less favourable, with a 
fall in growth and a rise in unemployment, which in 1996 stood at 11  % of 
the active population of the Member States. There were strikes in France. The 
German trade unions held a large demonstration in Berlin on 15 June 1996. In 
Italy political instability and very high overall indebtedness made the prospect 
of its joining the single currency area all the more uncertain (1). It was in this 
more delicate context, and despite the public’s reservations towards enlargement 
and the integration process, that the Santer Commission had to implement 
the ambitious projects initiated by the previous team, such as EMU and the 
eastern enlargement. In the social field Santer had also launched a round table 
on employment and contributed to the issue’s inclusion on the agenda of the 
1996 intergovernmental conference. The DirectorGeneral of DG Employment, 
 Industrial Relations and Social Affairs, Allan Larsson, played a defining role in 
the preparation of the intergovernmental conference on this issue, also support
ed by the Prime Minister of Luxembourg, JeanClaude Juncker (2).

In relation to enlargement, the Commission would take account of the political 
and geopolitical dimension of the choices to be made and play an import ant role 
in the accession negotiations, though the Member States would have a consider
able say. As Nikolaus van  der Pas, head of the Enlargement Task Force from 
1998 to 1999, recalls, ‘each country has made progress in the negotiations de
pendent on their own national interests. For example, for Romania, France said 
that we needed to move quickly. For the Baltic states it was the Scandinavians 
who were pushing. For Poland it was Germany. In the end, any precautions as 
regards the pace of the negotiations, or to ensure that the countries were prop
erly prepared, no longer counted. The process was therefore led not so much 
by any rational logic but rather by the interests of the national states’ (3). Jean
Claude Juncker recounted the following episode at the Luxembourg Summit in 
December 1997: 

‘Chirac, who was very pro-Turkish, had doubts about the accession of 
Cyprus … He argued: “We must not, for all that, import into Europe a 
problem that is unresolved. You say no to Turkey. I say no to Cyprus.” 
Kohl, the other Heads of State or Government and myself argued in 
favour of Cyprus’s accession, but Chirac did not back down and he said 
that France would officially declare itself opposed to that enlargement at 
the end of the European Council. I decided that we ultimately needed a 

(1) Gerbet, La construction de l’Europe, p. 435.
(2) Interview with JeanClaude Juncker, 8 December 2016.
(3) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 18 August 2017, p. 14.
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unanimous decision. After 3 hours of debate Chirac finally agreed. We 
made the candidate countries wait for 4 hours for the lunch that should 
have begun at one o’clock, but it was put back to five o’clock at the 
European Investment Bank in Luxembourg. In the dining room I arranged 
the seating so that Chirac would be sitting next to Glafkos Cleridis, the 
President of Cyprus. Chirac was absolutely furious, but afterwards there 
was total har mony’ (1).

Meanwhile, the Commission ensured that the stages of negotiation were fixed 
according to the progress made in their preparation. That made the countries 
that thought they would be able to join for historic reasons aware that an 
 objective working basis had been established and that it was important to ful
fil the conditions for accession and to meet the requirements of the different 
negotiating chapters. Therefore, just as countries wishing to join the euro area 
had to implement reforms, criteria were clearly established for countries wishing 
to qualify for accession. From the Commission’s point of view the scale of the 
reforms to be undertaken was an additional reason for granting them accession. 
Looking back, Alexander Italianer, future SecretaryGeneral of the Commis
sion, but then a member of the Santer cabinet before coming head of cabinet for 
Commissioner Günter Verheugen (Enlargement), says: 

‘What I felt was the fatigue of reforms. So those countries needed to be 
rewarded for their efforts in some way: otherwise, why should they 
implement reforms? ’ (2).

The decision to open accession negotiations with the Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Poland and Slovenia was taken at the Luxembourg European Council 
in December 1997. At the summit in December 1998 the Commission set out 
the state of progress in the negotiations with the various candidate countries. A 
year later, at the Helsinki European Council in December 1999, the Member 
States decided to open negotiations with Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, 
Romania and Slovakia. In the College of the Commission the political dimen
sion would triumph over the fears regularly expressed on a technical level. Hans 
van den Broek, as Commissioner for External Relations, and Jacques Santer, or 
later Günter Verheugen, as Commissioner for Enlargement, believed that the 
EU should open its doors to these new countries. Juncker remembers conversa
tions with Hans van den Broek, who was in favour of Turkey’s accession, ‘more 
for transatlantic reasons than continental ones — as is often the case with the 
Netherlands’ (3). Julie de Groote, then a member of the Santer cabinet, says in 
relation to Santer’s position: 

‘That sense of duty is deeply ingrained in Santer’s personality. We were 
not just enlarging to include Cyprus and Malta, but rather to integrate 

(1) Interview with JeanClaude Juncker, 22 July 2016, pp. 1314.
(2) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017.
(3) Interview with JeanClaude Juncker, 16 June 2017, p. 16.
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countries that history had abandoned for two generations. It was an 
absolute leitmotif … There was complete agreement on our duty to 
enlarge’ (1).

Alexander Italianer agrees, and recalls: 

‘In 1997 there was a whole debate in the Commission about how many 
countries should be recommended for the opening of negotiations. There 
were arguments, … but what is certain is that we ended up proposing 
more countries than we expected … I believe it was more a case of 
political or geopolitical conviction. Hans van den Broek, former foreign 
affairs minister, probably appreciated the geopolitical importance of 
having a larger group, while the technically minded said it was 
impossible.’ He adds: ‘When I became head of cabinet for Günter 
Verheugen … who understood the history behind it all very well’ and 
appreciated the ‘historic task of unifying the continent … an 
“Enlargement” DG needed to be created since it did not exist. On the one 
hand there was the task force leading the negotiations, and on the other 
there was the former DG IA with François Lamoureux and Catherine Day. 
Very soon afterwards, Lamoureux became Director-General of DG TREN 
[Transport and Energy]. In any event, the two needed to be merged as 
they had been competing to a degree. DG IA was very reticent about the 
accessions because it thought the countries were not ready’ (2).

The reticence regarding Bulgaria and Romania was particularly strong. Nikolaus 
van der Pas remembers:

‘When I toured the capitals of eastern Europe I got the impression that 
most of them were perfectly capable of joining us, even if it wouldn’t be 
straightforward. When I went to Bulgaria and Romania, however, I didn’t 
get that impression’ (3).

But for those countries too the political dimension would ultimately prevail. 
Furthermore, the preparation of the various accessions such as the enlargements 
of 1995 and 2004 would naturally have an impact on how the directorates 
general and the Commission’s staff were organised (4).

The Santer Commission successfully handled certain major projects in the his
tory of European integration, but its work would constantly be over shadowed 
by the collective resignation of the College in 1999, against a backdrop of rival
ry with the European Parliament. The Parliament became more powerful, 
sought to consolidate its new powers and became the Commission’s rival, while 
the Member States had a tendency to take initiatives and no longer allowed 
the President of the Commission to play the same role as before at European 

(1) Interview with Julie de Groote, 29 January 2018, pp. 1617.
(2) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017, pp. 1517.
(3) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 18 August 2017, p. 14.
(4) See Kassim, H. et al., The European Commission of the twenty-first century, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013, 

p. 245 et seq.
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Councils. Another important element, beyond the power struggle that would 
arise between the European Parliament and the Commission, was the victory 
of Gerhard Schröder. When he became German Chancellor in October 1998 
and announced that the second German Commissioner would be a ‘green’, the 
German European People’s Party could no longer hope to have a representative 
in the Commission. That would harden the attitude of the German branch of 
the party, and hence of the German socialist group, which could not appear to 
be more lax in relation to matters of bad management (1).

The Santer Commission fell in the midst of the Kosovo crisis, just before the 
bombing of Serbia by the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), in 
the middle of negotiations on what would become Agenda 2000 and while 
the  negotiation of a multiannual budgetary framework was being completed, 
which was a painful process due to highly national instincts. Jacques Santer had 
 refused to ask the French Commissioner Édith Cresson — the particular target 
of suspicions of poor management and favouritism, and who Jacques Chirac did 
not want to see resign — to step aside alone. Martine Reicherts, deputy head of 
his cabinet and then the Commission’s spokesperson in 1998, describes him as 
‘someone who always sought consensus. He was not a person who sought con
frontation … There were very, very few votes in the College. There was always 
a genuine attempt to find solutions’  (2). However, the episode would have an 
impact on the way the Santer Commission’s record is viewed. In relation to that 
record, the Commissioner for Economic and Financial Affairs, YvesThibault 
de Silguy, insists that: 

‘Santer … is a true European whose views are highly respected by his 
peers …. He did great work with Agenda 2000, which, alongside the euro, 
was the Santer Commission’s other great project. That dossier was 
handled in a collegial manner and the Commission did its job well. 
Without the Commission there would have been no euro. Without the 
Commission there would have been no Agenda 2000. Nor enlargement 
to the East!’ (3).

However, the 1999 episode left deep scars and encouraged the implementa
tion of a signifi cant administrative reform that would be led by Neil Kinnock, 
VicePresident responsible for Administrative Reform in the Prodi Commis
sion.

(1) See the note ‘Informal chronology of a forecast crisis’ originating from Jacques Santer’s cabinet.
(2) Interview with Martine Reicherts, 14 December 2017, p. 25.
(3) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016, p. 23.
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Towards the introduction of the euro,  
the Convention on the Future of Europe 
and the eastern enlargement of 2004

The former economics professor and Italian Prime Minister, Romano Prodi, 
became the President of the Commission on 18 September 1999, with the sup
port of both the socialists and the Christian democrats. Reflecting the fact that 
the Commission had just suffered an extremely serious blow to its image, Prodi 
appointed two VicePresidents: one, Neil Kinnock, for Administrative Reform, 
the other, Loyola de Palacio, for Interinstitutional Relations and Administra
tion. His new collaborators, including those who had introduced him to the 
post, had suggested that he appoint two VicePresidents for External Relations 
and for Finance, given the two great challenges of the time: enlargement and 
the euro. But a thorough reform of the Commission’s administrative structure 
quickly became a priority for the new presidency. 

The members of the new team included in particular Pascal Lamy, Delors’s for
mer head of cabinet, now responsible for Trade; Michel Barnier, responsible for 
Regional Policy and the institutions; Mario Monti, who moved from Intern
al Market to Competition; Günter Verheugen, responsible for Enlargement; 
 Pedro Solbes Mira, in charge of Economic and Monetary Affairs; Chris Patten, 
responsible for External Relations; and Franz Fischler, who kept the Agricultur
al, Rural Development and Fisheries Policy portfolio.

Despite the quality of the College’s membership, which included some strong 
personalities, the Commission struggled to recover a position of strength. 
However, that did not prevent it from providing impetus in new areas. At the 
first European Council after the inauguration of the new Commission, held in 
Tampere in October 1999, it was agreed to create an immigration and asylum 
policy and to establish a genuine European area of justice, supporting the fight 
against crime through Europol (the European Police Office), creating a struc
ture named ‘Eurojust’, intended to coordinate investigations into organised 
crime, and harmonising the Member States’ criminal law (1). Though the Span
ish Prime Minister, José María Aznar, had called for an extraordinary summit 
to deal with internal security, as a result of Basque terrorism and the resumption 
of migration, particularly from Africa, the Tampere European Council was also 
initiated by the Commission and the speech by Jacques Santer on that specific 
issue in October 1998 (2). On 20 October 1999, at the meeting of the College of 
Commissioners, President Prodi and Commissioner António Vitorino (respon
sible for Justice and Home Affairs) both expressed their satisfaction, believing 

(1) Gerbet, La construction de l’Europe, p. 472.
(2) Boissieu (de) et al., National leaders and the making of Europe, p. 173.
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that the summit had brought ‘good results’ and that ‘the Commission’s capacity 
for negotiation in relation to JHA had been strengthened’ (1).

At the beginning of his mandate President Prodi presented a particularly ambi
tious work programme. In a speech in March 2000 he defended the idea of a Eur
ope that was able to withstand globalisation and keep up with the development 
of new technologies. But he also believed that the EU should be strengthened in 
relation to the common foreign and security policy in order to better deal with 
crises such as those that had arisen in the Balkans. Furthermore, the econom
ic and social challenges called for further deepening. With regard to  human 
rights, Prodi argued that a charter of fundamental rights should be drawn up. It 
was also important to prepare for the greatest ever enlargement in the history of 
European integration, while at the same time developing harmonious relations 
with the EU’s neighbours, Russia, Ukraine, the countries of the Caucasus, the 

(1) HAEC, PV(1999) 1451, meeting of 20 October 1999, p. 19.

From a series of images published by the Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs,  
‘The Euro explained to children’, this watercolour shows the key dates of the euro and the opening up  

to the countries of central and eastern Europe, two major projects prepared for between 1986  
and 2000.
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Maghreb and the eastern Mediterranean, with a view to creating a ‘new Euro
pean order’ together. Finally, governance would have to be reformed, taking 
into account subsidiarity, the size of the Commission, the extension of qualified 
majority voting and the weighting of votes in the Council. The Union’s citizens 
needed to be more involved, with the European project being led ‘by the citi
zens for the citizens’ (1). In short, the speech seemed particularly proactive. The 
President’s methods and communications would have their critics (2), but three 
major events in the history of European integration would take place during the 
Prodi Commission’s term in office: the introduction of euro notes and coins in 
2002, the eastern enlargement in 2004 and the Convention on the Future of 
Europe (3). 

Over the period from 1986 to 2000 European integration was given new im
petus. Under Jacques Delors, three significant projects were launched during 
what could be described as a ‘golden age’, particularly the years from 1986 to 
1991: the creation of the internal market; economic and monetary union; and 
the welcoming of central and east European countries into the fold. Under 
Jacques Santer and Romano Prodi the Commission took care to complete these 
projects or ensure their continuity, leading the preparatory negotiations on the 
establishment of EMU and the greatest enlargement in the EU’s history, the 
efforts to deepen the Community and the discussions on European govern
ance with a view to future accessions. In its Agenda 2000, adopted at the Berlin 
Euro pean Council of March 1999, the Commission again insisted on the need 
to reform the institutions, taking into account the impact of an eastern enlarge
ment on the EU’s policies and on the financial perspectives for 20002006, and 
calling for a reduction in the CAP budget in order to be able to free up more 
resources for the new Member States through a redeployment of the Structur
al Funds. All of these issues, including citizens’ commitment to the European 
 project, would remain sensitive over the years to come.

Vincent Dujardin

(1) See speech by Romano Prodi: Speech/00/112, ‘Towards the new Europe’, Dialogue on Europe Forum, Berlin, 
30 March 2000: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH00112_en.htm

(2) See for example the article published on 16 March 2000 by Simon Taylor in European Voice.
(3) Ruyt (de), Le leadership dans l’Union européenne, pp. 4849.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-00-112_en.htm
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Family photograph of the new Commission under the presidency of Jacques Delors, 
1 January 1993, in Brussels. 
From left to right, front row: Manuel Marín, Peter Schmidhuber, Raniero Vanni d’Archirafi, 
João de Deus Pinheiro, Antonio Ruberti, Christiane Scrivener, Jacques Delors,  
Abel Matutes, Karel Van Miert, Ioannis Paleokrassas, Sir Leon Brittan; back row:  
René Steichen, Bruce Millan, Martin Bangemann, Hans van den Broek, Henning 
Christophersen and Pádraig Flynn.
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Introduction

The ‘big bang’ years?

European integration advanced rapidly between 
1986 and 2000, and those developments had a deep 
impact on the internal functioning of the Commis
sion and its relations with the other institutions. 
The changes concerned demographics, the powers 
granted in new areas, the budget, the institutions 
and enlargement. It was perhaps one of the most 
intense periods of transformation in the history of 
European integration. In 2001 the European sys
tem looked considerably different from the way it 
looked in 1985, as the following chapters will show.

At the heart of a shifting  
institutional landscape

If, as Jean Monnet said, ‘nothing endures without 
institutions’, then also, in his view, ‘nothing can be 
achieved without people’. The first chapter there
fore evokes the personality and leadership vision 
of the three Presidents of the Commission in that 
period. The presidency of Jacques Delors was the 

longest, spanning just over 10 years, during which 
he led three Commission Colleges. He played a role 
in restoring to the Commission the influence it had 
lacked for a long time, probably since the ‘empty 
chair’ crisis in 1965, when France did not sit in the 
Council of Ministers for many months, thus block
ing the decisionmaking process. The Commission
ers may have been chosen by the Member States, but 
it was President Delors who allocated portfolios and 
ensured collegiality and centralised coordination in 
his cabinet headed by Pascal Lamy, on whom the 
President could rely both to flesh out his ideas and 
to manage delicate situations.

Under Jacques Santer there were longer negoti
ations about the allocation of portfolios. Through
out his mandate he ensured that major projects such 
as enlargement and the setting up of economic and 
monetary union were followed up. Romano Prodi 
then sought to strengthen the power of the presi
dency within the College, introduced a new code 
of conduct and saw to it that the Commissioners, 
their respective cabinets and their departments were 
housed in the same building. Jacques Santer’s lead
ership was less active than that of his predecessor, 
including at meetings of the European Council. He 
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probably acted more as a filter than a catalyst, which 
does not mean he did not seek to provide a long
term vision. Likewise, despite the fact that Romano 
Prodi came from the European Council as a former 
Prime Minister of Italy, he struggled to move for
ward as much as he would have liked after carrying 
out the ambitious administrative reform.

Although the Commission had played a central role 
in drafting the Single European Act, it was not able 
to exert as much influence when it came to drawing 
up the Treaties of Maastricht under Delors, Am
sterdam under Santer and Nice under Prodi, which 
was a source of some disappointment. Indeed, it was 
during this period — in 1986, to be precise — that 
the European Council emerged as the highest pol
itical authority, discovering its constituent power. 
Moreover, the Single European Act — and thus the 
substantial increase in qualified majority voting — 
constituted a major factor at a time when there was 
intensified legislative work in order to complete the 
single market by 31 December 1992. In that regard 
the Legal Service played a leading role as custodian 
of the rule of law, be it issuing legal opinions to the 
Commission and its departments or representing 
the Commission before the courts. It therefore had 
to deal with the increase in the number of cases be
fore the two courts of the Community — the Court 
of Justice and the Court of First Instance — along 
with queries from the directoratesgeneral (DGs).

The links maintained with the European Parlia
ment also required special attention. This was first 
of all because the introduction of the cooperation 
procedure and then the codecision procedure, 
along with the changes to the budgetary procedure, 
meant that the Parliament’s role would develop 
considerably  (1). Tensions between the Parliament 
and the Commission would appear, resulting in a 
trial of strength and the resignation of the Santer 

(1) Ponzano, P., ‘60 ans de relations interinstitutionnelles’, Revue du droit de 
l’Union européenne, No  1, Éditions Clément Juglar, Paris, 2018, pp.  110
119.

 Commission, which also followed on from the mo
mentum gained in the Delors period. On 30  Sep
tember 1998, at a confidential meeting with three 
MEPs, including President José María GilRobles, 
Jacques Santer declared: ‘It is not in the interest of 
our two institutions to have an interinstitutional 
fight.’ The 1999 crisis must therefore also be meas
ured in terms of the will of the Parliament to con
solidate its  power and authority. An internal mem
orandum of the Santer cabinet written the day after 
the resignation states: ‘It was clear that the Parlia
ment wanted to exercise its right to a motion of cen
sure from the start (nuclear tests, BSE crisis). This 
crisis is in itself a mark of the great maturity of the 
parliamentary institution and its democratisation. 
The Parliament is emerging as a real check and bal
ance to the Commission, and this is a good thing. 
Having said that, we will have to see how the Mem
ber States and the Council react once they realise 
what the new balance of power is’ (2). Another point 
to note is that, under the Treaty of Maastricht, the 
mandate of the College was increased to 5  years 
to coincide with the term of the European Parlia
ment. As for the Commissioners themselves, their 
high level of quali fications and substantial previous 
ex perience, in particular in national governments, 
must be pointed out.

As regards the SecretariatGeneral, the departure 
of Émile Noël and his replacement by David Wil
liamson in 1987 led to a change in its role, and it 
became a service at the service of other departments. 
Accordingly, relations between  Pascal Lamy and 
the SecretaryGeneral, which were strained at first, 
gradually became easier and led to a new distribu
tion of tasks. Williamson’s successor, Carlo Trojan, 
took particular care to cooperate with Niels Ersbøll, 
the SecretaryGeneral of the Council, especially for 
meetings of the Permanent Represen tatives Com
mittee, at which he managed to wield  influence (3). 

(2) Note entitled ‘Chronologie informelle d’une crise annoncé’ of the cabinet 
of Jacques Santer, p. 6.

(3) Interview with Philippe de Schoutheete, 13 July 2016.
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The first Europe Day was held on 9 May 1986. Apart from being the anniversary of the declaration by French Minister Robert Schuman, 
which is considered to be the date on which European integration was launched, this date also gives European citizens the opportunity  

to express their attachment to Europe and its values.
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On the other hand, the reforms that Carlo  Trojan 
wished to promote were checked by the crisis of 
the Santer Commission; it was not  until after 
that,  under the leadership of Neil Kinnock, that 
farreaching changes could be implemented. Kin
nock was VicePresident for Administrative Reform, 
a position that appeared in the organisation chart 
for the first time. No SecretaryGeneral was subse
quently to have the influence Noël or Williamson 
had wielded. By contrast, the Secretariat General’s 
interdepartmental coordination role would increase 
until the Commission was fairly centralised, a trend 
that then continued and intensified.

Turning to the cabinets, they were made up of 
 highly qualified and very international staff. They 
served to build bridges between the members of the 
College and between DGs, in particular through 
the weekly meetings of the heads of cabinet.

The impact of the period’s 
momentum

The successive enlargements had a significant  effect 
on the functioning of the Commission, with the 
growing number of negotiating partners at the 
Council, and the increase in the number of Com
missioners as well as staff. DG External Relations, 
for example, saw a remarkable increase in staff num
bers. The new policies implemented in line with the 
treaties resulted not only in the creation of new DGs 
(Enlargement, Justice and Home Affairs, Education 
and Culture) but also considerable restructuring. 
The enlargements of 1986 and 1995, like the pros
pect of the 2004 enlargement, fuelled internal dis
cussions on the use of languages, which concerned 
both the translation and interpretation services. 
While some people, including Commissioners, 
contemplated reducing the use of languages, it was 
necessary for the language of each Member State to 
be an official European Union language, above all 

at a time when it was important to bring the insti
tutions closer to European citizens. On the other 
hand, the distinction between official languages 
and procedural languages certainly remained. In 
a similar vein the very narrow French ‘yes’ vote of 
1992, combined with the Danish ‘no’ vote, led to 
deep reflection within the Commission both about 
its approach to public communication and about 
 issues around memory, culture and identity. 

It was only logical that other ‘horizontal’ services 
would also be affected by the momentum of the 
 period. Besides the Legal Service already referred to, 
Eurostat grew significantly, in line with the acceler
ation of European integration, henceforth collecting 
data in new fields such as education and vocational 
training, the environment, health, employment, 
migration, social affairs and so on. In view of the 
proliferation of actors, but also largescale challen
ges such as the internal market, economic and mon
etary union and enlargement, statistics constituted 
a major tool.

The past and future enlargements, along with the 
strengthening of common policies, were  naturally 
also to have an impact on the DGs and on staff 
numbers. The 1986 and 1995 enlargements led to 
changes that were felt in particular in the policy 
areas of economic and social cohesion, fisheries and 
closer links with the Mediterranean area and Latin 
America. The issue of how to integrate new officials 
and the consequences for the administrative culture 
were also raised. For example, although the first 
programmes to promote women’s employment were 
implemented before the 1995 accessions, this issue 
was particularly important to the Nordic countries. 
At the same time various administrative reforms 
were launched and completed after the events of 
1999. They were designed to permit more dynamic 
management of resources and involved a new man
agement programme. Earlier, in 1997, Commission 
en direct had stated: ‘As regards daily work, the 
objective of MAP 2000 (modernisation of admin
istration and personnel for 2000) is to make our 
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life easier. Less bureaucracy means less wasted time 
and energy on sometimes pointless procedures’ (1). 
The reforms met with a mixed reception inside the 
Commission. An internal survey showed that more 
than half of officials who participated thought that 
the institution had moved towards more bureau
cratisation, with just over a quarter considering that 
their unit or service, as well as staff management, 
had become more efficient (2).

Besides that, in light of the new challenges requiring 
specialised skills, a number of European agencies 
sprung up. A distinction should be made between 
regulatory or decentralised agencies, executive 
agencies and, after the Maastricht Treaty, agencies 
under the common foreign and security policy and 
police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters. 
Similarly, in view of the extension of its policies, the 
Commission increasingly resorted to external staff 

(1) Commission en direct, special edition ‘MAP 2000’, 30 April 1997, p. 1.
(2) Kassim, H. et al., The European Commission of the twenty-first century, 

 Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013, pp. 224225.

through the technical assistance offices. Neverthe
less, it was considered at the Commission that staff
ing levels were still insufficient with regard to the 
tasks to be achieved and the increase in negotiating 
partners at the level of the Member States, lobbies 
and nongovernmental organisations. To quote a 
1999 report entitled ‘Designing tomorrow’s Com
mission’, ‘Although Council and Parliament request 
or oblige the Commission to undertake additional 
tasks in different areas of policy, they are reluctant, 
in their role as budgetary authority, to accept the 
need for the corresponding resources’ (3). As for the 
issue of the location of its seat, this was settled at 
the European Council of Edinburgh in 1992 and 
was covered by a protocol annexed to the Treaty of 
 Amsterdam of 1997.

Vincent Dujardin
Dieter Schlenker

(3) HAEU, DORIE 392, European Commission, InspectorateGeneral, 
‘ Designing tomorrow’s Commission  — A review of the Commission’s 
 organisation and operation’, Brussels, 7 July 1999, p. 32.
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Chapter 1 
Leadership in the Commission

1.1. Three men, one job: 
the presidency of the 
European Commission

In parallel with the growing significance of the 
Euro pean Commission since its inception in 1958, 
the responsibilities of its leader, the Commission 
President, have expanded over time. Gradually we 
have witnessed a process of enhanced ‘presidential
isation’: the President’s relative weight in Commis
sion policy and decisionmaking has increased. 

In this chapter we focus on the three Presidents in 
office over the period from 1986 to 2000: Jacques 
Delors, Jacques Santer and Romano Prodi. Prodi 
was appointed in September 1999, hence his presi
dency receives least attention of the three. This 
chapter does not intend to go (chronologically) into 
biographical details, since those have been covered 
in this volume’s individual chapters on Delors, 
Santer and Prodi. What we will do instead is look 
at the presidency from a comparative perspective 
and provide a largely thematic analysis, drawing out 
similarities and differences between the three. We 

will start with an outline of the length of their term 
of office and the way in which the Member States 
appointed the Presidents, including alterations to 
the nomination procedure and practice during the 
period under consideration. We will then examine 
some political and sociodemographic characteris
tics pertaining to Delors, Santer and Prodi in an 
attempt to determine the elements that were benefi
cial, harmful or perhaps indispensable to their pos
ition. Finally, the degree of presidentialisation of the 
role and the conditions under which this occurred 
will be discussed.

Duration and appointments

Of all the 12 Commission leaders so far (from Hall
stein to Juncker), Delors was the longest serving, in 
office for just over 10 years (19851995). He is ahead 
of the secondplaced José Manuel Barroso (2004
2014) by a very narrow margin of about 1 month. 
Delors was not only the longestserving President, 
he also presided over most Commissions — three in 
total (Hallstein and Barroso headed two Commis
sions, all the others one). Delors’s last  Commission 
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was only a short one, as the immediate result of 
changing procedures. Initially, in 1958, the Com
mission’s term was set at 4 years, which was extended 
to 5 years by the Maastricht Treaty (1993) in order 
to align its tenure with that of the European Parlia
ment. This had direct implications for Delors, who, 
following the end of his second term, con tinued for 
a further 2 years until after the Parliament elections 
of 1994.

Santer held the presidency for slightly longer than 
4 years (19951999) and served only one term. His 
presidency was set at 5 years, but his Commission 
collectively resigned prematurely in March 1999 
after allegations of mismanagement (1). It was the 
first, and thus far only, time that a Commission 
had left under duress  (2). In the immediate after
math the Santer Commission briefly returned to 
office, but without Santer and with the Spaniard 
Manuel Marín serving as interim President until 
the installation of the Prodi Commission in Sep
tember 1999.

From the Treaty of Rome (1957) until the Treaty 
of Maastricht (1993) the governments of the Mem
ber States — and from 1974 onwards the European 
Council  — were responsible for the nomination 
and final selection of the Commission President. 
The ultimate decision required collective unani
mous agreement, in accordance with Article 158 of 
the Treaty of Rome. In practice, however, the pro
cedure for appointing the President was dominated 
to a considerable extent by the large Member States. 

Such had been the case ever since the birth of the 
European Communities in 1958, and was still the 
case in the mid 1980s, when Delors was appointed 
successor to the Luxembourger Gaston Thorn. West 
Germany and the United Kingdom played a crucial 

(1) See Chapter 8.3 ‘Relations with the European Parliament’.
(2) Tomkins, A., ‘Responsibility and resignation in the European Commis

sion’, The Modern Law Review, Vol. 62, No 5, Blackwell Publishers, Oxford, 
1999, pp. 744765.

role in the procedure. Chancellor Helmut Kohl and 
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher refused to ac
cept French President François Mitterrand’s initial 
candidate for the position, Claude Cheysson, and 
suggested Delors instead. Delors had earned their 
trust because of the decisive way in which he had 
reformed the French economy and finances  during 
his term as finance minister under Mitterrand. 
Mitterrand conceded to German–UK preferen
ces. According to Piers Ludlow: ‘with Britain, Ger
many and [eventually also] France in agreement, 
the smaller countries, especially the Benelux states 
that had been backing the candidacy of Étienne 
 Davignon, were swept aside’ (3).

It was not the first — and certainly not the last — 
time that the input of the smaller Member States had 
been ignored. Hence, the need for unanimity be
tween the governments in appointing the President 
should not be taken literally. At least until the early 
2000s it was impossible for a Commission President 
to be nominated without the support of at least Ger
many and France and, from 1973 onwards, the Unit
ed Kingdom. The approval of the (West) German 
Federal Chancellor was particularly indispensable.

This was also the case during the highly complicat
ed appointment procedure preceding Santer’s entry 
into office in 1995. Santer clearly was a compro
mise choice, coming third in line after two  other 
candidates had been rejected. Chancellor Kohl 
first blocked the candidacy of Dutchman Ruud 
Lubbers, due to personal irritations about Lubbers’ 
selfwilled behaviour, most notably his openly pro
fessed reservations regarding German reunification. 
Subsequently, the UK Prime Minister John Major 
 vetoed the Belgian candidate JeanLuc Dehaene, 
who was supported by Kohl and Mitterrand but 
disqualified by Major as being ‘an avowed federal ist, 

(3) Ludlow, N.  P., ‘Jacques Delors (19851995): navigating the European 
stream at full flow’, in Harst, J. (van der) and Voerman, G. (eds), An impos-
sible job? — The Presidents of the European Commission, 1985-2014, John 
Harper Publishing, London, 2015, p. 177.
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with “a centralizing attitude”’ (1). After the rejection 
of Lubbers and Dehaene, Kohl finally approached 
the Luxembourger Santer — like the other two can
didates a Christian democrat, with experience as 
Prime Minister and coming from a Benelux coun
try  (2). This time Kohl’s recommendation received 
backing not only from France but also from the 
United Kingdom (3). 

Paradoxically, despite the still dominant role of 
the (bigger) Member States, Santer’s appointment 
was no longer the sole prerogative of the Euro
pean Council. Shortly before, the Treaty of Maas
tricht had determined that, after the  Council’s 
 nomin ation, the European Parliament would be

(1) Werts, J., The European Council, John Harper Publishing, London, 2008, 
p. 136. See also interview with Philippe de Schoutheete, 13 July 2016, p. 17.

(2) See biography of Jacques Santer in this volume. See also interview with Jim 
Cloos, 4 July 2016, pp. 1920.

(3) Eppink, DJ., Life of a European mandarin  — Inside the Commission, 
 Lannoo Uitgeverij, Tielt, 2007, pp. 234239.

come involved, in its new composition, a few weeks 
after the European elections (of June 1994). Art
icle 158 stated: ‘The governments of the Member 
States shall nominate by common accord, after 
consulting the European Parliament, the person 
they intend to appoint as President of the Com
mission.’ Formally, the European Council main
tained its monopoly over the appointment of the 
President; in practice, however, the European Par
liament very rapidly transformed its de jure right 
to be consulted into a de facto right of approval (4). 
Rather than just giving advice, the Parliament de
cided to cast a vote on the presidential candidate.

The first candidate who faced such a parliamen
tary decision was Santer. He survived the European 

(4) Hix, S., ‘Constitutional agendasetting through discretion in rule interpre
tation: why the European Parliament won at Amsterdam’, British Journal 
of Political Science, Vol. 32, No 2, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 
2002, pp. 276277.

Meeting between President Jacques Delors (left) and Jacques Santer (right), the then Luxembourg Prime Minister and Minister of Finance 
and Treasury, designated as the successor to the presidency of the European Commission.
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Parliament’s vote of confidence, albeit by a narrow 
margin (see Table 1), largely thanks to the backing 
of the European People’s Party, Santer’s political 
family (1). The British political scientist Simon Hix 
wrote that ‘[f]or the first time, in the classic model 
of parliamentary government, the President of the 
Commission now required the support of a parlia
mentary majority to take office’ (2). 

This initial ‘parliamentarisation’ of the selection 
process for the Commission President had import
ant consequences. It would — at least in principle — 
enhance the President’s independence visàvis the 
Member States (3). And, selfevidently, it increased 
the influence of the European Parliament in the 
nomination process. ‘Thus, the EP could threaten 
the Member States to veto their candidate for Com
mission President, if he or she does not represent a 
credible “European” candidate’, as the German pol
itical scientist Arndt Wonka put it. As a result, the 
parliamentary groups gained in importance: ‘the 
EP strengthens the partisan aspect of Commission 
 appointment’ (4).

(1) Hix, S. and Lord, C., ‘The making of a President: the European Parliament 
and the confirmation of Jacques Santer as President of the Commission’, 
Government and Opposition, Vol.  31, No  1, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, 1996, pp. 6276.

(2) Hix, ‘Constitutional agendasetting through discretion in rule interpreta
tion’, p. 265.

(3) Spence, D., ‘The President, the college and the cabinets’, in Spence, D. and 
Edwards, G. (eds), The European Commission, John Harper Publishing, 
London, 2006, p. 31.

(4) Wonka, A., 'Delegation and abdication? The appointment of European 
Commissioners and its policy implications', Working Papers, No 84, Mann
heimer Zentrum für Europäische Sozialforschung, Mannheim, 2004, p. 11.

Party politics thus started to play an increasingly 
important role in the European Parliament, but 
much less so in the European Council. The political 
orientation of the German, French and UK ‘king
makers’ was not a decisive factor in the nomination 
process. Indicatively, it was the Christian democrat 
Kohl, supported by the Conservative Thatcher, who 
pushed for the appointment of the social democrat 
Delors. Ten years later the socialist Mitterrand en
dorsed the appointment of the Christian democrat 
Santer, while in 1999 French centreright President 
Jacques Chirac went along with centreleft candi
date Romano Prodi. The ‘big three’ Member States 
were rarely led by governments of the same political 
persuasion at the time Commission Presidents were 
appointed, and therefore compromises and a certain 
pragmatism were required.

Compared to the many difficulties preceding the 
start of Santer’s presidency, Romano Prodi’s in
stallation in 1999 turned out to be a remarkably 
easy matter. After the inglorious exit of the  Santer 
Commission the government leaders sought to 
limit the damage done to the European Union 
(EU) institutions, and managed to appoint the 
new candidate within the shortest time possible. 
Prodi (centreleft) was nominated by his political 
relatives German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder 
and UK Prime Minister Tony Blair, who received 
support from French President Chirac. As in the 
case of Delors, the smaller Member States were 
taken by surprise by the speedy nomination: Ital
ian Prime Minister Massimo D’Alema hinted that 
the ‘big three’ (Berlin, Paris and London) had 

TABLE 1

VOTES IN THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT ON CANDIDATE PRESIDENTS, 1994-1999

Candidate Date In favour Against Abstention

Santer 21 July 1994 260 238 23

Prodi (*) 17 September 1999 426 134 32

(*) Not included is the vote on Prodi’s nomination as President for the remainder of the term of the Santer Commission, on 5 May 1999.

Source: Harst, J. (van der) and Voerman, G. (eds), An impossible job? — The Presidents of the European Commission, 1985-2014, John Harper 
Publishing, London, 2015, p. 283 (adapted).
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 prepared Prodi’s candidacy by mutual consent  (1). 
 Prodi triumphantly came through the European Par
liament’s vote of confidence, achieving an overwhelm
ing majority — quite a difference compared to the nar
row margin secured by Santer (see Table 1). Unlike his 
predecessor, who relied heavily on the votes of his pol
itical friends, the centreleft candidate Prodi received 
the backing of both the Party of European Socialists 
and the Christian democratic European People’s  Party, 
the Parliament’s most influential political groups.

Characteristics of the Presidents

Having investigated how Delors, Santer and Prodi 
were selected and appointed we will now focus on 
and compare some of their individual character
istics  — both political and sociodemographic  (2). 
What kind of people were they? Where did they 
come from and to which political affiliation did 
they belong? What could be said about their lin
guistic skills? Who were they in terms of gender and 
age? How were they educated and what career did 
they pursue until they were called to the presidency, 
and after resigning? Could a pattern be discerned 
on the basis of these characteristics?

Nationality, linguistic skills and political 
affiliation

The coming to power of Delors (France), Santer 
(Luxembourg) and Prodi (Italy) testifies to the 
 notion that at that time the ‘founding nations’ of 
the EU were still very well represented when it came 
to appointing Commission Presidents. Until then 
only the United Kingdom’s Roy Jenkins (1977

(1) Martens, W., Europe: I struggle, I overcome, Springer, Dordrecht, 2008, 
pp.  153154; Hix, S., What’s wrong with the European Union and how to 
fix it, Polity Press, Cambridge, 2008, p. 156; Werts, The European Council, 
p. 96.

(2) See also MacMullen, A., ‘European Commissioners 19521995: national 
routes to a European elite’, in Nugent, N. (ed.), At the heart of the Union — 
Studies of the European Commission, second edition, Palgrave MacMillan, 
Basingstoke, 1997, pp. 2750.

1981) had succeeded in breaking the hegemony of 
the original six Member States.

France in particular held a prominent position. Over 
the period from the beginning of the European in
stitutions (January 1958) until the end of 2000 (a 
total of 43  years) it had occupied the Commission 
presidency for more than 14 years (33 %, see Table 2), 
under Ortoli and Delors. This French preponder
ance becomes even more visible if we include the 
role of language, with three other Presidents (Rey, 
Thorn and Santer) coming from the largely or partly 
franco phone countries of Belgium and Luxembourg. 
Santer’s appointment was helped by the fact that he 
could serve as an intermediary between Germany 
and France, as Luxembourg borders on both coun
tries. During the period from 1958 to 2000, there
fore, the Commission had a President whose mother 
tongue was French for some 25 years (almost 60 % of 
the time). This had another obvious consequence: in 
the early decades, at least until the enlargements of 
the 1990s and 2000s progressively tilted the balance 
towards English, French was the dominant working 
language within the Commission. 

Fluency in foreign languages has been an asset in 
the proper execution of the job of Commission 
President, because it helps to facilitate internal and 
extern al communication and the credible perform
ance of representative duties. However, multilin
gualism has never been a decisive criterion, neither 
for the nomination of candidates nor for a successful 
presidency. The Presidents from the Benelux coun
tries (including Santer) were all capable of commu
nicating in various foreign languages, but they were 
not the most effective Commission leaders. Delors, 
on the other hand, was not known for his linguis
tic talent, but nevertheless emerged as a convincing 
communicator in and beyond Brussels. Although 
not a decisive selection factor, it seems that recent
ly, in an ever enlarging EU, linguistic skills have 
become more important than previously. Some of 
the disappointments of the Prodi presidency were 
 attributed, among other reasons, to the  difficulties 
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he had communicating with staff, (foreign) col
leagues and the press (1), while the appointment of 
Prodi’s successors Barroso and Juncker was certain
ly helped by their smooth command of at least three 
modern European languages (2).

Until the year 2000, three of the 10 Presidents 
were Christian democrats (including Santer), 
three were social democrats (including Delors), 
one was  centreleft (Prodi), two were liberals (Rey 
and Thorn) and one was Gaullist (Ortoli). Over 
this  period there were thus an equal number of 
Christian democrats and social democrats in the 
presidency, but in terms of time served the social 
demo crats dominated, especially if we consider 
Prodi with his centreleft orientation as a social 
demo crat (see Table  3). In the 19582000 period 
the Commission had a social democrat as President 
for almost 17 years, which is 15 months longer than 
the rival Christian democrats. This would change 

(1) Interview with Yves Franchet, 16 September 2016, p. 24.
(2) See Olsson, EK. and Hammargård, K., ‘The rhetoric of the President of the 

European Commission: charismatic leader or neutral mediator?’, Journal of 
European Public Policy, Vol. 23, No 4, Routledge, Abingdon, 2016, pp. 550
570. See also biography of Romano Prodi in this volume.

 significantly under Prodi’s successors in 2004. With 
the subsequent presidencies of Barroso and Juncker 
the Christian democrats have overtaken the social 
demo crats by a very wide margin. 

Gender, age, education and career paths

Although the nationality and political affiliation 
of the Presidents vary, they resemble each  other 
in many other respects. Looking at the profiles 
since 1958, the average Commission President is 
a  middleaged man with legal training who comes 
from one of the founding Member States and has 
considerable experience in national politics and gov
ernment.

Since the establishment of the Commission all of its 
Presidents have been male. For a long time the same 
applied to individual members of the Commission: 
for three decades the College of Commissioners 
consisted only of men. It was not until the start of 
the second Delors Commission, in 1989, that the 
first female Commissioners were appointed. The 
share of women rose steadily, from 12 % in that 
Commission to 25 % in the Prodi Commission. The 

TABLE 2

TOTAL PERIOD OF PRESIDENCY BY MEMBER STATE, 1 JANUARY 1958 TO 31 DECEMBER 2000 (*)

Country Period in years and months As a percentage of the  
1958-2000 period

France 14 years, 1 month 33.0

(West) Germany 9 years, 6 months 22.5

Luxembourg 8 years, 2 months (**) 19.0

United Kingdom 4 years 9.5

Belgium 3 years 7.0

Italy 3 years (***) 7.0

Netherlands 9 months 2.0

(*) This table contains rounded figures. In 1999 Manuel Marín was interim President for a period of 6 months, but his presidency is not included 
in the table.

(**) The presidency of Juncker (since 2014) is not included.
(***) Including only the first part of Prodi’s presidency, until 31 December 2000.

Source: Harst (van der) and Voerman, An impossible job?, p. 288 (adapted).
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first female VicePresident, Loyola de Palacio, was 
appointed to the Prodi Commission in 1999.

The average age of the Presidents at the time they 
took office was nearly 56. The three Presidents 
 covered in this chapter were all a little bit older: 
 Delors was 59 when he arrived in Brussels,  Santer 
58 and Prodi 60. In all three cases the age of the 
President was higher than the average age of the 
College of Commissioners as a whole (see Fig
ure  1). This was particularly true for the third 

Commission headed by Delors, at the start of 
which he was 67. The age of the President can af
fect the functioning of the College — when older 
than the average Commission member they are 
likely to be more experienced, something that 
could benefit their position and standing among 
their colleagues. 

In terms of academic background, law has been 
the most popular field of specialisation for (future) 
Commission Presidents, followed by economics 

TABLE 3

TOTAL DURATION OF PRESIDENCIES BY POLITICAL AFFILIATION,  
1 JANUARY 1958 TO 31 DECEMBER 2000

Political affiliation Period in years and months As a percentage  
of the 1958-2000 period

Social democrats and centre-left (*) 16 years, 9 months 39

Christian democrats 15 years, 6 months 36

Liberals 7 years 16

Gaullists 4 years 9

(*) Including only the first part of Prodi’s presidency, until 31 December 2000.

Source: Harst (van der) and Voerman, An impossible job?, p. 289 (adapted).

FIGURE 1

AVERAGE AGE OF THE PRESIDENTS AND THE COMMISSION AS A WHOLE AT THE TIME OF ITS 
INSTALLATION, 1958-2014

Age of Commmision President when appointed Average age of European Commission as a whole

Source: Harst (van der) and Voerman, An impossible job?, p. 290 (adapted).
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(see Table  4, third column). These were the areas 
of study chosen by the three protagonists of this 
chapter. The young Delors attended evening class
es in economics in parallel with his early career at 
the Banque de France in Paris; Santer studied law 
and economics in Strasbourg and Paris; and Prodi 
followed the same studies in Milan and London 
(London School of Economics). Law and legal ex
pertise were seen as beneficial because of the rapid 
development and increasing importance of Euro
pean and international law, along with the position 
of the Commission as guardian of the European 
treaties and the acquis communautaire. Moreover, 
thorough training in economic issues was con
sidered indispensable during the time of the cre
ation and early implementation of economic and 
monetary union, including the launch of the euro. 

The Commission Presidents largely gained their ex
perience during a career in politics and public ad
ministration in their country of origin (see Table 4, 
final column). Delors served his home country as 
Minister for Economics and Finance, and Santer 
and Prodi had been Prime Minister before leaving 
for Brussels. Except for Delors, all of the Presidents 
who have been in office since 1981 have been gov
ernment leaders — before 1981 this had never been 
the case. On top of that both Delors and Santer 
could boast parliamentary experience: Delors had 
been a Member of the European Parliament before 
taking on the ministerial position in Paris; Santer 
had been a member of both the national parliament 
in Luxembourg and the European Parliament (and 
went back to the European Parliament immediately 
after his Commission presidency). 

TABLE 4

ACADEMIC BACKGROUND AND FORMER HIGHEST POSITIONS, 
COMMISSION PRESIDENTS, 1958-2014

Start of 
presidency President University studies Highest prior position

1958 Hallstein Law Junior Minister (State Secretary) for 
Foreign Affairs 

1967 Rey Law Minister for Economic Affairs

1970 Malfatti Self-educated Minister for State Participation

1972 Mansholt Self-educated Minister for Agriculture

1973 Ortoli Law and public administration Minister for Economics and Finance

1977 Jenkins Philosophy, politics and economics Chancellor of the Exchequer

1981 Thorn Law Prime Minister

1985 Delors Economics Minister for Economics and Finance

1995 Santer Law and economics Prime Minister

1999 Prodi Law and economics Prime Minister

2004 Barroso Law and political science/European 
studies

Prime Minister

2014 Juncker Law Prime Minister

Source: Harst (van der) and Voerman, An impossible job?, p. 291 (adapted). See also Wille, A., The normalization of the European Commission: 
politics and bureaucracy in the EU executive, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013, p. 62.
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The careers taken up after the Commission presiden
cy depended largely — and logically — on the age of 
the individuals at the time of departure from Brus
sels: the younger the outgoing President, the higher 
the positions acquired, with the exception of Prodi, 
who, 2  years after leaving the presidency  — at the 
relatively advanced age of 67 — successfully regained 
the post of Prime Minister in Italy (see Table 5). 

Presidentialisation

In recent literature on this topic the claim has been 
made that, over the course of time, the position of 
Commission President has become ever more import
ant, with increasing presidentialisation  (1). Above we 
referred to the early career paths of the Commission 
Presidents. With the exception of  Delors, all of the Pres
idents since 1981 had previously occupied the  position 

(1) Kassim, H. et al., The European Commission of the twenty-first century, 
 Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013; Wille, A., The normalization of the 
European Commission: politics and bureaucracy in the EU executive, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, 2013; Peterson, J., ‘The College of Commission
ers’, in Hodson, D. and Peterson, J. (eds), The institutions of the European 
Union, third edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2012, pp. 96123.

of Prime Minister in their home country.  Delors had 
been offered the pos ition of Prime Minister, but he had 
refused. Prime Ministers are generally nominated for 
their political instinct and skills, leadership qualities 
and experience. In European terms, before becoming 
Commission President they were in a position to ac
quaint themselves with the highly pol iticised and ex
clusive forum of the European Council, which includ
ed the Commission President from the beginning (2).

The process of presidentialisation was not self evident 
and did not take place for every single individual. In 
the first decades some of the Commission Presi dents 
felt highly insecure about the power of their office. 
Roy Jenkins described the presidency as ‘an  impossible 
job’, arguing that ‘the President has a number of con
flicting responsibilities, but no power. By no stretch of 
the imagination does it resemble the Prime Minister
ship of Europe’ (3). 

(2) According to Étienne Davignon, however, the best Commission Presidents 
were those who had not been Prime Minister in their earlier career. See 
 interview with Étienne Davignon, 3 May 2016, p. 21. 

(3) Campbell, J., Roy Jenkins  — A biography, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 
 London, 1983, p. 181.

TABLE 5

AGE ON LEAVING THE COMMISSION PRESIDENCY AND HIGHEST SUBSEQUENT POSITIONS

President Age at departure Highest position(s) held after presidency

Hallstein 65 President of the European Movement/CDU-CSU member of parliament

Rey 67 Member of the European Parliament

Malfatti 44 Minister for Education/Minister for Finance/Minister for Foreign Affairs

Mansholt 64 Chairman of the Humanistic Peace Council

Ortoli 51 Commissioner for Economic and Financial Affairs/President of Total Oil company 

Jenkins 60 Founder and co-leader of the Social Democratic Party

Thorn 56 Chairman of Compagnie Luxembourgeoise de Télédiffusion

Delors 69 Founder and President of the think-tank ‘Notre Europe’

Santer 61 Member of the European Parliament

Prodi 65 Prime Minister

Barroso 58 Non-executive Chair of Goldman-Sachs

Source: Harst (van der) and Voerman, An impossible job?, p. 292 (adapted).
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For a long time, because of the lack of institutional 
constitutional backup, leadership was highly depend
ent on personal authority and standing (1). From the 
mid 1980s Jacques Delors came to exemplify these 
qualities. During his 10  years in office he managed 
to raise the institution and presidency to a level never 
before attained. In terms of both policy initiation and 
external representation the Commission became an 
actor to be reckoned with. This partly had to do with 
Delors himself and the role played by his influential 
cabinet under fellow countryman and political (social 
democrat) friend Pascal Lamy. Delors was a forceful 
leader who came from one of the big Member States, 
commanding respect and admir ation for his political 
instincts as an agenda setter, his knowledge of policy 
areas and his communication skills (notwithstanding 
a weak command of foreign languages), along with the 
excellent relationship he enjoyed with the government 
leaders in the Euro pean Council (2). It was indicative 
of the great esteem in which he was held that, during 
one European Council meeting, Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl demanded that Delors himself, rather than the 
Commission, should be given full authority to han
dle a certain important policy area  (3). In addition, 
 Delors’s relationship with French President François 
Mitterrand  — although never particularly warm  — 
was regarded as highly effective.

However, it was not only personal attributes that were 
involved. Delors also happened to be the right man 
at the right time, benefiting from favourable circum
stances both internally and externally. It was a time of 
exasperation with the lack of European competitive
ness visàvis the economies of Japan and the United 
States, with European government leaders determined 
to do something about this. It was also the time of 
the reunification of Germany and the end of the 
Cold War, which gave new impetus to European in
tegration, ultimately leading east European countries 

(1) Wille, A., The normalization of the European Commission, pp. 6166.
(2) Interviews with Sylvain Bisarre, 18  November 2016, p.  30; and Yves 

 Franchet, 16 September 2016, p. 24.
(3) See Ludlow, ‘Jacques Delors (19851995)’, p. 187.

to  become eligible for membership. To some extent, 
 Delors was simply lucky that such events occurred 
during his presidency, but he also used to the full the 
political opportunities that were given to him.

Delors only partly benefited from the first of a num
ber of treaty changes meant to increase the formally 
limited powers of the Commission President. The 
Maastricht Treaty gave the nominee for President 
a voice in the nomination of other members of the 
College. It also marked the beginning of the partial 
parliamentarisation of the appointment process, as 
stated above. Following Delors’s tenure of office the 
Amsterdam Treaty (1999) underlined the Com
mission President’s preeminence: ‘The Commis
sion shall work under the political guidance of its 
president’ (Article  219 of the Treaty establishing 
the European Community). After Amsterdam the 
President was able, for the first time, to reject nom
inated candidates for the position of Commissioner. 
All these treaty changes helped to boost and further 
politicise the position of Commission President. 

Despite the changes, and notwithstanding the Com
mission’s ever increasing policy responsibilities,  Santer 
(19951999) and Prodi (19992004) proved unable to 
play the same steering role as Delors had done  before 
them (4). They turned out to be less influential than 
their predecessor, with cabinets that were more passive, 
and both had a lower standing in the Euro pean Coun
cil. Paradoxically, their leadership may also have been 
affected by the political heavyweights they included in 
their teams — individual Commissioners not afraid to 
follow their own plans and challenge their leader’s au
thority (5). Moreover, during the terms of Santer and 
Prodi, most of the treaty changes mentioned above 
were still in the process of implementation and could 
not be used to their fullest extent. The governments of 
the EU Member States also made it abundantly clear 

(4) Interviews with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, p. 15; Étienne Davignon, 
3 May 2016, pp. 2122; and Yves Franchet, 16 September 2016, p. 24.

(5) See biographies of Jacques Santer and Romano Prodi in this volume. Inter
views with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016, pp. 1314; and Alexander 
Italianer, 7 February 2017, p. 27.
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that after the activist Delors they wanted a much less 
forceful Commission leadership  (1). Finally, unlike 
Delors, neither Santer nor Prodi was in a position to 
‘benefit’ from historical external developments. For 
example, 9/11 and its aftermath, which occurred dur
ing Prodi’s presidency, was a major international pol
itical event, but clearly could not have the same stimu
lating consequences for European integration as the 
end of the Cold War in the early 1990s; on the con
trary, it turned out to be highly divisive. As a result of 
all this, and also because of a lack of personal impact, 
there was less ‘presidentialism’ under Santer and Prodi 
than under Delors.

(1) Brummelman, W., ‘Jacques Santer; Kleurloze Europese wethouder’, NRC 
Handelsblad, 16 July 1994; ‘Four men, one joker, one job — The next Presi
dent of the European Commission’, The Bulletin, 19 May 1994, p. 23.

Despite this, it could be argued that the power and 
influence wielded by the Commission President have 
increased over the years, as a result of the broadening 
and deepening of European integration and the more 
presidential style of the role. At the same time the role 
of the President still seems like that of a  juggler trying 
desperately to keep a great number of balls in the air 
simultaneously. In the complex European  arena, many 
different interests and preferences, of many different 
actors, need to be balanced and reconciled. One can 
only admire the individuals who make it to the job, 
and especially those — like Delors — who turn it into 
a resounding success. 

Jan van der Harst (2)

(2) The author is indebted to Deborah Bakker for helping him with the  research 
for this chapter. Part of the research is borrowed from Harst (van der) and 
Voerman, An impossible job?.

Handshake between President Jacques Santer (right) and Romano Prodi (left), Prime Minister of Italy, during a visit to the European 
Commission on 28 January 1998.



68 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

1.2. The College of 
Commissioners

The evolution of the College

From 1986 to 2000 the College of Commissioners 
evolved numerically, by nationality and in terms of 
gender. With the entry of Spain and Portugal (1986) 
the Delors Commission, originally composed of 14 
members, increased to 17 members. While German 
reunification in 1990 did not lead to a change in the 
number of German Commissioners, with the 1995 
enlargement to Austria, Finland and Sweden the 
size of the College increased once again, from 17 to 
20. The traditional principle going back to the Hall
stein Commission, according to which the largest 
Member States (Germany, France, Italy, the United 
Kingdom and, from 1986, Spain) were entitled to 
two Commissioners each, while the other countries 
were allowed only one each, remained in place.

During the period under consideration two  major 
innovations were brought in concerning the Col
lege of Commissioners. First, the Maastricht  Treaty 
extended the mandate of the College from 4 to 
5  years, in order to coincide with the mandate of 
the European Parliament. Second, Delors’s second 
Commission saw the entry of the first two female 
Commissioners. Indeed, from its constitution in 
1958 up to 1989 the European Commission had 
been an allmale body. The first two female Com
missioners were Christiane Scrivener and Vasso 
 Papandreou. The number decreased in Delors’s 
third Commission (only Christiane Scrivener was 
reappointed), but grew again in the Santer Com
mission, partly as a result of pressure from the Euro
pean Parliament  (1). Between 1995 and 1999 the 
College of Commissioners included five  women: 
Anita  Gradin, Édith Cresson, Ritt Bjerregaard, 

(1) Interview with Jacques Santer, 9 March 2016.

Monika WulfMathies and Emma Bonino. The 
Santer presidency marked a point of no return. 
The following College, headed by Romano Prodi, 
included the first female VicePresident, Loyola de 
Palacio, along with Commissioners Anna Diaman
topoulou, Viviane Reding, Michaele Schreyer and 
Margot Wallström.

Between 1986 and 1995 the average age in the 
Delors Commissions was about 55. The youngest 
members in the first College presided over by Delors 
were Peter Sutherland (born in 1946) and the Span
ish and Portuguese newcomers (Manuel Marín was 
born in 1949, Abel Matutes and António  Cardoso 
e  Cunha in 1941). In some cases sending young 
Commissioners to Brussels was a calculated polit
ical choice. This was the case for Marín, who was 
sent by Prime Minister Felipe González to Brus
sels in order to show ‘the image of a country that 
includes young people’ (2). In Santer’s Commission, 
the average age was significantly lower (50). The 
inauguration of the Prodi Commission marked a 
new rise in the average age (to 55), as almost all of 
its members came from senior ministerial positions. 
This was a political choice aimed at strengthening 
the political weight of the College after the resigna
tion of the Santer Commission (3).

The Commissioners’ backgrounds

All in all, the Colleges under consideration were 
represented by new generations of policymakers 
who had grown up during the Trente Glorieuses (4) 
and experienced European integration as university 
students, often focusing on European affairs during 
their studies. The Delors, Santer and Prodi Commis
sions were characterised by a large number of uni
versity graduates. The majority of  Commissioners 

(2) Interview with Manuel Marín, 28 October 2016, p. 5.
(3) See Chapter 8.3 ‘Relations with the European Parliament’.
(4) The period of unprecedented economic growth in Europe from 1945 to 

1975.
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had degrees in law or economics. Almost all of them 
had direct experience in European affairs, having 
previously served in national governments: nine in 
Delors I, 10 in Delors II and 12 in Delors III. Dur
ing the Santer era this ratio was slightly reduced 
(11 out of 19), to subsequently increase again with 
the setting up of the Prodi Commission, in which 
the number of Commissioners who had served in 
governmental posts was 17 (out of 19). In addition, 
many Commissioners had previously been Mem
bers of the European Parliament  (1). Within the 
Col leges under scrutiny almost all political leanings 
were represented, with the sole exceptions of the 
far left and the far right. For many Commissioners, 
national and European politics were closely inter
twined. This was the case for those who had been 
involved in the enlargement negotiations: the Greek 
Christos Papoutsis; the Spaniards Manuel Marín, 
Abel Matutes and Pedro Solbes Mira; the Austrian 
Franz Fischler; and the Finn Erkki Liikanen.

The choice of Commissioners  
and the allocation of portfolios

Delors stressed that in all the Commissions he 
 presided over: ‘The choice of Commissioners was 
imposed on me by the governments’ (2). It was only 
in the distribution of portfolios that he had free
dom of action. As he maintained with regard to the 
setting up of his second and third Colleges: ‘I closed 
the door when certain people wanted to impose an 
allocation decision on me’  (3). Oral accounts con
firm this statement, and show Delors’s great ability 
in mediating among Commissioners, taking into 
account personal ambitions, national preferences 

(1) During the Delors years this was the case for Carlo Ripa di Meana,  Grigoris 
Varfis, Willy De Clercq, Martin Bangemann, Christiane Scrivener, Ray 
MacSharry and Karel Van Miert. In the Santer era this was true for Martin 
Bangemann, Karel Van Miert, Emma Bonino and Christos Papoutsis. In 
the Prodi Commission, Philippe Busquin, Viviane Reding and António 
Vitorino had been Members of the European Parliament.

(2) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016, p. 5.
(3) Ibid.

and political affiliations (4). During his second and 
third terms his authority visàvis the College was 
strengthened even more by the political prestige he 
had acquired during his first mandate  (5). In the 
Santer Commission the distribution of portfolios 
required prolonged negotiations among Commis
sioners, which, as recalled by Neil Kinnock, herald
ed a new era of weak presidential leadership (6). The 
setting up of the Santer Commission was marked 
by an unprecedented episode: individual hearings 
of appointed Commissioners before the European 
Parliament, on the basis of Article  158 of the EC 
Treaty (Maastricht consolidated version) and Art
icle 33 of the European Parliament regulations (7). 
The Commission accepted the hearings, although 
many within the institution regarded them as 
a challenge to the principle of collegiality and a 
demonstration of force by the Parliament visàvis 
the Commission (8). In the College headed by Prodi 
the choice of Commissioners was made through a 
process of ‘fantastic cooperation’ between the Presi
dent and the Member States, due to the widespread 
support from national governments enjoyed by 
Prodi  (9). The newly appointed President aimed at 
establishing a highlevel Commission, made up of 
personalities with great political experience, public 
profile and professional competence, in order to re
store the image of the institution after the crisis that 
had hit the Santer Commission  (10). He aimed to 
design a ‘rational, well balanced, coherent spread of 
portfolios that will send the right messages in terms 
of policy and avoid grey zones between the different 
Commissioners’ (11).

(4) Interviews with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016; and Pedro de Sampaio Nunes, 
26 May 2017.

(5) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
(6) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016.
(7) HAEC, PV(94), Minutes No 1213, second part, meeting of 14 September 

1994, p. 3.
(8) HAEC, PV(94), Minutes No  1217, second part, meeting of 15  October 

1994, p. 16.
(9) Interview with Romano Prodi, 1 April 2016.
(10) Interviews with David Byrne, 13 October 2016; and Chris Patten, 11 Octo

ber 2016
(11) HAEU, Angel Viñas Fonds (AV) 224, SEC(1999)  888, 3  June 1999, 

‘Note for the attention of the directorsgeneral and heads of service on the 
 Cologne European Council — Intervention of Mr Prodi’.
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1986-1989
DELORS I President

Jacques Delors (FR)
Head of cabinet (HC): Pascal Lamy

Karl-Heinz Narjes (DE)
Vice-President

Industrial Affairs; Information 
Technology; Research and 
Science; Joint Research 
Centre
HC: Heinrich von Moltke
 Johannes Dohmes (1987-…)

DG III: Fernand Braun
DG XII: Paolo Fasella
JRC: Jean-Pierre Contzen
DG XIII: Michel Carpentier

Stanley Clinton Davis (UK)
Environment; Nuclear Safety; 
Transport
HC: Graham Meadows

DG VII: Eduardo Peña Abizanda
DG XI: Anthony John Fairclough 
Laurens Jan Brinkhorst (1987-…)

Nicolas Mosar (LU)
Energy; Euratom 
Supply Agency; 
Office for  
Official Publications
HC: Fernand Thurmes

DG XVII: Constantinos S.  
Maniatopoulos
ESA: Georg von Klitzing
OPOCE: Walter Verheyden

Abel Matutes (ES)
Credit, Investments and 
Financial Instruments;  
Policy on Small and  
Medium-Sized Enterprises
HC: Juan Prat

DG XVIII: Enrico Cioffi

Willy De Clercq (BE)
External Relations 
and Trade Policy
HC: Alexander Schaub

DG I: Leslie Fielding 
Horst Günter Krenzler (1988-…)

Claude Cheysson (FR)
Mediterranean Policy; North-
South Relations 
HC: Philippe Soubestre
 Daniel Bernard (1987-…)

DG I: Leslie Fielding 
Horst Günter Krenzler (1988-…)

António Cardoso e Cunha 
(PT)
Fisheries
HC: Eurico Luis Cabral da Fonseca

DG XIV: Eamonn Gallagher

Lorenzo Natali (IT)
Vice-President

Cooperation  
and Development
HC: Paolo Pensa

DG VIII: Dieter Frisch

Arthur Cockfield (UK)
Vice-President

Internal Market; Customs 
Union Service; Taxation; 
Financial Institutions
HC: Adrian Fortescue

DG III: Fernand Braun
DG XV: Geoffrey Fitchew
DG XXI: Emilio Rui Vilar

Manuel Marín (ES)
Vice-President

Social Affairs and Employment; 
Education and Training
HC: Santiago Gómez-Reino Lecoq

DG V: Jean Degimbe

Henning Christophersen 
(DK)
Vice-President

Budget; Financial Control; 
Personnel and Administration
HC: Bjarne Bladbjerg

DG IX: Richard Hay
DG XIX: Jean-Claude Morel
DG XX: Carlo Facini 
Lucien de Moor (1988)

Frans Andriessen (NL)
Vice-President

Agriculture; Forestry
HC: Carlo Trojan
 Johannes P. Wijnmaalen (1988-…)

DG VI: Guy Legras
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Émile Noël (FR)

Secretary-General

Legal Service
Claus-Dieter Ehlermann
Jean-Louis Dewost (1987-…) 

Spokesman’s Service
Hugo Paemen
Claus-Dieter Ehlermann (1987-…)

Joint Interpreting and  
Conference Service
Renée Van Hoof

Security Office
Pieter de Haan

Carlo Ripa di Meana (IT)
Institutional Questions; 
Problems Concerning  
a Citizens’ Europe; 
Information and 
Communication Policy; 
Cultural Affairs; Tourism
HC: Gerardo Mombelli

DG X: Franz Froschmaier 
Manuel Santarelli (1988-…)

Grigoris Varfis (EL)
Coordination of Structural 
Instruments; Consumer 
Protection
HC: Achilleas Mitsos

DG XI: Anthony John Fairclough 
Laurens Jan Brinkhorst (1987-…)
DG XXII: Kaj Barlebo-Larsen

Peter Sutherland (IE)
Relations with the European 
Parliament; Competition
HC: Richard O’Toole

DG IV: Manfred Caspari

Alois Pfeiffer (DE) († 1987)

Peter Schmidhuber (DE)

Economic Affairs;  
Regional Policy;  
Statistical Office
HC: Otto Dibelius
 Thomas Hertz (1987-…)

Eurostat: Silvio Ronchetti 
Yves Franchet (1987-…)
DG II: Massimo Russo 
António Costa (1987-…)
DG XVI: Eneko Landáburu

David Williamson (UK) (1987-…)
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1989-1993
DELORS II President

Jacques Delors (FR)
Head of cabinet (HC): Pascal Lamy

Frans Andriessen (NL)
Vice-President

External Relations  
and Trade Policy;  
Cooperation with  
Other European Countries
HC: Johannes P. Wijnmaalen 

DG I: Horst Günter Krenzler

Martin Bangemann (DE)
Vice-President

Internal Market and Industrial 
Affairs; Relations with the 
European Parliament
HC: Manfred Brunner

DG III: Fernand Braun 
Riccardo Perissich (1991-…)

Henning Christophersen 
(DK)
Vice-President

Economic and Financial 
Affairs; Coordination  
of Structural Policies; 
Statistical Office
HC: Bjarne Bladbjerg

Eurostat: Yves Franchet
DG II: António Costa 
Giovanni Ravasio (1990-…)
DG XXII: Giovanni Ravasio 
Thomas O’Dwyer (1990-…)

Filippo Maria Pandolfi (IT)
Vice-President

Science, Research 
and Development; 
Telecommunications, 
Information Technology and 
Innovation; Joint Research 
Centre
HC: Isabella Ventura
 Antonio Marchini-Camia (1991)
 Enzo Moavero Milanesi (1992-…)

DG XII: Paolo Fasella
JRC: Jean-Pierre Contzen
DG XIII: Michel Carpentier

António Cardoso e Cunha 
(PT)
Personnel, Administration 
and Translation; Energy and 
Euratom Supply Agency; 
Small Businesses, Distributive 
Trades and Tourism; 
Cooperatives
HC: Eurico Luis Cabral da Fonseca

Translation Service:  
Eduard Brackeniers 
DG IX: Richard Hay 
Frans De Koster (1991-…)
DG XVII: Constantinos S.  
Maniatopoulos
DG XXIII: Heinrich von Moltke 
(1990-…)
ESA: Michael GoppelManuel Marín (ES)

Vice-President

Cooperation and 
Development; Fisheries
HC: Santiago Gómez-Reino Lecoq
Ignacio García-Valdecasas (1991-…)

DG VIII: Dieter Frisch
DG XIV: Eamonn Gallagher 
José De Almeida Serra (1990-…)

Jean Dondelinger (LU)
Audiovisual and Cultural 
Affairs; Information and 
Communication; A People’s 
Europe; Office for Official 
Publications
HC: Guy Crauser
 Étienne Reuter (1991-…)

DG X: Manuel Santarelli 
Colette Flesch (1991-…)
OPOCE: Lucien Emringer (1990-…)

Ray MacSharry (IE)
Agriculture; Rural 
Development
HC: Thomas O’Dwyer
 Colm Larkin (1991-…)

DG VI: Guy Legras

Sir Leon Brittan (UK)
Vice-President

Competition;  
Financial Institutions
HC: James Currie

DG IV: Manfred Caspari 
Claus-Dieter Ehlermann (1990-…)
DG XV: Geoffrey Fitchew
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David Williamson (UK)

Forward Studies Unit
Jean-Claude Morel

Legal Service
Jean-Louis Dewost

Spokesman’s Service
Claus-Dieter Ehlermann

Joint Interpreting and  
Conference Service
Renée Van Hoof

Security Office
Pieter de Haan

Secretary-General

Bruce Millan (UK)
Regional Policies
HC: Philip Lowe
 Susan Binns (1992-…)

DG XVI: Eneko Landáburu

Vasso Papandreou (EL)
Employment, Industrial 
Relations and Social Affairs; 
Human Resources, Education, 
Training and Youth; Relations 
with the Economic and Social 
Committee
HC: Antonios Trifyllis

DG V: Jean Degimbe
Task Force for Human Resources, 
Education, Training and Youth:  
Hywel Ceri Jones

Carlo Ripa di Meana (IT)
Environment; Nuclear Safety; 
Civil Protection
HC: Gerardo Mombelli
 Marco Santopinto (1990-…)

DG XI: Laurens Jan Brinkhorst

Peter Schmidhuber (DE) 
Budget; Financial Control
HC: Thomas Hertz
 Marcell von Donat (1991-…)

DG XIX: Jean-Paul Mingasson
DG XX: Lucien de Moor 

Christiane Scrivener (FR)
Taxation and Customs Union; 
Matters relating to the 
overall tax burden  
(taxes plus social security 
contributions)
HC: Emmanuel Constans

DG XXI: Emilio Rui Vilar 
Henry Chumas (1990) 
Peter Wilmott (1991-…)

Karel Van Miert (BE)
Transport; Credit and 
Investments; Protection 
and Promotion of Consumer 
Interests
HC: Michel Vanden Abeele

DG VII: Eduardo Peña Abizanda 
Robert Coleman (1992-…)
Consumer Policy Service:  
Kaj Barlebo-Larsen
DG XVIII: Enrico Cioffi

Abel Matutes (ES)
Mediterranean Policy; 
Relations with Latin America 
and Asia; North-South 
Relations
HC: Juan Prat
 Ramón de Miguel (1991-…)

DG I: Horst Günter Krenzler
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1993-1995
DELORS III President

Jacques Delors (FR)
Head of cabinet (HC): Pascal Lamy

Henning Christophersen 
(DK)
Vice-President

Economic and Financial 
Affairs; Monetary Affairs; 
Credit and Investments; 
Statistical Office
HC: Bjarne Bladbjerg

Eurostat: Yves Franchet
DG II: Giovanni Ravasio
DG XVIII: Enrico Cioffi

Manuel Marín (ES)
Vice-President

Cooperation and 
Development; European 
Community Humanitarian 
Office
HC: Ignacio García-Valdecasas

DG VIII: (vacant)
ECHO: Santiago Gómez-Reino Lecoq

Hans van den Broek (NL)
External Political Relations; 
Common Foreign  
and Security Policy; 
Enlargement  
Negotiations
HC: Sipke Brouwer

DG IA: Günter Burghardt
Enlargement Task Force:  
Steffen Smidt

João de Deus Pinheiro (PT)
Relations with the  
European Parliament; 
Relations with the Member 
States on Transparency, 
Communication and 
Information; Culture and 
Audiovisual Policy;  
Office for Official Publications
HC: Carlos Costa

DG X: Colette Flesch
OPOCE: Lucien Emringer

Antonio Ruberti (IT)
Science, Research  
and Development;  
Joint Research Centre;  
Human Resources,  
Education, Training  
and Youth;
HC: Marco Santopinto

DG XII: Paolo Fasella
JRC: Jean-Pierre Contzen
Task Force for Human Resources, 
Education, Training and Youth: 
Thomas O’Dwyer

Martin Bangemann (DE)
Industrial Affairs; 
Information Technologies and 
Telecommunications
HC: Jörg Wenzel

DG III: Riccardo Perissich
DG XIII: Michel Carpentier

Pádraig Flynn (IE)
Social Affairs  
and Employment;  
Relations with the Economic 
and Social Committee; 
Immigration, Home Affairs 
and Justice 
HC: Joseph Brosnan

DG V: (vacant)

Ioannis Paleokrassas (EL)
Environment,  
Nuclear Safety and Civil 
Protection; Fisheries
HC: Yannis Koutsoukos

DG XI: Laurens Jan Brinkhorst
DG XIV: José Almeida Serra

Abel Matutes (ES)
Energy and Euratom Supply 
Agency; Transport
HC: Rámon de Miguel

DG VII: Robert Coleman
DG XVII: Constantinos S.  
Maniatopoulos
ESA: Michael Goppel

Bruce Millan (UK)
Regional Policies; Relations 
with the Committee of the 
Regions
HC: Susan Binns

DG XVI: Eneko Landáburu

Sir Leon Brittan (UK)
External Economic Affairs; 
Trade Policy
HC: Colin Budd

DG I: Horst Günter Krenzler
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David Williamson (UK)

Forward Studies Unit
Jean-Claude Morel

Inspectorate-General
Eduardo Peña Abizanda

Legal Service
Jean-Louis Dewost

Spokesman’s Service
(vacant)

Joint Interpreting and  
Conference Service
Renée Van Hoof (…-1993)

Security Office
Pieter de Haan

Secretary-GeneralPeter Schmidhuber (DE)
Budgets; Financial Control; 
Anti-Fraud Measures; 
Cohesion Fund: Coordination 
and Management
HC: Marcell von Donat

DG XIX: Jean-Paul Mingasson
DG XX: Lucien de Moor

Christiane Scrivener (FR)
Customs and Indirect 
Taxation; Direct Taxation; 
Consumer Policy
HC: Emmanuel Constans

DG XXI: Peter Wilmott
Consumer Policy Service:  
Kaj Barlebo-Larsen

René Steichen (LU)
Agriculture and Rural 
Development
HC: Jim Cloos

DG VI: Guy Legras

Karel Van Miert (BE)
Competition; Personnel and 
Administration; Translation 
and Information Technology
HC: Claude Chêne

Translation Service:  
Eduard Brackeniers
DG IV: Claus-Dieter Ehlermann
DG IX: Frans De Koster

Raniero Vanni d’Archirafi 
(IT)
Institutional Matters; Internal 
Market; Financial Services; 
Enterprise Policy: Small 
Business and Distributive 
Trades
HC: Gian Battista Verderame

DG XV: John Mogg
DG XXIII: Heinrich von Moltke
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1995-1999
SANTER President

Jacques Santer (LU)
Head of cabinet (HC): Jim Cloos

Sir Leon Brittan (UK)
Vice-President

External Relations;  
Common Commercial Policy; 
Relations with OECD  
and WTO
HC: Colin Budd
 Ivan Rogers (1996-…)

DG I: Horst Günter Krenzler 
Hans-Friedrich Beseler (1997-…)

Martin Bangemann (DE)
Industrial Affairs; Information 
and Telecommunications 
Technologies
HC: Jörg Wenzel
 Paul Weissenberg (1996-…)

DG III: Stefano Micossi
DG XIII: Michel Carpentier 
Robert Verrue (1996-…)

Ritt Bjerregaard (DK)
Environment;  
Nuclear Safety
HC: Laurs Nørlund

DG XI: Marius Enthoven 
James Currie (1998-…)

Franz Fischler (AT)
Agriculture and Rural 
Development
HC: Corrado Pirzio Biroli

DG VI: Guy Legras

Pádraig Flynn (IE)
Employment and Social 
Affairs; Relations with 
the Economic and Social 
Committee
HC: Joseph Brosnan

DG V: Allan Larsson

Anita Gradin (SE)
Immigration,  
Justice and Home Affairs; 
Relations with the 
Ombudsman; Financial 
Control; Fraud Prevention
HC: Christer Asp

DG XX: Isabella Ventura (1996-…)

Manuel Marín (ES)
Vice-President

External Relations  
with Southern Mediterranean 
Countries, Countries in the 
Near and Middle East, Latin 
America and Asia, including 
Development Aid 
HC: Ignacio García-Valdecasas
 Luis Planas Puchades (1997-…)

DG IB: Juan Prat 
Enrico Cioffi (1997-…)

Emma Bonino (IT)
Fisheries;  
Consumer Policy;  
European Community 
Humanitarian Office (ECHO)
HC: Michele Pasca-Raymondo

DG XIV: José Almeida Serra  
António Cavaco (1997-…)
DG XXIV: Spyros A. Pappas 
Horst Reichenbach (1997-…)
ECHO: Santiago Gómez-Reino Lecoq 
Alberto Navarro González (1997-…)

Édith Cresson (FR)
Science, Research  
and Development;  
Joint Research Centre;  
Human Resources,  
Education, Training and Youth
HC: François Lamoureux
Jean-François Marchipont (1996-1997)
Dov Zerah (1998-…)

DG XII: Paolo Fasella 
Jorma Routti (1996-…) 
JRC: Jean-Pierre Contzen 
Herbert J. Allgeier (1998-…)
DG XXII: Thomas O’Dwyer 
David O’Sullivan (1999)

Hans van den Broek (NL)
External Relations  
with the Countries  
of Central and Eastern 
Europe, the Former Soviet 
Union, Mongolia, Turkey, 
Cyprus, Malta and other 
European Countries; Common 
Foreign and Security Policy 
and Human Rights; External 
Diplomatic Missions
HC: Henk Post

DG IA: Günter Burghardt
Accession Negotiations Task Force: 
Nikolaus van der Pas (1997-…)
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David Williamson (UK)

Forward Studies Unit
(vacant)

Inspectorate-General
Maria Pia Filippone
Graham Avery (1998-…)

Legal Service
Jean-Louis Dewost

Spokesman’s Service
Nikolaus van der Pas (…-1997)

Joint Interpreting and  
Conference Service
Rocco Tanzilli (1997-…)

Security Office
Pieter de Haan

Carlo Trojan (NL) (1997-…)

Secretary-GeneralNeil Kinnock (UK)
Transport, including Trans-
European Networks
HC: Philip Lowe
 Andrew Cahn (1998-…)

DG VII: Robert Coleman

Erkki Liikanen (FI)
Budget; Personnel and 
Administration; Translation and 
In-House Computer Services
HC: Pekka Huhtaniemi
 Olli Rehn (1999)

Translation Service:  
Eduard Brackeniers 
Colette Flesch (1996-…)
DG IX: Frans De Koster  
Steffen Smidt (1997-…)
DG XIX: Jean-Paul Mingasson

Marcelino Oreja (ES)
Relations with the 
European Parliament; 
Relations with the Member 
States (Transparency, 
Communication and 
Information); Culture 
and Audiovisual Policy; 
Publications Office; 
Institutional Matters 
and Preparation for the 
1996 Intergovernmental 
Conference
HC: Rámon de Miguel
 Daniel Calleja Crespo (1996-…)

DG X: Colette Flesch 
Spyros A. Pappas (1997-…)
OPOCE: Lucien Emringer

Mario Monti (IT)
Internal Market; Financial 
Services and Financial 
Integration; Customs; 
Taxation
HC: Enzo Moavero Milanesi

DG II: Giovanni Ravasio
DG XV: John Mogg
DG XXI: Peter Wilmott 
James Currie (1996-1997) 
Michel Vanden Abeele (1998-…)

João de Deus Pinheiro (PT)
External Relations  
with African, Caribbean  
and Pacific Countries  
and South Africa,  
including Development Aid; 
Lomé Convention
HC: Carlos Costa

DG VIII: Steffen Smidt 
Philip Lowe (1997-…)
SCR: Philippe Soubestre (1997-…)

Yves-Thibault de Silguy (FR)
Economic and Financial 
Affairs; Monetary Matters; 
Credit and Investments; 
Statistical Office
HC: Xavier Larnaudie-Eiffel

Eurostat: Yves Franchet
DG II: Giovanni Ravasio
DG XVIII: Enrico Cioffi

Karel Van Miert (BE)
Competition
HC: Michel Vanden Abeele
 Claude Chêne (1998-…)

DG IV: Alexander Schaub

Monika Wulf-Mathies (DE)
Regional Policies; Relations 
with the Committee of the 
Regions; Cohesion Fund
HC: Horst Reichenbach
 Walter Deffaa (1997-…)

DG XVI: Eneko Landáburu

Christos Papoutsis (EL)
Energy and Euratom  
Supply Agency;  
Small and Medium-sized 
Enterprises; Tourism
HC: Leonidas Antonakopoulos

DG XVII: Ramón de Miguel (1996) 
Pablo Benavides Salas (1997-…)
DG XXIII: Heinrich von Moltke 
Michel Vanden Abeele (1997) 
Guy Crauser (1998-…)
ESA: Michael Goppel
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1999-2000
PRODI

President
Romano Prodi (IT)
Head of cabinet (HC): David O’Sullivan 
Michel Petite (2000)

Neil Kinnock (UK)
Vice-President

Administrative Reform; 
Personnel and Administration; 
Inspectorate-General; Joint 
Interpreting and Conference 
Service; Translation Service
HC: Andrew Cahn

HR: Horst Reichenbach
JICS: Rocco Tanzilli
Translation Service: Brian McCluskey
Inspectorate-General: Graham Avery

Loyola de Palacio (ES)
Vice-President

Relations with the European 
Parliament; Relations with 
the Committee of the 
Regions, the Economic and 
Social Committee, and the 
European Ombudsman; 
Transport; Energy
HC: Daniel Calleja Crespo

TREN: François Lamoureux
ESA: Michel Goppel

Michel Barnier (FR)
Regional policy
HC: Christine Roger

REGIO: Guy Crauser

Frits Bolkestein (NL)
Internal Market; Taxation and 
Customs Union
HC: Henk Post

MARKT: John Mogg
TAXUD: Michel Vanden Abeele

Philippe Busquin (BE)
Research;  
Joint Research Centre
HC: Daniel Jacob

RTD: Jorma Routti
JRC: Herbert J. Allgeier

Erkki Liikanen (FI)
Enterprise; Information 
Society
HC: Olli Rehn

ENTR: Fabio Colasanti
INFSO: Robert Verrue

Mario Monti (IT)
Competition
HC: Marc Van Hoof

COMP: Alexander Schaub

David Byrne (IE)
Health and Consumer 
Protection
HC: Martin Power

SANCO: Robert Coleman

Anna Diamantopoulou (EL)
Employment and Social 
Affairs
HC: Giorgos Glynos

EMPL: Allan Larsson

Franz Fischler (AT)
Agriculture; Fisheries
HC: Corrado Pirzio Biroli

AGRI: José Manuel Silva Rodríguez
MARE: Steffen Smidt

Pascal Lamy (FR)
Trade
HC: Pierre Defraigne

TRADE: Hans-Friedrich Beseler
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Carlo Trojan (NL)

Inspectorate-General
Graham Avery

Legal Service
Jean-Louis Dewost

Press and Communication Service
Jonathan Faull

Joint Interpreting and  
Conference Service
Rocco Tanzilli

Security Office (…-1999)
Pieter de Haan

David O’Sullivan (IE) (2000)

Secretary-GeneralPoul Nielson (DK)
Development; Humanitarian 
Aid Office 
HC: Claus Sørensen

DEVCO: Philip Lowe
ECHO: Sabato Della Monica

António Vitorino (PT)
Justice and Home Affairs
HC: António Cavaco Servinho

HOME: Adrian Fortescue

Margot Wallström (SE)
Environment
HC: Rolf Annerberg

ENV: James Currie

Chris Patten (UK)
External Relations; Common 
Service for External Relations
HC: Anthony Cary

RELEX: Guy Legras
SCR: Philippe Soubestre

Viviane Reding (LU)
Education and Culture; 
Publications Office
HC: Gregory Paulger

EAC: Nikolaus van der Pas
OPOCE: Lucien Emringer

Pedro Solbes Mira (ES)
Economic and Financial 
Affairs; Eurostat
HC: Luis Planas Puchades

ECFIN: Giovanni Ravasio
Eurostat: Yves Franchet

Günter Verheugen (DE)
Enlargement
HC: Alexander Italianer

ELARG: Eneko Landáburu

Michaele Schreyer (DE)
Budget; Financial Control; 
European Anti-Fraud Office
HC: Eckart Guth

BUDG: Jean-Paul Mingasson
Financial Control: Isabella Ventura
OLAF: (vacant)
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The Wednesday meetings

In the 19862000 period the Commission main
tained the tradition, laid down in the first Commis
sion internal regulation in 1967, of meeting regular
ly once a week, usually on Wednesdays, in Brussels. 
Only during the plenary sessions of the European 
Parliament did the College meet in Strasbourg. 
 Until December 1991 the Commission met in its 
traditional headquarters: the Berlaymont build
ing. After the discovery of asbestos (1) the College 
moved to the Breydel building, an office block in 
the European quarter of Brussels, where it remained 
until 2004. The meeting agenda was prepared by the 
SecretaryGeneral and approved by the President; 
every Commissioner could intervene in debates; 
meetings were not public and minutes remained 
confidential. In addition, the work of the Commis
sioners was prepared by their heads of cabinet, who 
met beforehand, usually on Mondays, to prepare the 
Commission meetings (2). Lastly, the list of people 
who were allowed to attend Commission meetings 
beyond the Commissioners themselves did not 
change. It included the secretarygeneral and their 
deputy, the directorgeneral of the Legal Service, the 
directorgeneral of the Information DG, the head of 
cabinet of the President, the spokesperson, the in
terpreters and the head of the registry. It was also 
possible for heads of cabinet or directorsgeneral to 
attend the Commission meetings when their par
ticular Commissioner presented a dossier.

Collegiality and centralisation  
under Delors

The Commissions under analysis differed in the way 
the principle of collegiality was applied. Delors saw 
the College of Commissioners as the institution 
that represented genuine European interests. For 

(1) See Chapter 4 ‘The challenges of housing the Commission: choosing a head
quarters and the Berlaymont saga’.

(2) See Chapter 1.3 ‘The cabinets’.

this reason, as recalled by Pascal Lamy: ‘ Delors had 
a phenomenal time as the engineer of this collegi
ality  … He listened to what people said and took 
account of it’  (3). Delors also attached great im
portance to the principle of solidarity among the 
members of the College (4). When, for instance, in 
January 1986 Ripa di Meana publicly criticised a 
Commission memorandum on the common organ
isation of the cereals market, Delors firmly invited 
all Commissioners ‘to refrain from any public criti
cism of Commission decisions’  (5). He wanted to 
avoid behindcloseddoors agreements, and invited 
Commissioners to express their vote openly within 
the College and to assume their own political re
sponsibilities: 

‘They mainly voted on import ant topics … 
Otherwise, they were comrades and did not 
dare tell one another everything’ (6).

As confirmed by the minutes of Commission meet
ings, during the Delors years voting on politically 
sensitive subjects on which agreement had not been 
reached at cabinet level — particularly in the areas 
of agriculture, regional policy and State aid — was 
a recurrent practice. Between 1986 and 1994 the 
average number of votes per year was 22. From a 
his toriographical perspective this shows an atmos
phere of lively and sometimes passionate confronta
tion among Commissioners. At the same time the 
Delors Commissions were characterised by a high 
degree of centralisation: the President of the Com
mission and his cabinet supervised the whole func
tioning of the College and dictated the political 
agenda (7). The prominent role held by Delors some
times led to tension between the President and the 
members of the College. There were, for example, 
frequent disputes between Sutherland and Delors 
with regard to State aid to French enterprises, and 

(3) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016, p. 9.
(4) Interview with Ioannis Paleokrassas, 29 March 2016.
(5) HAEC, COM(86), Minutes No  809, second part, meeting of 8  October 

1986, p. 5.
(6) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016, p. 13.
(7) See Chapter 1.3 ‘The cabinets’.
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between Delors, MacSharry and Frans Andriessen 
during the final phase of the Uruguay Round ne
gotiations  (1).  David O’Sullivan, a member of the 
Peter Sutherland cabinet, argued: 

‘At the time, it didn’t feel like para dise or 
perfection. There were tensions inside the 
Commission and there were fights between 
Commissioners. President Delors was 
actually a very nice man, but he could be 
tough’ (2).

Flawed collegiality under Santer

From the inauguration of his presidency Santer 
distinguished himself from his predecessor. Hav
ing to cope with an enlarged College and expand
ed Commission competences, his leadership style 
was noninvasive, and he let a restricted number 
of Commissioners emerge as political initiators by 
virtue of their professional competence and politi
cal initiative (3). In this regard, Alexander Italianer, 
then a member of the Santer cabinet, argued that: 
‘President Santer tended to be the team facilitator 
who gave free rein to strong personalities’  (4). Ac
cording to Franz Fischler these included himself, 
Karel Van Miert and Mario Monti  (5). In several 
circumstan ces Commissioners, in particular those 
working in the field of external relations (Manuel 
Marín, Sir Leon Brittan, Hans van den Broek and 
Emma Bonino) behaved like ‘prima donnas’ and 
mediated among themselves without involving 
the presidency, according to the principle of ‘don’t 
bother me, and I am not going to bother you’  (6). 
Neil Kinnock recalls that: ‘Nobody had a sense that 
Jacques Santer was running the Commission’  (7). 
The principle of collegiality — which Santer strived 
to preserve and cultivate beyond the Wednesday 

(1) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016.
(2) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016, p. 13.
(3) Interview with Jurgen Schüler, 26 February 2016.
(4) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017, p. 27.
(5) Interview with Franz Fischler, 9 February 2016.
(6) Interview with Christine Roger, 26 May 2016, p. 7.
(7) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, p. 15.

meetings during ‘reflection seminars’ in Limelette, 
Belgium  (8)  — was therefore negatively affected: 
‘Everyone had their own area, which they did not 
wish to see interfered with’  (9). This was to have a 
direct effect on the voting procedures within the 
College, which substantially decreased during the 
Santer years: between 1995 and 1999 the average 
number of votes per year decreased to 10. Divergen
ces between Commissioners were poorly mediated 
by Santer, who was not able to manage a recurring 
‘clash of egos’ within the College (10). In the case of 
a row between Kinnock and Brittan over a fisheries 
agreement with Norway — which Kinnock deemed 
to be damaging to UK fishers — the Commission 
met three times, even on Sunday, before reaching 
a common position. According to Kinnock this 
would have never happened under Delors, who 
would have settled the dispute beforehand by virtue 
of his authority (11). The College headed by Santer 
was also affected by alleged instances of miscon
duct, such as the publication by Ritt Bjerregaard, 
the Commissioner for Environmental Policy, of un
authorised diaries containing critical portrayals of 
the Commission members (12). This obliged Santer 
to send to all his Commissioners a personal letter 
regarding the importance of respecting the provi
sions of Art icle  157 of the EC Treaty (Maastricht 
consolidated version) — concerning the independ
ence of Commissioners — and the principle of col
legiality (13). After the Bjerregaard episode internal 
Commission rules governing the interpretation of 
this article were spelled out in detail, and were for
mally agreed by the Commission on 22 November 
1995 (14). 

(8) HAEU, Philip Lowe Fonds (PL) 21, ‘A chef de cabinet’s handbook’, 
 undated [1996].

(9) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016, p. 13.
(10) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016.
(11) Ibid.
(12) See Peterson, J., ‘The Santer era: the European Commission in normative, 

historical and theoretical perspective’, Journal of European Public Policy, 
Vol. 6, No 1, Routledge, Abingdon, 1999, p. 51.

(13) HAEU, FL72, ‘Letter from Jacques Santer to the members of the College 
of Commissioners’, 25 October 1995.

(14) HAEC, PV(95), Minutes No 1270, second part, meeting of 29 November 
1995, p. 18.
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Allegations of misconduct resurfaced in 1999, how
ever, during the public scandal concerning Édith 
Cresson. On this occasion Santer was unable to 
exert his political weight to force the resignation of 
the French Commissioner and former Prime Min
ister, who could not be fired alone for legal reasons 
and could rely upon the support of French President 
Jacques Chirac (1). 

The aftermath of the Cresson affair was to lead to the 
resignation of the entire College of Commissioners 
for the first time in the history of the institution (2). 
The choice to resign was an individual decision by 
the Commissioners. The rationale was the College’s 
reaction to a report published on 15 March 1999 by 
a Committee of Independent Experts (3). Kinnock 
recalls that, in such a scenario: ‘resigning is the only 
way we’re ever going to get anybody to listen to the 
truth. It’s only if I have given up my job that any
body will ever give me any credit for integrity’  (4). 
The College met to discuss the political conse
quences of the report during the night of 15 March. 
The Commissioners unanimously agreed to follow 
Kinnock’s line and, on 17 March 1999 (5), public
ly announced their resignation. Paradoxically, the 
Santer Commission, which had lacked substantial 
collegiality since its setting up, foundered due to a 
collegial decision.

The College after Prodi’s reform

The Cresson affair highlighted the need to reinforce 
the powers of the presidency visàvis the College. 
This became one of the first priorities of the newly 
appointed President, Romano Prodi. Prodi invited 
all his Commissioners to write a letter saying they 

(1) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017.
(2) See Chapter 8.3 ‘Relations with the European Parliament’.
(3) HAEU, AV200, ‘Committee of Independent Experts  — First report on 

allegations regarding fraud, mismanagement and nepotism in the European 
Commission’, 15 March 1999. 

(4) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, p. 19.
(5) Press release IP/99/186, ‘Statement of the Commission’, Brussels, 17 March 

1999: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_IP99186_en.htm. 

would resign if the President asked them, and all 
Commissioners agreed to do so (6). During the first 
meeting of the team, held in Solhof, Belgium in July 
1999, the College reached a political agreement on 
the need to introduce a new code of conduct regu
lating its activities (7). In addition, for the first time 
in the history of the Commission, Commissioners 
and their cabinets were housed in the same build
ing as their services, rather than in a separate build
ing. This move, together with the resignation letter 
signed by the members of the College, was seen by 
many within the institution as a threat to the princi
ple of collegiality (8). Conversely, Prodi believed that 
this decision would not only send a strong symbolic 
message, but also put in place in a very practical way 
the conditions for Commissioners, their cabinets 
and their services to work together. Commissioners 
were conceived of by Prodi as members of a national 
cabinet, each of them having welldefined compe
tencies (9) and, at the same time, the sense of being 
part of a ‘team’ (10).

All in all, the members of the new College were 
aware of the need to restore the public image of their 
institution and demonstrate discontinuity from 
the past. As recalled by Margaritis Schinas, then 
a  deputy head of cabinet of VicePresident Loyola 
de Palacio: ‘There was a very clear sense within the 
house, both at the College and the services, that this 
was a new dawning, it was a new era’ (11).

Benedetto Zaccaria

(6) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.
(7) See SEC(1999) 1479, 16 September 1999, ‘Code of Conduct for Commis

sioners’.
(8) Interview with Christine Roger, 26 May 2016. 
(9) Interview with Chris Patten, 11 October 2016.
(10) Interviews with Romano Prodi, 1 April 2016; Philippe Busquin, 23 March 

2016; and Antonio de Lecea, 11 July 2017.
(11) Interview with Margaritis Schinas, 22 April 2016, p. 15.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-99-186_en.htm
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1.3. The cabinets

During the period of the Delors and Santer presi
dencies, from 1985 to 1999, the cabinets confirmed 
their prominent role within the Commission’s in
stitutional architecture, which they had gradually 
acquired since the late 1960s  (1). The main tasks 
of the cabinets included providing political advice 
to the individual Commissioners, preparing the 
weekly Commission meetings and coordinating 
between the College of Commissioners, the direct
oratesgeneral and other administrative services of 
the Commission. Influenced by national traditions 
and the individual preferences of Commissioners, 
the cabinets were far from uniform in their modus 
operandi. In fact, each Commissioner defined the 
appointments and working methods of their staff, 
which makes historical research into cabinets a 
daunting task: the cabinets were considered by most 
Commissioners as private offices, detached from the 
Commission’s administrative apparatus, and they 
did not systematically deposit their papers in the 
Commission’s central archives.

A polyvalent coordination function

The members of the cabinets were usually mul
tinational and highly qualified staff. They could 
be either officials of the Commission  — familiar 
with ‘the ins and outs of Brussels’ (2) — or external 
agents recruited directly by the respective Commis
sioner. While the former may have had deep insight 
into the functioning of the European institutions 
and into the various technical matters to be dealt 
with (3), the latter were essential for the Commis
sioners to maintain close links with politics in their 
country of origin. The team was generally set up 

(1) Mangenot, M. ‘The cabinets’, in Bussière, E., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The 
European Commission 1973-86 — History and memories of an institution, 
Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 8694.

(2) Interview with Ioannis Paleokrassas, 29 March 2016.
(3) Interviews with Alan Mayhew, 22  September 2016; and Alexander 

 Italianer, 7 February 2017. 

through  dir ect appointments decided by the incom
ing Commissioner and their head of cabinet (4). In 
terms of required experience and expertise, these 
would normally relate to the area of the Commis
sioner’s responsibilities and familiarity with the 
‘labyrinth’ of European institutions  (5). In the 
words of David Byrne, Commissioner for Health 
and Consumer Protection in the Prodi Commis
sion, they should know ‘their way around all of the 
corridors’, as well as ‘every nook and cranny of the 
building’ (6). 

The cabinet members’ major task was to advise 
their respective Commissioner or the President 
of the Commission. Given the collegial nature of 
the Commission, Commissioners had the right to 
 intervene in policy debates and to vote across the 
 entire spectrum of Community policies. An effect
ive intervention, in particular outside one’s specif
ic policy area, was based on the individual cabinet 
members’ competences and required intense prepar
ation, planning and coalition building between 
different cabinets  (7). The head of cabinet had to 
assess, and periodically reassess, the scope of rela
tions of their Commissioner with the other mem
bers of the College, and then ensure that action was 
 taken  (8). As  argued by Colin Budd, the head of 
cabinet of Sir Leon Brittan, in 1996: ‘No one can 
be forced to drink, but it is for the [head] (with the 
rest of the cabinet) to show the Commissioner the 
 water’  (9). This also implied cultivating relations 
with other cab inets, ‘with a view to fixing priorities 
for fencemending, fertilising, and so on’ (10). Formal 
intercabinet cooperation took place mainly during 
the réunion hebdomadaire des chefs de cabinet (week
ly meeting of the heads of cabinet), conventionally 
called the hebdo. These meetings were intended 
to prepare the ground for the  deliberations of the 

(4) Interview with Christine Roger, 26 May 2016.
(5) HAEU, PL21, ‘A chef de cabinet’s handbook’, undated [1996].
(6) Interview with David Byrne, 13 October 2016, p. 28.
(7) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017. 
(8) HAEU, PL21.
(9) Ibid.
(10) Ibid.
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 College. Indeed, the latter discussed only those 
matters that had not been previously agreed by the 
heads of cabinet  (1). From 1986 to 2000 the rules 
regarding the work of the hebdos, which had been 
set out in the late 1960s, did not change. Hebdo 
meetings took place at 3  p.m. every Monday and 
were brought forward to 11  a.m. in the weeks the 
Commission  gathered in Strasbourg. The gathering 
generally lasted between 3 and 5 hours. In addition 
to the heads of cabinet, the hebdos were attended 
by the Legal Service, the secretary general, who 
chaired the meetings, the spokesperson, the dir
ectorgeneral of the Communication DG and the 
directors general who were concerned with the sub
ject matters discussed. The preparation of the  hebdos 
absorbed a great deal of the work time of heads of 
cabinet and was their ‘natural habitat’  (2). Beyond 
the hebdo the cabinet members met during ‘special 
meetings’ aimed at preparing the  deliberations of 

(1) Interview with Christine Roger, 26 May 2016.
(2) HAEU, PL21.

the hebdos on special dossiers that required more 
intense debate. Coord ination with other Euro pean 
institutions, primarily the European Parliament 
and the Council, also absorbed much of the work 
of the cabinets. 

The cabinets and the Commission 
services

The decision on how interventionist a cabinet 
needed to be in relation to the directorategeneral 
concerned required ‘a fine sense of touch … Much 
depends on the ability of the DG to be as imagina
tive, well organised, and industrious as is neces
sary: too much intervention, and the services will 
become sullen and mutinous. Too little, and the 
overall product will fall below the necessary qual
ity’ (3). The successful implementation of Commis
sion policies was often a result of personal relations 
or even friendships between heads of cabinet and 
senior Commission officials, as shown in the case of 
the relationship between Riccardo Perissich, Dep
uty DirectorGeneral of DG Internal Market and 
Industrial Affairs (DG  III) during Delors’s first 
term, and Adrian Fortescue, head of cabinet of Lord 
Cockfield. Perissich recalls Fortescue as ‘a very close 
friend’ who played a pivotal role in strengthening 
the relationship between DG  III and its reference 
Commissioner (4). In the Santer years a similar role 
was performed, for instance, by Philip Lowe, head 
of cabinet of Neil Kinnock, who, given his ‘back
ground knowledge and networks’ due to his former 
role as Bruce Millan’s head of cabinet and director 
in DG  VII, smoothed relations between Kinnock 
and DG Transport (5).

(3) Ibid.
(4) Interview with Riccardo Perissich, 17 May 2016, p. 9.
(5) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, p. 12.

Lord Cockfield and his cabinet. 
From left to right: Alastair Sutton, legal and external affairs adviser; 

Michel Petite, in charge of the internal market; Adrian Fortescue, 
head of cabinet; Étienne Reuter, member of the Spokesman's 
Service; Lord Cockfield; Martin Peach, responsible for customs 

questions; Sebastian Birch, deputy head of cabinet responsible  
for tax matters; Michael Leigh, relations with Parliament;  

David Anderson, trainee.
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The Delors years

In general terms the cabinets were crucial in  order 
to ensure that the services understood ‘exactly what 
the Commissioner had in mind’  (1). This was par
ticularly the case in the Delors Commissions, in 
which the President’s cabinet, headed by the French
man Pascal Lamy, emerged as the sole fulcrum of 
the administrative system. Delors’s cabinet was 
made up of a ‘small nucleus’ comprising a group of 
‘Paris ians’: Jérôme Vignon (2), JeanMichel Baer and 
 Pascal Lamy himself. The other cabinet members 
were former Commission officials. Among them 
was François Lamoureux, former member of the 
Legal Service and later prominent eputy dir ector
general in the field of external relations and trans
port. Described by Delors as ‘dynamic, sharp and 
competent’ (3) he was to become part of the cabinet’s 
inner circle. The head of cabinet, Pascal Lamy, had 
previously worked as an adviser to Jacques  Delors 
during his time as French Minister for Economy 
and Finance (19811984). He therefore understood 
Delors’s working methods, personal preferences and 
attitudes. Since the beginning of the first Delors 
Commission he had manifested a deep and sincere 
devotion to Jacques Delors’s European project and 
vision, and was called a ‘légionnaire’ because of his 
dispassionate devotion to his work  (4). In Lamy’s 
own words, his task was to ‘keep the machine, or
ganisation and logistics running’ (5). The historical 
judgements on Lamy’s leadership are quite diverse. 
On the one hand, there is widespread consensus that 
the Delors cabinet was the very engine driving the 
European relaunch in the mid 1980s, assuring con
sistency and coordination between Commissioners, 
cabinets and services through a network of loyal and 

(1) HAEU, PL21.
(2) Jérôme Vignon was the chief adviser of the Forward Studies Unit, a research 

unit working closely with the President and his cabinet. See interviews with 
Thomas Jansen, 24 April 2017; and Notis Lebessis, 17 March 2017.

(3) Interview with Jacques Delors, 25 February 2016, p. 38. 
(4) Interview with Christiaan Timmermans, 16 December 2016.
(5) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016, p. 9.

dedicated officials  (6). On the other hand, oral ac
counts suggest that Lamy’s leadership was not free 
of internal criticism (7) and was regarded by many 
as a ‘Prussian’ style of governance (8), based on the 
principle ‘oderint dum metuant’ (let them hate, so 
long as they fear) (9). As recalled by John Mogg, dep
uty directorgeneral in DG III during Delors’s third 
mandate: ‘A call from Lamy, you took it and you lis
tened to it’ (10). Delors described Lamy as ‘anything 
but a soft touch’ towards the other heads of cabinet 
during the hebdo meetings, while he would gener
ally respect the coordination role of the secretary 
general, particularly during the period of William
son, with whom he maintained good relations (11). 
Within the Commission’s institutional framework 
this led to an inevitable contrast between those offi
cials who were close to the Delors cabinet and those 
who felt excluded by the ‘Delors camp’ (12).

The Santer years

The situation changed swiftly after the end of the 
Delors era. The head of cabinet of Jacques Santer 
was the Luxembourger Jim Cloos. Having served in 
the cabinets of Commissioners Nicolas Mosar and 
René Steichen, in the first and third Delors Com
missions respectively, and as Permanent Representa
tive of Luxembourg to the European Communities 
(19871992), he had obtained considerable expertise 
in Community and national politics. Unlike the 
Delors/Lamy ‘couple’, Cloos had not had previous 
direct working relations with Santer and knew him 
only as Prime Minister of Luxembourg (13). While 
Lamy interpreted Delors’s European vision,  making 
the cabinet the pivot of Community life, Cloos 

(6) Ross, G., Jacques Delors and European integration, ‘Europe and the Interna
tional Order’ collection, Polity Press, Cambridge, 1995.

(7) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016. 
(8) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016, p. 9.
(9) HAEU, PL21.
(10) Interview with John Frederick Mogg, 17 January 2017, p. 14.
(11) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
(12) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017.
(13) Interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.
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lacked Lamy’s political support and leadership  (1). 
The President’s cabinet therefore did not obtain a 
major strategic role in the Commission. As recalled 
by Alexander Italianer, a member of Santer’s cab
inet:

‘There are cabinets that are highly 
centralised, where everything goes through 
the head of cabinet, and there are cabinets 
that are more decentralised. I would say 
that the Santer cabinet was a bit more 
decentralised’ (2).

In fact, Santer and Cloos were aware of the grow
ing  — and somewhat uncontrolled  — role of the 
cabinets within the Commission structure, which 
caused conflicts of interest with the director ates
general. This impression is strengthened, for exam
ple, by the ‘working breakfasts’ that Cloos organ
ised for young officials in the Commission services 
every Friday between 1997 and 1998  (3). The un
balanced relationship between the cabinets and 
the services was subject of the ‘Designing tomor

(1) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016.
(2) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017, p. 22.
(3) HAEU, DORIE 382, ‘Note from the President’s head of cabinet on 

 working breakfasts with young officials’, Brussels, 16 July 1999.

row’s  Commission’ exercise, a screening procedure 
launched by the Santer Commission in October 
1997 to provide information for the reorganisation 
of the Commission services. In July 1999 this exer
cise resulted in the report of the same name, which 
underlined, among other things, the excessive in
fluence of cabinets in the administrative and finan
cial management of  directoratesgeneral  (4). On 
3 March 1999 the Commission adopted two codes 
of conduct aimed at reforming the European polit
ical and  administrative culture (5).

The Prodi reform

While the Delors era had seen the peak of the cab
inets’ role as the backbone of the Commission’s in
stitutional system, their excessive growth in power 
and staffing and the lack of administrative control 
during the Delors and Santer periods led to a need 
to redefine relations between cabinets and ser vices. 
Soon after his appointment Romano Prodi sent 
the direct orsgeneral and heads of service in the 
Commission a report that examined closely the 
definition and role of the cabinets (6). This report, 
en titled ‘Functioning of the Commission’  (7), fur
ther de veloped the codes of conduct approved by the 
Santer Commission on 3  March 1999. It stressed 
that,  during the previous decade, the increase in 
the number of cabinet members and the extension 
of their field of intervention had been perceived as 
a symptom of the Commission’s institutional dys
function. In order to improve the external image 
of the Commission Prodi wished to introduce new 
rules based on transparency and accountability, as 
a sign of the Commission’s renewed administrative 
culture. Prodi’s reform, developed mainly with the 

(4) HAEU, DORIE 392, European Commission, InspectorateGeneral, 
‘ Designing tomorrow’s Commission  — A review of the Commission’s 
 organisation and operation’, Brussels, 7 July 1999.

(5) HAEU, DORIE 381, SEC(1999) 421, 11 March 1999, ‘For a European pol
itical and administrative culture: three codes of conduct’, 11 March 1999. 

(6) HAEU, DORIE 395, SEC(1999) 1231, 19 July 1999, ‘Establishment of the 
new Commission — Functioning of the Commission (12 July 1999)’. 

(7) Ibid. 

Portrait of Jim Cloos, head of cabinet of President Jacques Santer.
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help of Neil Kinnock, described for the first time 
the political tasks of the cabinets. According to 
 Prodi, the cabinets should first and foremost help to 
ensure that the principle of collective responsibility 
operated correctly, by keeping the Commissioner 
informed about matters outside their own respect
ive area of competence.

The new principles governing relations between 
Commissioners and officials put the cabinets in 
a less prominent position than before. Commis
sioners should assume full political responsibility, 
whereas directorsgeneral would be answerable to 
their Commissioner for the sound implementation 
of the policy guidelines laid down by the Commis
sion and the Commissioners. Prodi’s reform also 
focused on the cabinets’ professional ethics: in per
forming their duties members of cabinets should 
only bear in mind the interest of the institution. 
Also, they should be subject to the same rules of 
professional ethics as all other Commission staff. 
The composition of the cabinets was also regulated: 

the President should have nine Agrade staff in their 
office and the other Commissioners six Agrade 
staff, including the head of cabinet and the deputy, 
and at least three different nationalities should be 
represented in each cabinet. The numerical changes 
were intended to address the uncontrolled growth 
in the number of cabinet members in previous 
years. While in the Delors Commission the average 
number of cabinet members per Commissioner was 
six, during the Santer period it grew to eight. The 
changes introduced by Prodi meant that, from the 
Santer to the Prodi Commission, the total number 
of cabinet members fell from 154 to 123 (1). Prodi’s 
reform also regulated the administrative status of 
cabinet members, the gender composition and the 
budget at their disposal. Finally, it envisaged new 
rules concerning the role of special advisers in the 
cabinets. A list of special advisers had to be adopted 
by the Commission, with a strict budget allocation 
and on the basis of a transparent procedure.

Dieter Schlenker

(1) HAEU, DORIE 376, 377 and 378, Commission cabinets 19731999.
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Chapter 2 
The Secretariat-General

Since its creation in 1958 the SecretariatGeneral 
of the European Commission has had three core 
 duties: it prepares the meetings of the College of 
Commissioners; it plays a ‘pivotal role’  (1) in in
forming the departments of its decisions and ensur
ing they are implemented; and it acts as the interface 
between the Commission and the other institutions 
of the European Economic Community.

While these duties have not fundamentally 
changed, the character, structure and position of 
the SecretariatGeneral have been shaped by both 
the personality of the SecretaryGeneral and the 
institutional developments that have accompanied 
the process of European integration. Indeed, it was 
the departure of Émile Noël, the first Executive 
Secretary from 1958 and then SecretaryGeneral 
of the single European Commission from 1967 to 
1987, which triggered a gradual change in this cen
tral Commission department, because it was Noël 

(1) Berlin, D., ‘Organisation et fonctionnement de la Commission et Com
munautés européennes’, in Cassese, S. (ed.), The European administration, 
International Institute of Administrative Sciences/European Institute of 
Public Administration, Brussels, 1987, p. 80.

who fashioned the SecretariatGeneral and it was 
‘he himself who invented all the internal rules of the 
European Commission’ (2).

The period from 1986 to 2000 was thus character
ised by three broad stages: the first lasted until 1987 
and saw the SecretariatGeneral shed its ‘individual 
and personalised’ (3) aura; the second, from 1987 to 
1997, wavered between continuity and change and 
heralded the transition towards a ‘standardised’ and 
more ‘technocratic’ administrative department  (4); 
and the third, from 1997 to 2000, marked a break 
with the past and saw the SecretariatGeneral 
under go significant reforms, driven in particular 
by the crisis that hit the European Commission in 
1999. These three stages were moulded by four dif
ferent SecretariesGeneral: Émile Noël (until 1987), 
David Williamson (1987 to 1999), Carlo Trojan 
(1999 to 2000) and David O’Sullivan (from 2000).

(2) Interview with Marcell von Donat, 3 December 2016. 
(3) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017.
(4) Interview with Bernhard Zepter, 26 April 2017.
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Compared with how it started out in 1967, the sin
gle SecretariatGeneral became a powerful depart
ment. In theory its administrative status was that of 
a first among equals that did not have hierarchical 
power over the Commission’s directoratesgeneral 
(DGs) or authority over its administration. In prac
tice, however, this ‘singular institution’  (1) became 
the ‘hub of the institution’s internal activity’  (2), a 
‘large administration’  (3) according to Émile Noël 
himself, and it is especially because of his work that 
it acquired this central position in the Commu nity. 
Noël was convinced that the SecretariatGeneral 
should have a ‘leadership’ role within the Euro pean 
Commission  (4). As a result it also progressively 
took on the role of supporting institutional reforms 
and revising the treaties, representing the European 
Commission abroad, taking responsibility for new 
Commission powers, being the ‘central hub’ (5) be
tween the different Community institutions (Euro
pean Parliament, Council of Ministers, national 
governments, etc.) and contributing to ‘the overall 
coherence of European governance’  (6). While the 
SecretariatGeneral became the ‘engine room’ (7) of 
the European Commission, it was Noël who pulled 
the strings and endowed it with its unique character 
unlike that of any other department of its type in 

(1) Kassim, H., ‘The Secretariat General of the European Commission, 
19582003  — A singular institution’, in Smith, A. (ed.), Politics and the 
European Commission  — Actors, interdependence, legitimacy, Routledge, 
 LondonNew York, 2004, p. 47.

(2) Dumoulin, M., ‘The SecretariatGeneral’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et 
al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — History and memories of an 
institution, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, 
p. 103.

(3) Noël, É., ‘Walter Hallstein — A personal testimony’, in Loth, W. et al. (eds), 
Walter Hallstein — The forgotten European?, Palgrave Macmillan, Basing
stoke, 1998, p. 132.

(4) Noël, É., ‘Témoignage: l’administration de la Communauté européenne 
dans la rétrospective d’un ancien haut fonctionnaire’, in Heyen, E.  V. 
(ed.), Annuaire d’ histoire administrative européenne, Vol. 4: ‘Les débuts de 
l’administration de la Communauté européenne’, Nomos Verlag, Baden
Baden, 1992, pp. 145158.

(5) Stevens, A. and Stevens, H., Brussels bureaucrats? The administration of 
the European Union, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2001; Coombes, 
D., Politics and bureaucracy in the European Community, Allen & Unwin, 
 London, 1970, p. 270.

(6) Christiansen, T., ‘Intrainstitutional politics and interinstitutional 
 relations in the EU: towards coherent governance?’, Journal of European 
Public Policy, Vol. 8, No 5, Routledge, Abingdon, 2001, pp. 747769.

(7) Bossuat, G., ‘Émile Noël, a loyal servant of the Community of Europe’, in 
Dumoulin, M. (ed.), The European Commission 1958-72  — History and 
memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European Union, 
Luxembourg, 2007, p. 211.

any European or international administration. ‘A 
man in the shadows’, ‘an éminence grise’, ‘a believer 
in collegiality’, ‘a man of faith in Europe’, ‘the man 
with the solution’ who had a ‘natural authority’ (8): 
such are some of the many qualities attributed to the 
man who ran the SecretariatGeneral until 1987 and 
who showed the process of personalisation at work 
in this department (9). The Secretariat General was 
embodied by Noël, an exceptional character, ‘natur
ally authoritarian’, someone with ‘a vision’ who was 
‘devoted to the European cause’ (10).

In 1985 SecretaryGeneral Noël was therefore at 
the zenith of his influence, but this changed when 
Jacques Delors became President of the European 
Commission. Delors, just like Noël, had charis
ma and his own leadership style, which inevitably 
caused tension between the two men. As Jacques 
Delors himself explained: 

‘He ran the house and had formed his own 
habits … And so, from that point, it first had 
to be explained to Émile Noël that things 
were going to change a little’ (11).

Indeed, Jacques Delors had less need than his prede
cessors of the advice of the SecretaryGeneral and of 
Émile Noël, whose old management habits seemed 
out of date at a time when the European Commis
sion was trying to renew itself. He relied more upon 
his cabinet, and especially his head of cabinet, Pas
cal Lamy, though the latter admitted that the choice 
of cabinet members was ‘steered by Émile Noël, 
who knew exactly how to get his people where he 
needed them’ (12). An internal power struggle soon 
flared up between Lamy, who sought to make the 

(8) Interview with Jürgen Schüler, 26 February 2016, p. 22.
(9) Interviews with Carlo Trojan, 2  June 2017; Martin Westlake, 27  April 

2017; JeanClaude Eeckhout, 27  April 2017; and Marcell von  Donat, 
3  December 2016. 

(10) Interviews with Marcell von Donat, 3  December 2016; and Philippe 
 BurghelleVernet, 8 September 2016.

(11) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
(12) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016, p. 7.
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cabinet the ‘nerve centre’  (1) of 
the Commission  — ‘everything 
addressed to Delors had to go 
through Lamy and everything that 
came from Delors also had to go 
through Lamy’ (2) — and the Sec
retaryGeneral, who criticised this 
attitude as being a sign of the ero
sion of collegiality. Nevertheless, 
Émile Noël did not lose any of his 
external influence, playing a key 
role in the Single European Act ne
gotiations as representative of the 
Commission at the intergovern
mental conference. When it came 
to work, at least, Noël and Delors 
were on the same page: Delors ‘was 
a visionary’ and Noël helped him a 
great deal — ‘it was reciprocal’ (3).

However, Émile Noël stepped 
down as SecretaryGeneral in 1987 
and was replaced by David Wil
liamson, a senior British civil ser
vant. A period of change followed, 
lasting until 1997. It signalled the 
shift from a ‘personalised secretar
iat operating through a network’ to a ‘more tradi
tional’ (4) administrative department. It was not the 
‘end of an era’ but rather the start of a long process 
of transition towards another type of Secretariat 
General, ‘a service at the service of other services’ (5). 

Williamson, former head of the European Secre
tariat of Margaret Thatcher’s Cabinet Office and 
Deputy DirectorGeneral of DG VI (Agriculture), 

(1) Endo, K., The presidency of the European Commission under Jacques 
 Delors — The politics of shared leadership, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 
1999, p. 43.

(2) Interview with MichelJean Jacquot, 21 February 2017, p. 6.
(3) Interview with Eduard Brackeniers, 21 June 2017, p. 10.
(4) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017.
(5) Kassim, H., ‘The Secretariat General of the European Commission’, in 

Spence, D. and Edwards, G. (eds), The European Commission, John Harper 
Publishing, London, 2006, p. 83.

was not like Noël: his assistant, 
Dominique  Deshayes, regarded 
him as ‘loyal’ yet ‘still something 
of a  Trojan Horse for the  United 
Kingdom’, an ‘exceptionally inter
esting character but  … not some
one open to dialogue’  (6). He was 
less ‘charismatic and more techno
cratic’  (7) than his predecessor; 
never theless, ‘he aimed to con
tinue the work of Émile Noël’, 
while grad ually introducing a dif
ferent style of management that 
would standardise the Secretariat 
General. The SecretariatGeneral 
therefore fluctuated constantly be
tween continuity and change. On 
taking up his duties Williamson 
emphasised this continuity: ‘I am 
not in favour of revolutionising the 
workings of the Commission  … I 
do not intend to disrupt a system 
which works well …’ (8). Staff from 
the Émile Noël ‘era’ also ensured 
this con tinuity. As his colleague 
JeanClaude Eeckhout joked: ‘For 
[David Williamson], I was one 

of Émile Noël’s puppets’  (9). Indeed, Williamson 
wanted to preserve the ‘public service ethos’ in
stilled by Noël and, in order to ‘symbolically’ mark 
this continuity with his predecessor, he held all his 
meetings with the directorsgeneral in French  (10). 
This did not, however, mean that he did not want 
to make any changes. After taking up his post he 
admitted:

(6) Interview with Dominique Deshayes, 26  September 2016, p.  20. Renaud 
Denuit also describes David Williamson as someone ‘very loyal to Delors’: 
interview with Renaud Denuit, 3 October 2017.

(7) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017.
(8) ‘Entretien avec le nouveau secrétaire général de la Commission, M. David 

Williamson’, Courrier du personnel, No 490, November 1987, p. 2. See also 
interview with Jorge de Oliveira e Sousa, 14 February 2017.

(9) Interview with JeanClaude Eeckhout, 27 April 2017.
(10) Interview with Spyros A. Pappas, 21 March 2016, p. 8.

Cover of the special issue of the 
internal magazine Courrier du 

personnel, on the occasion of the 
departure of Secretary-General  

Émile Noël.
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‘I was surprised by the power of the 
Secretariat-General … I had not realised it 
had such a power ful central role’, adding 
that: ‘I was determined to cover a number 
of important areas in  order to coordinate 
the house and prepare the work of the 
Commission’ (1).

The difference in the leadership style of the new Sec
retaryGeneral was very quickly obvious. Thanks to 
the good relationship that developed between Wil
liamson and Delors, the tension between the cab
inet and the SecretariatGeneral began to ease, as 
remarked by Delors:

‘And like that, dealings gradually became 
easier … We also made an effort to ensure 
that the dynamism of my cabinet did not 
irritate him or put him in a difficult position. 
It’s always hard to find an equilibrium, but 
we moved from a system where the 
Secretary-General controlled everything … 
to a much more balanced system’ (2).

From then on, recalls Paolo Ponzano, ‘during cab
inet meetings, when Pascal Lamy was there, he 
sometimes chaired the meeting with  David Wil
liamson. There was a sharing of roles’ (3). There was 
an excellent dynamic between Lamy and William
son, who knew that Delors relied heav ily on his 
head of cabinet, his ‘faithful soldier’. The Secretary 
General appreciated his strengths, saying ‘Pascal 
Lamy was an exceptional administrator and the 
cabinet as a whole was excellent’ (4). This change in 
style was also driven by the adoption of the Single 
Euro pean Act and the enlargement of the Commu
nity in 1987. The Commission was growing, and 
with it the SecretariatGeneral; an informal system 
run by the SecretaryGeneral’s own personal net
work was no longer possible.

(1) Interview with David Williamson, 21 July 2011, p. 3.
(2) Interview with Jacques Delors, 13 January 2016.
(3) Interview with Paolo Ponzano, 23 January 2017.
(4) Interviews with David Williamson, 21 July 2011, p. 6; and Patricia Bugnot, 

15 February 2017, p. 7.

Little by little Williamson restructured the Sec
retariatGeneral. He started by trying to improve 
coordination between the DGs and the circulation 
of information  (5). On the one hand, Williamson 
wanted to attach more importance to the annual 
work programme by moving away from the com
pilation of DG wish lists and ensuring better im
plementation through the use of a manual of op
erating procedures. On the other hand, he pursued 
the practice of ad hoc ‘interdepartmental’ working 
groups so that the DGs were not working in isola
tion (6). He also had to incorporate new functions, 
in particular the responsibility for monitoring the 
implementation of the single market, with the Sec
retariatGeneral in the role of ‘facilitator’. Indeed, 
the SecretariatGeneral already had a unit for Euro
pean political cooperation. In 1988, at the request of 
the European Parliament, he set up a directorate for 
the coordination of protection against fraud, and 
after the Maastricht Treaty was adopted in 1992 
he took on the management of the Cohesion Fund, 
created a task force for justice and home affairs and 
established a unit responsible for maintaining rela
tions with the Committee of the Regions. Specific 
matters were also assigned to him: biotechnology, 
management of the bovine spongiform encepha
lopathy (BSE or ‘mad cow disease’) crisis and the 
White Paper on growth, competitiveness and em
ployment (7). Williamson thus expanded the remit 
of the SecretariatGeneral; like a ‘bird that hosts the 
cuckoo’s egg’, it acted as an ‘incubator’ for new tasks 
until a competent department could be appointed 
to take over permanently (8). 

During Williamson’s tenure the Commission 
 began to work more closely together with the 

(5) Chapin, J.Y., ‘Dans les mystères du secrétariat general — Les mille et une 
facettes d’une coordination  — Entretien avec Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi’, 
Courrier du personnel, No  495, April 1988, pp.  2133. On the internal 
 information service see interview with Philippe Loir, 10 November 2016.

(6) Spence, D., ‘The directorates general and the services: structures, functions 
and procedures’, in Spence and Edwards, The European Commission, p. 111.

(7) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘Growth, competitiveness, employ
ment — The challenges and ways forward into the 21st century — White 
Paper’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 6, 1993.

(8) Dumoulin, ‘The SecretariatGeneral’, p. 110.
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 Euro pean Parliament. With the introduction of the 
cooperation and codecision procedures the Parlia
ment became a true colegislator, and Williamson 
introduced a reporting system to ensure that infor
mation was passed from the Parliament to the DGs 
and that Commissioners were briefed when speak
ing before the Parliament. Under the direction of 
John Fitzmaurice, the SecretariatGeneral unit in 
charge of relations with the Parliament developed 
a dynamic system that often involved engaging 
with the  Parliamentary Affairs Group, composed 
of parliamentary attachés. ‘We solved problems in 
the corridors of the European Parliament’, remem
bers Martin Westlake, who recalls that one day the 
members of the unit had to prevent a motion of 
censure by Ian White, a Member of the European 
Parliament from the UK Labour Party, who was 
trying to  gather enough signatures to dismiss the 
Commission (1).

The SecretariatGeneral therefore changed  slowly 
yet profoundly between 1987 and 1999, and  David 

(1) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017.

Williamson, though he may have started out ‘in 
Émile Noël’s shadow’ (2), ended up leaving his own 
mark on the service, one that was more adminis
trative yet just as influential. Participating in the 
European Council and at the intergovernmental 
conferences of Maastricht and Amsterdam, he also 
contributed to the advancement of significant Com
munity projects. In 1988, at the European Council 
meeting held in Brussels, he acted as a mediator in 
resolving the conflict concerning the United King
dom’s contribution to the budget. Even before he 
joined the SecretariatGeneral,  being passionately 
proEuropean, ‘he often managed to soften Mrs 
Thatcher’s position’, recalls Giuseppe Ciavarini 
Azzi (3). He also acted as a facilitator in the nego
tiations on the Delors  I and  II budgetary reform 
packages and the enlargement of 1995, which saw 
Austria, Finland and Sweden accede to the Euro
pean Union (EU) (4). In his role as coord inator be
tween the Council and the Commission he  always 
made sure he acted in a neutral and objective man
ner. As he said himself, ‘As SecretaryGeneral, I was 
always regular’  (5). The Williamson era can thus 
be described as a long period of transition, which 
was successful mainly thanks to his character and 
style, which differed from those of Noël, and owing 
to his close relationship with the President of the 
Commission. When Delors left in 1995, William
son made a speech in which he spoke humorously 
about this relationship:

‘When I was a member of Margaret 
Thatcher’s cabinet, she always asked me 
“Where are my notes for my handbag?” so 
before my first European Council meeting 
with President Delors I said to him, ‘Here are 
your notes for your handbag!”’ (6).

After Williamson’s departure in 1997, Carlo 
 Trojan’s appointment as SecretaryGeneral seemed 

(2) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.
(3) Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 30 September 2016.
(4) Interview with Eric Hayes, 11 October 2016, p. 32.
(5) Interview with David Williamson, 21 July 2011, p. 5.
(6) Speech related by Martin Westlake, interview of 27 April 2017.

Secretary-General of the Commission from 1987 to 1997, 
David Williamson paid particular attention to relations  

with the European Parliament.
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to suggest that continuity would be on the cards, 
as the Dutchman had been Williamson’s deputy 
throughout his entire tenure and knew the Euro
pean Commission very well, having worked in 
DG VI (Agriculture) and as a cabinet member for 
three commissioners. Trojan described his rela
tionship with Williamson as ‘excellent’, and  added 
that as Deputy SecretaryGeneral he had had a 
‘helicopter view’, as he was the one providing the 
updates during monthly meetings of the heads of 
cabinet and it was also he who was entrusted with 
the ‘special’ tasks that came before the European 
Commission (1). In addition, even before becoming 
SecretaryGeneral, he had acquired a reputation as 
a ‘great hero’ among his close colleagues when, in 
March 1990, he chaired the task force on German 
reunification responsible for paving the way for East 
Germany’s integration into the EU (2). 

(1) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017.
(2) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017.

However, several factors resulted in the Secretar iat
General veering more towards reform than continu
ity. First, the arrival of Jacques Santer at the head of 
the European Commission in 1995 marked a turn
ing point: ‘There were other candidates’, remarked 
Trojan, candidates who were more ‘federalist’ and 
would have undoubtedly gone down the same route 
as Jacques Delors  (3). Indeed, Delors’s departure 
heralded the end of an era of growth and expan
sion. The SecretariatGeneral had seen its tasks and 
competencies multiply; the time had now come for 
rationalisation  (4). Carlo Trojan was more ‘inter
ventionist’ (5) than Williamson. ‘He very much had 
his own ideas, his own convictions’, remarked Alex
ander Italianer (6). Indeed, he had a very clear idea 
of the reforms he wanted to undertake: he wanted 
to revert back to a smaller SecretariatGeneral, less 

(3) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017.
(4) Interview with Bernhard Zepter, 26 April 2017.
(5) Interview with John Frederick Mogg, 17 January 2017, p. 27.
(6) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017, p. 13. 

After having participated in integrating the reunified Germany in the Community as chief negotiator, Carlo Trojan replaced David Williamson 
as Secretary-General of the European Commission on 1 August 1997.
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dispersed and more focused on its core business of 
serving the College and coordinating the work of 
the Commission (1). He therefore outsourced some 
of its services: the AntiFraud Coordination Unit 
became independent, the Traineeships Office was 
transferred to DG IX (Personnel and Administra
tion) and the ‘Drugs’ and ‘Structural Funds’ units 
were also reallocated. Trojan also put a lot of effort 
into ensuring greater staff mobility and, like his 
predecessors, played an important role in key EU 
affairs; for example, he took on responsibility for 
Agenda 2000 cooperation, which prepared for the 
EU’s enlargement to the east.

But the allegations of corruption against the Euro
pean Commission at the end of 1998 halted his 
efforts (2). Jacques Santer relied heavily on his Sec
retaryGeneral’s mediation in this affair, but it was 
an almost impossible task  (3). In the end the Sec
retaryGeneral was the one ‘fighting on the front
line’ and so he became a ‘scapegoat’, as testified by 
his Deputy SecretaryGeneral Bernhard Zepter (4). 
Trojan, however, did not see it that way. While 
Romano Prodi did indeed carry out a reshuffling 
of key posts within the departments on becoming 
President of the European Commission in Septem
ber 1999, he kept Trojan on as SecretaryGeneral. It 
was only in 2000, when the Frankfurter Allgemeine 
published negative reports on his Commission, that 
he decided he wanted a new spokesperson and, ac
cording to Trojan, ‘it made sense that he also change 
his SecretaryGeneral … it was his prerogative’ (5).

In 2000 Carlo Trojan was appointed Permanent 
Representative of the European Commission to the 
World Trade Organisation and other internation
al organisations in Geneva. The arrival of David 

(1) Whyte, F., ‘Carlo Trojan, new Commission Secretary General — Creating 
a corporate spirit for the Commission as a whole’, Commission en direct, 
No 67, 29 October 1997, pp. 45.

(2) See the text box on the fight against fraud in Chapter 8.
(3) Interviews with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016; and Sylvain Bisarre, 

18 November 2016.
(4) Interview with Bernhard Zepter, 26 April 2017.
(5) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017.

O’Sullivan in May 2000 heralded a period of fun
damental change for the SecretariatGeneral. The 
young Irishman, who had served in several DGs of 
the Commission and as a cabinet member for two 
commissioners, was only 48 years old when he was 
appointed SecretaryGeneral (6). The time was ripe 
for reform, as the European Commission had been 
weakened by the resignation of the Santer Commis
sion  (7). O’Sullivan’s task was made easier by the 
fact that he had come directly from the cabinet of 
the newly appointed President Prodi, where he had 
worked for the previous 6 months. At the helm of 
the SecretariatGeneral O’Sullivan pursued three 
main ‘modernisation’ (8) objectives, in line with the 
recommendations of the ‘Designing tomorrow’s 
Commission’ report, with supervision entrusted 
to Maria Pia Filippone, who was appointed to the 
 newly created post of second Deputy Secretary 
General. The first was to contribute to the draft
ing of the White Paper on European governance 

(6) Bearfield, D. ‘The new SecretaryGeneral — Proving our worth’, Commis-
sion en direct, No 168, 1622 June 2000, p. 1.

(7) Kassim, H., ‘A historic accomplishment? The Prodi Commission and 
 administrative reform’, in Dimitrakopoulos, D. G. (ed.), The changing Euro-
pean Commission, Manchester University Press, Manchester, 2004.

(8) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.

David O’Sullivan became Commission Secretary-General  
on 1 June 2000.
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which overhauled the whole structure of the Euro
pean Commission and reviewed all of its posts (1). 
The second consisted in focusing the Secretariat 
General’s operations more on the presidency of 
the Commission, the position of which had been 
strengthened since the Treaty of Amsterdam. This 
took the form of a programme of strategic planning 
that established an annual policy cycle, allocating 
Commission resources to priority areas identified 
by the College and thereby enabling the Secretar iat
General to intervene in the work of the DGs at an 
earlier stage, even before the proposals were draft
ed and sent to the cabinet  (2). This role involved 
supporting the President of the Commission, who 
was formally responsible for this new process. The 
third reform objective was to increase the Secretar
iatGeneral’s internal coordination function. This 
required greater ‘decentralisation and delegation’ of 
power, two key words when it came to the manage
ment style adopted by O’Sullivan (3). Not everyone 
was in favour of these new techniques; as Bernhard 
Zepter pointed out, ‘It meant giving more power to 

(1) COM(2001)  428 final, 25  July 2001, ‘European governance  — A White 
Paper’.

(2) HAEU, DORIE 392, European Commission, InspectorateGeneral, 
‘ Designing tomorrow’s Commission  — A review of the Commission’s 
 organisation and operation’, Brussels, 7 July 1999.

(3) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.

the directorsgeneral and it was at the expense of 
the collegiality of the Commission’  (4). The resist
ance to this change stemmed from the fact that the 
Secretariat General’s transformation into a ‘service 
at the service of other services’ also reflected the 
transformation of its administrative culture, a cul
ture that still bore Émile Noël’s imprint: ‘There will 
never be another Émile Noël’, admitted O’Sullivan, 
before adding that ‘Maybe we do not need another 
Émile Noël’  (5). It is true that in 2000, compared 
to 1958, there was more need for a manager than a 
visionary at the head of the SecretariatGeneral.

In the end, David O’Sullivan managed to proceed 
down the path of reform, the first steps having 
 already been taken by David Williamson in 1987 
and then Carlo Trojan. This thorough reform con
sisted in transforming the ‘heart of the Commis
sion’ into a central, yet traditional, administrative 
department. 

Birte Wassenberg

(4) Interview with Bernhard Zepter, 26 April 2017.
(5) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.
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Chapter 3 
Major changes and colossal 
challenges: the directorates-
general and staffing in the 
Commission
In the wake of the 1984 Fontainebleau agreements 
the Community shifted into a higher gear, strength
ening its common policies and taking in new mem
bers. These changes would have a profound impact 
on the European Commission: while it acted as 
both manager and driving force, its management 
role would grow considerably to keep pace with the 
increase in the number of areas of activity or Struc
tural Funds, the accession of new Member States 
and preaccession support, but also the increased 
administrative burden resulting from the reforms. 
At the same time, the advent of democratic citi
zenship, the new right of censure granted to the 
European Parliament and the emergence of civil 
society  — particularly of the increasingly omni
present nongovernmental organisations — needed 
to be taken into consideration. It is no exaggeration 

to say that there was a proliferation of partners. In 
some cases, not enough resources and expertise were 
available to tackle these new and formidable tech
nical and political challenges, leading to a search 
for innovative solutions  — even outside the insti
tutions — particularly by making use of technical 
assistance offices or by increasing cooperation with 
national administrations.

Until the late 1990s, reflection on administrative 
reforms had not always been a political priority (1). 
The first years of Jacques Delors’s term of office 
were, however, marked by a policy to modernise the 

(1) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016, p. 10. He mentioned 
that Jacques Delors had told him at the end of his third term of office that 
he ‘did not have the time’ to deal with this matter. 
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European civil service, which essentially translated 
into indepth discussions, between 1986 and 1988, 
during a series of seminars on ‘Management and 
organisation’. During one of these seminars  Simon 
Nora, a former DirectorGeneral in the Euro pean 
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), who was par
ticipating as an external speaker, summed up the 
situation as follows: ‘You are probably the only or
ganisation in the world that has this many handi
caps, difficulties and constraints when it comes to 
good management’  (1). The exercise, conducted at 
the highest level of the hierarchy, aimed to draw 
attention to ‘the effort needed in terms of resource 
management, simplification of procedures and per
sonnel policy (middle management, mobility, train
ing)’ (2). Jacques Delors, for his part, regularly called 
meetings of the directorsgeneral (3).

In 1989, taking as a starting point the concept of 
‘dynamic human resources management’, the Com
mission launched a management, redeployment and 
information programme.

However, criticism from both within and outside 
the Commission became increasingly vocal  — in
cluding from the European Court of Auditors, 
which, in a 1990 report (4), stressed the need to im
prove coherence across the Commission’s various 
management instruments. In keeping with its wish 
to improve its management techniques, the Com
mission stated that it was prepared to implement 
the Court’s recommendations, ‘but at the same time 
eschewing any further layers of bureaucracy. On the 
contrary, its aim [was] to simplify and streamline 
management within the Commission in order to 

(1) Courrier du personnel, special issue ‘La modernisation de la politique du 
 personnel à la Commission — 1er séminaire — Wépion, les 25 et 26 avril 
1986’, July 1986, p. 9.

(2) European Commission, XXIst General Report on the Activities of the Euro-
pean Communities 1987, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, 1988, p. 38.

(3) Interview with Eneko Landáburu, 10 October 2016, p. 15.
(4) Opinion No  1/90 of the Court of Auditors on human resource manage

ment of the Council and the Commission, Luxembourg, 10 May 1990.

make it more efficient’ (5). The Commission’s inten
tion was to take a holistic approach to management 
and put in place a new organisational and manager
ial system by the end of 1992.

To that end, and in order to assess the suitability of 
the human resources for the tasks performed, the 
Commission conducted a screening exercise in 1991. 
Based on the results of the exercise it developed a 
new threepronged approach: decompartmental
isation and better coordination of departments; 
increased responsibility for directoratesgeneral 
(DGs); and administrative decentralisation and 
simplification of procedures. There were two object
ives: ‘DirectorsGeneral must be given greater re
sponsibility … The Commission must thereby gain 
the possibility of identifying synergies and obviat
ing inconsistencies in its various policies; it will then 
be able to halt efficiency losses by streamlining the 
allocation of resources and encouraging more direct 
and better controlled management’  (6). Over that 
period modernisation was dictated less by external 
pressures (i.e. the need to restore the Commission’s 
image or credibility) than by a wish to ensure that 
the deepening process was implemented as efficient
ly as possible. This, however, would depend on the 
attainment of political objectives.

The arrival of the Santer Commission saw the start 
of a series of administrative reforms within the 
institution. This process, launched by the Finn
ish Commissioner Erkki Liikanen, came against 
a backdrop of widespread Euroscepticism. The 
Commission was suffering from a loss of credibility 
among the general public; whether it was being ‘re
viled as a parasitical and inefficient bureaucracy’ or 
‘criticised for its activism and its imperialist desire 
to encroach on the powers of the national author
ities’ the Commission had a ‘woeful brand image’ at 

(5) HAEC, SEC(90)  1876 final, 10  October 1990, ‘The Commission’s 
 approach to the management of resources’, p. 8.

(6) HAEC, SEC(93) 1272, 2 December 1993, ‘Coordination and management 
of Commission departments  — Information memo for the Commission 
from the President’, pp. 14.
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that time (1). Furthermore, Commission staff them
selves had for some time felt the need for change, 
particularly where decentralisation was concerned. 
Thus, in 19971998, several reforms   — includ
ing SEM  2000 (sound and efficient management), 
MAP 2000 (modernisation of administration and 
personnel policy for the year 2000) and Decode 
(designing tomorrow’s Commission) — were imple
mented to modernise the institution (2). 

The administrative reforms

The MAP 2000 programme

In 1997 Commissioner Liikanen introduced the 
MAP 2000 programme with the objective of con
ferring real organisational powers on the DGs. 
This programme to decentralise the administrative 
and budgetary authority was split into three parts 
(decentralisation, modernisation of the adminis
tration and modernisation of the personnel pol
icy) and three phases (1998, 1999 and post 1999). 
The first phase of the MAP programme included 
24 decentralisation/simplification/rationalisation 
measures and 11 accompanying measures. In the 
area of decentralisation the programme provided 
for a transfer of responsibilities from DG IX, ‘Per
sonnel and administration’, to each department in 
order to place management of human and budget
ary resources in the hands of each DG. The simpli
fication and rationalisation objectives were to be 
met by redu cing the administrative steps required 
for decision making, i.e. by eliminating superfluous 
procedures. This proposed reform elicited the fol
lowing  response from the trade unions, in a letter 

(1) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/23, ‘Report “Reflections on the efficiency of the 
institution and its administration” drawn up in accordance with the man
date given to Philippe PetitLaurent during the Commission meeting of 
8 June 1994’, Brussels, 9 November 1994, p. 8. See also interview with Notis 
Lebessis, 17 March 2017.

(2) Interview with David Walker, 19 July 2016, p. 10.

to Liikanen dated 29 April 1997: ‘The trade unions 
and professional organisations disapprove of both 
the general guidelines  — based on a reduction of 
the role and staff numbers of the civil service, specif
ically the European civil service — and the general 
methods used to draw up the MAP 2000 project. 
The unions and professional organisations note that 
there was no social dialogue before policy guide
lines were laid down in an area of fundamental im
portance for the future of staff and of the institu
tions’ (3). Moreover, there were two different visions 
of administrative culture in play: one was more 
‘administrative’ or ‘normative’ while the other was 
more ‘managerial’ and ‘pragmatic’, focused on the 
objectives to be attained in terms of performance 
and results.

(3) HAEC, SEC(97) 771/6, 29 April 1997, ‘Note from the trade unions and 
professional organisations to Erkki Liikanen, Member of the Commission, 
on the proposals on modernising the administration and the personnel 
 policy for the year 2000 — MAP 2000’, p. 1.

Erkki Liikanen, Commissioner for Budget, Personnel and 
Administration, outlined a reform of the institution, starting  
in 1997, with the MAP 2000 and SEM 2000 programmes.
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Tomorrow’s Commission (Decode)

From April 1998 onwards the different initiatives 
aimed at bringing about internal reform in the 
Commission (SEM 2000 (1) and MAP 2000) were 
incorporated into a more general reflection on the 
future of the Commission entitled ‘Tomorrow’s 
Commission’. The strategic aim of this exercise was 
threefold: to lay down clear policy priorities for the 
Commission, adapt its organisational structures 
and simplify its inhouse management  (2). To that 
end, between November 1997 and May 1999 the 
Commission conducted an examination of its or
ganisation and operations in order to obtain ‘an 

(1) The SEM 2000 initiative was the counterpart to MAP 2000 in the area of 
sound and efficient financial management.

(2) HAEU, DORIE 340, SEC(1998) 2033, 24 November 1998, ‘Progress re
port on implementation of MAP 2000 as part of the “Tomorrow’s Com
mission” reform process  — Memorandum to the Commission from Mr 
Liikanen in agreement with the President’, p. 4.

uptodate analysis of all activities carried out by the 
Commission, as well as the resources and working 
methods used’ (3). Commissioner Liikanen’s inten
tion was to discuss these plans with the Commis
sion in May 1998 and with the trade unions in June 
of that year. When they were informed about this 
timetable the trade unions protested immediately. 
Moreover, the Caston report  (4), which proposed 
more radical changes to the rules applicable to the 
staff, was published on the EuropaPlus intranet 
site with no prior consultation, which led to the 
wellsupported strike of 30 April 1998. The Com
mission went on to disavow the report. A number of 
questions were then ‘referred to a group composed 

(3) HAEU, DORIE 392, European Commission, InspectorateGeneral, 
‘ Designing tomorrow’s Commission  — A review of the Commission’s 
 organisation and operation’, Brussels, 7 July 1999, p. 1.

(4) HAEC, BAC 299/2003/39, ‘Report prepared by Anthony Caston: “Per
sonnel policy in the European Institutions — Towards the future”’, 8 April 
1998.

The Decode programme team at a seminar in Overijse on 11 December 1998. 
From left to right: Laurent Van Depoele, Dominique Ristori, Antony Wright, Giorgio Bonacci, David O’Sullivan, Graham Avery,  

João Vale de Almeida, Costanza Adinolfi, Fabio Colasanti, Susan Binns and Sipke Brouwer.
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of equal numbers of representatives of the trade 
 unions and of management, headed by a former 
SecretaryGeneral of the Commission, David Wil
liamson, who had recently retired’ (1).

That exercise, coordinated by the Inspectorate 
General, ultimately resulted in the production of 47 
reports, each one corresponding to a service or DG. 
‘Generally speaking, the structural inadequacy of 
certain Commission departments and the resulting 
inefficiency can be attributed to two factors: (1) cer
tain structures do not correspond to the political 
and economic priorities that the European Union 
has needed to set in recent years; (2)  certain com
petences are fragmented’ (2). Decode thus called for 
certain key areas to be identified and for the number 
of conventional portfolios to be reduced: this would 
be accompanied by a restructuring of the depart
ments (3). 

A White Paper to ‘reform the 
Commission’

The initial backdrop to ‘Tomorrow’s Commission’ 
was the ratification of the Treaty of Amsterdam, the 
definition of the EU’s programme within Agenda 
2000 and the preparations for the enlargement of 
the Union. However, as the delivery of the report co
incided with the resignation of the Santer Commis
sion, its results would take on greater significance. 
Noting the ‘loss of administrative and management 
control’ demonstrated by the Commission, the 
Euro pean Parliament, in its resolution of 23 March 
1999, insisted ‘that the Commission initiate an 

(1) Stevens, A., ‘Une simple amélioration ou une modernisation radicale? La 
réforme de l’administration de la Commission européenne’, Revue française 
d’administration publique, Vol. 1, No 105106, École nationale d’adminis
tration, Strasbourg, 2003, pp.  8194; Georgakakis, D., ‘Une mobilisation 
formatrice: les eurofonctionnaires contre la réforme du statut (printemps 
1998)’, in Georgakakis, D. (ed.), Les métiers de l’Europe politique: acteurs 
et professionnalisations de l’Union européenne, ‘Sociologie politique euro
péenne’ collection, Presses universitaires de Strasbourg, Strasbourg, 2002, 
pp. 5584.

(2) HAEU, DORIE 24, ‘Designing tomorrow’s Commission’, p. 30.
(3) HAEC, SEC(98) 701, 16 April 1998, ‘Tomorrow’s Commission’ — mes

sage to staff, p. 7.

 ambitious and thoroughgoing programme of rad
ical reform of its financial management and finan
cial control procedures and of its entire manage
ment culture’ (4). Administrative reform, led by the 
new VicePresident Neil Kinnock, from the United 
Kingdom, thus became the first item on the  agenda 
of the new Commission (5). Taking a different start
ing point from the Williamson report (6), Kinnock 
announced a major reform in a letter dated 7 Sep
tember 1999 that was addressed to all staff  (7). 
Moreover, the appointment of a Vice President for 
administrative reform clearly illustrated the im
portance of this issue for the Prodi Commission. 
For the new College of Commissioners, which had 
been explicitly tasked with carrying out a rootand
branch reform, this would be ‘the start of a new 
era for the Commission’  — an era of reforms and 
of success. ‘The arrival of a new Commission offers 
us the chance to make a fresh start. We cannot af
ford to miss this opportunity’ (8), declared Romano 
 Prodi when he took over the presidency.

Thereafter a whole process was established. Around 
VicePresident Kinnock, who was responsible for 
the reform, a group of commissioners was set up to 
take charge of its various aspects, as were a ‘ Reform’ 
task force and a network of correspondents. The 
first group met regularly to study in detail all of 
the proposals relating to the reform. The task force 
was made up of 10 officials tasked with finding 
and refining proposals for change. Lastly, a reform 
correspondent was appointed in each DG to liaise 
between the task force and members of staff. This 
changemanagement system was designed to ensure 
that every stage in the modernisation process would 

(4) Resolution B40327, 0328, 0329, 0330, 0331, 0332 and 0333/99 of the 
Euro pean Parliament on the resignation of the Commission and the 
 appointment of a new Commission (OJ C 177, 22.6.1999, p. 19).

(5) Neil Kinnock confided that he had initially turned down that role as he 
would have preferred any other post to that of VicePresident for Reform 
(interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, pp. 2627).

(6) Interview with Sylvain Bisarre, 18 November 2016, p. 27.
(7) HAEU, DORIE 379, ‘Message to Commission staff from Neil Kinnock, 

VicePresident designate for administrative reform’, 7 September 1999.
(8) HAEU, DORIE 379, ‘The new Commission — A message to all staff from 

Romano Prodi’, p. 1.
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be presented to all Commission staff and be the 
subject of consultation and discussion. Throughout 
the reform process the Commission made consider
able efforts to increase its contacts with the trade 
unions and professional organisations, with which 
it conducted both official negotiations on firm pro
posals and informal discussions on changes in the 
pipeline (1).

On 1  March 2000 the Commission adopted a 
White Paper entitled ‘Reforming the Commis
sion’  (2), setting out the four main priorities of 
the reform: developing a culture based on service; 
 integrating policy programming, the planning of 
activities and the allocation of human and financial 
resources; the management of human resources: 
and financial management, control and audit.

In the second chapter of the White Paper, en titled 
‘A culture based on service’, the Commission set 
out the key principles on which the reform was 
based: independence, responsibility, effectiveness 
and transparency. In order to develop such a cul
ture it aimed, among other things, at establishing 
a committee on standards and a code of good ad
ministrative behaviour (principle of responsibility), 
at introducing new rules to enhance public access 
to documents of Community institutions (princi
ple of transparency) and at improving dialogue and 
consultation with civil society (principle of effect
iveness). Along similar lines, the Commission envis
aged codi fying its relations with the Parliament by 
concluding a new framework agreement (3).

The third chapter, entitled ‘Priority setting, allo
cation and efficient use of resources’, set out nine 
 actions aimed at refocusing the Commission’s work 

(1) MEMO/01/57, ‘Reforming the Commission: one year on — Background 
brief ’, Brussels, 28  February 2001: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_
MEMO0157_en.htm

(2) COM(2000) 200 final, 1 March 2000, ‘Reforming the Commission — A 
White Paper — Part I’.

(3) Cantelli, F., ‘La question administrative européenne à l’agenda: enjeux 
croisés d’un séisme’, Pyramides, No 3, Centre d’études et de recherches en 
administration publique, Brussels, 2001, pp. 81100.

on its main activities and political objectives, there
by enabling it to increase its effectiveness and cred
ibility. The White Paper focused on two areas that 
would prove to be sticking points in the strategy: 
activitybased management and outsourcing (4).

The fourth chapter aimed at modernising human 
resource management from recruitment until re
tirement, thus changing the shape of the European 
civil service. Forty actions were proposed, concern
ing topics as broad as discipline, performance, con
tinuous training, management training, managers, 
equal opportunities, career structure, promotions, 
evaluation and the thorny question of salaries and 
pensions (5).

Lastly, the fifth chapter, ‘Audit, financial man
agement and control’, set out the different actions 
aimed at increasing the responsibility of author
ising officers and line managers, creating a central 
intern al audit service and a central financial ser
vice, enhancing financial management and control 
within the DGs and protecting the EU’s financial 
 interests (6).

The White Paper was presented as a reform pro
gramme that ‘far exceeds that of any previous ex
ercise’  (7). That said, according to some observers, 
even after the reform and in the wake of the events 
of 1999, the bureaucratisation of the Commission 
that had come about in response to pressure from 
the Parliament remained a serious problem that 
weakened its powers of initiative and meant that it 
sometimes spent more time on checks and monitor
ing than on taking real action (8). 

(4) Ibid.
(5) Ibid.
(6) COM(2000) 200 final, 1 March 2000, ‘Reforming the Commission — A 

White Paper — Part II — Action plan’, pp. 5355.
(7) COM(2000) 200 final, ‘Reforming the Commission — A White Paper — 

Part I’, p. 6.
(8) Interviews with Véronique Arnault, 30 November 2016; Pierre Defraigne, 

21 February 2017; JeanLuc Demarty, 8 October 2016; Karen Fogg, 22 May 
2017; Anne Houtman, 10  June 2016; John Frederick Mogg, 17  January 
2017; Stefano Manservisi, 22 February 2017, p. 13; and Françoise Le Bail, 
13 June 2017. See also Kassim, H. et al., The European Commission of the 
twenty-first century, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013, pp. 224244.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-01-57_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-01-57_en.htm
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Reorganisation of the administrative 
structures

The Kinnock reform was preceded by a sweeping re
organisation of the Commission: in September 1999 
the Prodi Commission adopted a new organisational 
structure and new organisation charts (1). The start
ing point for this restructuring was a reorganisation 
of the College of Commissioners. The aim was to en
sure that all of the responsibilities related to a given 
policy area would be grouped together under the au
thority of a single Commissioner. Numerous changes 
were made in response to the findings of the  Decode 
exercise, which had highlighted the mismatch be
tween certain structures and the Commission’s new 
role or its political priorities. This was particularly the 
case for external relations and nuclear issues, which 

(1) HAEC, PERS(1999) 163/4, 28 September 1999, ‘Communication from the 
VicePresident for administrative reform, in agreement with the President, on 
the reorganisation of the Commission’s administrative structure’, p. 3.

were scattered across no fewer than seven depart
ments. In pursuit of an objective of rationalisation the 
reorganisation led to a reduction, by approximately 
15 %, in the number of departments, which fell from 
42 to 36, and the creation of eight new DGs and one 
new service, resulting from a fundamental rework
ing of existing structures and amalgamations of de
partments that had previously been separated. This 
new organisational structure was accompanied by a 
change in the names of the departments: these would 
no longer be referred to by numbers, which meant 
nothing to outsiders, but by short and easily under
standable names. The reorganisation of the structures 
had a knockon effect on staff numbers in the various 
departments. Thus, one of the aims of the process was 
to free up some 365 posts, one third of which were 

President Romano Prodi (left) gave Vice-President Neil Kinnock (right) the mission of implementing administrative reform.
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immediately allocated to the new priority sectors of 
Enlargement and Justice and Home Affairs (1). 

(1) HAEC, SEC(1999)  1494, 17  September 1999, ‘Memorandum from Neil 
Kinnock in agreement with the President of the Commission on the 
 reorganisation of the Commission’s administrative structure’, pp. 12.

The Enlargement DG was created from the merger 
of the departments that, at the time, were respon
sible for accession negotiations and relations with 
the candidate countries. As the Commission was 
preparing for the largest enlargement in its history 
there was a real need for reorganisation. The whole 

TABLE 1

THE DIRECTORATES-GENERAL IN 1986 AND IN 2000

1986 2000

DG I — External Relations Economic and Financial Affairs DG

DG II — Economic and Financial Affairs Entreprise DG

DG III — Internal Market and Industrial Affairs Competition DG

DG IV — Competition Employment and Social Affairs DG

DG V — Employment, Social Affairs and Education Agriculture DG

DG VI — Agriculture Energy and Transport DG

DG VII — Transport Environment DG

DG VIII — Development Research DG

DG IX — Personnel and administration Joint Research Centre

DG X — Information, Communication and Culture Information Society DG

DG XI — Environment, Consumer Protection and 
Nuclear Safety

Fisheries DG

DG XII — Science, Research and Development Internal Market DG

Joint Research Centre Regional Policy DG

DG XIII — Telecommunications, Information Industry 
and Innovation

Taxation and Customs Union DG

DG XIV — Fisheries Education and Culture DG

DG XV — Financial Institutions and Company Law Health and Consumer Protection DG

DG XVI — Regional Policy Justice and Home Affairs DG

DG XVII — Energy External Relations DG

DG XVIII — Credit and Investments Trade DG

DG XIX — Budgets Development DG

DG XX — Financial Control Enlargement DG

DG XXI — Customs Union and Indirect Taxation Eurostat

DG XXII — Coordination of Structural Instruments Personnel and Administration DG

Budget DG

Financial Control DG
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‘external relations family’ underwent a more gen
eral reorganisation. The Commission departments 
responsible for external relations were now to be 
organised on a thematic basis into the Trade DG, 
the Development DG and the Enlargement DG, 
all three of which were coordinated by the Extern al 
Relations DG, which had a geographical remit (1). 
In order to create greater coherence in the Com
mission’s policy in these areas a single Commis
sioner would be responsible for development policy 
and humanitarian aid. The Trade DG would come 
under a different Commissioner, who would be 
responsible for bilateral trade, the formulation of 
trade policy and related instruments. These  chan ges 
were intended to increase the effectiveness of the 
Commission in an area of key importance for the 
European economy, particularly with an eye to the 
launch of a new round of international trade negoti
ations (Millennium Round/Doha Round).

The creation of the new Justice and Home Affairs 
DG was the result of the entry into force of the 
Treaty of Amsterdam, which, following close on 
the heels of the Maastricht Treaty, gave the Com
mission new responsibilities in the area of freedom, 
security and justice. This new DG grew out of the 
task force for coordination in the areas of justice 
and home affairs — reinforced and restructured in 
order to take account of the significant expansion of 
its responsibilities — and would go on to take over 
certain associated activities from other DGs.

The priority given to these two sectors did not rule 
out other significant changes. The merger of the ‘In
dustry’ DG and the ‘Enterprise Policy, Distributive 
Trades, Tourism and Cooperatives’ DG, together 
with the directorate responsible for innovation, 
into a single Enterprise DG was a clear indication 
of the need to develop a more thorough and all 
encompassing approach to trade and competitive
ness in the EU.

(1) Ibid., pp. 56.

The new Education and Culture DG was the 
product of the merger of the former DG  XXII, 
‘Education, Training and Youth’, certain units/
directorates of the former DG  X, ‘Information, 
Communication, Culture and Audiovisual’ and 
the Traineeships Office in the SecretariatGeneral. 
‘This decision was taken in order to place respon
sibility for education and culture in the hands of 
a single Commissioner, thus providing European 
citi zens with a dedicated point of contact in an area 
with profound repercussions on their daily life’ (2). 
The aim of this reorganisation was also to bridge the 
gap between the Commission and citizens.

Lastly, the new Press and Communication Service 
was the product of the merger of the Spokesman’s 
Service and certain units of DG X. The creation of 
the service can be interpreted as a response to criti
cisms of the lack of internal and external commu
nication in the Commission, criticisms which had 
proliferated at the time of the 1999 crisis (3).

The other DGs or services were reorganised intern
ally on a smaller scale (4). One other change, which 
had less to do with the structure of the Commission 
but came at the same time as this reorganisation, 
is worthy of particular note: the appointment of a 
VicePresident for relations with the European Par
liament, highlighting the significance of relations 
between institutions and, more importantly, the 
increased power of the Parliament. The increase in 
the Parliament’s legislative powers, combined with 
its growing involvement in the work of the Commis
sion (and its enhanced control over the Commission, 
as in 1999) had made it into a significant partner. 
One other consequence of the resignation of the 
Santer Commission that was immediately visible on 

(2) HAEU, DORIE 381, ‘Message from VicePresident Kinnock to the staff 
of DG X, DG XXII and the Traineeships Office on the creation of a new 
‘ Education and Culture’ DirectorateGeneral, Brussels, 15  September 
1999, p. 1.

(3) HAEU, DORIE 382, ‘Note from Jim Cloos, head of cabinet of President 
Santer, to officials that participated in the “Friday morning breakfasts”’, 
Brussels, 16 July 1999.

(4) HAEC, SEC(1999) 1494/3, p. 8.
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the Commission organisation chart was the creation 
of OLAF (the European AntiFraud Office), or more 
precisely, ‘the transformation of the UCLAF (Unit 
for the Coordination of Fraud Prevention) into an 
OLAF that would have greater independence while 
remaining part of the Commission’ (1).

Opinions were divided on the different reforms 
within the Commission. Nikolaus van der Pas 
 noted in this regard: 

‘If you look at the changes to the 
organisation chart, you will see that there 
was a complete shake-up every time a new 
Commission took office. Some 
reorganisation may well be inevitable, but I 
think that sometimes we went too far … 
Lastly, the rule that every Director- General 
has to change job after 4 to 5 years causes 
a colossal waste of time. I myself had to 
change post  several times because of that 
rule and I noticed that, even if I worked 
really hard, I would waste at least 6 months 
to a year building up networks and 
familiarising myself with dossiers’ (2).

For others, the rotation rule adopted under Kinnock 
had the advantage of ‘breaking away from [nation
al] empires’ (3), and of not having directorsgeneral 
who had too much influence over the Commission
er or who could, in some cases, ultimately come to 
wield too much  power. Furthermore, no longer hav
ing directorsgeneral who were of the same nation
ality as ‘their’ Commissioner would make it possible 
to ‘shore up policy’ (4). The disadvantage of this was 
‘a loss of memory in the Commission’, which could 
constitute a ‘weakness’ (5). Moreover, it was still the 
case that interdepartmental cooperation was by no 
means easy because of the ‘layers of bureaucracy’ (6). 

(1) HAEU, DORIE 379, ‘Note for information from President Santer to all 
Commission staff’, Brussels, 10 March 1999, p. 2.

(2) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 18 August 2017, pp. 1011.
(3) Interview with Paolo Ponzano, 23 January 2017, p. 14.
(4) Interview with Stefano Manservisi, 22 February 2017, p. 18.
(5) Interview with Paolo Ponzano, 23 January 2017, p. 14.
(6) Interview with Claude Chêne, 27 September 2016, p. 13. On interdepart

mental cooperation see also interview with Renaud Denuit, 3  October 
2017.

Reorganisation of the ‘external 
relations family’

The exceptional development of DG  I, ‘External 
Relations’, can be seen from the organisation charts 
for the years from 1986 to 1999 and the statistics on 
Commission staff. In 1999 it was divided into three 
DGs: DG  I, DG  IA and DG  IB. Moreover, there 
was a noticeable increase in the number of staff 
working for the external relations DGs: from 417 
officials in 1986 to 1 641 (combined staff numbers) 
in 1998, or nearly four times as many. How can this 
exceptional development be explained? The first 
division of the external relations DGs took place 
in 1993, when DG  IA, ‘External Political Rela
tions’, appeared on the organisation chart alongside 
DG I, ‘External Economic Relations’. This situation 
had its roots in the Maastricht Treaty, which  — 
 according to the PetitLaurent report — ‘placed the 
Union’s external action on ambiguous institutional 
terri tory which certainly complicated its manage
ment’  (7). The  treaty negotiators had rejected the 
idea of taking a holistic approach to external rela
tions, opting to devote a ‘second pillar’ to the com
mon foreign and security policy in order to reflect 
its particular characteristics. As a consequence, and 
in order to further develop its new responsibilities 
for the policy, the Commission created a new DG, 
DG IA, which was assigned considerable numbers 
of staff and general geographic competence  (8). It 
should also be noted that, during the same year, the 
Enlargement Task Force was created for accession 
negotiations with Norway, Austria, Finland and 
Sweden. While these reorganisations were justified 
by internal developments within the Community, 
 other changes to the organisation chart were jus
tified by new external challenges. Thus, in response 
to the humanitarian crisis associated with the con
flict in the former Yugoslavia, the Commission 
channelled human resources to the new European 

(7) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/23, ‘Report “Reflections on the efficiency of the 
institution and its administration”’, Annex 3, p. 10.

(8) Ibid.
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TABLE 2

CHANGES TO STAFF NUMBERS BY DIRECTORATE-GENERAL (ABSOLUTE NUMBERS) (*)

DG 1986 1995 1998

Cabinets 280 396

External Relations (**) 417 1 331 1 641

Economic and Financial Affairs (***) 261 391

Industry 601 722

Competition 354 385

Employment, Industrial Relations and Social Affairs 399 491

Agriculture 733 894 873

Transport 136 199 244

Development 444 729 700

Personnel and Administration 6 000 (****) 2 067 2 025

Information, Communication, Culture and Audiovisual Media 518 566

Environment, Nuclear Safety and Civil Protection 290 370

Science, Research and Development 657 866

Telecommunications, Information Market and Exploitation of 
Research

520 593

Fisheries 104 202 235

Internal Market and Financial Services 262 281

Regional Policy 153 291 328

Energy 471 507

Credit and Investments 106

Budgets 288 308

Financial Control 193 199

Customs and Indirect Taxation 272 270

Education, Training and Youth 165 270

Enterprise Policy, Distributive Trades, Tourism and Cooperatives 108 153

Consumer Policy and Consumer Health Protection 235

(*) During the second half of the 1990s approximately 65 % of Commission officials worked in the DGs listed above, with the remaining 35 % 
distributed among various services such as the Secretariat-General, the Legal Service, the Translation Service (around 9 %), the Statistical 
Office of the European  Communities (Eurostat), the Joint Research Centre (around 10 %), the Joint Interpreting and Conference Service, 
the Office for Official Publications of the European  Communities, etc.

(**) For 1995, combined staff numbers from DG I and DG IA. For 1998, combined staff numbers from DG I, DG IA and DG IB.
(***) For 1998, combined staff numbers from DG II and the Financial Operations Service.
(****) Approximate figures.

Sources: HAEC, statistical bulletins on Commission staff (March 1995 and July 1998); Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commis-
sion 1973-86 — History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, p. 70.
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 Community  Humanitarian Office, which had been 
in operation since April 1992 (1). DG IB appeared 
on the organisation chart in September 1995, result
ing in a change to the structure of the external rela
tions family. DG  I was, from then on, responsible 
for trade policy and relations with North America, 
the Far East, Australia and New Zealand; DG IA 
was responsible for Europe and relations with the 
newly independent states, the common foreign and 
security policy and the external service; and, lastly, 
DG IB was responsible for relations with the south
ern Mediterranean, the Middle East and Near East, 
Latin America and south and southeast Asia, and 
for North–South cooperation. The Development 
DG also changed its name, becoming the DG for 
‘Development (External Relations and Develop
ment Cooperation with Africa, the Caribbean and 
the Pacific — Lomé Convention)’. The Commission 
thus reorganised its external relations departments 
along both thematic and geographic lines, with 
the divisions apparently being made to reflect the 
 nature of the links to the EU.

‘Personnel and Administration’ DG

Unlike what happened with the ‘external relations 
family’, the ‘Personnel and Administration’ DG 
saw its staff numbers reduced by two thirds over the 
period. Around 1986 this DG alone accounted for 
almost half of the staff numbers of the institution 
(some 6 000 officials). One of the reasons for its size 
was that it included the Translation Service, which 
in turn accounted for about half of its staff (2). In 
1989, in order to provide an increased number 
of translations in the now nine Community lan
guages, the Commission created an autonomous 
translation service under a directorgeneral (3). The 

(1) European Commission, XXVIth General Report on the Activities of the 
Euro pean Communities 1992, Office for Official Publications of the Euro
pean Communities, Luxembourg, 1993, p. 264.

(2) Interview with Richard Hay, 1 April 2016, p. 5.
(3) European Commission, XXIIIrd General Report on the Activities of the 

Euro pean Communities 1989, Office for Official Publications of the Euro
pean Communities, Luxembourg, 1990, p. 48.

‘Personnel and Administration’ DG was further re
organised 2 years later, following the adoption of a 
series of guidelines intended to simplify, streamline 
and improve the effectiveness of the personnel and 
administration policy (4). The aim of this reorgan
isation exercise was to make the service into a hub 
in order to facilitate the decentralisation of person
nel management (5). The continued decentralisation 
of human resources management within the MAP 
2000 programme also led to the transfer of certain 
responsibilities from DG IX to the other DGs and 
services. Inevitably, this transfer of responsibilities 
brought with it a redeployment of DG IX staff to 
the other DGs (6).

Reorganising human 
resources

The volume of human resources available to the 
Commission is not defined internally, as the corres
ponding decision largely rests with the budgetary 
authority. According to Richard Hay, Direct or
General of the ‘Personnel and Administration’ DG 
from 1986 to 1991, ‘The Commission has never had 
the quantity of staff that it has needed to deal with 
expanding European policies’  (7). It has therefore 
used a range of internal procedures to make up for 
this imbalance.

(4) European Commission, XXVth General Report on the Activities of the Euro-
pean Communities 1991, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, 1992, p. 434.

(5) HAEC, SEC(91) 62, 10 January 1991, ‘Simplifying, reducing, improving 
the efficiency of the personnel policy and the administration of the Com
mission and the need for a betteradapted instrument: the reorganisation of 
DG IX — Communication from Mr Cardoso e Cunha in agreement with 
the President’, p. 3.

(6) Commission en direct, special issue ‘MAP  2000’, 30  April 1997; HAEC, 
SEC(97) 771/4, 25 April 1997, ‘Communication from Erkki Liikanen, in 
agreement with the President, on MAP 2000 — Modernising the adminis
tration and the personnel policy for the year 2000’, p. 10.

(7) Interview with Richard Hay, 1 April 2016, p. 6.
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Redeployment

From 1989 onwards the Commission made use of 
the redeployment technique on several occasions, 
for instance to meet the challenge of establishing 
the single market by 1992  (1). This procedure, in
volving transferring resources away from activities 
that have become lower priority towards activities 
considered to be a higher priority, is one of the per
sonnel management instruments used to achieve 
optimal allocation of resources and thus ensure 
that any requests for new posts are fully justified. 
As well as modifying the structures, the 1999 

(1) HAEC, SEC(89)  608, 14  April 1989, ‘Communication from António 
 Cardoso e  Cunha, in agreement with the President, on the orientation 
debate on staffing: 1989 budget breakdown, 1990 trends and management 
measures’, Annex II, p. 1

 reorganisation led to significant transfers of human 
resources and staff redeployments. This restructur
ing made it possible to free up some 365 posts with a 
view to the re deployment of those staff members to 
priority action areas (2).

Overloading

With the arrival of the Briton Richard Hay at 
the head of the ‘Personnel and Administration’ 
DG in 1986, a new ‘Coordination and Resources’ 

(2) HAEC, SEC(1999)  2150, 19  December 1999, ‘Communication of 
Michaele Schreyer, in agreement with the President and VicePresident 
Kinnock, on the allocation of human and other administrative resources 
(Title A7) for 1999 and 2000, following the reorganisation of the Com
mission services’ structure’, p. 2; on this topic see also interview with Jens 
Nymand Christensen, 12 June 2017.

Richard Hay was the Director-General of the Personnel and Administration Directorate-General from 1986 to 1991.  
In 1989 he signed the Social Contract for Progress (1989-1992), which gave a new direction to staff policy in the presence of,  

standing at the back, David Williamson (left), António Cardoso e Cunha (second left) and Jacques Delors (second right).
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 Dir ectorate (subsequently known as ‘Resource Man
agement’ from 1987 onwards) was added to the DG 
IX organ isational chart, under the responsibility of 
the Belgian Eduard Brackeniers. In his view the main 
challenge facing the directorate was to convince the 
budgetary authority that pursuing the implementa
tion of the single market would need more staff. He 
then put his finger on one of the problems preventing 
the budget ary authority from agreeing to increase 
staff numbers: the excessive number of vacant posts 
(approximately 94 % of posts were actually occupied, 
whereas the other 6 % tended to remain unfilled, be
cause of the rotation of vacant posts and the length 
of the recruitment procedure). Taking inspiration 
from the principle of overbooking used by airlines, 
he introduced ‘overloading’ to the Commission. He 
set out his principle during an interview with Émile 
Noël:

‘We could never have more posts as long as 
I was unable to demonstrate that all posts 
had been filled … So I had to take a 
completely different approach to managing 
staff numbers. In order to have 100 % of my 
posts filled, I had to publish at least 7 % 
more’ (1).

Thus, ‘overloading’ here means that ‘the number 
of jobs allocated to the Commission departments 
temporarily exceeds the upper limit of jobs author
ised on the institution’s establishment plan’ (2). This 
principle had the advantage of introducing greater 
flexibility to the management of the Commission’s 
resources, making it possible to take full advantage 
of the establishment plan ahead of time. This tech
nique to optimise occupation of posts was used in 
particular for external recruitment at short notice, 
as was required for the enlargement to the countries 
of the Iberian peninsula. However, an improvement 
to recruitment procedures, based on the reserve lists 

(1) Without expressly supporting this idea, Émile Noël and Pascal Lamy 
 allowed the director to try it: interview with Eduard Brackeniers, 21 June 
2017, p.5.

(2) HAEC, ‘Report “Reflections on the efficiency of the institution and its 
 administration”’, p. 59.

available for most needs, was noted around the same 
time. This, combined with the considerable increase 
in workload (3), pushed the DGs to fill all of the posts 
allocated to them at the time, which in turn placed 
DG IX in a position where it was forced to refuse 
to fill posts as there was not enough budget to do 
so  (4). Overloading thus increased considerably and 
ultimately plateaued at 1990 levels, resulting in the 
abandonment of the system. As late as 1997 the Dir
ectorGeneral James Currie noted that the problem 
had been ‘poisoning’ the Commission for years (5). 

Minibudgets

For Sylvain Bisarre, Personnel Director in DG  IX, 
the other major challenge over that period was the 
management of ‘two groups’: permanent officials 
and contract staff, of which considerable use had 
been made by the Commission in order to launch 
the  Delors packages (6). In the 1980s, as the budget
ary authority had only responded in part to the re
quests for increased numbers of staff covered by 
the Staff Regulations, alternative recruitment prac
tices developed in the institution. Thus, operational 
appropriations ( intended for the implementation 
of major Community policies) were used to cover 
 administrative expend iture — in particular the pro
vision of contract staff. This led to the development 
of ‘minibudgets’, which were criticised by the Court 
of Auditors. As a consequence of this movement, in 
addition to staff covered by the Staff Regulations the 
Commission drew on ‘a significant pool of contract 
staff who were recruited using a variety of procedures 
and who came under a variety of legal arrangements’. 
The system, which was already complex and costly, 
also created the problem of how to make the best use 

(3) See interview with Jürgen Erdmenger, 26 May 2016.
(4) HAEC, BAC 56/2005/793, ‘Note for António Cardoso e Cunha,  Member 

of the Commission, on recruitment  — geographical balance’, Brussels, 
14 June 1989, pp. 34.

(5) HAEC, SEC(97) 771/2, 8 April 1997, ‘Note from James Currie, “Customs 
and Indirect Taxation” DirectorGeneral, to Steffen Smidt, “Personnel and 
Administration” DirectorGeneral’, p. 3.

(6) Interview with Sylvain Bisarre, 18 November 2016, p. 21.
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of resources, given that staff members with different 
statuses were required to perform identical tasks (1). 
Lastly, the organisation of competitions for the ap
pointment as officials of temporary staff with over 
6 years’ seniority amounted to an alternative route of 
entry into the European civil service, but was often 
challenged because of the way it disrupted established 
officials’ career development (2). In order to address 
this problem, a policy to replace contract staff with 
staff covered by the Staff Regulations, which trans
lated into a conversion of appropriations into posts, 
was introduced in 1992  (3). Despite the different 
adjustments to the policy on temporary staff under 
Article  2(a) of the Conditions of Employment of 
Other Servants (4) (1988, 1992, 1994 and 1996), the 
number of contract staff as a proportion of all human 
resources remained a cause for concern at the end of 
the 1990s.

Use of external staff

As it lacked the staff numbers needed to manage the 
expansion of its policies, the Commission made in
creasing use of external staff over the period. This led 
to the development of a form of external technical 
assistance: the technical assistance offices (TAOs). 
This was, however, not a new practice, as the Com
mission had already had recourse to TAOs during 
the 1980s, when their use was limited to a few DGs 
that had been unable to cope with the imbalance 
between the tasks to be undertaken and the human 
resources at their disposal. In 1996, 14 DGs made 
use of TAOs, which employed around 650 people 

(1) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/30, ‘Report by the Reflection Group on Personnel 
Policy’, Brussels, 6 November 1998, pp. 1415.

(2) HAEC, SEC(96)  1940, 12  November 1996, ‘Memorandum from Erkki 
Liikanen, in agreement with the President, on the policy on temporary staff 
covered by Article 2(a) of the Conditions of Employment of Other Servants 
of the European Communities’.

(3) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/30, pp. 1415.
(4) (1) Regulation No  31 (EEC), 11 (EAEC), laying down the Staff Regula

tions of Officials and the Conditions of Employment of Other Servants of 
the European Economic Community and the European Atomic Energy 
 Community (OJ  45, 14.6.1962, p.  1385. English special edition: Series  I 
Chapter  19591962, p.  135). (2) Conditions of Employment of Other 
 Servants of the European Communities (OJ 45, 14.6.1962, p. 1442).

and were involved in the implementation of some 45 
programmes or pol icies, but were not considered to 
form part of the institution’s human resources. In its 
evaluation of the total recourse to external  resources 
(3  955  personyears in 1997, or 20.5 % of all of its 
 human resources) the Williamson report considered 
the level of the institution’s dependence on external 
staff to be ‘high and out of control’ (5).

Reform of the categories

‘European civil service personnel were classified into 
four categories reflecting their level of education and 
qualifications at the time of recruitment (Category 
A: universitylevel education; Category B: secondary 
education; Category C: middleschool education; and 
Category D: primary education’ (6). Within each cat
egory officials were divided into grades. This category 
system, considered to be too inflexible and unsuitable, 
was heavily criticised. On several occasions the Com
mission discussed the possibility of addressing the in
flexibility of the system. It was only with the Kinnock 
reform that the category system was replaced with a 
more linear system allowing for transitions between 
categories. Kinnock added a more ‘AngloSaxon’ 
touch to the European administration’s organisation
al setup (7). The new structure would henceforth con
sist of a single pay scale with 16 grades and two func
tion groups: the assistants’ function group (replacing 
categories C and B) and the administrators’ function 
group (replacing categories  A and  LA). While the 
implementation of the new system was planned for 
2002, it actually took place in 2004.

(5) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/30, p. 28.
(6) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/30, p. 32.
(7) Cantelli, ‘La question administrative européenne à l’agenda’, p. 6. See also 

interview with Graham Avery, 23 March 2016, p. 32.
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Staff numbers

(a) Overall trends

The European institutions are small or even very 
small employers relative to the number of poten
tial applicants: the Commission ‘is the size of the 
 municipal authority of any major European city, but 
it is far from the size of national administrations’ (1).

There were two main periods during which staff num
bers changed between 1986 and 2000. The first, from 
1986 to 1995, was marked by an overall upward trend 
in general staff numbers. For Sylvain Bisarre, Person
nel Director in DG IX, ‘this increase in staff numbers 
was justified by the proliferation of ideas and initia
tives in the Commission under the Delors presidency, 
and it was thanks to the European Parliament that 
these increases in staff numbers were possible’ (2). 

The years from 1995 to 2000 were characterised by 
a stabilisation of staff numbers, which can be ex
plained by the objective that the institution had set 
itself of keeping changes to the volume of its human 
resources to a minimum  (3). However, the figures 
continued to fluctuate, and the downturns  — in 
1988, 1989, 1993, 1996, 1998 and 1999 — can be 
explained by the coexistence of two personnel pol
icies, ‘one applying to staff paid from administrative 
appropriations and one applying to staff paid from 
research appropriations’ (4). Accordingly, while the 
number of staff allocated to operational activities 
grew each year, each slowdown in the growth of 
staff numbers can be linked to the reduction in the 
number of posts funded from the research budget. 
The large fluctuations in these staff numbers are 
linked to the exclusive use of temporary contracts 
meant to bring all of the necessary flexibility to the 
implementation of research programmes. In the 

(1) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/30, p. 16.
(2) Interview with Sylvain Bisarre, 18 November 2016, p. 21.
(3) HAEC, SEC(1999) 2150, p. 2.
(4) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/30, p. 32.

mid  1990s, however, the Commission noted that 
the temporary nature of the functions had led to 
major ‘recruitment difficulties and … an increasing 
number of departures towards employment on the 
administrative budget’. For this reason the Com
mission embarked on an exercise to rebalance the 
structure of research personnel in 1995, considering 
that the appropriate structure would be 25 % per
sonnel ensuring flexibility, 35 % temporary staff and 
40 % officials (5). 

TABLE 3

CHANGES TO STAFF NUMBERS IN THE 
EUROPEAN COMMISSION (1986-2000)

Years Overall staff numbers

1986 14 379

1987 15 341

1988 14 012

1989 14 270

1990 17 159 (*)

1991 17 819 (*)

1992 18 630

1993 17 162

1994 19 656

1995 20 769

1996 19 366

1997 21 745

1998 20 021

1999 20 187

2000 21 729

(*) Approximate figures.

Source: European Commission, general reports on the activities of 
the European Communities/Union for the years 1986-2000 (6).

(5) HAEC, SEC(95)  958, 7  June 1995, ‘Communication of  Commissioners 
Cresson and Liikanen on the rebalancing of the research personnel 
 structure’.

(6) The figures include the posts (permanent and temporary) allocated to 
operational activities, the posts (permanent and temporary) allocated to 
research activities and permanent posts in the Publications Office, the 
European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (Cedefop) 
and the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions (Eurofound). They also include Commission officials posted to 
national administrations or international organisations and national civil 
servants seconded to the Commission.
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(b) Enlargements

In line with the principle laid down in the Staff 
Regulations, no posts may be reserved for nationals 
of a given Member State. However, in the case of an 
enlargement of the EU, a derogation introducing 
specific and temporary measures may be adopted 
in order to reserve certain posts for nationals of the 
new Member States. This applies to existing vacant 
posts, to posts becoming vacant over the course of 

the year and to posts to be created as part of a struc
tural reorganisation (1).

In the case of the 1995 enlargement, 1 050 to 1 350 
posts — to be filled over a period of 5 years — were 
designed to facilitate the fair integration of Aus
trian, Finnish and Swedish nationals. They were 

(1) HAEC, PERS(95)  84/2, ‘Note on the administrative consequences 
of  enlargement  — Reservation of posts for heads of unit and advisers’, 
 Brussels, 21 March 1995, p. 1.
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1986 10 881 2 939 350 / 47 45 89 28 14 379

1987 11 622 3 053 380 / 55 49 150 32 15 341

1988 12 328 893 396 / 57 51 240 47 14 012

1989 12 611 805 406 / 61 55 286 46 14 270

1990 12 887 3 285 424 / 65 59 400 (*) 39 17 159 (*)

1991 13 157 3 462 428 / 69 59 600 (*) 44 17 819 (*)

1992 13 975 3 409 428 / 71 59 650 38 18 630

1993 14 540 1 350 463 / 76 67 625 41 17 162

1994 14 918 3 497 465 / 76 71 583 46 19 656

1995 15 836 3 623 525 / 76 71 603 35 20 769

1996 16 449 1 614 525 / 81 82 589 26 19 366

1997 16 824 3 712 525 / 52 29 582 21 21 745

1998 17 094 1 632 525 / 54 83 614 19 20 021

1999 17 240 1 632 525 / 81 83 601 25 20 187

2000 17 087 3 704 522 224 45 85 34 28 21 729

(*) Approximate figures.

Sources: European Commission, general reports on the activities of the European Communities/Union for the years 1986-2000.
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divided up as follows: 500 to 550 newly created ‘en
largement’ posts and 500 to 800 vacant posts. The 
linguistic needs would be met by 314 new posts, 
funded over a period of 3 years (1). The proposed dis
tribution method called for a twostage approach: 
first, by ‘sectors of activity’ ‘so as to  ensure a match 
between the requirements for rapid integration 
of new Member States’ nationals and those of the 
Commission’s most pressing requirements which 
can best be met by using such officials’, with the 
distribution by DG to take place at a later stage (2). 
In 1995 priority was given, in descending order, to 
the following areas: internal market, horizontal co
ordination services, structural action and economic 
development, flanking policies, horizontal admin
istrative services, common policies, social area, ex
ternal relations and financial services  (3). Beyond 
achieving its ‘enlargement’ objectives the Commis
sion set itself the goal of zero growth (4).

(c) The issue of gender equality

The issue of equality of opportunity for men and 
women was first referred to in Community policies 
around 1975. Two distinct approaches were  taken 
to this. The first two Commission programmes 
(19881990 and 19921996), entitled ‘Positive 
 action programmes for female staff’, stressed ‘the 
strategic importance of positive actions in the form 
of specific measures to promote the employment 
of women and to encourage access to occupations 
where women are underrepresented’ (5). At the end 
of the second programme the results were deemed 
positive for Category A, ‘which has benefited con
siderably from the enlargement of the European 

(1) HAEC, SEC(95)  230/3, 10  February 1995, ‘Memorandum from  Erkki 
Liikanen to the Commission, “Enlargement: objectives and practical 
 arrangements at administrative level — 1995 programme”’, pp. 712.

(2) Ibid., Annex 2, p. 13.
(3) Ibid., Annex 1, pp. 24.
(4) HAEC, BAC 516/2004/30, p. 15.
(5) HAEC, SEC(92)  1671/3, 11  September 1992, ‘Memorandum from 

 António Cardoso e  Cunha in agreement with the President and Vasso 
 Papandreou, “Equal opportunities for men and women at the Commis
sion — A positive action programme for female staff (19921996)’”, p. 2.

Union to three new Member States’ (6). Georgette 
Lalis reports on this subject:

‘At the time, 1994, I was responsible for 
human resources and was therefore doing 
recruitments. For the first time, we had to 
recruit an equal number of men and 
women … So, I asked for the sex to be 
indicated … For the first time, as I said, we 
recruited an equal number of men and 
women’ (7).

Beyond the statistics, however, obstacles to the ef
fective application of equal opportunities remained, 
particularly with regard to attitudes and a predom
inantly male working culture. On the basis of this 
finding the Commission’s third action plan (1997
2000) constituted a departure from the previous ini
tiatives. The Commission’s aim was to add a main
streaming element to the ‘positive action’ approach 
that had characterised the ear lier programmes. In 
other words, the promotion of equal opportunities 
could not be limited to merely seeking statistical 
parity or the implementation of ‘compensatory’ 
measures in favour of female staff, but would be 
aimed at ‘incorporating the gender perspective in 
the functioning of the system’. The mainstreaming 
principle adopted by the Commission was focused 
on ‘the systematic consideration of the gender per
spective, the conditions, situations and needs of men 
and women in all Community policies and activ
ities’ (8). The Prodi Commission, in turn, sought to 
considerably increase the percentage of women ap
pointed to senior management posts (A1 and A2). 
It set itself the objective of doubl ing the percentage 
of December 1999 (i.e. approximately 20 %) by the 
end of its term of office. To that end, the appointing 
authority could, in principle and all other things 

(6) However, the imbalance in favour of women in categories C and LA was 
exacerbated, and the programme had no real effect on category B.

(7) Interview with Georgette Lalis, 8 June 2016, p. 17.
(8) HAEC, SEC(97)  536/3, 26  March 1997, ‘Draft third action programme 

for equal opportunities for men and women at the European Commission 
19972000’, p. 1.
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 being equal, give priority to the female applicant (1). 
The Commission also ensured that women were 
better represented in the cabinets. These employed 
approximately 40 % women (45 out of 120); in six 
cabinets at least half of the members were women, 
and in five cabinets the head of cabinet or deputy 

(1) HAEC, SEC(1999) 2084, 8 December 1999, ‘Communication from Neil 
Kinnock on nominations to senior management posts in the Commission’, 
pp. 23.

TABLE 5

CHANGES TO STAFF NUMBERS BY GENDER 
(RELATIVE DISTRIBUTION)

1982 1995 1998

Men 55.92 % 58.23 % 55.57 %

Women 44.08 % 41.77 % 44.43 %

Sources: HAEC, statistical bulletins on Commission staff (March 
1995 and July 1998); Bussière et al., The European Commission 
1973-86.

In 1990 the Courrier du personnel devoted a special issue to gender equality at the Commission.
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head of cabinet was a woman. Lastly, there were no 
cabinets consisting solely of men (1). 

(d) The issue of geographical balance

In 1989 questions began to be raised about geo
graphical balance in the Commission  departments, 
and this developed into a political issue. There 

(1) Press release IP/99/703, ‘Commissioners meet Prodi’s targets for better 
gender balance and multinational mix in cabinets’, Brussels, 28 September 
1999: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_IP99703_en.htm

were concerns about the overrepresentation of 
certain nationalities, essentially in categories A 
and B, to the extent that Commissioners from the 
under represented nationalities would take action 
themselves either internally (request for analysis by 
DG IX, steps to raise awareness among the different 
DGs) or extern ally (awareness raising among univer
sity students). The rebalancing exercise introduced 
by DG  IX just under 2  years previously had had 
little effect. The Belgians, French and Greeks were 
overrepresented in category  A, where the British, 
Danish and Dutch were underrepresented. About a 

TABLE 6

CHANGES TO THE PROPORTION OF MEN TO WOMEN BY CATEGORY

1982 1995 1998 

Categories (*) Men Women Men Women Men Women

A 92.07 % 7.93 % 84.84 % 15.16 % 81.17 % 18.83 %

LA 55.00 % 45.00 % 49.33 % 50.67 % 43.37 % 56.63 %

B 61.26 % 38.74 % 62.86 % 37.14 % 63.94 % 36.06 %

C 18.55 % 81.45 % 19.22 % 80.78 % 23.53 % 76.47 %

D 92.20 % 7.80 % 78.11 % 21.89 % 77.48 % 22.52 %

(*) European civil service personnel were classified into four categories, along with a specialised category or service: LA — language service for 
translator, interpreter and lawyer-linguist posts.

Sources: HAEC, statistical bulletins on Commission staff (March 1995 and July 1998); Bussière et al., The European Commission 1973-86, p. 67.

TABLE 7

CHANGES TO THE PROPORTION OF WOMEN IN A GRADES

Grade 1982 1995 1998

A1 4.34 % 1.82 % 5.08 %

A2 0.00 % 3.14 % 9.36 %

A3 0.61 % 7.28 % 9.46 %

A4 4.62 % 9.22 % 10.82 %

A5 10.00 % 14.05 % 17.93 %

A6 14.28 % 17.16 % 20.20 %

A7 14.59 % 23.11 % 30.83 %

A8 25.95 % 31.79 %

Sources: HAEC, statistical bulletins on Commission staff (March 1995 and July 1998); Bussière et al., The European Commission 1973-86, p. 67.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-99-703_en.htm
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third of the officials in categories B and C had Bel
gian nationality, to the ‘detriment’ of all of the  other 
nationalities, particularly the British  (1). In cat
egory D some 78 % of the officials were of Belgian, 
Italian or Luxembourgish nationality. This over 
representation of Belgian nationals can primarily 
be explained by geographical proximity (2). DG IX 

(1) According to DG IX’s forecasts Belgians were expected to account for 50 % 
of staff in category B by 19931994. 

(2) HAEC, BAC 56/2005/793, ‘Note to António Cardoso e Cunha’, p. 3.

sought to stop the over representation of Belgians in 
category B from increasing even more (3). 

While the Commission categorically rejected any 
suggestion of quotas, it had always sought geograph
ical balance across the board in its departments. 
The political significance of this balance appeared 
to increase as the role of the Commission and its 

(3) HAEC, BAC 56/2005/793, ‘Note to Richard Hay, DirectorGeneral 
for Personnel and Administration, and Gianluigi Valsesia, Director of 
 Personnel, Staffing and Recruitment by Nationality — category A (and B)’, 
 Brussels, 24  April 1989, pp.  23; HAEC, BAC 56/2005/793, ‘Note to 
António Cardoso e Cunha’, pp. 45.

TABLE 8

CHANGES TO STAFF NUMBERS BY 
NATIONALITY (RELATIVE DISTRIBUTION)

1984 1995 1998

Belgium 26.92 % 24.23 % 22.83 %

Denmark 3.70 % 3.13 % 2.88 %

Germany 13.46 % 10.80 % 9.91 %

Ireland 2.20 % 2.83 % 2.77 %

Greece 4.07 % 4.52 % 4.51 %

Spain 7.62 % 7.47 %

France 13.32 % 11.33 % 10.85 %

Italy 16.59 % 16.17 % 14.82 %

Luxembourg 4.72 % 2.57 % 2.14 %

Netherlands 5.41 % 4.57 % 4.05 %

Austria 1.42 %

Portugal 3.93 % 3.71 %

Finland 2.44 %

Sweden 2.45 %

United 
Kingdom

9.62 % 7.84 % 7.55 %

Non-member 
countries

0.46 % 0.21 %

Sources: HAEC, statistical bulletins on Commission staff (March 
1995 and July 1998); Bussière et al., The European Commission 
1973-86, p. 66.

TABLE 9

CHANGES TO STAFF NUMBERS IN CATEGORY A 
BY NATIONALITY (RELATIVE DISTRIBUTION)

1984 1995 1998

Belgium 12.94 % 11.52 % 10.64 %

Denmark 2.87 % 3.09 % 2.91 %

Germany 17.79 % 13.80 % 12.57 %

Ireland 3.34 % 3.31 % 3.01 %

Greece 4.74 % 5.81 % 5.71 %

Spain 9.44 % 9.37 %

France 19.43 % 16.25 % 15.16 %

Italy 16.08 % 14.19 % 13.00 %

Luxembourg 2.29 % 1.01 % 0.81 %

Netherlands 6.10 % 5.39 % 4.94 %

Austria 2.12 %

Portugal 4.09 % 3.80 %

Finland 2.00 %

Sweden 2.49 %

United 
Kingdom

14.41 % 11.84 % 11.27 %

Non-member 
countries

0.27 % 0.20 %

Sources: HAEC, statistical bulletins on Commission staff (March 
1995 and July 1998); Bussière et al., The European Commission 
1973-86, p. 66.
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departments expanded in the runup to 1992  (1). 
The desire to ensure a balanced representation of 
all EU nationalities at all levels of the hierarchy re
surfaced in 1999. At cabinet level President Prodi 
achieved — and in some cases even exceeded — the 
objective he had set himself, namely to have cabinets 
consisting of a minimum of three nationalities (at 
that time there were seven different nationalities 
in his own cabinet) (2), and where heads of cabinet 
and their deputies would preferably be of a different 
 nationality from the Commissioner.

(1) HAEC, BAC 56/2005/793, ‘Note to António Cardoso e Cunha’, p. 1.
(2) Press release IP/99/703.

In conclusion, it was a clear sign of the expansion of 
the role of the Commission that the number of DGs 
and services had grown from nine in 1958 to 42 — 
each employing an average of 560 people — in 1999. 
This was a major development, and one that called 
for a reorganisation of the work of the Commission. 
The events of 1999 would give ‘decisive impetus to a 
process that had already begun’ (3), and that would 
prove to be of considerable significance.

Vincent Dujardin 
Adeline Jacob

(3) Stevens, ‘Une simple amélioration ou une modernisation radicale?’, p. 81. 
See also interview with Stefano Manservisi, 22 February 2017, p. 10.
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Chapter 4 
The challenges of housing 
the Commission: choosing 
a headquarters and the 
Berlaymont saga
The matter of the seat of the Community institu
tions had been the stuff of a veritable saga ever since 
the story of the building of Europe had begun, only 
finally being resolved in 1992. The issue kept recur
ring because of the difficulty of reconciling four 
sometimes conflicting imperatives: first, the needs 
associated with rational arrangements for efficient 
work; second, the sensibilities of the temporary host 
cities; third, the wishes of the institutions them
selves — particularly the European Parliament, the 
power and independence of which grew over time; 
and last, of course, the conflict of egos between the 
Member States, which under the founding treaties 
had the final say on the matter (1).

(1) See Dumoulin, M. and Lethé, M., ‘The question of location’, in Dumoulin, 
M. (ed.), The European Commission 1958-72  — History and memories of 

When the executive bodies of the Communities 
(the European Coal and Steel Community, the 
European Economic Community and the Euro
pean Atomic Energy Community) were merged 
on 8  April 1965 the governments of the Member 
States had decided that Brussels, Luxembourg and 
Strasbourg would remain the temporary workplaces 
of the Communities’ institutions, having failed to 
settle the matter once and for all. Brussels was the 
seat of the European Commission and the Coun
cil of Ministers, and Strasbourg was the seat of the 
Parliament, although its secretariat was located in 

an institution, Office for Official Publications of the European Communi
ties, Luxembourg, 2007, pp. 273286; Barthel, C., ‘The eternal question of 
 location’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 
1973-86 — History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of 
the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 5260.
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Luxembourg. By way of compensation for the loss 
of the Coal and Steel Community Council and the 
High Authority, Luxembourg was to host the meet
ings of the Council of Ministers in April, June and 
October and retain certain technical Commission 
departments. The Court of Justice, for its part, re
mained in the capital of the Grand Duchy, and the 
European Investment Bank was also headquartered 
there.

Out of the various institutions concerned, this pro
visional decision probably proved most problematic 
for the Parliament, fragmented as it was between 
Strasbourg for its plenary sessions, Luxembourg for 
its secretariat and Brussels for its committee meet
ings. Once the controversy surrounding the Parlia
ment subsided, a global solution for all the institu
tions was soon reached.

The Parliament was authorised to make certain de
cisions to enable it to function properly, provided 
those decisions did not interfere with the compe
tence of Member States to choose its headquarters, 
and it did not hesitate to make use of these powers 
to make decisions on its own internal organisation. 
Having decided in 1967, against France’s wishes, to 
hold certain of its plenary meetings in Luxembourg, 
thus further dispersing its activities, it abandoned 
the arrangement again in 1981, this time provok
ing protests (in vain) from Luxembourg. When 
the Parliament attempted, 2  years later, to assign 
some of its secretariat staff to Brussels and Stras
bourg, Luxembourg once again found itself having 
to bring an action for annulment before the Court 
of Justice. On that occasion Luxembourg was tem
porarily successful (1). Next it was France’s turn to 
react to a new blow from the Parliament, which 
in 1985 wanted to have a parliamentary  chamber 

(1) Luxembourg was only temporarily successful because in November 1989 
the Court accepted the validity of the transfer to Brussels of part of the 
 information and publications departments. Franck, C. and Delmartino, F., 
‘Bruxelles, l’Union européenne et le scénario européen’, in Witte, E. et al. 
(eds), Het statuut van Brussel — Bruxelles et son statut, De Boeck et Larcier, 
Brussels, 1999, p. 729.

with at least 600  seats built in Brussels, where it 
could hold  extra meetings. However, the Court 
of Justice rejected the French government’s appeal 
and construction of the chamber began in Janu
ary 1989 at the  Espace Léopold. Some Members of 
the Euro pean Parliament campaigned for a single 
headquarters located in Brussels, whereas others 
were attached to Strasbourg, and the French veto 
on abandoning the Alsatian city could also not be 
ignored. Thus the Parliament itself adopted a com
promise resolution on 5  April 1990, confirming 
that it would operate both in Strasbourg (where its 
12 ordin ary plen ary meetings would be held and it 
would have its own chamber) and in Brussels (where 
it could convene extra sessions and where its com
mittees and political groups would work). This was 
the compromise that President François Mitterrand 
would have liked the European Council meeting 
in Dublin in April 1990 to ratify, with the French 
government making its acceptance of the allocation 
of the seats of the new bodies and agencies  created 
under the Single European Act conditional on 
Strasbourg being confirmed as the seat of the Par
liament. But Mitterrand had not reckoned with the 
opposition of the Belgian Prime Minister Wilfried 
Martens. Up to that point the Belgian government 
had kept a low profile on the question of where the 
seats should be located, judging that pressure from 
the Parliament for a single workplace would work 
in Brussels’s favour. Upon seeing France’s activism, 
how ever, the Belgian government suddenly became 
fearful that if the Parliament remained in Stras
bourg the other institutions would start moving to 
Alsace, because with the Parliament’s powers set to 
increase, the executive bodies would probably be 
drawn to join it there. Gradually the Belgians came 
to realise that they could not hope to take the Euro
pean Parliament away from the city that symbolised 
 FrancoGerman reconciliation, and although the 
Dutch Prime Minister Ruud Lubbers did put the 
matter back on the table just before the European 
Council meeting in Maastricht, Belgium agreed to 
move towards a reasonable compromise between the 
Member States that would also take account of the 
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views of MEPs themselves (1). When Martens’s suc
cessor, JeanLuc Dehaene, lifted Belgium’s veto on 
Strasbourg, the representatives of the governments 
of the Member States were able, on 12  December 
1992 at the European Council in Edinburgh, to take 
a decision by common agreement on the location of 
the seats of the institutions and of certain bodies 
and departments of the European Communities. 
This decision confirmed the broad approach that 
had applied since 1965: Brussels would be the seat of 
the Council (even though certain meetings would 
be held in Luxembourg) and of the Commission 
(though some departments, including the Office for 
Official Publications of the European Communi
ties and the Statistical Office, would be established 
in Luxembourg); and the Parliament would have its 
seat in Strasbourg, where the 12 monthly plenary 
sessions  — including the budget session  — would 
be held, while its committees would meet in Brus
sels, where additional plenary sessions could also 
be held, and its General Secretariat and its depart
ments would remain in Luxembourg. A protocol on 
the location of the seats was annexed to the treaties 
by the Treaty of Amsterdam of 2  October 1997, 
confirming the decision taken at Edinburgh.

In an ironic twist of fate, it so happened that at the 
very time Brussels was confirmed as the Commis
sion’s permanent home, the Commission had just 
hastily left its main premises in the Belgian capital: 
the Berlaymont. After a report prepared by experts 
had revealed that the condition of the building was 
such that the safety of staff could not be guaran
teed in the event of fire, the College had on 29 May 
1991 ordered its immediate evacuation, by the 
end of the year at the latest (2). According to Marc 
 Mouligneau, who was put in charge of this hurried 
move, the revelation that the danger was acute made 
it possible to put an end to a situation that had in 

(1) Wilde d’Estmael, T. (de) and Franck, C., ‘Du mémorandum belge au Traité 
de Maastricht’, in Franck, C., Wilde, T. (de) and Roosens, C., Aux tournants 
de l’ histoire — La politique extérieure de la Belgique au début de la décennie 
90, De Boeck Université, Brussels, 1993, pp. 6465.

(2) Interview with Michel Vanden Abeele, 18 June 2017.

any case become problematic. The Commission’s 
staff had occupied the Berlaymont since 1967 and, 
as a result of the enlargements and the increase in 
staff numbers, working conditions at the ‘centre of 
power’ at the Schuman roundabout were no longer 
ideal, despite rationalisation programmes involving 
the transfer of certain financial and administra
tive departments to the immediately surrounding 
area (3). Apart from the lack of space and light and 
the faulty air conditioning, the main cause of anx
iety was the asbestos insulation present throughout 
the building. The serious health risks to staff if they 
were to inhale this asbestos complicated mainten
ance work and gave rise to lingering worry  (4), in 
spite of the regular checks that were performed and 
the vigilance of the Occupational Health and Safety 
Committee (5). The complete evacuation of the Ber
laymont would thus provide an opportunity for rad
ical action to tackle this latent problem — not that 
this prevented certain members of staff from taking 
the view that the Commission had reacted too late 
and was responsible for the illnesses they had con
tracted because of their exposure to the  asbestos 
over the years (6). 

It was therefore with mixed feelings of relief at 
leaving a building where their safety was no longer 
assured and nostalgia at leaving the familiar walls 
where they had worked to make a success of Europe 
that the 3 300 occupants of the Berlaymont made 
the great move (7). Given the huge scale of the oper
ation, a special task force was set up to ensure that it 
went smoothly. This task force, the budget of which 
was managed by the unit for internal management, 
buildings maintenance and telecommunications of 
DG  IX  — Personnel and Administration, was at
tached to the director Maria Pia Filippone, who had 

(3) Barthel, ‘The eternal question of location’, p. 55.
(4) Interview with Giangaleazzo Cairoli, 25 October 2016.
(5) Interview with Marc Mouligneau, 16 June 2017.
(6) In 1995 an association for asbestos victims of the European Communities 

went as far as taking legal action before the Belgian courts against the Com
mission and the Belgian state.

(7) Loir, P., ‘Berlaymont: le départ’, Courrier du personnel, No 530, September 
1991, p. 1.
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The proliferation of European agencies

Following the creation of the European Centre for the 
Development of Vocational Training (1) and the 
European Foundation for the Improvement of Living 
and Working Conditions in 1975, and the first 
European agencies set up following the introduction of 
the first programme of social action in 1974, from the 
1990s the Commission returned to creating 
decentralised bodies with their own legal personality.

The growth in the number of agencies between 1986 
and 2000 (from two to 12) was essentially linked to 
two aspects: first, the new agencies represented the 
continuation and development of pre-existing 
structures or forms of administrative cooperation (2); 
second, the increase in the level of responsibility and 
specialisation in the European Union, linked to the 
relaunch of European integration undertaken by 
Jacques Delors, had led to the Commission transferring 
tasks requiring extra work and specialised skills to 
more flexible decentralised bodies that could react 
quickly.

Despite the difficulties at both the scientific and the 
institutional levels in establishing a uniform definition 
of an ‘EU agency’, it is possible to distinguish two 
types: regulatory or decentralised agencies and 
executive agencies. The purpose of the former is to 
regulate a specific sector and implement EU policies, 
whereas the purpose of the latter is essentially to 
manage one or more Community programmes. It 
should be added that a further two categories were 
added in the wake of the Maastricht Treaty: the 
common foreign and security policy agencies and 
those covering police and judicial cooperation in 
criminal matters, which became operational at the 
start of the 2000s.

As with the first wave, although the new decentralised 
agencies continue to represent an external centre of 
expertise and ongoing dialogue between their 
stakeholders, the focus is primarily on their technical 
and scientific vocation. However, their specific nature 
has not necessarily guaranteed them a status defined 
within the framework of the EU’s institutional policy, 
nor has it automatically led to the establishment of 

(1) The activities of the European Centre for the Development 
of Vocational Training are analysed in Chapter 18 ‘European 
 education policy’.

(2) Chamon, M., EU agencies — Legal and political limits to the 
transformation of the EU administration, ‘Oxford Studies in 
Euro pean Law’ collection, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 
2016.

clear links with the institutions of the EU, particularly 
the European Parliament and the Commission. If 
effective cooperation has been established at 
operational and technical levels between the 
Commission and the agencies, it has come about 
essentially thanks to the good relations between 
officials and experts: ‘at the Commission … there were 
very reasonable people … who wanted to go further 
and to [ensure] that the decision[s] were taken’ (3). At 
the political level the situation was a good deal more 
complicated, and the proliferation of the number of 
agencies has made it an even greater challenge.

While respecting their organisational and financial 
autonomy, the Commission has always sought to 
maintain a certain degree of control over the agencies. 
The latter, while recognising the importance of the 
Commission’s role in making a success of their 
activities, have each developed a growing ambition to 
aspire to the genuine autonomy of a quasi-
independent body (4). This uncertainty has left its mark 
on numerous discussions on the control, role, structure, 
headquarters, financing and number of agencies, both 
within the EU and within the Member States. This is 
why, at the start of the 2000s, the Commission began 
an overall review of the matter in order to clarify the 
advantages and disadvantages of having recourse to 
the agencies as an instrument and to improve their 
effectiveness (5).

Dieter Schlenker

(3) Interview with Johan van Rens, 1 June 2017, p. 40.
(4) Interview with Clive Purkiss, 20 June 2017, p. 12.
(5) COM(2001) 428 final, ‘European governance — A White Paper’.
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Name Initials/
acronym

Year Headquarters Notes

European Centre for 
the Development of 
Vocational Training

Cedefop 1975 Thessaloniki 
(Greece)

Its headquarters were transferred 
from West Berlin (Federal Republic of 
Germany) to Thessaloniki (Greece) in 
1993.

European Foundation for 
the Improvement of Living 
and Working Conditions

Eurofound 1975 Dublin (Ireland)  

European Environment 
Agency 

EEA 1990 Copenhagen 
(Denmark)

Operational since 1994.

European Monitoring 
Centre for Drugs and Drug 
Addiction 

EMCDDA 1993 Lisbon 
(Portugal)

 

European Training 
Foundation

ETF 1994 Turin (Italy)  

European Agency for 
Safety and Health at Work

EU-OSHA 1994 Bilbao (Spain)  

Translation Centre for the 
Bodies of the European 
Union

CdT 1994 Luxembourg  

Office for Harmonization 
in the Internal Market 
(Trade Marks and Designs)

OHIM 1994 Alicante (Spain)  

Community Plant Variety 
Office

CPVO 1995 Angers (France)  

European Medicines 
Agency

EMA 1995 London (United 
Kingdom)

The headquarters of the EMA 
will be transferred to Amsterdam 
(Netherlands) following the withdrawal 
of the United Kingdom from the EU in 
2019.

European External Action 
Service

EEAS 1997 Brussels

European Monitoring 
Centre on Racism and 
Xenophobia

EUMC 1998 Vienna (Austria) The EUMC was replaced in 2007 
by the European Union Agency for 
Fundamental Rights.

European Police Office Europol 1999 The Hague 
(Netherlands)

European Union Agency for Law 
Enforcement Cooperation since 2017.

European Agency for 
Reconstruction 

EAR 2000 Thessaloniki 
(Greece)

The EAR was set up for a period of 
6 years, following which its mandate 
was extended by 2 years up to 2008.
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the job of implementing the general buildings plan 
decided on by a steering committee with members 
including the SecretaryGeneral, David William
son, the President’s head of cabinet, Pascal Lamy, 
and various directorsgeneral and cabinet represent
atives (1). The main problem for Marc Mouligneau 
and his 10 colleagues in the task force was to find and 
fit out, in less than 6 months, enough buildings — 
that is to say, 10 buildings — to accommodate all 

(1) Loir, P., ‘La Task Force Berlaymont’, Courrier du personnel, No  531, 
 October 1991, pp. 2633.

the staff who needed to be rehoused without caus
ing property prices in Brussels to surge. They need
ed to battle hard in negotiations to rent and fit out 
certain existing buildings and to construct others 
(for example, Genève 1 and Beaulieu), and in that 
endeavour they received crucial support from the 
Belgian state’s property management department. 
As the owner of the ‘defective’ Berlaymont building 
the Belgian state also financed some of the cost of 
the move, while the Commission continued to pay 
it the rent for the unoccupied Berlaymont and bore 

On 29 May 1991 the Commission decided to leave the Berlaymont by 31 December of that year, since it considered that health and safety 
conditions were no longer guaranteed.
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certain costs (1). Unremitting hard work and good 
cooperation between all departments ensured that 
the evacuation ran to schedule, and the opinions of 
those who were moved were on the whole positive, 
although those sent to Beaulieu and Evere Green, 
rue de Genève, lamented the drawbacks associated 
with their geographical remoteness (time wasted on 
transport, slower circulation of information), while 
those housed in the Breydel building, where the 
College and the cabinets were based, benefited not 
only from totally new infrastructure (restaurant, 
parking facilities, air conditioning and heating) 
but also from being so close to where decisions were 
made. Today, Commission staff tend to remember 
these comical situations with a smile. Alexander 
Italianer, for example, recollects:

‘We had to move in great haste during the 
Christmas holidays. I landed up at Beaulieu. 
It was built like a shopping mall … there was 
an atrium inside with space for shops. We 
had to start working over there at the 
beginning of January and the building was 
barely finished — there were still lots of 
offices without window panes, so it was very 
cold. I remember banging my head on a 
glass door (I hurt myself very badly), after 
which they stuck up some plastic. [Laughter] 
As I say, we were evacuated at great speed; 
afterwards, things went well’ (2).

And so it was that, come the end of January 1992, 
the Commission could boast that it occupied, 
 entirely or in part, 46  office building complexes 
in Brussels (or 61, including auxiliary buildings, 
buildings devoted to staffrelated matters and park
ing structures  (3). As for the Berlaymont, while 

(1) In 1991 the costs of actually leaving the building were split 56 %  :  44 % 
 between the Commission and the Belgian state respectively. Thereafter, 
 under a convention signed in October 1991, the Belgian government’s 
property management department provided 10 substitute buildings with 
a  combined floor area equivalent to that of the Berlaymont, while the 
Commission  continued to pay the Belgian government the rent for the 
Berlaymont, along with the property tax and normal running charges 
for the substitute buildings. HAEC, SEC(97)  1234 final, 26  June 1997, 
‘ Berlaymont — State of play in financial and contractual negotiations’.

(2) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017, p. 30.
(3) ‘Les “déplacés” plutôt satisfaits’, Courrier du personnel, 23  April 1992, 

pp. 13.

some people, including the Commissioner respon
sible, António  Cardoso e Cunha, favoured its total 
demo lition (4) and the construction of a new, larger 
building, the building’s deeply entrenched image as 
a symbol of Europe thwarted this radical project. 
After a very tricky operation to remove the asbes
tos, which started late (at the end of the summer of 
1995) because of prevarication by the Belgian ad
ministration over how this should be done, the de
cision was taken to renovate (5). The refurbishment 
was planned by the company Berlaymont  2000, 
working alongside officials and external consultants 
(architects, engineers and financial experts) from 
the new task force set up in DG IX at the instiga
tion of Commissioner  Erkki Liikanen. They saw to 
it that the building’s symbolic value was preserved, 
while at the same time improving accessibility, in
ternal comfort,  safety and the building’s integration 
into its urban envir onment. The building was also 
intended to set an example with regard to environ
mental protection and energy savings (6).

In July 1997 the Commission signed an agreement 
with the Belgian government on the renovation and 
reoccupation of the Berlaymont. Under the agree
ment the Commission would pay the cost of the 
reno vation of the building and the value of the exist
ing structure and foundations, in return for which 
the Belgian government would cover the entire 
cost of asbestos removal and would in due course 
transfer ownership of the land for one symbolic 
euro (7). Put another way, the Commission under
took to provide reimbursement for the total cost 
of renovation over a period of 27 years, after which 
it would become the owner of the building, once 
the com pany Berlaymont 2000 had transferred its 

(4) Monteira, F., ‘Todo a punto para desalojar el edificio Berlaymont’, El País, 
6 May 1991: http://www.cvce.eu

(5) Demey, T., Bruxelles, capitale de l’Europe, Badeaux, Brussels, 2007.
(6) ‘Le futur Berlaymont: fonctionnel et sans luxe’, Courrier du personnel, 

3  June 1993, p.  3; ‘A new home for the Commission’, Commission en 
 direct, No 57, 29 May4 June 1997, pp. 45; Morris, S., ‘A green building’, 
Commission en direct, No  60, 1925  June 1997, pp.  45. See also HAEC, 
SEC(96) 2174 final, 27 November 1996, ‘State of play — Berlaymont’.

(7) HAEC, COM(99)  713 final, 16  December 1999, ‘Property policy  — 
 Brussels’.

http://www.cvce.eu/
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longlease rights to the Commission for a nominal 
price of one euro and the Belgian government had 
likewise transferred its ownership rights, also for a 
nominal one euro (1). Pending delivery of the reno
vated Berlaymont, the state was to continue to  cover 
the rent for the substitute buildings. In the end, 
owing to delays in the completion of the asbestos 
removal works that meant large additional costs for 
the Belgian state (which, incidentally, was criticised 
for its handling of the case), renovation work only 
 finally began in June 1999, and the building was 
able to accommodate Commission departments 
only in stages, starting on 1 July 2004, just before 
President José Manuel Barroso took up office.

(1) Press release IP/97/616, ‘The Commission agrees to buy the renovated Ber
laymont — a long term solution’, Brussels, 8 July 1997: http://europa.eu/
rapid/pressrelease_IP97616_en.htm

The difficult Berlaymont case was not, however, the 
only Gordian knot in Commission buildings policy 
during this period. Policy in this area became more 
complicated in the second half of the 1990s, for the 
fixing of the Commission’s headquarters in Decem
ber 1992 did not remove from the equation other 
relevant political uncertainties (linked to changes 
in the Commission’s role, size and structures and 
to enlargements of the EU) or the financial con
straints to which the Commission had always been 
subject (restrictive budgetary prospects and the lack 
of a longterm investment mechanism)  (2). From 
1996, in order no longer to have to operate in its 
previous ad hoc way, the Commission began to es
tablish a longerterm framework for action. Its aim 
was to anticipate better and rationalise its needs for 

(2) HAEC, SEC(96) 1095 final, 18 June 1996, ‘Commission building policy 
19962005’.

Team photograph of the Berlayment task force in the Courrier du personnel in 1991. 
From left to right: José Buxes, Susan Cooper, Xavier Lombide, Marc Mouligneau, Geraldo Demilito, Louise Vidal, Angelo Di Marzio,  

Rosa Tobbackx and Carlo Eich.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-97-616_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-97-616_en.htm
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premises and to establish longterm office arrange
ments, so as to make savings and provide staff with 
better conditions in which to work. This included, 
for one thing, optimising the size and quality of its 
buildings according to the specific needs of its de
partments, grouping teams together as required. 
It also involved implementing a shift towards pur
chasing property, particularly through longterm 
lease arrangements with a purchase option when 
insufficient funds were available to buy property 
immediately. Lastly, it involved the Commission 
stepping up its dialogue with the Belgian author
ities — both regional and local — in order to better 
reconcile its housing requirements with urban plan
ning and the wishes of the population (1). Thus, the 
proportion of its buildings that the Commission 
owned ( either outright or that it was purchasing 
over time) increased from 10  to 33  between 1996 
and 1997 (2). The acquisitions made (Charlemagne, 
extension to the Breydel) were in keeping with this 
policy of procuring buildings of sufficient size to 
 allow all the departments of a directorategeneral to 

(1) Paternotte, A., ‘Quel avenir pour l’Europe à Bruxelles’, Commission en 
 direct, No 59, 1218 June 1997, p. 5.

(2) HAEC, COM(99) 713 final.

be  accommodated at the same location. In addition, 
it would become policy to organise the refitting of 
premises so as to bring the political authorities  closer 
to the civil servants, in accordance with the wish ex
pressed by Romano Prodi at the Cologne Summit. 
Whereas the Commissioners had previously been 
located in a single part of a single building — the 
Berlaymont, then the Breydel — it was Prodi’s am
bition to decompartmentalise these ‘ivory towers’ in 
order to improve the functioning of departments by 
gathering the civil servants around their portfolio 
Commissioner (3).

Thus the main thrusts of the Commission’s build
ings strategy had been established. Over the years 
to come the strategy would continue to be guided 
by the objectives of rationalising and purchasing 
the Commission’s buildings, integrating them into 
the urban environment and bringing departments 
 together under one roof.

AnneSophie Gijs

(3) Steyaert, R., ‘L’été du grand déménagement’, Commission en direct, No 135, 
814 July 1999, p. 3.
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Chapter 5 
The ‘horizontal’ services

5.1. The Legal Service

The authority of the European Union (EU) comes 
from a treaty and relies primarily on law. Hence, the 
European Commission’s Legal Service has been key 
in the development of the European Community 
and, from 1992 onwards, the EU. In the 1960s the 
service, as the Commission’s inhouse legal adviser, 
had taken the lead in establishing a constitutional 
understanding of Community law (1). Consequent
ly, it had shifted its focus to the consolidation of this 
constitutional understanding. This allowed the fur
ther development of Community law through court 
rulings, including in areas where Member States 
could not reach agreement (2). 

By the late 1980s the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and the progress of globalisation tempted President 
Jacques Delors into an even bolder outlook on the 

(1) Dumoulin, M., ‘The administration’, in Dumoulin, M. (ed.), The European 
Commission, 1958-72 — History and memories, Office for Official Publica
tions of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 2007, pp. 219239.

(2) RamirezPérez, S., ‘The Legal Service’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. 
(eds), The European Commission 1973-86  — History and memories of an 
 institution, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, 
pp. 115120.

role of law in the future EU, when he widened his 
definition of ‘legal community’ to also include the 
‘common legal values … which bring closer the  legal 
systems of the Member States’  (3). With expect
ations of further legal unification reflected in mile
stones such as the 1989 Social Charter listing the 
rights of workers, the 1992 Maastricht Treaty in
troducing European citizenship rights and the 1993 
Copenhagen criteria defining the ‘rule of law’ and 
human rights among the EU’s common values, the 
Legal Service associated itself more broadly with the 
development of this wider, valuebased ‘Commu
nity legal system’  (4). However, the observance of 
the expanding Community legal order remained its 
central concern.

Formally, as was outlined in the previous volumes 
in this series, the Legal Service has two main tasks: 
providing the Commission and its departments 
with legal advice; and representing the Commission 

(3) HAEU, Jacques Delors Fonds (JD) 670, ‘Draft speech by Jacques Delors for 
a meeting with the Bundesverfassungsgericht’, 21 November 1991, pp. 34.

(4) Dewost, J.L., ‘Maintaining the Community legal order in a changing 
world’, Cambridge Yearbook of European Legal Studies, Vol. 1, University of 
Cambridge, Cambridge, 1998, pp. 1724.
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in court. While fulfilling these tasks demands close 
cooperation with the operational departments, the 
Legal Service stands independently in the hierarchi
cal structure of the Commission. In administrative 
terms it is subordinate to the President. However, 
the Legal Service itself is responsible for the content 
of its legal opinions.

In practice, at least in the years up to 2001, its role 
gave the Legal Service considerable influence with 
regard to almost all subjects passing through the 
College of Commissioners, the meetings of which 
were always attended by the directorgeneral of the 
Legal Service. First, as every legal act from the Com
mission needed a favourable opinion from the  Legal 
Service before it could be adopted by the Commis
sion, operational departments usually already in
volved the service at an early stage of drafting. In the 
occasional cases where a favourable opinion from 
the Legal Service was not obtained during these 
preparations, the draft act had to be discussed in 
the College. Second, in its role as the Commission’s 
advocate before the Court of Justice, the member of 
the Legal Service acting as agent was granted a great 
deal of autonomy.

The internal organisation  
of the Legal Service

In spite of the obvious expansion of the domains 
covered by the EU in the 1990s, the Legal Service 
hardly changed its internal way of functioning. As 
before, the relentlessly high standard of its legal notes 
and analyses, which caused Commission President 
Delors’s Legal Adviser Michel Petite to describe the 
Service as a ‘Rolls Royce’, was much facilitated by 
the Legal Service’s esprit de corps  (1). In particular, 
its members cherished the Legal Service for its flat 
organisation, in which quality was regarded as being 

(1) Interview with Michel Petite, 23 June 2016, p. 14.

more important than formal rank (2). This working 
environment had been carefully built up by its first 
directorsgeneral, Michel Gaudet (19581969) and 
Walter Much (19691975), but was particularly em
phasised under ClausDieter Ehlermann between 
1977 and 1987.

In the mid 1980s the thematic teams into which 
the Legal Service was historically divided em
ployed between about three and 11 lawyers each 
(6070 in  total). The teams existed in parallel with 
several horizontal groups, of which the group of 
 lawyerlinguists was the largest. Whereas the versa
tility of lawyers was already high, as they were often 
assigned to court cases according to primary lan
guage rather than to expertise, Ehlermann had fur
ther stimulated it by encouraging rotation between 
the teams. Other elements of Ehlermann’s much 
appreciated ‘modernisation’ of the service included 
better spreading of information and the involve
ment of heads of team along with (junior) experts 
on the subject in his decisionmaking, which nor
mally took place in the weekly ‘Monday morning 
meetings’ (3).

In 1987, for reasons of national balance, Ehlermann 
was succeeded by JeanLouis Dewost, who would 
lead the service until 2001. A former member of the 
French Conseil d’État, Dewost more important
ly bore the experience — and in some exceptional 
 cases the viewpoints — of his 14 years at the helm 
of the Council Legal Service, which he had led since 
1973 (4). 

Arriving in a period marked by the vast legislative 
programme of Europe 1992 on the one hand and by 
a steep increase in court cases on the other, one of 

(2) Interviews with Giuliano Marenco, 16 March 2017; Jacques H. J.  Bourgeois, 
18 November 2016; Pieter Jan Kuijper, 23 March 2017; and Richard Wain
wright, 7 April 2017.

(3) RamirezPérez, ‘The Legal Service’, pp. 116117.
(4) Dewost, J.L., ‘Vingtcinq ans de conseil juridique au service de l’Europe’, 

in Puissochet, JP., L’État souverain dans le monde d’aujourd’ hui:  mélanges 
en l’ honneur de Jean-Pierre Puissochet, Éditions A. Pedone, Paris, 2008, 
pp. 5964.
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the key challenges Dewost faced was preserving the 
efficiency of the Legal Service. Although the service 
saw its staff grow to almost 100 Agrade officials in 
1999 (about 230 staff in total), this increase in capa
city did not keep pace with the increasing number of 
consultations and court cases (1). Inevitably, this led 
to the centralisation of the service. Dewost, a more 
 dirigistestyle manager than his predecessor, traded 
collegial decisionmaking for a more hierarchical 
approach in the teams and their responsibilities, al
though the autonomy of the members of the service 
remained relatively high due to their personal ex
pertise and the vast range of fields covered in their 
work (2).

Both his personal connections and the reputation 
of the Legal Service enabled Dewost to preserve the 
position of the service visàvis rival sources of legal 
expertise emerging from various sides. His familiar
ity with the Council Legal Service guaranteed the 
continuation of good relations with these ‘cousins’ 
from the Council and those from the Parliament 
Legal Service. Moreover, Dewost remained close to 
the fellow Frenchmen dominating the President’s 
cabinet during the Delors presidencies. Here, the 
newly introduced position of legal adviser, which 
was held first by François Lamoureux (19851991) 
and later by Michel Petite (19911995), threatened 
to mediate or even challenge the Legal Service’s ex
pertise  (3). Naturally, their role within the cabinet 
was more political than the laworiented position 
of the Legal Service. Occasionally however, this 
more political approach was shared by the Legal 
Service (4).

(1) Between 1991 and 1997 the number of consultations increased from 
7 180 to 12 490 and the number of new court cases registered from 437 to 
1 098. See HAEU, Graham J. L. Avery Fonds (GJLA) 35, ‘Internal report 
for “ Designing tomorrow’s Commission”: Report on the Legal Service’, 
9  February 1999, p. 17.

(2) Interview with Giuliano Marenco, 16 March 2017.
(3) Interview with Michel Petite, 23 June 2016.
(4) Interview with Xenophon A. Yataganas, 3 May 2017. Working in DG Com

petition, Anne Houtman found that the Legal Service often went beyond 
its task as legal adviser. See interview with Anne Houtman, 10 June 2016.

Emphasising productivity, Dewost limited the prac
tice of members of the service actively engaging in 
spreading knowledge on European law, for example 
by lecturing at universities (5). Now that universities 
increasingly covered the subject themselves, Dewost 
preferred his staff to focus on their formal tasks. 
However, the service did not at all isolate itself from 
the outside world: many staff members remained 
well connected to law societies and continued to 
publish on their work. 

(5) Interview with Jacques H. J. Bourgeois, 18 November 2016; HAEC, BAC 
91/2015/15 1995, Archive of the Legal Service, Minutes of the hebdo meet
ings, 13 March 1995.

Jean-Louis Dewost was the Director-General of the Legal Service 
from 1987 to 2001.
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The role of the Legal Service  
in the development of European law, 
1987-2000

Having played a leading role in the ‘constitutional
isation’ of the European legal order in the early years 
of integration, in the 1990s the contributions of the 
Legal Service to the development of European law 
spread out over many fields and initiatives. For ex
ample, successive steps in institutional relations fol
lowing on from the new treaties concluded in 1986, 
1992 and 1997 required the service to defend Com
mission competences visàvis the Parliament and 
the Council, such as in the development of the com
itology system introduced as a consequence of the 
Single European Act. Often these disputes ended in 
clashes that could only be resolved before the Court 
of Justice  (1). Meanwhile, globalisation pushed the 
Legal Service into greater activity in international 
bodies such as the World Trade Organisation, where 
it ironically found itself pleading against principles 
dearly defended in the Community legal order, such 
as the supremacy of treaty obligations  (2). Also, as 
will be elaborated upon below, the Legal Service 
played a coordinating role in ensuring the imple
mentation of Community law and in improving its 
accessibility for citizens.

In general terms it is important to emphasise that the 
Legal Service within the Commission often acted as 
a counterbalance. Employing the treaty framework 
to promote the process of Community integration, 
at the same time it aimed to avoid interpretations of 
the law that went too far. In striving to strike a bal
ance between these extremes, for  example, it often 
felt urged to counter draft decisions in the field of 
competition (3). 

(1) Gilsdorf, P., ‘Le service juridique de la Commission’, unpublished manu
script, Legal Service, Brussels, 2003, pp.  3738. The author would like to 
thank the Legal Service library for making this manuscript available.

(2) Dewost, ‘Maintaining the Community legal order in a changing world’.
(3) Interview with Giuliano Marenco, 16 March 2017.

One of the main concerns was in relation to Mem
ber States’ application of Community law. From the 
early 1980s onwards, annual reports monitoring 
this application clearly demonstrated the gap be
tween regulation and implementation (4). In the late 
1980s the legislation following on from the comple
tion of the internal market only increased the pres
sure on Member States’ administrations to live up 
to their Community obligations. In an attempt to 
counter this trend the Maastricht Treaty strength
ened existing surveillance mechanisms, such as the 
infringement procedure allowing the Commission 
to take legal action in case of failing implementa
tion, by adding the possibility of financial sanctions. 
In parallel, the Court of Justice introduced a doc
trine on state liability. In consecutive rulings in the 
wellknown Francovich and Factortame cases it es
tablished that Member States had to compensate for 
harm caused to individuals by the (non)implemen
tation of Community law (5). In the latter case espe
cially the Legal Service contributed significantly to 
the solution found by the Court. Indeed, in prepar
ing its position it had, through extensive consulta
tions of national experts, collected a wealth of infor
mation on a possible ‘ius commune’ (6). Meanwhile, 
as the doctrine developed in these rulings further 
encouraged citizens to help enforce Community 
law, it allowed the Legal Service to urge that the in
fringement procedure, in which the service played 
a coordinating role, should be limited to ‘systemic 
problems and delicate situations’ (7).

Enabling citizens and institutions such as national 
courts to participate in the furthering of Commu
nity law also required a better overview of this 
law. In the early 1990s this already comprised over 
57  000 legal acts, including regulations,  decisions 

(4) On this more systematic monitoring of the application of Community law 
see also interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 30 September 2016.

(5) Judgments of 19  November 1991 in Case C6/90 Francovich and Others 
(ECR 1991, p. I5357); and of 5 March 1996 in Joined Cases C46/93 and 
C48/93 Factortame and Others (ECR 1996, p. I1029).

(6) Interview with Christiaan Timmermans, 16 December 2016; HAEC, BAC 
306/2004, Files Nos 4451, Court of Justice cases. 

(7) Interview with Christiaan Timmermans, 16 December 2016.
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and court rulings. In the 1970s the Legal  Service 
had taken the lead in developing CELEX, an 
intern al computer database systematising legal 
knowledge. From the early 1990s it also undertook 
to coordinate the codification of consecutive acts in 
more accessible,  single texts, while projects aimed at 
‘better law making’ were established to improve the 
transparency of new legal acts (1). 

A more farreaching aim concerning the legal pro
tection of individuals related to the observance of 
fundamental rights. Despite the failure of earlier at
tempts to urge the Community to become a member 

(1) DORIE, ‘Speech by Mr Dewost to the Legal Commission of the Parliament 
on codification’, March 1992; Gilsdorf, ‘Le service juridique de la Commis
sion’, p. 16.

of the European Convention of Human Rights, the 
Legal Service continued to consider this to be one of 
the ‘pressing cases’ in the development of Euro pean 
law (2). In this concern it found an ally in the Euro
pean Parliament, especially after its declar ation of 
12 April 1989. The Court of Justice persisted in its 
rejection of membership of the convention, ruling 
that the Treaty establishing the European Commu
nity, as it then was, did not grant the ne cessary com
petence for the Community to become a party to 
it (3). However, the enduring attention to this  issue 

(2) Davies, B., ‘Integrity or openness? Reassessing the history of the CJEU’s 
human rights jurisprudence’, The American Journal of Comparative Law, 
Vol.  64, No  1, American Association for the Comparative Study of Law, 
Baltimore, 2016, pp. 80114; Dewost, ‘Maintaining the Community legal 
order in a changing world’.

(3) Opinion 2/94 of 28  March 1996, Accession of the Community to the 
ECHR (ECR 1996, p. I1759).

The CELEX database contained all the Community legislation in force and case-law from the Court of Justice.
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did benefit the emergence of the Charter of Funda
mental Rights of the European Union in 2000.

Indeed, the Legal Service was very much concerned 
with guarding the ‘logic’ of Community law and 
the legal protection of individuals. In that regard 
it comes as no surprise that it actively contributed 
to the transfer of as many policies as possible to the 
first pillar, once the Treaty of Amsterdam had an
nounced the abolition of these pillars. In particu
lar, the Legal Service successfully defended the view 
that the practice of quickly concluding intergov
ernmental conventions still under the rules of the 
previous treaty went against the objectives of the 
Treaty of Amsterdam. Thus, it effectively helped 
to regulate subjects such as the Eurodac (European 
Asylum Dactyloscopy) database and the exchange 
of fingerprints, preserving this as Community law 
and thus under the jurisdiction of the Court (1).

Karin van Leeuwen

(1) Interview with Pieter Jan Kuijper, 23 March 2017.

5.2. Eurostat or European 
statistics policy: ‘at 
the service of all other 
policies’

Informally, the Statistical Office of the Euro pean 
Communities had been called ‘Eurostat’ ever since 
1972, the eve of the 1973 enlargement and of the 
increase in the number of official languages, al
though it was only in 1999 that this became the 
official name of the directorategeneral (DG). Be
tween 1986 and 2000 the Office, which was in fact 
a DG, underwent considerable change, swept along 
by developments as European integration picked up 
pace  (2). In the prevailing climate  Eurostat found 
itself gathering information on  areas such as edu
cation and vocational training, the environment, 
health, employment and migration (3), but also on 
the social affairs so close to the heart of Jacques 
 Delors, who asked Eurostat to choose indicators in 
this area modelled on the Maastricht convergence 
criteria for economic and monetary union (EMU). 
In short, European statistics policy was ‘at the ser
vice of all other policies’ (4).

In the period between 1986 and 2000 Eurostat 
came under the remit of five Commissioners: Alois 
Pfeiffer; Peter Schmidhuber; Henning Christo
phersen, who as a former economics professor and 
finance minister had a particular interest in statis
tics; YvesThibault de Silguy, who also attributed all 
due importance to statistics at the time the euro was 
being introduced; and Pedro Solbes Mira.

(2) Franchet, Y., ‘Développement de la statistique de l’Union européenne: une 
action coopérative multinationale en réseau’, Statistique et société, Vol.  2, 
No 1, Société française de statistique, Paris, 2014, p. 15.

(3) HAEC, SEC(1998)  93, 13  February 1998, ‘Community statistical pro
gramme 19982002: accompanying document “Programme presentation 
by statistical themes”’.

(4) As Odile Quintin put it in ‘La statistique au service des politiques sociales 
européennes’, Statistique et société, Vol. 2, No 1, p. 13.
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When Silvio Ronchetti’s appointment as Director 
General of Eurostat was made permanent on 
1   October 1985, after he had served as acting 
Direct orGeneral for a year, he was already close to 
retirement, and from then on saw to a smooth tran
sition. Nonetheless it was he who started a process 
of reflection within the Office on the priorities to be 
developed, which would be implemented in the fol
lowing years. The idea of breaking Eurostat up and 
dispersing it across other parts of the Commission 
was also dropped. And it was he who encouraged 
his successor, Yves Franchet  — a former director 
at the French National Institute of Statistics and 
Economic Studies, who had subsequently worked 
at the World Bank and then at the InterAmerican 
Development Bank  — to apply to be his replace
ment when the post was advertised in the press and 
opened up to external applicants with a view to 
 recruiting the best person for the job. 

Profound changes

Yves Franchet joined Eurostat in November 1987. 
Eurostat’s offices were located in Luxembourg, pro
viding a certain level of independence for the  Office 
that was essential for its credibility. After having 
been spread across a number of buildings for sev
eral years, between 1998 and 1999 the Office was 
brought together in the Bech building.

In the face of a proliferation of players and challen
ges — not least the prospect of the internal market 
(‘A single market, a single statistical system’  (1)), 
EMU and enlargement  — statistics constituted a 
major tool. Having an unimpeachable European 
statistical system was a matter of absolute necessity. 
Decisionmaking structures, quality of training and 
the reliability and speed of information all required 
reinforcement, while methods and tools needed 

(1) ‘A single market, a single statistical system’, SIGMA — The bulletin of Euro-
pean statistics, Office for Official Publications of the European Commu
nities, No 1, Luxembourg, September/October 1991, p. 12.

updating  (2). The financial markets also posed an 
exact ing challenge. From 1987 Eurostat entered 
into partnerships, for example with the enlargement 
and external relations policy teams, and then with 
the social and environmental policy teams. Cooper
ation on the internal market and on  energy proved 
more difficult. In view of its new tasks, Euro stat was 
reorganised so as to work collegiately on all of its 
policy areas. A management committee comprising 
all of the directors began to meet every Monday, 
and a middlemanagement committee of all heads 
of unit met once a month. The number of perman
ent staff was also increased considerably, from 329 
in 1986 to 639 in 2000, including 58 officials sec
onded from national administrations.

In addition, Council Decision 89/382/EEC, Eur
atom set up a management committee for the sta
tistical programme that mobilised the Member 
States and the heads of the national statistical in
stitutes, in step with the logic of the comitology 
procedure that was establishing itself across the 

(2) HAEC, BAC 511/1998/760, ‘Internal reflection document on the struc
ture of Eurostat in the medium term’, Luxembourg, 30 May 1990.

French statistician Yves Franchet headed the Statistical Office  
of the European Communities (Eurostat) for 16 years,  

from 1987 to 2004.
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 European  institutions and with the application of 
the subsidiarity principle in the collection of na
tional and regional information  (1). This decision 
was intended to put in place the Statistical Pro
gramme Committee (2), and Yves Franchet and the 
Office’s directors also paid visits to all the national 
statistical institutes of the Member States in order 
to help harmonise management methods. Like
wise, on 25 February 1991 the European Advisory 
Committee on Statistical Information in the Eco
nomic and Social Spheres was  created. This com
mittee brought  together the heads of the  national 

(1) Council Decision 89/382/EEC, Euratom of 19  June 1989 (OJ  L  181, 
28.6.1989, p. 47).

(2) HAEC, BAC 158/1990/500, COM(94) 168 final, 31 May 1994, ‘Report of 
the Statistical Programme Committee 19911993’.

 statistical  institutes and  representatives from the 
world of academia, the social partners and the me
dia with the aim of improving the economic and 
financial indicators necessary for the convergence 
of economic policies. At the same time, the Com
mittee on Monetary, Financial and Balance of Pay
ments Statistics, crucial for the implementation 
of EMU, was set up  (3) in order to bring together 
national statistical institutes and central bankers, 
who in many cases did not talk to each other even 
within the same country. As Yves Franchet recalled, 
‘In Germany, for example, the Bundesbank’s short
term statistical system was based on private stud
ies’ (4). In September of the same year the Commis
sion created the Steering Committee for Statistical 
Information at the Commission, which comprised 
top management from the different directorates 
general and met twice a year to look at how the sta
tistical programme should be developed. However, 
this committee ran out of steam after a period of 
2 or 3 years (5). 

At the same time the statistical programme for 1989 
to 1992 was allocated its own budgetary resour
ces (6), and it became a legal act oriented towards the 
needs of Community policies, rather than just the 
todo list or information document that previous 
statistical programmes had been (7). While the con
cept of continuing professional training for Euro
stat’s statisticians had been more than just empty 
words for a number of years  (8), in 1996 the not
forprofit Training of European Statisticians insti
tute was also established. The institute was attend
ed by statisticians not only from Member States, 

(3) Council Decision 91/115/EEC of 25  February 1991 (OJ  L  59, 6.3.1991, 
p. 19).

(4) Interview with Yves Franchet, 16 September 2016.
(5) De Michelis, A. and Chantraine, A., Memoirs of Eurostat — Fifty years serv-

ing Europe, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 
Luxembourg, 2003, pp. 120126.

(6) HAEC, COM(88), Minutes No 916, meeting of 27 April 1988, p. 39.
(7) For a review of the results of this programme see HAEC, BAC 511/1998/761, 

‘Note for the attention of Niels Ahrendt, Secretariat General, and Nigel 
 Evans, DG IX, on the statistical programme of the European Communities 
19891992: implementation report for 1991’, 23 March 1992.

(8) See for example André, C., ‘Des Eurostatisticiens encore plus performants’, 
Courrier du personnel, No 3, 28 January 1993, p. 5.

Eurostat collaborates with certain United Nations organisations  
(the IMF and the World Bank) at an international level. An 
administrative protocol intended to reinforce cooperation  
with Canada and the United States was signed in 1991. 
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but also from European Free Trade  Association 
(EFTA) countries and nonmember countries. Be
tween 1991 and 2002 it trained 7  800 people, of 
whom 4 100 came from statistical offices in the EU 
or EFTA, 2 100 from central European countries, 
600 from countries of the Mediterranean basin and 
more than 600 from Commonwealth of Independ
ent States countries. From 1989 onwards, as part of 
the Community’s Phare programme for assisting 
central and east Euro pean countries and its Tacis 
programme for providing technical assist ance to 
the Commonwealth of Independent States, Euro
stat sent staff first to Poland and then to Hungary 
and to countries that were soon to join the Commu
nity, with the aim of providing them with statistical 
assistance that would help them prepare their acces
sion dossiers. Staff were also sent to  other countries, 
such as Russia, and even China asked for Eurostat’s 
assist ance in reorganising its statistics on foreign 
trade and on industry (1). Thus Eurostat found itself 
with a mission to provide support for the develop
ment of reliable official statistics on an internation
al plane and got involved in the statistical work of 
 other regional organisations, such as the Andean 
Pact, and of the African, Caribbean and Pacific 
States party to the Lomé Convention, not to men
tion its  active cooper ation with the United  Nations 
and the Organisation for Economic Cooper ation 
and Development. 

An eminently political role

At times, Eurostat’s role was eminently political, 
notably when it came to communicating figures on 
the economic performance of countries seeking to 
fulfil the Maastricht convergence criteria. In order 
to avoid fights over figures, in 1996 the Council 
adopted a regulation on a new European system of 
national and regional accounting, as it had done for 
the harmonised index of consumer prices.  Euro stat’s 

(1) De Michelis and Chantraine, Memoirs of Eurostat, pp. 125148.

role was delicate on two counts: making decisions 
on statistics relating to public finances and main
taining its independence in the production and dis
semination of statistics (2). 

In February 1997, in response to the increase in 
requests for statistical information for monitoring 
Community policies, the Council adopted the ‘Sta
tistical Law’  (3). This regulation strengthened and 
legitimised the recognition of European statistics. 
In April of the same year Eurostat was designated 
‘the sole “Community authority” entrusted with 
the production of statistics’. And later that year the 
Treaty of Amsterdam devoted Article 285 to statis
tics (4).

For Lord Moser, former director of the Central Sta
tistical Office in the United Kingdom, ‘Eurostat did 
play a remarkable role in two senses. For one thing, 
it complemented other statistical offices in Europe 
in making significant improvements in European 
statistics. Moreover … it played a key role in helping 
to create the European Union’ (5).

Vincent Dujardin

(2) HAEC, BAC 511/1998/768, ‘Communication from Commissioner de 
 Silguy to the Commission on the Commission’s statistical work programme 
for 1998’, 22 May 1997; HAEU, GJLA 35, ‘“Designing tomorrow’s Com
mission”: Report on the Statistics Office’, 7 January 1999.

(3) Council Regulation (EC) No  322/97 of 17  February 1997 (OJ  L  52, 
22.2.1997, p. 1).

(4) De Michelis and Chantraine, Memoirs of Eurostat, pp. 148149.
(5) Ibid., p. 151.



138 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

5.3. Translation and 
interpreting: the 
‘language of Europe’

At the time of the 1986 enlargement one of the 
challenges facing the translation service, already 
dubbed ‘the biggest translation service in the 
world’  (1), was to meet spiralling demand follow
ing the development of new policies and the acces
sion of Spain and Portugal. The Joint Interpreting 
and Conference Service (JICS) was facing similar 
problems. Translation and interpreting were both 
strongly affected by the increase in the number of 
languages, but in fact they constitute two very dif
ferent activities. It may be necessary, for example, 
to restrict interpretation to a few languages during 
working meetings, but all the languages will always 
be needed for the translation of legislative texts and 
official correspondence. The translation and in
terpreting services have always been separate, and 
there is  little contact between them even at direct
orgeneral  level, except for the purposes of docu
mentation.

Be that as it may, in 1986 the Community increased 
the number of official languages to nine. There 
could be no question, however, of translating every 
single document produced within the institutions 
into all the official languages. At the Commission 
a distinction was made between official languages 
and ‘procedural’ languages (English, French and 
German). For documents for internal use, in par
ticular preparatory documents for meetings of the 
College, only the procedural languages were used. 
Ever since the accession of Greece back in 1981 the 
College had been authorised to adopt texts that 
had not yet been translated into all the language 
versions. Another priority was to reduce the num
ber of interpreters at meetings. ‘The Commission 

(1) ‘La DG  IX est au service des autres DG’. Interview with Richard Hay, 
 DirectorGeneral for Personnel and Administration, Courrier du personnel, 
No 480, December 1986, pp. 3337.

has always worked in French, German and English’, 
Renée Van Hoof recalls. ‘Pascal Lamy refused the 
use of Spanish, Greek and the other languages. He 
said it was impossible to have a Commission with 
so many languages. That has always been the sys
tem and everybody has just had to accept it’ (2). In 
the same vein, an informal agreement was negoti
ated in 19921993 between the SecretariesGeneral 
of the Council and the Commission and with the 
Perman ent Representatives Committee. The agree
ment allowed texts leaving the Commission to be 
sent in the procedural languages only, with the 
translations into the other languages following on 
later. 

(2) Interview with Renée Van HoofHaferkamp, 21 June 2017.

Renée Van Hoof headed the Interpreting Service from 1958, before 
becoming the Director-General of the Interpreting and Conference 
Service in 1982. In 1993 she provided translation services during  

the visit of US President George H. W. Bush.
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Nevertheless, over the years the Commission was 
regularly accused of favouring the use of a single 
communication language or seeking to reduce 
drastically the use of all the official languages. On 
14  September 1984, for example, Chancellor Hel
mut Kohl was already complaining to Gaston Thorn 
that tenders and working documents were no longer 
available in German (1). In October 1988 the then 
SecretaryGeneral David Williamson referred to an 
increase in complaints about failure to comply with 
the language rules (2). In November of the same year 
the German authorities complained that State aid 
notifications were no longer systematically sent to 
them in German. In 1992 the SecretariatGeneral 
was still ‘receiving a lot of complaints’ from the Per
manent Representation of the Federal Republic of 
Germany. Similarly, in 1993 a Spanish MEP raised 
a question in the Parliament concerning the lack of 
interpretation into Spanish, Portuguese and Greek 
at Eurostat meetings  (3). Pierre de Boissieu, the 
French permanent representative, wrote to Carlo 
Trojan on 1 February 1999 bemoaning the fact that 
the language regime for the negotiations on liberal
ising trade with Mexico was restricted to English 
and Spanish  (4). Subsequently, the Commission’s 
SecretaryGeneral issued regular reminders to the 
directorsgeneral that documents intended for all 
the Member States or for the general public had to 
be translated into all the official languages at the 
same time, not only because that was the system, 
but also, as stressed by Williamson in April 1991, 
because languages were part of the Community’s 
cultural heritage  (5). The directorsgeneral and 

(1) European Commission, ‘La traduction à la Commission: 19582010’, 
Études sur la traduction et le multilinguisme, No 2, Office for Official Publi
cations of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 2009, p. 31.

(2) HAEU, DORIE 83, SEC(88)  1503, 14  October 1988, ‘Note to the 
 directorsgeneral and heads of service on respecting the rules governing 
 languages’.

(3) HAEU, DORIE 82, SP(93) 1522, 3 June 1993, ‘Parliamentary questions, 
written procedure No 1050/93: adoption of the proposed answer drafted 
by Karel Van Miert to written question No  467/93 from Carlos Robles 
Piquer on the lack of interpretation into Spanish, Portuguese and Greek at 
Eurostat meetings’.

(4) HAEU, DORIE 82, ‘Letter from Carlo Trojan, SecretaryGeneral of the 
European Commission, to Ambassador Pierre de Boissieu, Permanent 
 Representation of France to the EU’, 11 February 1999.

(5) European Commission, ‘La traduction à la Commission’, p. 33.

heads of service were also reminded that replies to 
all Member States should be sent in the addressee’s 
own official language (6).

The reorganisation  
of the translation service

Faced with these new challenges, the translation 
service had to be reorganised. In 1986 the transla
tors had gone as far as to take strike action and pre
vent Commissioners from getting to their  offices 
in protest at the planned move to a building that, 
while more modern, was farther away from the 
heart of the Commission’s activities. In 1989 the 
language service was split off from the Personnel 
and Administration Directorate and became an 
independent service, though it would not become 
a DG until 2002. The service officially became 
the ‘Translation Service’, with all of the transla
tors housed in a single building, the JECL  (7), at 
the beginning of 1990. The Edinburgh European 
Council in December 1992 confirmed the siting of 
certain Commission departments in Luxembourg.

From 1989 onwards the Service was headed by a 
DirectorGeneral, Eduard Brackeniers, succeeded 
in 1996 by Colette Flesch, former Luxembourg 
Foreign Affairs Minister. At the end of 1997 Brian 
McCluskey, himself a former translator, took over 
the helm. Over a 6month period Brackeniers was 
to completely restructure the service along sectoral 
lines, abolishing the language groups in favour of 
seven groups divided by subject area (five in Brus
sels and two in Luxembourg), each with around 
150 staff, which were then further subdivided into 
language units. Each group or department was led 
by a thematic adviser, while language coordinators 

(6) HAEU, DORIE 83, SEC(90)  2185, 6  November 1990, ‘Note to the 
 directorsgeneral and heads of service on respecting the rules governing 
 languages’.

(7) A Commission building located between avenue de la Joyeuse Entrée/ Blijde 
Inkomstlaan, avenue de Cortenberg/Kortenberglaan and rue de la  Loi/
Wetstraat.
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dealt with the tricky linguistic queries encountered 
by translators from the same language  (1). In add
ition, each DG appointed a translation correspond
ent  (2). One of the objectives of this reform was 
to cut down on delays caused by lack of synchro
nisation between the former language groups  (3), 
while at the same time encouraging exchanges be
tween translators from different languages. Brack
eniers also introduced a mentoring system for staff 

(1) Interview with Eduard Brackeniers, 21 June 2017.
(2) Devy, L., ‘Service de traduction — Portes ouvertes au groupe thématique E’, 

Courrier du personnel, No 525, January 1991, p. 38.
(3) HAEU, DORIE 82, SEC(89) 1637, 4 October 1989, ‘Communication pre

sented by Mr Cardoso e Cunha to the Commission in agreement with the 
President, concerning the organisation of the translation service’; European 
Commission, Translation at the European Commission — A history, Publi
cations Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2010, p. 31

 arriving from the new Member States. At that time 
there were some 100 translators per language, with 
slightly more for the procedural languages. Staff 
numbers in the service as a whole showed a constant 
rise, increasing from 955 in 1985 to 1 276 in 1996 
and 1 308 in 2000. A centrally and professionally 
managed European tendering system, which was 
renewed regularly, was developed for outsourcing 
translation in all the languages and subject areas 
required. This represented a major upheaval: within 
5 years outsourcing accounted for over a third of all 
translation output. 

The plan to distribute translators across different 
DGs to bring them closer to those requesting work, 
meanwhile, was swiftly abandoned. At the same 
time, IT developments were under way that would 
change the profession radically. Once reorganisa
tion had been completed, the Translation Service’s 
next priority was to develop userfriendly  computer 
tools to aid the translation process. Time saving 
data banks were introduced, such as  EURLex (con
taining the treaties, along with European legis lation 
and caselaw) and Eurodicautom (the Euro pean 
Commission’s terminology database). Later on, 
Euro dicautom would be merged with the termin
ology databases of the Parliament (Euterpe (4)) and 
the Council (TIS  (5)) to form IATE  (6). An other 
system, SdTVista, enabled text searches to iden
tify reference documents, while Euramis  created 
‘translation memories that are stored in a central 
languageresources database’  (7). All these tools 
combined to promote computerassisted transla
tion and increase the efficiency of the service. At 
the end of 1985 individual production was estimat
ed at 2.5 pages per day. By 1996 it was 5 pages per 
day. That same year saw the annual ceiling of 1 mil
lion translated pages exceeded for the first time, 
with 18 % being produced by external  translators. 

(4) European Terminology for the European Parliament.
(5) Terminology Information System.
(6) InterActive Terminology for Europe.
(7) European Commission, ‘La traduction à la Commission’, p. 38.

‘Europe — many languages, a single voice’  
Deriving its inspiration from the Bruegel painting showing the 

Tower of Babel, the Council of Europe published this poster in the 
early 1990s to illustrate that the plurality of languages in Europe 

need not prevent Europe from speaking with one voice.
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In 1990 the service had produced 730  000 trans
lated pages. In addition, the functions of secretary 
or typist, posts generally occupied by women, who 
typed up the translators’ texts, became more akin 
to that of an assistant. With the onset of computer
isation, which arrived at the translation service 
relatively late and only really gathered momentum 
after 1995, translators increasingly typed their own 
texts (1). This change was to be further accelerated 
by the arrival of young translators from the Scandi
navian countries. 

Preparation for the 1995 enlargement 
and the accession of the central and 
east European countries

In 1995 Finnish  — the first non IndoEuropean 
language  — and Swedish joined the existing nine 
languages of the European Union. The time when 
the Community’s translators and interpreters could 
speak all the official languages was over. With each 
ensuing enlargement this would increasingly be the 
case. It is worth mentioning that the Commission 
began recruiting freelance interpreters from the 
central and east European countries from 1990. By 
December 1999, 200 interpreters had been accredit
ed for the languages of these countries (2).

The Translation Service was particularly active in 
the runup to the accession of Finland and Sweden 
in 1995. A group of translators and revisers was set 
up, reporting to the directorgeneral, ‘tasked with co
ordinating the translation and revision work carried 
out in the candidate countries’, where  temporary 

(1) Ibid., p. 35.
(2) Written question E2064/99 of 12  November 1999 by  Olivier 

 Dupuis (TDI) to the Commission on interpretation from and into 
central and eastern European languages  — Answer given by Neil 
Kinnock on 22  December 1999 (OJ C  219  E, 1.8.2000, p.  81). 
A further point to note is that translation is regularly needed into and out 
of nonEU languages. The JICS, for example, has been receiving 10 or so 
Chinese trainees under cooperation agreements since 1981. HAEC, BAC 
379/1991/101, ‘Information note on EEC–China cooperation on training 
Chinese conference interpreters’, 19 June 1986.

staff were recruited to the capitals  (3). Two local 
units were even set up there for 8 months in order 
to speed up the process of translation into Finnish 
and Swedish, and to respond to criticisms regard
ing the quality of certain documents in Finnish (4). 
At that time the Community acquis comprised 
40  000  pages. Both these languages also suffered 
from a shortage of translators (5), which prompted 
the Commission to give priority to texts subject to 
the legislative procedures, as in the case of previous 
enlargements. It was not until the next recruitment 
competition in 1996 that the Commission was able 
to bring the Finnish and Swedish units into line 
with the other nine languages. In 1996 the Com
mission’s Finnish units translated no fewer than 
90  000 pages. While the Finns decided to trans
late the acquis from the French version, the Swedes 
 opted to work from the English version. The arrival 
of the Scandinavian countries and Austria also her
alded a further decline in the use of French at the 
Commission, tipping the balance towards English. 
From that point on French lost its status as the most 
widely used language. In 1997 French original texts 
accounted for 40.4 % of pages, as opposed to 45.4 % 
for English, with the gap widening to 37.4 % French 
and 48.5 % English in the first 9 months of 1998 (6). 
By way of comparison, of the 840  000 pages for 
translation in 1991, 385 000 were drafted in French, 
290 000 in English and 40 000 in German.

(3) European Commission, ‘La traduction à la Commission’, p. 36.
(4) HAEU, DORIE 82, SEC(95) 1216, 10 July 1995, ‘Information note from 

Erkki Liikanen on the translation offices in Helsinki and Stockholm’.
(5) HAEC, SI(95)  31, 19  January 1995, ‘Note from Paolo Ponzano to the 

Members of the Commission on the translation of Finnish and Swedish 
texts’ (1638th meeting of Coreper I).

(6) HAEU, DORIE 78, ‘Briefing note — Use of French at the Commission’, 
13 November 1998.
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Commission actions to promote  
a European identity and common heritage

Introduction

The period between 1986 and 
2000 was characterised by 
increasing attention being paid by 
the European Commission to issues 
of memory and identity. The 
growing focus on a ‘people’s Europe’ 
led the Commission to transform its 
initial emphasis on cultural 
initiatives into the introduction of 
tangible symbols of European 
identity (e.g. the European anthem 
and flag). It also introduced funding 
programmes that had memory and 
identity issues at their heart (e.g. 
the forerunner of the ‘Europe for 
citizens’ programme) (1). Needless 
to say, the sudden interest in a 
policy area that until then had been 
one of the main prerogatives of the 
nation state created, in some cases, 
tensions or active resistance among 
some Member States.

Background

Since the early 1970s the actions of the European 
Commission in the area of culture had been closely 
related to the promotion of European values. This was 
a response to the perceived legitimacy crisis and part 
and parcel of a strategy aiming at fostering popular 
support for European integration (2). The need to 
strengthen acceptance of the European project among 
citizens and to actively involve them in the future 
course of the project became even more evident in the 
1980s and the run-up to the Maastricht Treaty. The 
latter played a decisive role in this shift. For the 
Commission, as the promoter of a more politically 
integrated Community, headed by a Commission 
President, Jacques Delors, who had once famously 
stated that ‘you cannot fall in love with the single 

(1) See for example the Adonnino report, COM(88) 331 final, 
24 June 1988, ‘A people’s Europe — Voting rights for Commu-
nity nationals in local elections’, Bulletin of the European Com-
munities Supplement, No 2, 1988. See also interview with 
Thomas Jansen, 24 April 2017.

(2) Interview with Viviane Reding, 22 June 2017.

market’ (3), it was necessary to 
demonstrate actively that there 
were new raisons d’être to 
European integration that went 
beyond economic growth (4).

Cultural initiatives

In the 1980s culture became 
closely connected to the promotion 
of a shared European identity. In a 
1987 report the Commission 
proclaimed that ‘Europe’s cultural 
identity is nothing less than a 
shared pluralistic humanism based 
on democracy, justice and 
freedom’ (5). In particular, the 
introduction of the concept of 
European cultural heritage to the 
Community’s agenda was an 
attempt to incarnate European 
memory and identity, beyond 
abstract political principles (6). 
Initially the European Parliament 
was the main actor introducing the 
concept of European cultural 

heritage and debating its meaning and scope 
throughout the 1970s and 1980s (7). From the mid 
1980s onwards the Commission participated actively in 
the shaping of this concept by making specific choices in 
its first action programmes (such as the European 

(3) ‘Statement on the broad lines of Commission policy’, Bulletin of 
the European Communities Supplement, No 1, 1989, p. 6.

(4) This concern was first expressed at the political level in 1972, in 
the final communiqué of the Paris Summit (19 and 20 October 
1972), and then made its way into almost all other communi-
cations from the European institutions: ‘The first summit con-
ference of the enlarged Community’, Bulletin of the European 
Communities, No 10, 1972, pp. 14-16. 

(5) COM(87) 603 final, 14 December 1987, ‘A fresh boost for cul-
ture in the European Community’, Bulletin of the European Com-
munities Supplement, No 4, 1987.

(6) See the first mention of this in the 1973 Copenhagen Declara-
tion on European identity: ‘The European identity’, Bulletin of 
the European Communities, No 12, 1973, p. 118.

(7) ‘1982-1983 session — Report of proceedings from 7 to 11 Feb-
ruary 1983’, Annex to the Official Journal of the European 
Communities: Debates of the European Parliament, No 1-294, 
pp. 253-271.

Poster for the European Year of Cinema 
and Television in 1988.
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Capitals of Culture programme) (1), 
and by devising a proper cultural 
policy (2) after the Maastricht Treaty 
had laid down the legal basis for 
direct involvement in cultural 
affairs (3). This allowed for an 
expansion of the concept of 
European heritage, which 
progressively also encompassed 
variegated local and minority 
cultural expressions and tied 
cultural questions closely to the 
EU’s employment and cohesion 
policy (4).

Nikolaus van der Pas: ‘In DG 
for Education and Culture, I 
regularly said in speeches: 
“Do not consider education 
and culture as an 
expenditure: it is an 
investment.” … I am deeply 
convinced that education and 
culture are economic realities, not simply a 
waste of tax payers money’ (5). 

Symbols

In the initial years of European integration symbols 
played a surprisingly small role. This changed in 1985, 
when the ad hoc Committee for a People’s Europe, the 
Adonnino Committee, considered the issue. It presented 
the idea of a European anthem and flag (an idea taken 
from the Council of Europe and adopted during the 
Milan European Council Summit in 1985 as the official 
emblems of the European Communities), a European 
passport and driving licence (introduced with the 
Maastricht Treaty) and the creation of European car 
number plates. It furthermore announced that 9 May 
would be ‘Europe Day’ and suggested a reconfiguration 

(1) HAEC, BAC 101/1999/44, Villes européennes de la culture: 
Athènes en 1985, Florence/Firenze en 1986, Amsterdam en 
1987, Berlin en 1988, Paris en 1989, Glasgow en 1990, Madrid 
en 1992, 750e anniversaire de la ville de Berlin en 1987.

(2) COM(94) 356 final, 27 July 1994, ‘European Community action 
in support of culture — Proposal for a European Parliament and 
Council decision establishing a programme to support artistic 
and cultural activities having a European dimension (Kaleido-
scope 2000)’.

(3) Article 128(4) of the Treaty on European Union (OJ C 191, 
29.7.1992, p. 24).

(4) COM(96) 512 final, 20 November 1996, ‘Cohesion policy and 
culture — A contribution to employment’; interview with Enrica 
Varese, 10 June 2016.

(5) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, pp. 13-14.

of the ritual calendar by creating 
festive ‘European Weeks’ (6). The 
concept of a ‘people’s Europe’ was 
introduced as a counterbalance to 
what was often perceived as a 
‘merchants’ Europe’. Most of these 
ideas were taken up by the 
Commission, which confirmed in a 
communication to the European 
Parliament its intention to support 
symbolic initiatives aimed directly at 
creating a sense of common 
belonging (7). The motto ‘United in 
diversity’ came into use in the year 
2000 after a contest among young 
Europeans from across the Member 
States. Initially these symbols were 
not set out in provisions of primary 
law. Only in 2007 did a declaration 
annexed to the Treaty of Lisbon 
recognise all of these as official 
symbols of the European Union (8).

Jean-Michel Baer: ‘Well, the Commission put 
forward a proposal for a Council resolution on 
flying the flag from public buildings. There was 
a real sense of European spirit, because the 
Council agreed’ (9). 

Funding programmes

This paved the way for the introduction of specific 
funding actions and programmes. Among the most 
visible were Kaleidoscope (1996-1999), which 
promoted cooperation between Member States in 
artistic and cultural production; Ariane (1997-1998), 
promoting the translation of European literature; 
Raphaël (1997-2000), fostering cooperation in the 
area of cultural-heritage protection (10); and their 
successor, Culture 2000, aimed at stimulating 

(6) ‘A people’s Europe — Reports from the ad hoc committee’, 
 Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 7, 1985; 
interview with Angeliki Verli, 12 May 2017.

(7) COM(88) 331 final.
(8) Declaration by the Kingdom of Belgium, the Republic of Bulgar-

ia, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Hellenic Republic, the 
Kingdom of Spain, the Italian Republic, the Republic of Cyprus, 
the Republic of Lithuania, the Grand-Duchy of Luxembourg, the 
Republic of Hungary, the Republic of Malta, the Republic of Aus-
tria, the Portuguese Republic, Romania, the Republic of Slovenia 
and the Slovak Republic on the symbols of the European Union 
(OJ C 306, 17.12.2007, p. 267).

(9) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, pp. 13-14.
(10) COM(96) 160 final, 17 April 1996, ‘1st report on the consider-

ation of cultural aspects in European Community action’.

In 1992 the European Commission 
published a series of images on the 

subject of European symbolism.

▶
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cultural activity while preserving diversity (1). The 
town-twinning scheme, providing financial assistance 
in particular to towns facing difficulties in setting up 
new twinning links, was also very popular (2). The 
creation of the Historical Archives of the European 
Communities in Florence in 1986 should also be 
mentioned; this allowed the European Commission to 
preserve its own institutional memory (3).

Political motivations

The treaties did not give the European Commission the 
political legitimacy to propose a clear definition of 
European cultural identity. However, its initiatives can 
be seen as clear attempts to promote common 
historical and cultural roots that are often presented 

(1) Interview with Viviane Reding, 22 June 2017.
(2) European Commission, A Europe of towns and cities — A practi-

cal guide to town-twinning, Office for Official Publications of the 
European Communities, Luxembourg, 1997.

(3) Council Regulation (EEC, Euratom) No 354/83 of 1 February 
1983 (OJ L 43, 15.2.1983, p. 1).

as the concrete materialisation of shared values. Most 
actions were based on the assumption that the 
promotion and protection of the diversity of European 
culture would lead to the natural emergence of a 
European consciousness, offering an additional layer of 
identity under which regions and nations can unite (4).

Nikolaus van der Pas: ‘… it is not a matter of 
replacing national cultural identities with a 
European cultural identity … The European 
cultural identity is the sum of our national 
cultural diversities, and that is how it should be 
presented’ (5).

Spyros A. Pappas: ‘… we have special identities 
which should be respected, preserved’ (6).

(4) European Parliament, ‘Reflection on information and commu-
nication policy of the European Community — Report by the 
group of experts chaired by Mr Willy De Clercq’, 1993; interview 
with Gerardo Mombelli, 21 April 2016.

(5) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 28.
(6) Interview with Spyros A. Pappas, 21 March 2016, p. 23.

Jacques Delors (centre) inaugurated the ‘Tour de l’avenir’ (Tour of the Future) or Tour of the European Community organised  
by the European Commission and the European Parliament in 1986.

◀
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The approach of the Joint Interpreting 
and Conference Service and the 
Translation Service to the enlargements

Faced with the prospect of the 1995 enlargement, 
the Translation Service and the JICS began to 
explore solutions to its potential consequences 
for translation and interpreting. Priorities that 
were identified included reducing the volume of 
 documents to be translated into all languages and 
determining the real language needs of meetings 
organised within the Commission so as to simpli
fy the language regime where possible. In an art
icle published in 1991 the JICS’s directorgeneral 
explained that simultaneous interpretation from 
nine languages into nine languages required around 
30 interpreters to be present. In 1989, however, fol
lowing ‘pragmatic measures’ adopted by the Com
mission in 1984, the average number of interpreters 
per meeting was 10.64 (1). From 1984 onwards the 
Commission recommended asymmetrical arrange
ments that allowed participants to speak in their 
own language while cutting down the number of 
languages into which interpretation was provided, 
on the basis that it is easier to understand a foreign 
language than to speak it. Without such a move 
providing a full service for 10 languages would 
have  tripled the JICS’s costs, and for 15 languages 
it would have increased them sevenfold  (2), quite 
apart from the practical problems such as the space 
requirements of the interpreters in the conference 
rooms or the number of presses needed by the Publi
cations Office. The number of interpreters per booth 
was another  issue raised by the future participation 
of the central and east European countries. Com
missioner Erkki Liikanen’s proposal in July 1997 
to use relay languages to avoid having five inter
preters to a booth if the current system were main
tained provoked strong reactions, not least from the 

(1) Van HoofHaferkamp, R., ‘L’interprétation de conférence à la Commu
nauté européenne’, Sociolinguistica, Vol.  5, No  1, De Gruyter, Hamburg, 
1991, p. 67.

(2) HAEU, DORIE 83, ‘Note from the JICS to Mr Cameron on the impact on 
the holding of meetings’, 18 October 1991.

Jean-Michel Baer: ‘… we want to emphasise 
what it is that Europeans have in common, 
even if they have reinterpreted that in their 
own ways. The Spanish novel is a little 
different from the Italian or French novel, 
but they are part of one family. There is a 
family spirit’ (1). 

Aline Sierp

(1) Interview with Jean-Michel Baer, 7 November 2016, p. 21.
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JICS’s head of service, who lost no time in writing 
to Jacques  Santer’s head of cabinet objecting to the 
Commissioner’s remarks and making clear that 
interpretation from 22 passive languages into 22 
 active languages could be maintained with the same 
number of interpreters per booth as before, namely 
three and not five (1). In December 1994, well be
fore Liikanen expressed his concerns, the French 
European Affairs Minister, Alain Lamassoure, had 
gone much further in announcing the French Presi
dency’s intention to propose limiting the number 
of EU working languages to five, for financial and 
practical reasons. Faced with a barrage of protest 
he soon withdrew his proposal. Nevertheless, ‘prag
matic measures’ continued to be advocated with a 
major enlargement in prospect. According to a JICS 
note dated May 1999, for a 15member European 
Union with 11 official languages, 33 interpreters 
would be needed to provide interpretation for 110 

(1) HAEC, BAC 251/2003/42, ‘Memorandum for the attention of Jim Cloos 
on the rules governing languages’, 23 July 1997.

language combinations. Looking further ahead, 
an EU with 26 Member States and 21 official lan
guages would need interpretation in 420 different 
language combinations. In 1999 the service had 527 
permanent staff interpreters with a further 1  874 
freelancers on the books, of whom 250 per day on 
average were  actively working for the JICS (2). 

Alongside the Translation Service and the JICS, an 
independent Translation Centre, based in Luxem
bourg, was set up in 1994 to provide a translation 
service for the European agencies and, from 1995, 
to absorb excess workload from the European in
stitutions where necessary. In 2004 it employed 
165 staff  (3). In addition, an Interinstitutional 
Committee for Translation and Interpretation 
was  created in 1995 to coordinate cooperation 

(2) HAEC, BAC 251/2003/42, ‘Note from Rocco Tanzilli to Maria Pia Filip
pone on the meeting between President Santer and the European Parlia
ment working group on multilingualism’, 25 February 1999.

(3) European Commission, ‘La traduction à la Commission’, p. 37.

Outside the translation service, language learning was the object of specific social policy measures of the European Commission. 
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 between the  language services of the EU’s institu
tions and  bodies, namely the European Parliament, 
the Council, the Commission, the Court of Justice, 
the European Central Bank, the Court of Auditors, 
the European Economic and Social Committee, the 
European Committee of the Regions, the Euro pean 
Investment Bank and the Translation Centre in 
Luxembourg. 

The use of languages remains a sensitive issue within 
the European Union, since it is intimately related to 
national identities. Equal status for all the EU lan
guages is necessary to ensure that everyone feels in
cluded as an EU citizen and is an essential element 
in respect for democracy and equality  before the 
law (1). Article 255 of the Treaty of Amsterdam, fur
thermore, stipulates that ‘any citizen of the  Union, 
and any natural or legal person residing or having 
its registered office in a Member State, shall have 
a right of access to European Parliament, Council 
and Commission documents’, which implies that 
all citizens must be able to obtain these texts in 
their own language. EUR  686  million of the EU 
budget in 1999 was spent on translation and inter
preting, EUR  261.2  million of which went to the 
Commission (EUR  218.7  million for translation 
and EUR 42.5 million for interpreting). In short, as 
the Italian writer Umberto Eco put it, ‘the language 
of Europe is translation’ (2).

Vincent Dujardin

(1) Ibid., p. 52.
(2) Statement made by Umberto Eco at the 10th Assises de la traduction lit

téraire (Arles, 14 November 1993).

5.4. The Spokesman’s 
Service, public opinion 
and the communication 
policy

In 1992 (3) the French ‘petit oui’ and the Danish re
jection of the Maastricht Treaty (4) came as a shock 
and led to a significant change — possibly the most 
significant to date — in the European Commission’s 
approach to public communication with the general 
public. Indeed, the referendum outcomes were seen 
to symbolise European citizens’ discontent with 
the direction in which European integration was 
heading. The European Commission felt that the 
‘public has become more vigilant, even suspicious, 
towards public authorities, including the European 
institutions’ (5) and that European ‘public opinion 
no longer accepts the Community without ques
tion’  (6). It also believed that it had to open itself 
up to civil scrutiny, ensure greater transparency and 
citizens’ participation in order to increase public 
confidence (7) and to strengthen its overall popular 
legitimacy. Accordingly, the European Commis
sion turned its attention to a communication policy 
that focused on the provision of factual informa
tion and on increasing institutional transparency 
and accountability. More specifically, with regard 
to public communication, particular attention was 
paid to: (1) engaging the European public through 
debate and dialogue with European affairs and 
policies; and (2) the educational sector, especially 
in terms of the launch of the Jean Monnet action 

(3) For the 19861992 period see the box ‘The action of the European Commis
sion to promote a European identity and common heritage’ above.

(4) On the communication about the Maastricht Treaty and the single market 
see interview with Niels Jørgen Thøgersen, 19 January 2017.

(5) SEC(93)  916/9, 22  June 1993, ‘The Commission’s information and com
munication policy: a new approach — Communication from João de Deus 
Pinheiro’, p. 2.

(6) Ibid., p. 3.
(7) SEC(92) 2274 final, 2 December 1992, ‘Increased transparency in the work 

of the Commission’. See also interview with Renaud Denuit, 3  October 
2017.
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programme (1). The Spokesman’s Service fulfilled a 
key role in the daytoday informing of the public 
through the press. The intensified public communi
cation efforts were the result of a perceived need to 
provide the public with a deeper understanding of 
European integration (2).

(1) See Chapter  18 ‘European education policy’. There were other public 
communication activities, for example information targeted towards spe
cific groups such as women’s associations and press through the magazine 
 Women of Europe. For reasons of space only a few initiatives could be select
ed.

(2) It also increasingly used the European Community’s symbols. In the late 
1980s the Community started to focus on European symbols in sport to 
make Europe more visible and tangible for a wider public. For more infor
mation see Pukallus, S., Representations of European citizenship since 1951, 
Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2016. On the challenges to this see in
terviews with Robert Cox, 5 April 2016; and Colette Flesch, 27 September 
2016.

Institutional transparency

In order to increase institutional transparency and, 
ultimately, knowledge about the EU, the Commis
sion increased the number of ‘information points/
relays’ across the Member States, from approximate
ly 500 information relays and networks in 1996 to 
over 850 in 1998  (3). Furthermore it established a 
free telephone line — Europe Direct — that would 
allow the European public to ask questions or to re
quest information material, to be sent to their home 
address  (4). Between November 1996 and January 
1997 the European Commission counted 122 250 
calls from members of the public (5). The European 
Commission also created online platforms such as 
Europa (6), launched in February 1995, to provide 
people with rapid access to a wide range of informa
tion on the EU and its policies (7). 

Informing the public through the press: 
the Spokesman’s Service 

With the need for greater institutional transparency 
and for the provision of a larger amount of factual 
information to the European public, the role of the 
Spokesman’s Service was considered essential. The 
Service, also called the 24/7 voice of Europe, had a 
twofold mission: (1) to inform the Euro pean Com
mission; (2) to inform the press. With regard to 
the first of these, it monitored the press coverage of 
Euro pean issues across the Community, keeping on 
top of eight news agencies and over 120 news papers 

(3) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
Union — 1996, Office for Official Publications of the European Commu
nities, Luxembourg, 1997; European Commission, General Report on the 
Activities of the European Union — 1998, Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1999. See also interviews with 
Renaud Denuit, 3 October 2017; and Marina ManfrediMagillo, 22 June 
2016.

(4) Other information forums included EurJus and Signpost.
(5) European Commission, Single Market News, No  6, Office for Official 

 Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1997, p. 2.
(6) Interviews with Niels Jørgen Thøgersen, 19  January 2017; and Lindsay 

Armstrong, 23 August 2017.
(7) The complex and technocratic nature of the European policies to be 

 explained gave rise to challenges, as did the need to communicate with a 
European public. See interview with Robert Cox, 5 April 2016.

On 23 February 1995 the Courrier du personnel published 
an interview with Niels Jørgen Thøgersen, Communication 

Director responsible for creating the Europa site and the Europe 
Direct information network, presented as a way of increasing 

transparency.
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and periodicals via two teams: the  telex team and 
the revue de presse (press moni toring) team. The telex 
team prepared the Telexpress based on information 
provided by a dozen news agencies. It started work 
at around 7.30 a.m. and produced four editions of 
Telexpress a day. The revue de presse team received 
the revues de presse put together by the representa
tion offices in the Member States. It selected articles 
of relevance, cut them out, tagged them and allo
cated keywords. This team also produced the infor
mation for RAPID (Rapid Access to Press and In
formation Data), a database developed in the 1990s 
that stored press releases in various languages and 
thereby made journalists’ access to them easier and 
quicker (1). The first part of the day was dedicated to 
internal meetings: a coordination meeting between 
the spokesman and the Commission President (in
troduced by Jacques  Delors, who had a keen interest 
in being briefed about press reporting and thereby 
shaped the workings of the service) at 9  a.m.; fol
lowed by a second coordination meeting, at around 
10.30 a.m., of the spokesman and the 12 or 13 mem
bers of their team, who by then had met with the 
Commissioners. Members of the audiovisual team 
were also invited (2), as were members of the staff of 
DG X. The latter was important in order to ensure 
that they could pass on information to the press of
fices in the Member States. Both meetings used the 
Telexpress and the revue de presse as their basis for 
discussions. At noon the focus would switch to the 
second mission of the Spokesman’s Service: inform
ing the press. This was done via the daily midday 
press briefing (3) with the Community’s accredited 

(1) Europe by Satellite was launched in 1995 to provide TV and radio stations 
with audiovisual material produced by the EU institutions about them
selves. See interview with Neville Keery, 9 March 2016.

(2) See interviews with JeanMichel Baer, 7 November 2016; Bruno Dethomas, 
10  November 2016; Neville Keery, 9  March 2016; and Nikolaus van der 
Pas, 28 January 2016.

(3) Until 1995 the language in the press room was French. This only changed 
with the 1995 enlargement. On the daily press conference see also inter
views with Fabio Colasanti, 5  January 2017; and João Vale de Almeida, 
28 February 2017.

TABLE 1

SPOKESMEN 1986-2000

Spokesman Period

Hugo Paemen 1986-1987

Claus-Dieter Ehlermann 1987-1990

Bruno Dethomas 1990-1995 (*)

Nikolaus van der Pas 1995-1998

Martine Reicherts 1998-1999

Jonathan Faull From 1999

(*) Dethomas was not officially appointed as spokesman but held 
the post de facto for 5 years.

Nikolaus van der Pas on being a 
spokesman

‘As a spokesman, to be as brief as possible, you 
must absorb all the information inside the 
Commission on your policy area, as well as all 
the information from outside to see how that 
policy is received, positively or negatively. With 
that overall picture, you participate in the 
meetings of the cabinets of your Commissioner 
to receive instructions, give your input, to be 
prepared for outside comments and be able to 
reply. As head of the Spokesman’s Service, I had 
to make sure that colleagues, all related to a 
particular Commissioner, held the central 
Commission line (which was not always 
obvious)’ (1).

Claus-Dieter Ehlermann

‘I became the spokesperson in November 1987 
and held the post until the end of February 
1990 … looking back, it was perhaps the last 
period in which the spokesperson had a 
relatively easy time of it for the simple reason 
that those were the golden years of Jacques 
Delors, the heyday of the Delors presidency’ (2).

(1) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, pp. 1011.
(2) Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 3 February 2017, pp. 67.
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journalists (1) (from 1996, invited journalists could 
also attend). The Spokesman’s Service also held ad
ditional meetings with the press and released in
formation material and memo notes (2). In 1995 it 
adopted a more journalistic format. It also intro
duced the daily ‘Midday express’, which summarises 
the news items covered at the daily press conference 

(1) The number of accredited journalists grew from 400 in 1986 to 500 in 1989, 
600 in 1990, 750 in 1995 and over 900 in 1996. They came from 24 news 
agencies in 1986 and 75 in 1995. See the general reports on the activities 
of the European Communities/Union for the years 19871997; HAEU, 
 Graham J.  L. Avery (GJLA) Fonds, File No  35, ‘Designing tomorrow’s 
Commission’, report for the Spokesman’s Service, 27 January 1999.

 In order to make it easier for journalists to understand how the Spokesman’s 
Service worked, a short 10minute documentary was produced in 1989. It 
was entitled A day in the life of the Spokesman’s Service. See interview with 
Neville Keery, 9 March 2016.

(2) The spokesman held between 185 and 260 meetings with the press and gave 
between 31 and 50 press conferences a year. Added to this were between 43 
and 95 press conferences with the Commission President and other mem
bers of the Commission. The service produced between 2 600 and 6 500 
memos per year. See the general reports on the activities of the European 
Communities/Union for the years 19861995.

and is available on Europa (3). Overall, the Spokes
man’s Service was seen to function effectively. This 
was also due to the collaboration among colleagues. 
Bruno Dethomas, for example, felt that his experi
ence with how the press worked and ClausDieter 
Ehlermann’s expertise in a wide range of European 
affairs were complementary and allowed them to act 
as a team, as they both supported and learned from 
each other (4).

Besides the Spokesman’s Service, the Commission 
undertook various communication activities with 
the aim of engaging citizens with Europe and in
forming them about it: debate and dialogue via 
the Prince (priority information for the citizens of 
Europe) programme and more independent factual 

(3) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
 Union — 1996; European Commission, General Report on the Activities of 
the European Union — 1998. 

(4) Interview with Bruno Dethomas, 10 November 2016.

Bruno Dethomas (right) was the spokesman for the European Commission and Jacques Delors (left) from 1990 to 1995.
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information and analysis through the Jean Monnet 
action programme in the educational sector.

Debate and dialogue

In October 1995 Prince, the EU’s biggest informa
tion campaign programme to date, was launched 
by a newly created Interinstitutional Group on 
Information. Between 1995 and 2000 the Prince 
task force ran three campaigns (1): ‘Citizens first’, 
focusing on informing the European public about 
their single market rights (in collaboration with 
DG  XV); ‘Building Europe together’, which 
aimed to encourage debate among the public with 
regard to major European policies, including en
largement; and ‘Euro, a common currency for 
Europe’ (in collaboration with DG II), which was 
developed to give citizens, businesses and institu
tions information to facilitate the introduction of 
the common currency (2). The decentralised imple
mentation of the campaigns was ensured through 
agreements with some of the Member States, the 
participation of Commission offices in the Mem
ber States and a set of information networks sup
ported by Unit B/3 in DG X.

‘Citizens first’ followed a twostep approach to 
public debate. The first step consisted in providing 
information about citizens’ single market rights 
and raising awareness of them. The second step is 
best described as a feedback mechanism during 
which the European public would share their prac
tical experiences with their single market rights 
with the European Commission, help identify the 
obstacles they encountered when exercising these 
rights and voice their opinions about them  (3). It 
needs to be said that while ‘debate and dialogue’ 

(1) Interview with Spyros A. Pappas, 21 March 2016.
(2) SEC(95)  1672, 7  October 1995, ‘Major priority actions in the field of 

 information’.
(3) See also European Commission, Single Market News, No 9, October 1997; 

No 11, March 1998; and No 13, July 1998, Office for Official Publications 
of the European Communities, Luxembourg.

was referred to as a way to involve citizens in pol
icyshaping and decisionmaking processes (i.e. to 
redress the socalled democratic deficit), it was also 
used as a way to educate them about their single 
market rights and to gain their support by showing 
them the benefits of European integration. ‘Build
ing Europe together’ (the precept of the ‘Eur ope for 
citizens’ programmes) developed a more systematic 
approach to including nongovernmental organisa
tions and civilsociety associations, and sponsored 
various citizens’ projects. One of the most popular 
projects to this day is that of towntwinning and 
related activities fostering soli darity between the 
communities of the twinned towns. For the Euro
pean Commission, the popular acceptance of the 
euro could be seen as a sign of success of its ‘Euro, 
a common currency for Europe’ campaign and the 
attendant decentralised approach to public com
munication. 

Jean Monnet action

Since at least the early 1960s the Commission, 
through its public communication policy, has 
shown a vivid interest in independent academic 
research on European integration as a way of pro
viding information to the general public, students 
and policymakers. It has therefore put ongoing 
effort into establishing relationships with univer
sities and research staff and enabling researchers 
to study European integration individually and 
together  (4). The establishment of the Jean Mon
net action programme in 1989, firmly supported 
by Delors, therefore needs to be understood as the 
formal recognition of the value of the European 

(4) Unfortunately, for reasons of space it is impossible to go into detail, but for 
further references see interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 25 July 2016; 
Lastenouse, J., ‘La Commission européenne et les études universitaires 
sur l’intégration européenne 19602000’, Temas de Integração, No 1516, 
Amedina, Lisbon, 2003, pp. 1236; Lastenouse, J., ‘Hommage au professeur 
Paulo Pitta e Cunha’ , unpublished speech, University of Lisbon Faculty 
of Law, 2008, obtained via personal communication; Pukallus, Representa-
tions of European citizenship since 1951; and Pukallus, S., The building of civil 
Europe 1951-1972, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke (forthcoming 2019).
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Commission’s efforts in this domain. It was a way 
of further formalising the relationship between 
the Community and the university milieu and, 
as Jacqueline Lastenouse (who created the pro
gramme) pointed out, of giving public recognition 
to experts in European integration (1). It ensured, 
moreover, that an increasing amount of factual in
formation, analysis and commentary on European 
policies, not produced by the Commission itself, 
became more easily available, thereby contributing 
to greater institutional accountability.

More specifically, the Jean Monnet action pro
gramme involved Jean Monnet chairs, modules 
and courses on various aspects of European inte
gration (law, economics, history, politics), along 

(1) Interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 25 July 2016.

with the creation of Jean Monnet centres of excel
lence (2). It was also linked to the European docu
mentation centres first established in 1963 (3). The 
Jean Monnet chair initiative became an immedi
ate success, with 1 200 applications in the first year 
alone  (4). To guarantee independence from the 
European institutions and political interests the 
chairs were awarded based on an independent se
lection procedure (5). The fact that the Jean Mon
net programme continues to this day, although it 

(2) HAEU, DORIE 963, SEC(89) 1028/2, 16 June 1989, ‘Jean Monnet action: 
lessons on European intégration at university — Communication from Mr 
Dondelinger’.

(3) See also European Commission, The history of European cooperation in edu-
cation and training, Office for Official Publications of the European Com
munities, Luxembourg, 2006.

(4) For more information about its continued success see for example Euro
pean Commission, Jean Monnet project directory — 1990-1999, Office for 
 Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1999; 
European Commission, The history of European cooperation in education 
and training; interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 25 July 2016.

(5) For details on this see interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 25 July 2016.

Colette Flesch was the Director-General of the Information, Communication, Culture and Audiovisual Media DG from 1990 to 1997.  
In 1995 she inaugurated the Breydel studios.
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was initially planned to run for only 3 years, testi
fies to its success. 

The overall aims of the European Commission’s 
communication policy were naturally to inform, 
 explain and engage, to exercise a positive influence 
on public opinion and to gain popular support. 
Correspondingly, it became increasingly important 
to monitor, evaluate and anticipate public opinion 
as regards European projects and developments.

Monitoring, evaluating and anticipating 
public opinion

Monitoring public opinion had been a concern 
since the early 1950s and led, in 1973, to the es
tablishment of the Community’s own quantita
tive opinion poll, the Eurobarometer  (1). Between 
1986 and 2000 two further quantitative opinion 
polls were developed and added to the European 
Commission’s tool kit. The Flash Eurobarometer 
(introduced in 1989), consisting of ad hoc tele
phone interviews on a specific topic and addressed 
at specific target groups, had the advantage of  being 
much  faster than the standard Eurobarometer. The 
Euro pean Continuous Tracking Survey (1996
1998) took over from the small pilot telephone 
survey Monthly Monitoring, created in 1994. The 
Continuous Tracking Survey consisted of some 200 

(1) HAEC, Étude de l’opinion publique comme instrument d’ information et de 
décision, 22 November 1994.

telephone interviews done in each Member State, 
44  weeks a year. These results were regularly pub
lished in  Europinion  reports until the end of 1997.

In the late 1980s qualitative opinion polling was 
added to the opinionpolling repertoire of the Euro
pean Commission, albeit sporadically: the market 
research company OPTEM carried out at least five 
studies for the cabinet of Jacques Delors between 
1987 and 1994, and EOS Gallup performed three 
between 1992 and 1995 (2). However, with the dif
ficulties in ratifying the Maastricht Treaty and the 
perceived loss of public support, the measuring of 
public opinion by qualitative means became sys
tematic  (3): Unit A/2, Public Opinion, in DG  X 
was  created on 1  April 1994. Qualitative studies 
were used to analyse in depth the motivations, sen
timents, attitudes and expectations of the public 
as regards European integration, along with their 
reasons for accepting or rejecting ‘European mes
sages’ (4). Qualitative studies were carried out on a 
wide range of topics, including the image of Europe, 
‘Europe, our future’ on the occasion of the 30th 
anniversary of the Treaty of Rome, ‘Europe 1992’ 
and the common currency, along with more specif
ic topics such as energy problems, consumer issues, 
the EU’s external actions, education and employ
ment (5). 

Stefanie Pukallus

(2) See HAEC, Inventaire des archives relatives aux études qualitatives 1986-
2011, 2015, p. 12.

(3) SEC(93) 916/9; SEC(93) 1248/3 final, 28 July 1993, ‘The Commission’s in
formation and communication policy: the practical implementation of the 
information plans’. See also European Parliament, PE 203.960 final, 14 July 
1993, A30238/93, ‘Report of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Educa
tion and the Media on the information policy of the European Communi
ty’; European Parliament, ‘Reflection on information and communication 
policy of the European Community  — Report by the group of experts 
chaired by Mr Willy De Clercq’, March 1993. 

(4) HAEC, Inventaire des archives relatives aux études qualitatives 1986-2011, 
p. 11.

(5) The fall of the Iron Curtain was significant for the Commission’s commu
nication policy in two ways: (1) focus groups began to be held with citizens 
from the former Soviet bloc to discover their attitudes towards the Euro
pean Community — this was done via the socalled Central and Eastern 
Eurobarometer (19901998); (2) the Commission created a fund to support 
training programmes in journalism in those countries. See interview with 
Bob Jarrett, 8 November 2016.
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Chapter 6 
The Commission and 
institutional reforms

The period between 1986 and 2000 constituted 
the most intensive period of formalised institu
tional change in the history of the European in
tegration process. It began, after all, with the ink 
barely dry on the Single European Act (SEA)  — 
the treaty had been agreed in December 1985 but 
would not be signed until February 1986  — and 
ended with the agreement, in December 2000, on 
the Treaty of Nice. In between lay the Treaty on 
European  Union, better known as the Maastricht 
Treaty, which was signed in 1992, and the Treaty 
of Amsterdam, signed in 1997. And each of these 
legal milestones required extensive preparation and 
negotiation, to say nothing of the almost equally 
intensive effort to implement, to finetune and to 
follow up. It is thus no exaggeration to say that, 
throughout the period discussed in this book, the 
debate rumbled on about European Community/
Union (EC/EU) institutional change, about the 
shortcomings of the institutional status quo and 
about how the European system ought to change 

in order to meet its massively increased range of 
tasks and cope with its ever growing membership.

Unsurprisingly the European Commission was 
at the heart of this debate, both as an object of 
discussion  — in other words one of the institu
tions whose shape, powers and prerogatives were 
at  issue — and still more as an active participant 
in the intellectual exploration of how the Euro
pean system could be improved. It had long sought 
 treaty change, with previous Commission Presi
dents feeling frustrated at the rigidities of an insti
tutional system that the Member States refused to 
alter, formally at least (1). It therefore threw itself 
with great enthusiasm into the discussion and ne
gotiation of treaty change, once the floodgates for 
reform seemed to have been opened by the SEA. 
As will become clear from the pages that follow, 

(1) See for example the chapters on Jenkins and Thorn in Harst, J. (van der) 
and Voerman, G. (eds), An impossible job? — The Presidents of the European 
Commission, 1985-2014, John Harper Publishing, London, 2015.
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the Delors, Santer and Prodi Commissions all en
gaged seriously and with substantial energy with 
both the broader discussion about what shape 
Europe’s institutions should take and the more 
detailed work of the multiple intergovernmental 
conferences (IGCs) convened during this period to 
carry out the task of treaty alteration. In the pro
cess they were able to secure a series of important 
changes, helping to steer through a massive broad
ening of the policy range of the EC/EU and utterly 
transforming the standing and powers of its core 
institutions. The European system of 2001 was 
 institutionally very different from that of 1985.

Alongside the indisputable range of achievements, 
however, there also developed a sense of frustra
tion about the inability of the EC/EU to move 
ahead as far and as fast as many within the Euro
pean Commission had hoped. Dismay at what had 
not been done began to outweigh satisfaction with 
what had been achieved, not least because very real 
doubts remained, in the Commission and else
where, about whether the institutional system was 
strong enough and effective enough to cope with 
the vastly extended policy remit and the massively 
increased membership expected in the early years 
of the 21st century (1). The failure of these multiple 
rounds of European treaty reform to capture the 
imagination and support of the European public 
was also a preoccupation  — the ratification pro
cess of each new set of European treaties became 
seemingly ever more fraught, not least because of 
the increasing recourse by Member States to refer
enda, the positive outcome of which was far from 
guaranteed. By December 2000  Prodi’s  assessment 

(1) The sensitivity of this subject was highlighted by the Commission’s 
own hesitancy about the institutional implications of enlargement. Its 
1992 report on ‘Europe and the challenge of enlargement’ was much 
less precise and far reaching than Frans Andriessen, its main  author, 
would have liked, largely because his colleagues preferred  caution to 
boldness in the uncertain atmosphere caused by the Danish  rejection 
of the Maastricht Treaty. ‘Europe and the challenge of enlarge
ment’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No  3, 1992.  
For the lengthy internal debates on both see HAEC, COM(92), Minutes 
No 1108, meeting of 3 June 1992; COM(92), Minutes No 1110, 17 June 
1992. The watereddown text had little impact at European Council level.

of the Treaty of Nice thus was not only rather 
 ambivalent, with disappointment at the missed 
opportunity mixed in with satisfaction at the 
changes that had been agreed, but was also accom
panied by a clearcut call for the EU to adopt a rad
ically different approach to future treaty change. 
The course had been set for the Euro pean Conven
tion of 20022003 and for the illfated European 
constitution to which it gave rise. The section that 
follows will thus not only look briefly at how the 
Commission approached each episode of  treaty 
change and at its assessment of what had been 
achieved, but also at its mounting dissatisfaction 
at the pace and manner of European institutional 
advance.

It is of course true that the European Commission 
is almost bound to complain about Member States’ 
caution with regard to treaty change. Jacques 
 Delors’s initial assessment of the SEA was highly 
cautious, describing it as an example of ‘Europe of 
the feasible’ rather than ‘Europe of the ideal’ (2). 
But such misgivings had soon been swept away 
by the extraordinary acceleration in the pace of 
Euro pean integration over the years that followed. 
Rather than a pragmatic and tentative advance, 
the SEA was soon being viewed as the crucial point 
of departure for the European boom of the late 
1980s. Delors would retrospectively  describe it as 
his favourite treaty (3).

This highly positive view of treaty change helps 
explain the enthusiasm with which Delors and 
his team greeted the 1990 decisions to convene 
two new IGCs: one to explore the treaty changes 
required by the push for economic and monetary 
union, the other to flank economic and monetary 
union with an advance towards political union. 

(2) ‘198586 session — Report of proceedings from 9 to 13 December 1985’, 
Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the 
European Parliament, No 2333, pp. 124128.

(3) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16  December 2009: https://www.cvce.
eu/en/histoireorale/unitcontent//unit/07f580854b00405fa403
a603c1397fd5/93a99c2a41bb4450b16f600e84bc05d1/Resources#
20f3eefcfc4c43e09e0de457ba9f368b_en&overlay
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The Commission was certainly very keen to em
phasise the importance of boldness in each of the 
IGCs. Its October 1990 opinion on political  union 
underlined how central parallel progress was: ‘The 
osmosis between economic, social, financial and 
monetary policy on the one hand and foreign pol
icy on the other is and should continue to be the 
underlying philosophy of a European Union, as 
 affirmed in the preamble to the Single Act’ (1).

But it was also prepared to accept that some
what different institutional arrangements could 
be  devised for different policy areas: the opinion 

(1) European Commission, Political union, Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1990, p. 11.

recognised for instance that in external affairs the 
Commission’s right of initiative should be shared 
with the Council presidency and the Member 
States (2). There was pragmatism as well as enthu
siasm as the negotiating process began. Notable 
too was the calibre of Commission participation 
in the IGC, with the President himself and two of 
his VicePresidents, Henning Christophersen (for 
Economic and Monetary Union) and Frans An
driessen (for Political Union), deeply involved. The 
progress of the IGC was a frequent topic for debate 
during the weekly Commission meetings, espe
cially as the talks neared their climax in late 1991, 

(2) Ibid., p. 15.

Frans Andriessen participated with Jacques Delors in the Intergovernmental Conference on Political Union in 1991. 
From right to left, sitting at the table: Frans Andriessen, Vice-President, Jacques Delors, President and Pascal Lamy, head of cabinet  

of Jacques Delors, speaking to the President.
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Subsidiarity: the emergence of a new Community term

One of the most striking features of the debate about 
institutional change in the EC/EU in the 1990s was the 
prominence of the concept of ‘subsidiarity’. First given 
official status within the EU by Article 3b of the 
Maastricht Treaty, the term was used extensively 
during the subsequent decade. And Jacques Delors 
seems to have played an important role in its 
emergence as a key idea within the context of 
European integration.

The Maastricht Treaty article introducing the notion 
reads as follows:

‘The Community shall act within the limits of 
the powers conferred upon it by this Treaty and 
of the objectives assigned to it therein.

In areas which do not fall within its exclusive 
competence, the Community shall take action, 
in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, 
only if and in so far as the objectives of the 
proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved 
by the Member States and can therefore, by 
reason of the scale or effects of the proposed 
action, be better achieved by the Community.

Any action by the Community shall not go 
beyond what is necessary to achieve the 
objectives of this Treaty.’

Subsidiarity was therefore being defined as the idea 
that power should be exercised at the lowest level of 
government possible. European action was thus 
something that should only happen where national 
measures — or indeed subnational measures — were 
likely to prove inadequate. Article 3b in other words 
was intended to reassure governments in the Member 
States, and perhaps more importantly the European 
public, that unchecked and unlimited EC/EU 
interference would not occur.

The concept was not entirely new. First developed in 
Catholic social doctrine during the 1930s, the term 
had then been picked up in the debate about German 
federalism and the relations between the federal 
government and the Länder in post-war West 
Germany (1). From there it had edged into the margins 
of discussions about European integration, appearing 

(1) Marquardt, P. D., ‘Subsidiarity and sovereignty in the European 
Union’, Fordham International Law Journal, Vol. 18, No 2, The 
Berkeley Electronic Press, New York, 1994, pp. 618-620: https://
pdfs.semanticscholar.org/50f3/0b01ddaed0b31b0206ed-
3da14e8462476d2e.pdf 

notably in the preamble to the European Parliament’s 
draft treaty on European Union in 1984 (2). But the 
next move had come from the Commission President. 
Reportedly influenced by a meeting he had had with 
German Länder leaders in 1988, Delors first used the 
idea publicly in a speech to the European Parliament in 
January 1989, before incorporating it into the 
Commission’s institutional suggestions to the 
intergovernmental conference (3). Politically the idea 
was attractive at a time of mounting disquiet about 
Commission activism and ambition; there were clear 
limits to how much Delors wanted his institution to do, 
he appeared to be saying. The idea was well received, 
with a special working group formed at the 
intergovernmental conference to explore the concept.

Subsidiarity only grew in importance as the Maastricht 
Treaty proved difficult to ratify. Revealingly, Delors put 
the concept at the forefront of his suggestions as to 
how the Commission should respond to the 
widespread sense of malaise caused by the Danish 
rejection of the new treaty and the troubled ratification 
process in the United Kingdom (4). Neither the Danish 
Commissioner nor those from the United Kingdom 
were wholly convinced that subsidiarity held the key to 
reversing Euroscepticism in their homelands, but the 
Commission pressed ahead regardless (5). In a 
communication to the Council in October 1992 the 
Commission placed subsidiarity alongside greater 
transparency and improved democratic control at the 
heart of its priorities for the future development of EC 
legislation (6). And over subsequent years it would 
report regularly to the Council on the adaptation of 
Community legislation to the subsidiarity principle (7). 
All directorates-general were also instructed to 

(2) ‘Draft treaty establishing the European Union’, Bulletin of the 
European Communities, No 1/2, 1984, pp. 7-28.

(3) Schaefer, G. F., ‘Institutional choices: the rise and fall of subsidi-
arity’, Futures, Vol. 23, No 7, Elsevier, New York, 1991, pp. 681-
694; ‘Statement on the broad lines of Commission policy pre-
sented by Jacques Delors, President of the Commission, to the 
European Parliament and reply to the ensuing Parliamentary 
debate — Strasbourg, 17 and 18 January 1989’, Bulletin of the 
European Communities Supplement, No 1, 1989.

(4) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1123, second part, meeting of 
12 October 1992.

(5) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1123, meeting of 12 October 1992.
(6) SEC(92) 1990 final, 27 October 1992, ‘The principle of subsidi-

arity’.
(7) See for example COM(93) 545 final, 24 November 1993, 

‘Commission report to the European Council on the adapta-
tion of Community legislation to the subsidiarity principle; or 
COM(94) 533 final, 25 November 1994, ‘Report to the European 
Council on the application of the subsidiarity principle 1994’.

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/50f3/0b01ddaed0b31b0206ed3da14e8462476d2e.pdf 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/50f3/0b01ddaed0b31b0206ed3da14e8462476d2e.pdf 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/50f3/0b01ddaed0b31b0206ed3da14e8462476d2e.pdf 
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as well as being the subject of at least one ‘discus
sion seminar’ (1). Despite the frequent exchange of 
views and some divergence of opinion, Delors kept 
a firm hand on the public expression of the Com
mission’s position, for instance taking personal re
sponsibility in the drafting of the document that 
the Commission submitted in late November 1991 
reiterating the institution’s priorities and warning 
against what it saw as the wrong turns that the 
 negotiators were in danger of taking (2). 

Despite its efforts, however, the treaty outcome was 
not wholly to the Commission’s liking (3). Both to 
his Commission colleagues and in public, Delors 
was able to emphasise much that was positive  (4). 
In Strasbourg he asserted that: ‘An irrevoc able, 
progressive and strict commitment has been made 
to economic and monetary union’ (5). Similarly, if 
more surprisingly, he also hailed the ‘major step for
ward’ made over defence. And much was made of 
the potential for advances in the social policy field, 
albeit among 11 Member States rather than 12 be
cause of the United Kingdom’s optout. Delors had 
positive words too about the increase in power of 
the European Parliament — an important element 
in making the European project democratically le
gitimate  — and the fact that the Parliament and 
the Commission would now be coterminous. But 
he was equally frank about the disappointments: 
the rules drawn up for the common foreign and 
secur ity policy were inadequate; qualified major
ity voting had not been extended sufficiently; and, 

(1) See for example HAEC, COM(91), Minutes No 1082, second part, meet
ing of 14  November 1991; COM(91), Minutes No  1084, second part, 
27   November 1991; COM(91), Minutes No  1085, 4  December 1991; 
COM(91), Minutes No 1086, second part, 11 December 1991.

(2) Press release IP/91/1063, ‘Declaration of the Commission on the two 
 Intergovernmental Conferences on Political Union and on Economic and 
 Monetary Union’, 27  November 1991: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressre
lease_IP911063_en.htm

(3) In his interview for this volume, Jim Cloos (4  July 2016) attributes this 
 disappointment to a failure to cooperate closely with the Luxembourg 
 Presidency.

(4) HAEC, COM(91), Minutes No 1086.
(5) Extract from Delors’s speech to the European Parliament, 12  December 

1991: ‘199192 session  — Report of proceedings from 9 to 13  December 
1991’, Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of 
the European Parliament, No 3412, p. 232.

demonstrate that their draft proposals did not 
infringe the principle (1). The recognition that the 
EC/EU should not seek to do more than necessary 
thus assumed a degree of centrality to 
Commission thinking, a fact confirmed by the 
importance that the Santer Commission would 
attach to the slogan of ‘less but better 
legislation’ (2).

Despite its prominence, however, the idea suffered 
from a number of problems. First of all opinions 
varied significantly among the Member States 
about which areas of policy required European 
action and which were better left to national 
governments. A Commission decision in the late 
1990s to withdraw a draft directive on the 
protection of zoo animals in the name of 
subsidiarity provoked a request from the UK 
government for EU action in this field (3).

Second, as a mechanism to reassure the general 
public the concept suffered somewhat from being 
hard to define or grasp. Delors’s jest to the 
European Parliament that he should offer a prize 
for the person who came up with the most 
accessible definition pointed to a real underlying 
problem (4). It therefore became something that 
the Commission took very seriously and that 
influenced what it did and did not do during the 
last years of the century. And its emergence 
undoubtedly sheds light on the Commission’s 
growing political awareness that its activism and 
dynamism during the late 1980s and early 1990s 
could alarm as well as enthuse the European 
public. But as a solution to public doubts about EU 
power it had its limitations, a reality that probably 
helps explain the term’s gradual fall from 
prominence in the years after 2000.

Piers Ludlow

(1) Information from Nikolaus van der Pas.
(2) Interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.
(3) Information from Nikolaus van der Pas.
(4) ‘President of EU offers prize for definition of term “subsidiarity”’: 

https://blogs.ec.europa.eu/ECintheUK/president-of-eu-offers-
prize-for-definition-of-term-subsidiarity

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-91-1063_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-91-1063_en.htm
https://blogs.ec.europa.eu/ECintheUK/president-of-eu-offers-prize-for-definition-of-term-subsidiarity
https://blogs.ec.europa.eu/ECintheUK/president-of-eu-offers-prize-for-definition-of-term-subsidiarity
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most  fundamentally, the pillar system, with its 
much more intergovernmental rules for foreign pol
icy and justice and home affairs, undermined the 
fundamental unity of the EU structure and risked 
creating a serious imbalance. Indeed so serious was 
the imbalance that  Delors did not believe that it 
could endure and would have to be addressed in the 
new IGC planned for 1996: ‘Economic and mon
etary integration will not be possible without cor
responding democratic political integration. I am 
convinced that, even if a certain imbalance exists 
at present, monetary union will inevitably be fol
lowed by pol itical union. How can we envisage the 
existence of a powerful independent central bank, 
controlling a currency used by 340 million people, 
without corresponding political and democratic 
developments, without having a European political 
identity?’ (1). Maastricht was an important advance, 
in other words, but its weaknesses were such that 
the effort to reform the EC/EU’s treaty base would 
need to continue (2).

By the time the 1996 IGC got under way, however, 
the context was rather less favourable. In place of 
that surge of European optimism that had char
acterised the late 1980s and early 1990s, a more 
despondent mood had set in, marked by econom
ic downturn across the continent, the difficult 
ratification process of the Maastricht Treaty and 
strained relations between Europe’s larger powers, 
Germany and France especially (3). Delors had also 
left the Commission, and his successor, Jacques 
Santer, was less forceful in his direction of the in
stitution’s engagement with the IGC (4). Much of 
the negotiation was delegated to Marcelino  Oreja, 
the Spanish Commissioner, and strong presi
dential leadership was much less apparent in the 

(1) Ibid., p. 235.
(2) The interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi (30 September 2016) confirms 

Delors’s disappointment with the treaty.
(3) The shock of the Danish ‘no’ to Maastricht is very clear from HAEC, 

COM(92), Minutes No 1108.
(4) Cloos claims that the Commission did exercise rather more influence 

‘ behind the scenes’ than was perceived at the time: interview with Jim 
Cloos, 4 July 2016.

 Commission’s internal deliberations than it had 
been under Delors (5).

The Commission’s appetite for further institution
al change was not diminished by this more gloomy 
backdrop, however. Rather the reverse  indeed, 
as Santer made clear in his speech outlining the 
Commission’s February 1996 opinion to the Euro
pean Parliament, since treaty reform could become 
part of the Commission’s push to counter Euro
scepticism by making the integration process more 
relevant to the European citizen.

‘That opinion calls, first, for the creation of a citi
zen’s Europe. To achieve this, we first need to pro
mote the European model of society. As I see it, 
there are five requirements to be met here: strength
ening the defence of human rights, consolidating 
the ruleoflaw union, emphasizing the social as
pect — in this context, we are calling for the social 
protocol to be reintegrated into the Treaty — and 
inserting an “employment” chapter into the Trea
ty. This point seems to me especially crucial: fine 
speeches are all very well, but the Union must do 
more to demonstrate that it regards the fight against 
unemployment as its priority. I am well aware that 
merely including such a chapter in the Treaty will 
not in itself solve the problem. But I am convinced 
that the insertion of specific provisions will make a 
contribution to solving it’ (6).

Nor was this just a rhetorical flourish from the 
Commission President. The internal debates of the 
Commission when drafting the opinion highlight 
a widespread desire to use the IGC to address the 
perceived disconnect between the EU’s leaders and 

(5) HAEC, PV(96), Minutes No 1279, meeting of 7 February 1996; PV(96), 
Minutes No  1281, second part, 21  February 1996; PV(96), Minutes 
No 1282, second part, 28 February 1996; for Oreja’s account of his role and 
motivations see https://www.cvce.eu/obj/marcelino_oreja_reform_of_
the_eu_a_task_for_societyen7b2ced6e700c4a5bb91d5cb8b4bdaef6.
html

(6) ‘1995/96 session — Report of proceedings from 28 to 29 February 1996’, 
Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the 
European Parliament, No 4476, p. 3.

https://www.cvce.eu/obj/marcelino_oreja_reform_of_the_eu_a_task_for_society-en-7b2ced6e-700c-4a5b-b91d-5cb8b4bdaef6.html
https://www.cvce.eu/obj/marcelino_oreja_reform_of_the_eu_a_task_for_society-en-7b2ced6e-700c-4a5b-b91d-5cb8b4bdaef6.html
https://www.cvce.eu/obj/marcelino_oreja_reform_of_the_eu_a_task_for_society-en-7b2ced6e-700c-4a5b-b91d-5cb8b4bdaef6.html
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the wider European population (1). Equally central 
to the Commission’s concerns was the looming 
challenge of enlargement. This had already lurked 
in the background of the Commission’s preoccu
pations during the Maastricht negotiations  (2). 
Five years on, with Austria, Finland and Sweden 
having already taken their place within the EU, 
and discussions about membership well under way 
with multiple central and east Euro pean states, 
it was now very clear that the EU  institutions 

(1) HAEC, PV(96), Minutes No 1279; PV(96), Minutes No 1281.
(2) Sir Leon Brittan had, for instance, referred to the prospect of future 

 enlargement: HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No 1028, second part, meeting 
of 26 September 1990, p. 14.

would have to be substantially reformed so as to 
be able to cope with the challenges of a Union 
of 25 or more Member States  (3). The ne cessary 
 changes would include much greater use of qual
ified  majority voting, changes to the numbers of 
Commissioners and Members of the Euro pean 
Parliament and improvements in the way the 
Council presidency functioned (4). As Santer put 
it  bluntly, ‘an ill prepared enlargement would turn 

(3) See Chapter 20 ‘The integration of East Germany and the enlargements’.
(4) ‘1995/96 session — Report of proceedings from 28 to 29 February 1996’, 

p. 4.

On 12 and 13 December 1997 the European Council in Luxembourg officially launched the enlargement process and initiated a general 
review of the development of the European Union in order to meet the challenges on the eve of the 21st century.  

From left to right: Hans van den Broek, Commissioner for External Relations with the Countries of Central and Eastern Europe, the Former 
Soviet Union and other European Countries, the Common Foreign and Security Policy, Human Rights and External Diplomatic Missions; 

Jacques Santer, President; Jean-Claude Juncker, Luxembourg Prime Minister and acting Council President; and Jacques Poos,  
Luxembourg Minister for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade and Cooperation.
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into a  nightmare what I think in reality is a histor
ic chance for  Eur ope’ (1). 

Once more, however, the final outcome of the 
negotiations fell substantially short of the Com
mission’s hopes. The Treaty of Amsterdam did 
incorporate substantial progress towards what 
had become known within the Commission as the 
‘Amsterdamisation of Schengen’ — in other words 
bringing into the Community proper a great deal 
of the acquis on judicial, police and other forms of 
internal cooperation that had developed outside of 
the EU (2). Santer welcomed the addition of a new 
chapter in the treaty on ‘employment’ (3), and the 
further growth in the Parliament’s powers was also 

(1) Santer’s speech on eve of Amsterdam Council: ‘1997/98 session — Report 
of proceedings from 9 to 13 June 1997’, Annex to the Official Journal of the 
European Communities: Debates of the European Parliament, No  4502, 
p. 116.

(2) Interview with Francisco Fonseca Morillo, 15 February 2017.
(3) This had been the issue most emphasised by Santer in his letter to European 

Council members on the eve of the Amsterdam meeting: http://www.cvce.
eu/obj/letter_from_ jacques_santer_to_the_heads_of_state_or_govern
ment_of_the_member_states_10_j une_1997enfec05b0adf464cb9
a400b91e8385316a.html

seen in a positive light  (4). But the treaty fell far 
short of Commission hopes with regard to the ex
tension of qualified majority voting, the rebalan
cing of voting rules for qualified majority decisions 
within the Council of Ministers and the question 
of how many Commissioners there should be in 
an enlarged EU (5). If the institutions of the Euro
pean Union were to be ready to meet the challenge 
of enlargement, a further round of treaty change 
would be needed. 

The task of preparing for what would become the 
Treaty of Nice would fall to Romano Prodi and 
his colleagues. Like Santer, but unlike Delors, the 
new President entrusted the main responsibility 
for representing the Commission’s stance at the 
IGC to one of his Commissioners, Michel  Barnier. 
The College as a whole, however, continued to 
review the issue on frequent occasions  (6). And 
the Commission’s starting position was firm. As 
 Prodi made clear at the IGC’s opening ceremony 
in February 2000, ‘we cannot expand from 15 to 
28 members simply by patching things up. Deci
sive solutions must be found, otherwise the Union 
can only get weaker. For example, I genuinely be
lieve that, with 28 members, any areas that are still 
decided by unanimity will be condemned to stag
nation’  (7). The President returned to the charge 
in October, warning of the dangers of creeping 
intergovernmentalism and reiterating that an EU 

(4) See Santer’s speech at the signing ceremony in October: Speech/97/200, 
‘Speech by Jacques Santer, President of the European Commission: 
 Signature of the Treaty of Amsterdam’, Amsterdam, 2  October 1997: 
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH97200_fr.htm

(5) The most detailed assessment of the treaty is in Michel Petite’s note to the 
members of the Commission: HAEU, DORIE 540, SEC(97) 1411, 7 July 
1997, ‘Note for the members of the Commission’.

(6) HAEC, PV(2000), Minutes No  1463, meeting of 26  January 2000; 
PV(2000), Minutes No  1470, 14  March 2000; PV(2000), Minutes 
No  1471, 21  March 2000; PV(2000), Minutes No  1487, 12  July 2000; 
PV(2000), Minutes No  1492, 20  September 2000; PV(2000), Minutes 
No 1494, 4 October 2000; PV(2000), Minutes No 1498, 31 October 2000; 
PV(2000), Minutes No  1501, 22  November 2000; PV(2000), Minutes 
No 1503, 6 December 2000.

(7) Speech/00/40, ‘Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission: 
Opening of the IGC’, General Affairs Council, Brussels, 14 February 2000: 
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH0040_en.htm

‘Waiting for Santa Claus’. 
After the disappointment of the Treaty of Amsterdam, Romano 

Prodi, Gerhard Schröder and Jacques Chirac hoped that Christmas 
would bring them success in institutional reform in Nice  

in December 2000.

http://www.cvce.eu/obj/letter_from_jacques_santer_to_the_heads_of_state_or_government_of_the_member_states_10_j%20une_1997-en-fec05b0a-df46-4cb9-a400-b91e8385316a.html
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/letter_from_jacques_santer_to_the_heads_of_state_or_government_of_the_member_states_10_j%20une_1997-en-fec05b0a-df46-4cb9-a400-b91e8385316a.html
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/letter_from_jacques_santer_to_the_heads_of_state_or_government_of_the_member_states_10_j%20une_1997-en-fec05b0a-df46-4cb9-a400-b91e8385316a.html
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/letter_from_jacques_santer_to_the_heads_of_state_or_government_of_the_member_states_10_j%20une_1997-en-fec05b0a-df46-4cb9-a400-b91e8385316a.html
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-97-200_fr.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-00-40_en.htm
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that failed to advance would actually be one that 
moved backwards (1).

For the third time in succession, though, the 
Commission would react with disappointment at 
the eventual treaty outcome. Some progress was 
made with the Treaty of Nice, including a signifi
cant change to the manner in which the Com
mission President was selected (the appointment 
would now require majority support, rather than 
unanimity as had previously been the case, there
by preventing a repeat of the United Kingdom’s 
blocking of JeanLuc Dehaene in 1994  (2)) and 
an increase in their powers. There were also some 
welcome provisions on enhanced cooperation  — 
in other words the ability of some Member States 
to move ahead further and faster in some policy 
 areas, without needing to wait for all of the Mem
ber States to be ready — and a strengthening of EU 
commercial policy. But several of the key  decisions 

(1) Speech/00/352, ‘Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission: 
Plenary Session of the European Parliament’, Strasbourg, 3 October 2000: 
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH00352_en.htm

(2) See Chapter 1.1 ‘Three men, one job: the presidency of the European 
 Commission’.

were ducked, while the solution arrived at on vote 
weighting was seen as a retrograde step, not a for
ward movement. Prodi’s conclusion was clear: ‘the 
experience of Nice shows that the current method 
of reviewing the Treaties is no longer a valid one. 
Like the Community structure itself, the process 
for producing institutional change is under stress, 
and needs to be changed’ (3). Lessons, he suggest
ed, should be drawn from the approach adopted 
when drawing up the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights of the European Union, where rather than 
a traditional IGC the task had been given to a 
body on which sat representatives of the European 
Parliament and of national parliaments, of govern
ments and of the Commission (4). Treaty revision 
would go on being necessary, but a new approach 
was needed.

Piers Ludlow

(3) Speech/00/499, ‘Speech by Romano Prodi, President of the European 
Commission: Speech at the European Parliament on the European Council 
of Nice’, Strasbourg, 12  December 2000: http://europa.eu/rapid/press 
release_SPEECH00499_en.htm

(4) See interview with Francisco Fonseca Morillo (15 February 2017) for recol
lections about the drafting of the charter.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-00-352_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-00-499_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-00-499_en.htm
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Chapter 7 
Enlargements and the 
administrative culture

7.1. The impact of the 
1986 and 1995 
enlargements, 
particularly on the 
administrative culture

Between 1986 and 2000 the European Commu
nities, which became the European Union (EU) 
halfway through this period, grew in size from 10 
to 15 Member States. These enlargements redrew 
the shape of Europe, first and foremost demograph
ically. Following the 1986 enlargement the popu
lation increased from 275  million to 321  million 
inhabitants, and the 1995 enlargement brought the 
number of EU citizens up to almost 370 million (1). 
With these new borders came fresh  challenges — of 

(1) ‘The institutional consequences of enlargement’, Bulletin of the European 
Communities, No 1/2, 1986, p. 7; ‘News in brief ’, Bulletin of the European 
Communities, No 1/2, 1995, p. 6.

an economic, political and institutional  nature  — 
and the European Commission sought to find 
appropriate ways of responding. While these en
largements  — from the countries’ application for 
membership to the negotiation process to their 
 entry into the institutions — are dealt with in  other 
chapters  (2), this contribution seeks more specif
ically to address the impact these developments 
had on the way the Commission worked and on its 
priorities, direction and working methods. Seeking 
merely to identify national variables as a means of 
explaining this or that trend in an administration as 
complex as the Commission (3) would clearly seem 
to be a rather facile approach. The personalities of 
the Commissioners and their President, the gener
al institutional context and the specific context of 

(2) The enlargements are dealt with in Chapter  20 ‘The integration of East 
 Germany and the enlargements’.

(3) On the Commission’s administrative culture see Ban, C., Management 
and culture in an enlarged European Commission: from diversity to unity?, 
‘ Palgrave Studies in European Union Politics’ collection, Palgrave Mac
Millan, Basingstoke, 2013.
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some directoratesgeneral (DGs), along with histor
ical and political aspects, are all factors that have to 
be borne in mind. Nevertheless, there is an argu
ment for singling out certain specific features linked 
to these two enlargements and examining them in 
light of the national, cultural and administrative 
traditions of the new Member States.

The consequences of Iberian 
membership

On 12  June 1985 Spain and Portugal, former au
thoritarian regimes keen to consolidate their tran
sitions to democracy, signed the treaty of accession 
to the European Communities. Having long been 
sidelined on the continent of Europe, both the 
 Iberian nations formally became members of the 
European Communities on 1  January 1986. This 
third enlargement was the fruit of tough discussions 
within the Commission (1) and years of intense ne
gotiation, in particular concerning the transitional 
periods to be put in place in view of the economic 
and institutional challenges that these accessions 
would bring (2).

In the following 3 years it had been agreed to hire 
around 1  400 Spanish and Portuguese officials by 
means of recruitment procedures coupled with ter
minationofservice arrangements, whereby officials 
(except those in grades A1 and A2) aged over 55 and 
with at least 10 years’ seniority (3) could leave volun
tarily. Through the special and temporary  measures 

(1) Ludlow, P. et al., ‘The Mediterranean challenge’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, 
V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — History and memories 
of an institution, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 
2014, pp. 429444.

(2) On the 1986 enlargement see Trouvé, M., L’Espagne et l’Europe — De la 
dictature de Franco à l’Union européenne, ‘Euroclio’ collection, Vol. 43, PIE 
Peter Lang, Brussels, 2008; Cunha, A., ‘The European Economic Commu
nity’s third enlargement, a winners competition for the Member States’, The 
Jean Monnet/Robert Schuman Paper Series, Vol. 12, No 6,  MiamiFlorida 
European Union Center of Excellence, Miami, 2012; Royo, S., ‘Lessons 
from Spain and Portugal in the European Union after 20 years’, Pôle Sud, 
Vol. 26, No 1, CNRSuniversité de Montpellier, Montpellier, 2007, pp. 19
45.

(3) Council Regulation (ECSC, EEC, Euratom) No 3518/85 of 12 December 
1985 (OJ L 335, 13.12.1985, p. 56).

that were adopted these targets were achieved 
within the set time frame (4). Manuel Marín, Abel 
 Matutes and António Cardoso e Cunha joined the 
ranks of the Commissioners, bringing their num
ber to 17. They were allocated the following port
folios: ‘Social Affairs and Employment’ and ‘Educa
tion and Training’ for the Spanish VicePresident, 
Manuel Marín; ‘Credit, Investment and Financial 
Engineering’ and ‘Small and MediumSized Enter
prises Policy’ for the Spanish Commissioner, Abel 
Matutes; and ‘Fisheries’ for the Portuguese Com
missioner,  António Cardoso e Cunha  (5). These 
Commissioners ensured that the recruitment pro
cedures  — mainly for director posts  — faithfully 
reflected the geographic al balance and national as
pirations (6). Overall this period passed off smooth
ly, and the new entrants, being pro European, de
termined and enthusiastic  (7), took on board the 
challenges facing the EU as their own and helped 
to preserve the Commission’s cohesiveness. The 
new Member States ‘toed the line’, whether it was 
in applying the treaties or in drawing up Commu
nity guidelines  (8). Despite a difficult adjustment 
phase  (9), both in the Member States and within 
the institutions, the Community of Twelve was 
rapidly operational, without having to undertake 
any major institutional reforms. Indeed, at his first 
meeting in January 1986 President Jacques  Delors 
said that he had come ‘to the conclusion that there 
was no need to engage in an indepth revision of the 

(4) Paragraph 44 of the XXIInd General Report on the Activities of the European 
Communities 1988, Office for Official Publications of the European Com
munities, Luxembourg, 1989, p. 47.

(5) HAEC, COM(86), Minutes No 808 final, meeting of 3 January 1986.
(6) For example HAEC, COM(86), Minutes No 819 final, second part, meet

ing of 19 March 1986; COM(86), Minutes No 835, second part, meeting 
of 8 July 1986; and COM(87), Minutes No 865, second part, meeting of 
11 March 1987. In this respect see also interview with Angel Viñas, 3 Feb
ruary 2012.

(7) This term was used by Commissioner Cardoso e Cunha: COM(92), 
 Minutes No 1108, second part, meeting of 3 June 1992. On the European 
 optimism of the new Member States see also interviews with José María 
Gil Robles, 23 September 2016; Eneko Landáburu, 10 October 2016; and 
Juan Prat, 22 April 2016.

(8) In this respect, Philippe Maystadt noted the good work done by Spain in 
the preparation of the Maastricht Treaty, commending in particular the 
work of the Finance Minister, Pedro Solbes Mira: interview with Philippe 
 Maystadt, 2 June 2017.

(9) Interviews with Guy Legras, 23 February 2016; Manuel Marín, 28 October 
2016; and Angel Viñas, 3 February 2012.
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 Commission’s Rules of Procedure’, and he would 
therefore do no more than ‘propose the only change 
made necessary by the change in the number of 
Members of the Commission (adjustment of the 
quorum)’, with the quorum from then on being 
fixed at nine (1).

Within the Commission, working methods stayed 
much the same. French continued to be used as the 
Commission’s main language. The staff appointed 
to management posts were often Francophiles who, 
as in the previous enlargements, had taken part in 
the discussions and accession negotiations (2). The 
new Member States worked diligently, and the 
Commission, although not a homogeneous body, at 
least remained closeknit and keen to pursue Euro
pean integration along the same lines as before (3). 

(1) HAEC, COM(86), Minutes No 808, meeting of 3 January 1986.
(2) Interviews with Amadeu Lopes Sabino, 11  April 2012; Franco Milano, 

11 November 2016; and Angel Viñas, 3 February 2012.
(3) Interview with Amadeu Lopes Sabino, 11 April 2012.

However, while Spain and Portugal wholeheartedly 
supported the commitments made before their ar
rival, they also lent their personal note to a number 
of European policies and gave them their own par
ticular impetus. It would be impossible to list every 
single one of them, but three policies in particular 
spring to mind.

First, the accession of Spain and Portugal had a par
ticular impact on economic and social cohesion pol
icy. This policy, enshrined in the Single European 
Act and held dear by President Delors, was devel
oped with enlargement in mind and seen as a means 
of promoting solidarity, an essential counterpart to 
the single market that was to be established by 1992. 
The policy’s funding mainly benefited the southern 
countries, including Spain and Portugal. In 1986 
Eneko Landáburu became DirectorGeneral for Re
gional Policy. The Spanish Prime Minister, Felipe 
González, was very keen for this responsibility to 
be entrusted to a Spanish national, and Delors was 

On 3 February 1987 the Portuguese Prime Minister, Aníbal Cavaco Silva, visited the European Commission.  
From right to left: António Cardoso e Cunha, Commissioner responsible for Fisheries; Claude Cheysson, Commissioner responsible  

for Mediterranean Policy; Émile Noël, Secretary-General; Jacques Delors, President of the European Commission; Aníbal Cavaco Silva, 
Portuguese Prime Minister; and Miguel Ribeiro Cadilhe, Portuguese Finance Minister.
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in agreement (1). This regional policy was intended 
to reflect the European identity and to become the 
symbol of an economic power based on solidarity. 
Spain and Portugal set great store by it, particularly 
during the negotiations for the Maastricht Treaty. 
The regional aspect in particular was enhanced, and 
more and more funds were allocated to it (2).

Second, the arrival of Spain and Portugal brought a 
marked change to the common fisheries policy (3), 
here too merely by virtue of their membership, as 
it ‘doubled the number of fishermen and brought a 
75 % increase in the fishing capacity’ of the Euro
pean Communities  (4). This area had been a key 
 issue in the accession negotiations, particularly 
 given the size of the Spanish fishing fleet, and an 
agreement had had to be worked out on the neces
sary transitional period. The Portuguese Commis
sioner,  Antonio Cardoso e Cunha, was assigned the 
portfolio for this sector, which moved up to rank 
third in the world in terms of production as a  result 
of the 1986 enlargement. Because of this  sector’s 
 increased importance for the Communities  (5), 
new international agreements and conventions were 
concluded.

Finally, the accession of Spain and Portugal opened 
up new opportunities for relations with the Medi
terranean and Latin America. In a manner of speak
ing, the enlargement had more than just a ‘con
tinental’ dimension to it insofar as it also aroused 
fresh interest, among Europeans, in these parts of 
the world. While the Mediterranean approach was 
reshaped through a number of initiatives, as shown 
by the launching of the integrated Mediterranean 

(1) Interview with Eneko Landáburu, 10 October 2016. 
(2) Interviews with Ronald Hall, 6 April 2016; and Eneko Landáburu, 10 Oc

tober 2016. See also Chapter  17 ‘Regional policy: a new source of Euro
peanisation’.

(3) See Chapter 14 ‘The common agricultural policy and the common fisheries 
policy’.

(4) HAEC, COM(86)  120, 27  February 1986, ‘Fouryear financial perspec
tives 19871990 and reference figures for 1987’.

(5) Paragraph 658 of the Twentieth General Report on the Activities of the Euro-
pean Communities 1986, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, 1987, p. 258.

programmes, it was above all the Barcelona Con
ference (1995) that gave Euro Mediterranean co
operation new momentum (6). As for Latin Amer
ica  — or ‘ Iberian’ America, as the Spanish call 
it (7) — the treaty of accession symbolised the im
portant role it played for the new members, in that, 
at their request (8), it included an annex setting out 
a joint declaration of intent on the development and 
intensification of relations with the countries of 
Latin America. Angel Viñas, who became Direct
or for Latin America and Asia  (9), explained why 
this was something new: ‘Regarding Latin America 
as a  special partner of some kind completely went 
against the grain as far as Brussels’ way of think
ing was concerned’ (10). There was also a change of 
tack in the approach taken, with the idea being 
that relations with these countries would in future 
be tackled through trade. Thus it was that in June 
1987 the Council, in its conclusions, laid down the 
guidelines for its pol icy towards Latin America, as 
had been requested by the Council of The Hague in 
June 1986, following the enlargement (11).

The ‘small’ enlargement of 1995 (12) 

After the accession of Spain and Portugal the issue 
of future enlargements had been put on hold by the 
European Commission. This was a time when the 
main focus was on preparing the internal market 
and on discussing the possible shape of the Maas
tricht Treaty. The Commission did not wish to take 
the risk of embarking on a new debate about pos
sible enlargements at the expense of deepening what 

(6) See Chapter 21.2 ‘Europe and the Mediterranean’.
(7) Interview with Emiliano Fossati, 3 August 2016.
(8) Pierre Defraigne, however, recalled the role played beforehand in relations 

with Latin America by Claude Cheysson, who ‘had put Latin America 
on the Commission’s radar’: interview with Pierre Defraigne, 21  Febru
ary 2017.

(9) As Emiliano Fossati explained, the name itself, ‘Latin America and Asia’, 
had been requested by the Spanish, who wanted it worded in that order.

(10) Interview with Angel Viñas, 3 February 2012.
(11) ‘Mediterranean policy of the enlarged Community’, point 2.2.23, Bulletin 

of the European Communities, No 6, 1986, p. 96.
(12) The ‘small enlargement’ was the term used by many commentators to 

 describe the accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden in 1995.
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already existed  (1). In parallel, in the early 1990s, 
the plan to create a European Economic Area was 
supposed to cater to the expectations of other Euro
pean countries seeking closer cooperation and in 
a way to offer ‘an alternative to membership’  (2). 
Nevertheless, some members of the European Free 
Trade Association (EFTA) ultimately opted to 
 apply for membership of the European Communi
ties. Austria submitted its application, followed by 
Sweden, Finland and Norway. In the end, ‘Pressing 
forward with the construction of Europe, the Com
munity did not shun the challenge presented by fur
ther enlargements to include those countries which 
met the essential conditions for membership’  (3), 
and thus in 1993 the Commission began the pre
liminary work to achieve this (4).

The challenge of winning citizens’ 
support

The ‘small’ enlargement proved to be more of a 
political challenge than an economic one. This 
was because the candidate countries all 
belonged to EFTA, which turned out to be an 
‘effective springboard for candidate 
members’ (5). Consequently, no huge effort was 
required to bring the economies of these 
countries into line. The plan for them to join the 
EU was even referred to as a ‘good deal’ (6) for 
the European Union. However, each of the 
candidate countries was to hold a referendum 
on possible membership. Winning the hearts and 
minds of their citizens was a real challenge for 
the governments of Norway, Austria, Finland 

(1) On this point see, among others, HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No  998, 
 second part, meeting of 7 February 1990; and COM(90), Minutes No 1009, 
second part, meeting of 27 April 1990.

(2) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No  1009, second part, meeting of 
27 April 1990.

(3) European Commission, XXVIth General Report on the Activities of the 
Euro pean Communities 1992, Office for Official Publications of the Euro
pean Communities, Luxembourg, 1993, p. 5.

(4) For a full description of the accession process, negotiations and achieve
ments see Chapter 20.2 ‘The accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden’.

(5) Paragraph 633 of the XXVIIth General Report on the Activities of the Euro-
pean Communities 1993, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, 1994, p. 225.

(6) Item on the agenda of the General Affairs Council of 21 February 1994: 
HAEU, DORIE 196, SI(94) 147, 18 February 1994, ‘Note for the attention 
of Members of the Commission on the 1598th meeting of the Permanent 
Representatives Committee (II)’, 18 February 1994.

and Sweden. In the end, the outcome was as 
follows (7).

 Ƕ In a referendum held on 12 June 1994 the 
people of Austria endorsed their country’s 
accession to the EU, with a ‘yes’ vote of 
66.6 %.

 Ƕ On 16 October 1994 Finland’s vote in favour 
of membership was 56.9 %.

 Ƕ On 13 November 1994, 52.3 % of Sweden’s 
voters opted for accession.

 Ƕ Lastly, Norway was the only country whose 
people rejected membership, with a ‘no’ vote 
of 52.8 % on 28 November 1994.

On 1 January 1995 the European Union welcomed 
three new Member States — Austria, Finland and 
Sweden — and extended its borders somewhat far
ther to the north, thus once again redefining its 
centre of gravity. While it was decided to leave dis
cussion of the necessary institutional adaptations to 
the 1996 intergovernmental conference, inevitably 
this enlargement nevertheless changed the Com
mission’s structure and working methods.

The plan was to take on between 1 050 and 1 350 
officials from the three new Member States over a 
5year time span (8). However, it was decided that no 
more than 500 to 550 of these jobs would be  created 
as new posts, with the rest coming from turnover, 
whereby some posts would most probably be vacat
ed (as a result of planned retirements), and others 
were considered likely to fall vacant (termination 
of service for other reasons). Unlike in the previous 
enlargement, however, no measures for terminating 
service (‘voluntary termination of service’) were 
introduced, in order to avoid additional budgetary 

(7) These figures have been taken from paragraph 725 of the General Report on 
the Activities of the European Union 1994, Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1995, p. 252.

(8) Ibid., paragraph 1240, pp. 431432; HAEC, SEC(95) 230/3, 10 February 
1995, ‘Memorandum from Erkki Liikanen to the Commission, “Enlarge
ment: objectives and practical arrangements at administrative level — 1995 
programme”’. For more information on staffing trends at the Commission, 
particularly following the enlargements, see Chapter 3 ‘Major changes and 
colossal challenges: the directoratesgeneral and staffing in the Commis
sion’.
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costs  (1). The number of posts to be allocated per 
category and per new Member State was decided 
using Denmark as the yardstick, and the approach 
of allocating posts per area of activity continued to 
be followed (2). The indicative allocation by country 
and by category is shown in Table 1 (3). 

(1) A regulation on the termination of service of certain officials and temporary 
staff was, however, adopted for the European Parliament (July and Novem
ber 1995).

(2) HAEU, DORIE 197, SEC(94)  844, 17  May 1994, ‘Communication by 
 Karel Van  Miert, in agreement with the President, on adapting staffing 
 levels at the Commission following enlargement’.

(3) Annex 2 to HAEC, SEC(95) 230/3.

The changes over a period of 4 years in the recruit
ment of officials at all grades (except for language 
staff) are shown in Table 2 (4). 

By the end of the set period 1 102 officials (619 
 women and 483 men) from the new Member 
States had taken up posts in the institutions. The 
new Member States were represented at Commis
sioner level by the Swede, Anita Gradin, who was 

(4) These figures are taken from the general reports on the activities of the 
European Union for 1996 (paragraph 1103), 1997 (paragraph 1186), 1998 
(paragraph 1124) and 1999 (paragraph 1076).

TABLE 1

NUMBER OF POSTS TO BE ALLOCATED, BY COUNTRY AND CATEGORY

Country

Austria Finland Sweden Total

Category

A (+/− 40 %) (*) 160-200 100-140 160-200 420-540

B (+/− 25 %) 100-125 62-88 100-125 262-338

C (+/− 33.5 %) (**) 134-167 84-117 134-167 352-451

D (+/− 1.5 %) 6-8 4-5 6-8 16-21

Total 400-500 250-350 400-500 1 050-1 350

(*) The ranges for category A also included A1, A2 and A3 posts.
(**) In the Commission’s guidelines the range for categories C and D had been aggregated at 35 %.

TABLE 2

CHANGES IN RECRUITMENT

Country

Austria Finland Sweden Total

Year

31.12.1996 (*) 159 283 240 546

31.12.1997 (*) 223 295 285 803

31.12.1998 (*) 243 332 329 904

31.12.1999 (*) 372 375 355 1 102

(*) In addition there were five A1 posts, to be allocated to two Austrians, one Finn and two Swedes.
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 entrusted with Immigration, Justice and Home 
Affairs, Relations with the European Ombudsman, 
Financial Control and Fraud Prevention; the Finn, 
Erkki Liikanen, responsible for the Budget, Person
nel and Administration, Translation and IT; and 
the Austrian, Franz Fischler, responsible for Agri
culture and Rural Development.

Unlike Spain and Portugal, these new members had 
a very different culture from that of the founding 
Member States, especially in terms of language (1). 
Although the shift towards widespread use of Eng
lish was of course the result of a lengthy process, 
already set in motion by the departure of Jacques 
Delors and caused by several factors, the 1995 en
largement nevertheless seems to have made a par
ticular contribution (2). It was also during this time 
that the first officials who did not speak French were 
accepted at management grades  (3). Even though 
the administrative practices, including the choice of 
language, were dictated by the DGs, an ever greater 
tendency to use English was nevertheless apparent 
from 1995 onwards. It was symbolic, moreover, that 
during this period the Commission Spokesperson 
brought in a bilingual French–English regime for 
the press room in order to facilitate the work of 
journalists. This was a revolution in itself, as until 
then this body had been a preserve of the French 
language. The discussions leading up to that deci
sion were also very hardfought (4). 

That said, contrary to the fears of the southern 
countries, no ‘Nordic bloc’ was observed following 

(1) For more information on the integration of the new languages in the in
stitution see Chapter  5.3 ‘Translation and interpreting: the “language of 
Europe”’.

(2) ‘Language, culture, and management: the impact of enlargement on 
 language use in the Commission’, in Ban, Management and culture in an 
 enlarged European Commission, pp.  202224. See also interviews with 
 Patricia Bugnot, 15 February 2017; Colette Flesch, 27 September 2016; and 
Fritz Brüchert, 17 September 2017.

(3) Interview with Amadeu Lopes Sabino, 11 April 2012.
(4) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28  January 2016; Scheidhauer, C., 

‘Les langues de l’Europe, un régime paradoxalement durable’, Langage et 
société, Vol. 3, No 125, Éditions de la Maison des sciences de l’homme, Paris, 
2008, pp. 125143.

the arrival of the new Member States (5). What did 
become apparent, however, was that the new en
trants had a mindset, an approach to Europe, that 
differed from that of the existing Member States (6), 
and that a ‘Nordic model’, a style of management 
usually regarded as the opposite of the French ap
proach, was gradually emerging in several DGs. 
Less hierarchical and more focused on autonomy, 
collective action and transparency, this view of the 
administration filtered down to the directorates 
and the units (7). Transparency played a particularly 
significant role for Scandinavians. While this had 
already been a key topic in some of the discussions 
at the Commission  (8), Finland and Sweden were 
insistent that the institutions should be made more 
accessible to the public. The Amsterdam  Treaty, 
which the new Member States had been actively in
volved in negotiating, gave a legal basis to the right 
of access to documents.

Gender equality was another issue held dear by the 
Scandinavians  (9). In this respect too action had 
 already been taken (10), but the new Commission de
voted particular attention to this matter, especially 
in terms of appointing women (11). This interest was 
clearly reflected in the composition of the institu
tion itself, as it included five women Commission
ers. Furthermore, the issue of equality regularly 
came up for discussion among the Commissioners, 

(5) Interview with Eric Hayes, 11 October 2016.
(6) Interviews with Pierre Defraigne, 21  February 2017; and Pierre Sellal, 

13 July 2017.
(7) On this point see interviews with JeanLuc Demarty, 8  October 2016; 

 Manuel Marín, 28 October 2016; and Philippe Maystadt, 2 June 2017. See 
also Ban, Management and culture in an enlarged European Commission, 
pp. 4044.

(8) See the interinstitutional declaration of 1993 on democracy, transparen
cy and subsidiarity (point 2.2.1 of Bulletin of the European Communities, 
No 10, 1993, pp. 118119); and the General Report on the Activities of the 
European Union 1995, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, 1996.

(9) On the question of gender equality, the action taken by the Commission 
during the period under discussion and the trends in the proportion of men 
and women on its staff see Chapter 3 ‘Major changes and colossal challen
ges: the directoratesgeneral and staffing in the Commission’.

(10) For example, a Joint Committee on Equal Opportunities had been set up in 
1984 and a programme of positive action for female staff (19881990) had 
been adopted.

(11) Interviews with Patricia Bugnot, 15  February 2017; Colette Flesch, 
27 September 2016; Georgette Lalis, 8 June 2016; and Françoise Le Bail, 
13 June 2017.
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as shown by Commissioner Anita Gradin’s remarks 
in favour of appointing a woman to the post of 
VicePresident of the Commission (1), and her argu
ments for taking female–male equality into consid
eration, whether in a debate on the text relating to 
European citizenship or in employment policy  (2). 
Aware of these issues, this Commission decided to 
set up a group of Commissioners on ‘Equal oppor
tunities for men and women and women’s rights’. 
Consisting of five standing members, namely Com
missioners Gradin, Monika WulfMathies, Pádraig 
Flynn and Erkki Liikanen plus President Jacques 
Santer, this group was intended to be a forum for 
discussion. This effort towards greater equality was 
also incorporated in the Treaty of Amsterdam. 

Finally, as could be expected and indeed hoped, the 
1995 enlargement also enabled environmental con
cerns to be brought to the fore at European  level. 
Even at the stage of the accession negotiations the 
candidate countries had already been arguing the 

(1) HAEC, Minutes No 95 1233, second part, meeting of 1 February 1995.
(2) HAEC, Minutes No 95 1247, second part, meeting of 10 May 1995.

case for being allowed to keep their own higher 
standards concerning the environment and had 
pushed for the European Union to gradually adapt 
their standards. While the Nordic countries were 
unquestionably the forerunners in this field, Aus
tria was also very concerned about environmental 
cri teria  (3). Through the advocacy of its Commis
sioner, Franz Fischler, the environment became a 
key concern that was gradually woven into the vari
ous policies.

Conclusion

With the arrival of Spain and Portugal, followed by 
Austria, Finland and Sweden, the Commission be
came larger, in terms of numbers and powers, and 
more diverse, in terms of its working methods and 
administrative culture. Gradually, small changes 
were to be seen at the Commission, because the suc
cessive enlargements not only brought ‘fresh chal
lenges and new opportunities’, but also inevitably 
served to water down ‘the closeness between the 
six founding members’  (4). There was no dramatic 
upheaval, however, but rather a process of gradual 
change. A major shakeup would come with the 
 enlargement of 2004 and with a wide ranging ad
ministrative reform (the Kinnock reform). These 
chan ges were of course already  being actively pre
pared during the period under discussion  (5), but 
their impact on the Commission’s  internal  workings 
would mostly be felt from 2000 onwards.

Virginie de Moriamé

(3) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017.
(4) Interview with Colette Flesch, 27 September 2016.
(5) In this respect see Chapter  3 ‘Major changes and colossal challenges: the 

 directoratesgeneral and staffing in the Commission’, which deals in 
particu lar with administrative reforms.

‘It’s improving.’ 
On 15 June 2000 the internal magazine Commission en direct 

discussed the progress of measures in favour of women  
within the Commission.
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7.2. Preparations for the 
fifth enlargement of 
the European Union 
(2004-2007)

The fifth enlargement of the EU is likely to be re
garded as one of the most significant events in the 
history of European integration. The Commission 
played a major role in this endeavour, spread across 
four mandates — those of Jacques Delors, Jacques 
Santer, Romano Prodi and José Manuel Barroso. 
The debate between widening and deepening was 
one of the main features of this enlargement and 
became apparent from the Commission’s positions 
over the years.

Jacques Delors and the possibility of 
enlargement

In January 1989 President Delors, in a speech in the 
European Parliament, called to mind those who, 
‘each in their own way’, were knocking at the Com
munity’s door. Although he said that deepening 
took priority over widening, he also expressed his 
vision of a ‘European village’, with a ‘house called 
the “European Community”. We are its sole ar
chitects; we are the keepers of its keys; but we are 
prepared to open its doors to talk with our neigh
bours’  (1). In 1990 the Commission did not expli
citly mention the possibility of enlargement, still 
referring instead to the need to ‘create a special re
lationship with its neighbours in Central and East
ern Europe by negotiating a network of association 
agreements (or Europe Agreements)’  (2). However, 
2  years  later, in a report entitled ‘Europe and the 

(1) ‘Statement on the broad lines of Commission policy presented by Jacques 
Delors, President of the Commission, to the European Parliament and reply 
to the ensuing Parliamentary debate’, Bulletin of the European Communities 
Supplement, No 1, 1989, p. 18.

(2) SEC(90) 717 final, 18 April 1990, ‘The development of the Community’s 
relations with the countries of central and eastern Europe’, p. 3.

challenge of enlargement’, it clearly highlighted 
the matter: ‘The accession of new members will in
crease its [the Community’s] diversity and hetero
geneity. But widening must not be at the expense 
of deepening. Enlargement must not be a dilution 
of the Community’s achievements. On this point 
there should be absolute clarity, on the part of the 
Member States and of the applicants’ (3). With re
gard to central and eastern Europe, ‘the Commis
sion  believes that new means should be created for 
this purpose, building upon the existing “architec
ture” of European organizations, so as to create a 
“European political area” … Various formulas have 
already been suggested, such as regular meetings 
between European countries at the level of Heads 
of State or Government, either in the framework of 
a confederation based on the Council of Europe, or 
through a conference of European States meeting 
at the invitation of the European Council. An other 
formula, similar to the “associate status” recent
ly  created within the Western European Union, 
would be to associate other European countries as 
“partnermembers” in specific Community pol
icies, with the possibility to participate (but not to 
vote) in certain Community meetings on subjects 
of trans European interest’  (4). Furthermore, ‘the 
Community should encourage all suitable forms 
of regional and interregional cooperation in Eur
ope, with a view to the eventual cre ation of a pan 
European free trade area’  (5). When referring spe
cifically to enlargement, the text used a negative: 
‘Enlargement is a challenge which the Community 
cannot refuse’ (6). The report therefore raised three 
key questions on how a future enlargement would 
affect how the Community operated. What would 
be the working methods, for the Commission and 
the Council, with more members? How many mem
bers could the institutions cope with? What deci
sionmaking procedures should be used to avoid any 

(3) ‘Europe and the challenge of enlargement’, Bulletin of the European Com-
munities Supplement, No 3, 1992, p. 10.

(4) Ibid., p. 18.
(5) Ibid., p. 19.
(6) Ibid., p. 20.
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risk of paralysis? For the Commission, ‘[w]ith the 
prospect of a Union of 20 or 30 members, funda
mental questions of decisionmaking and the insti
tutional framework cannot be evaded’ (1).

However, the countries of central and eastern Eur
ope were far behind the EFTA countries in the 
queue at that time. According to Graham Avery, 
the then director for relations with the EFTA and 
Euro pean Economic Area countries:

‘We didn’t know what to do about them in 
June 1992. We just didn’t know how to 
handle their wish to join us. We tried to do 
our best through Phare (2) and other things, 
but at that time their accession was taboo … 
[I]n June 1992 the EU’s leaders were not yet 

(1) Ibid., p. 16.
(2) The Phare programme was a Community initiative that sought to provide 

financial support to the countries of central and eastern Europe in order to 
assist them in their reform process to become market economies.

planning the big enlargement. It took 
12 months, until June 1993, for them to 
reconcile themselves to the fact that we had 
to accept the central and eastern 
Europeans’ (3).

The events in Yugoslavia and the clear desire for 
the accession of the countries of central and eastern 
Europe made it necessary to issue a clearer perspec
tive, which was eventually achieved at the 1993 Co
penhagen Council: ‘The European Council today 
agreed that the associated countries in Central and 
Eastern Europe that so desire shall become mem
bers of the EU. Accession will take place as soon as 
an associated country is able to assume the obliga
tions of membership by satisfying the economic and 
political conditions required’ (4). As rightly advised 
by Graham Avery, ‘Among the Copenhagen cri
teria, there are three which apply to the candidates, 
and there is one which applies to the Union. [The 
latter was its “absorption capacity”] … Although the 
notion of absorption capacity is excessively vague, 
and almost not operational, it was nevertheless 
 often used as an argument why institutional con
stitutional reform should accompany or precede 
enlargement’ (5). 

Agenda 2000: a ‘Santer package’

The following Commission, led by Jacques Santer, 
considered that a stepbystep approach to enlarge
ment was the most appropriate; as he underlined 
himself, ‘we were more pragmatic and prudent than 
the Commission that succeeded us. At the begin
ning, we wanted to start negotiating on the basis of 
the criteria with three countries … once those coun
tries were integrated, continue with five countries, 

(3) Interview with Graham Avery, 22 March 2016, p. 22.
(4) Presidency conclusions of the Copenhagen European Council, 21 and 22 

June 1993, p. 13: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21225/72921.
pdf

(5) Interview with Graham Avery, 23 March 2016, p. 26.

In 1997 President Jacques Santer presented Agenda 2000 at the 
same time as the opinions of the Commission on the applications 

for membership from countries of central and eastern Europe.  
This communication defined the main thrusts of the development 

of the European Union and considered a number of responses 
to the horizontal problems linked to enlargement and the future 

financial framework for the period after 2000. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21225/72921.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21225/72921.pdf
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and so on’  (1). Alongside this twostep approach, 
the protocol annexed to the Amsterdam Treaty (2) 
envisaged an approach running in parallel with the 
institutional level: limited reform prior to the first 
enlargement followed by comprehensive reform 
 before the number of Member States exceeded 20.

From the standpoint of strategy building, one sig
nificant moment in the enlargement activity of the 
Commission was the adoption of the ‘Agenda 2000 
for a stronger and wider Union’, in July 1997. This, 
as the title suggests, entailed a comprehensive ana
lysis (or, in the words of the document, ‘an objective 
analysis’) of the benefits and potential drawbacks of 
the pol icy. Jacques Santer was the driving force be
hind the document, although he insisted on calling 
it ‘Agenda 2000’ rather than the ‘Santer package’ (3), 
a title that would have emphasised the impact that 
central and east European enlargement would have 
on major expenditure areas of the EU, chiefly the 
common agri cultural policy and the cohesion pol
icy. The document itself — referred to in recent lit
erature as ‘a masterpiece of the team around Com
mission Presi dent Jacques Santer’  (4), a team led by 
Secretary General Carlo Trojan — was divided into 
three sections, the first of which showed how EU pol
icies would change in light of the potential increase in 
the number of members, without shying away from 
traditionally sensitive matters such as the common 
agricultural policy  (5) or the ever costlier cohesion 
policy. The sections devoted to the reform process 
of the EU, with the apparent institutional implica
tions, served as a prologue to the major endeavours 

(1) Interview with Jacques Santer by Étienne Deschamps, 6  April 2006: 
https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/2006/11/23/b68185b46046
44d2a513d4e9d7c29864/publishable_en.pdf

(2) Included in the work that fell to the intergovernmental conference was 
the reform of the institutions and of how the EU operated with a view to 
preparing for the enlargement towards the central and east European coun
tries. However, because of the limited progress made by the Amsterdam 
Treaty on this score, the Member States undertook to open, prior to any 
enlargement, fresh negotiations with a view to initiating real institutional 
reform.

(3) Interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.
(4) Sajdik, M. and Schwarzinger, M., European Union enlargement  — Back-

ground, developments, facts, Routledge, Abingdon, 2017.
(5) For details on the preparation of the policy for central and east European 

countries see interview with JeanLuc Demarty, 8 October 2016.

agreed upon in  later years, notably finding a thor
ough expression in the now defunct Constitutional 
Treaty. The second part of Agenda 2000 comprised a 
reassertion of the accession criteria, echoed from the 
Copenhagen Council of 1993 (6) and accompan ied 
by further insights into the desired course of negoti
ations and their impact on virtually all policy  areas, 
including the reinforced role of Phare funding. Spe
cific observations were made about individual cases, 
from the government instability in Romania to the 
flawed application of the rule of law in Slovakia, 
from the under representation of national minor
ities in parliaments to the interstate disputes stem
ming from these national minorities. As a conclusion 
at the time, the only applicant failing to meet the 
pol itical criterion was Slovakia, while the econom
ic criterion was deemed much trickier, with only 
Hungary and Poland coming close to compliance. 
Two tortuous files — Cyprus and Turkey — bene
fited from distinct subsections, in keeping with the 
unprecedented challenges posed by each of their ap
plications. The third part of the strategy dealt with 
the costs of the trans formations envisioned for the 
20002006  multi annual financial framework. An 
impact study on the effect of EU policies on applicant 
countries concluded the document, with somewhat 
reserved overtones as to the prospects of member
ship and a fairly downtoearth assessment of what 
the pre accession period should imply in terms of 
 preparation (7).

The question that arises at this point is: what was 
President Santer’s position on the prospects of en
largement? A timely indication of his views may be 
given in the statement made by Santer to the Euro
pean Parliament on EU enlargement on 2  March 
1995, focusing on the case of central and eastern 
Eur ope. Given at a time when countries in the 
area were proclaiming their desire to join ‘old Eur
ope’, with such solemn statements as Romania’s 

(6) For details see interviews with Graham Avery, 22 and 23 March 2016.
(7) ‘Agenda 2000 — For a stronger and wider Union’, Bulletin of the European 

Union Supplement, No 5, 1997.

https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/2006/11/23/b68185b4-6046-44d2-a513-d4e9d7c29864/publishable_en.pdf
https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/2006/11/23/b68185b4-6046-44d2-a513-d4e9d7c29864/publishable_en.pdf
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Snagov Declaration and efforts to sign association 
 agreements with the EU, Santer’s speech reinforced 
the thesis of the ‘two Europes’ and the historical 
reparations required after the damage caused by the 
Iron Curtain. Santer made his case quite plainly:

‘The decision has already been taken in 
principle: we shall be opening our arms to 
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. 
It is not possible to conceive of Europe 
without them’ (1).

That said, his scepticism emerges from a pleth
ora of rhetorical questions that clearly exposed all 
the constitutional and institutional improvements 
that would be needed to the functionality of the 
EU as prerequisites to the act of central and east 

(1) Statement made by Jacques Santer to the European Parliament on relations 
with the countries of central and eastern Europe: ‘1994/95 Session  — 
 Report of proceedings from 28  February to 2  March 1995’, Annex to the 
Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the European Par-
liament, No 4458, pp. 6365.

 European enlargement itself  (2). The metaphor of 
the Commission as ‘the friend who tells the truth’ 
to applicants was used as a pretext for outlining the 
particularly active role the former needed to assume 
throughout the negotiation process, successful 
completion of which was portrayed as being in the 
best interest of both the EU and the future mem
bers themselves. From this it emerged that Santer 
anticipated the protracted nature of the impend
ing negotiations, with few assurances or certainties 
veiled in any kind of temporal forecast (3). Another 
statement delivered by Santer for EuroEast, also in 
1995, combined somewhat ambiguous elements: on 
the one hand the need for enlargement, and on the 
other hand the uncertain accomplishment thereof. 
‘EU enlargement’, it stated, ‘is vital for the political 

(2) See Chapter 6 ‘The Commission and institutional reforms’.
(3) Statement made by Jacques Santer to the European Parliament on relations 

with the countries of central and eastern Europe: ‘1994/95 Session  — 
 Report of proceedings from 28 February to 2 March 1995’.

Hans van den Broek (left) was responsible for External Relations with the Countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the other countries 
formed following the dissolution of the former Soviet bloc. He accompanied Jacques Santer (centre) and Commissioner Yves-Thibault  

de Silguy (right) to the Cardiff European Council on 15 and 16 June 1998.



177Chapter 7 — Enlargements and the administrative culture 

stability of our continent, and will also have in the 
longer term, I am quite sure, a positive impact on 
the economic front for all’  (1). In the view of the 
scholar Peter Ludlow, ‘the Santer Commission was 
much more reactive than proactive’; according to 
him the then President of the European Commis
sion favoured the inclusion of merely the Czech 
Republic, Hungary and  Poland, an analysis accom
panied by criticism (2). 

Other voices within or close to the Commission 
produced significant ideas and played equally 
import ant roles during the Santer period. One of 
the decisionmakers was undoubtedly the Com
missioner for External Relations, Hans van den 
Broek, who also associated the positive impact of 
eastern enlargement on a variety of areas, such as 
security, stability and prosperity (3), with the inev
itable challenges, some of which were outlined by 
Alexander Italianer, a member of Santer’s cabinet 
at the time (4). In an address uttered in his capa city 
as Commissioner in charge of Enlargement, at the 
Forum 2000  Conference of 13  October 1998 in 
Prague, van den Broek stated that ‘enlargement of 
the European Union is more than simply a polit
ical or economic process: it is another milestone in 
the development of our civilization,’ while he also 
under lined the political and economic benefits of 
the act, not only for the EU, but also for its neigh
bourhood (5). Not least, in an address to the East
West Institute in Brussels, given on 1  December 
1995, van den Broek said: ‘Either the Union will be 
enlarged as a genuinely integrated structure bound 
by common interest, based on unity, while respect
ing the diversity of its Member States and speaking 

(1) Sedelmeier, U., Constructing the path to eastern enlargement: the uneven 
 policy impact of EU identity, Manchester University Press, Manchester, 
2005, p. 26.

(2) O’Brennan, J. The eastern enlargement of the European Union, Routledge, 
Abingdon, 2006, pp. 8081.

(3) Mehlhausen, T., European Union enlargement  — Material interests, com-
munity norms and anomie, Routledge, Abingdon, 2015.

(4) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017.
(5) Speech/98/198, ‘Hans van den Broek, Member of the European Commis

sion: The EU — Looking ahead to the 21st century’, Prague, 13 October 
1998: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH98198_en.htm

with one voice in world affairs; or a wider Union 
will become a kind of Congress of Europe with little 
internal coherence and consequently little extern
al clout; a largely intergovernmental organization, 
slow at taking decisions, fragmented in its policies, 
and unable to compete on an equal basis with the 
USA, Japan and the world’s other major powers’ (6).

The words seem to echo those of President Santer, 
referring to the institutional readiness of the EU as 
a prerequisite for enlargement, while emphasising 
the need to consolidate the common foreign and se
curity policy in preparation for the myriad of voices 
that would soon decide on this traditionally inter
governmental pillar.

Romano Prodi and ‘adapting the 
institutions to make a success of 
enlargement’

The key player in the Prodi Commission, from 
September 1999, was the German Commissioner 
Günter Verheugen, who enjoyed the full support of 
the Commission President. These two figures had 
fewer reservations than the Santer Commission, 
and their view was to prevail. In an interview, Ver
heugen said:

‘The entire project was, for me as a person, 
neither a policy nor an economic interest, 
but … a moral-historical duty. I have always 
stressed that it was much more than 
economic interests or strategies; it was a 
question of justice … I found it unacceptable 
to say that a degree of economic 
convergence was needed, especially as 
Member States of the European Union 
finance ministers have said for a long time. 
The Delors Commission in 1990 also felt 
that some 20 to 25 years would be needed 
in order to achieve economic convergence … 

(6) Leech, J. (ed.), Whole and free — NATO, EU enlargement and transatlan-
tic relations, The Federal Trust for Education & Research, London, 2002, 
p. 177.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-98-198_en.htm
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I found this argument simply inhumane and 
ahistorical, even apolitical, since it states 
that: “You were unlucky at Yalta and 
Potsdam to fall on the wrong side of the 
demarcation line …” Politics based on power 
and interest, without morality, does not 
create peace’ (1).

The accession process then gathered pace with the 
arrival of the Prodi Commission: in 1997 the de
cision was taken to start negotiations with six can
didate countries, while in 1999, after the establish
ment of the Prodi Commission, the next ‘wave’ was 
given the green light to begin negotiations at the 
December European Council in Helsinki. Thus the 
twostep approach to reform devised in Amsterdam 
was soon outpaced by the speed of events. The ‘big 
idea’ of the Prodi Commission was, therefore, EU 
enlargement — in terms of both achieving success 
and preparing the Commission (and the EU) for 
this purpose. On 21 July 1999, before the Euro pean 
Parliament, the President designate of the Euro
pean Commission stated that he ‘wanted to see in
stitutional reforms which would properly prepare 
the European Union for receiving a large number 
of new Member States’ (2). The Prodi Commission 
was involved in the negotiations for the Treaty of 
Nice, which prepared the institutional framework 
for enlargement, as well as the (failed) constitu
tion resulting from the Convention on the Future 
of Europe. The institutional preparation, however, 
had entailed numerous endeavours, such as the re
port on the institutional implications of enlarge
ment, presented to the Commission by a panel of 
international experts on 18  October 1999, with 
comprehensive details on decisionmaking and rep
resentation mechanisms, as well as on the urgen
cy of reforms and the  import ance of a charter of 

(1) Verheugen, G., ‘Europäische Integration aus historischer Erfahrung  — 
Ein Zeitzeugengespräch mit Michael Gehler’, Discussion Paper, No  221, 
 Zentrum für Europäische Integrationsforschung — Rheinische Fried rich
Wilhelms Universität Bonn, Bonn, 2014.

(2) HAEU, DORIE 218, COM(1999) 592, 10 November 1999, ‘Adapting the 
institutions to make a success of enlargement — Contribution by the Euro
pean Commission to preparations for the InterGovernmental Conference 
on Institutional Issues’, p. 1.

fundamental rights  (3). Following this report, the 
Commission made its own contribution to prepar
ing for the intergovernmental conference on insti
tutional questions by drawing up two communica
tions entitled ‘Adapting the institutions to make a 
success of enlargement’. To prevent the risk of an 
enlarged Europe being weaker and less cohesive, the 
Commission stressed the import ance of reforming 
the EU’s internal structures as a precondition for 
enlargement, making it possible, after the partial 
progress of Amsterdam, to stabilise the European 
system on a lasting basis (4). It thus summarised dis
cussions on the role, functioning and composition 
of the European institutions and on an effective 
decisionmaking process. Regarding its own adap
tation, the Commission believed ‘that the key issue 
is deciding whether in the future the Commission 
will have to be made up of one national from each 
Member State, regardless of the number of Member 
States, or whether there are good reasons for opting 
for an alternative solution’  (5). As regards discus
sions on the decisionmaking process, these largely 
concerned the decisionmaking arrangements with
in the Council. In this respect the Commission 
favoured making a qualified majority the rule and 
unanimity the exception (6).

Similar approaches had been adopted when the 
Commission had analysed other implications of the 
‘costs’ of enlargement, from a variety of standpoints, 
ranging from the economic and financial (7) to the 
linguistic (8).

(3) HAEU, DORIE 218, SEC(1999) 2000, 18 October 1999, ‘The institution
al implications of enlargement  — Report to the Commission by Mr von 
Weizsäcker, Mr Dehaene and Mr Simon, distributed under the authority of 
the President’.

(4) HAEU, DORIE 218, COM(1999) 592, p. 2.
(5) HAEU, DORIE 218, COM(2000)  34 final, 26  January 2000, ‘Adapting 

the institutions to make a success of enlargement — Commission opinion 
in accordance with Article 48 of the Treaty on European Union on the call
ing of a conference of representatives of the governments of the Member 
States to amend the treaties’, p. 12.

(6) Ibid., p. 21.
(7) HAEU, DORIE 196, SEC(94)  567, 28  March 1994, ‘Information note 

from Mr Schmidhuber — Budgetary impact of enlargement’.
(8) HAEU, Graham J. L. Avery Fonds (GJLA) 270, ‘Minutes of the “ languages” 

meeting of 26 March 1992’, 27 April 1992.
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In order to ensure a strong focus on enlargement, 
Prodi, for the first time, established an entire 
Direct orateGeneral for Enlargement, bringing 
together parts of DG  IA and the Task Force for 
 Enlargement (1), to support the work of Verheugen. 
For the staff in DG Enlargement this was an oppor
tunity to contribute to a major historical project. 
Therefore, the DG attracted some of the best Com
mission personnel, allowing them to have a signifi
cant influence within the Commission and pursue 
the relevant priorities systematically. 

Given the large number of candidate countries and 
Member States, along with the rotating nature of 
the presidencies, it was clear that the Commission 
was going to have a central role, well beyond the 
relatively briefly defined treaty task of providing an 
opinion on the accession of a country (Article 49 of 
the Treaty on the European Union). The debate on 
the role of the Commission had already started with 
the first enlargement (Denmark, Ireland and the 
United Kingdom). At the beginning the original six 
Member States took the lead, but without an honest 
broker, and taking into account the opposition of de 
Gaulle, this approach failed. In the end, under the 
presidency of Jean Rey, the Commission obtained 
the role, which was then reassessed and enhanced 
for the following enlargements.

The Commission provided the central support  (2) 
for the preparation of accession countries, with 
funding, expertise and advice, while at the same 
time managing the standard bilateral relations under  
the Europe agreements. The Commission facili
tated the twinning programmes with Member 

(1) DG Enlargement was formed as a result of the merger of the task force of 
the same name, set up in 1989 to strengthen contacts with the central and 
east European countries, and the interservice group on enlargement set up 
within DG IA in 1996: Tatham, A., Enlargement of the European Union, 
Kluwer Law International, Alphen aan den Rijn, 2009, p. 244.

(2) The Phare programme, established in 1989 and managed by the Commis
sion, constituted the main financial instrument for supporting the pre 
accession strategy of the central and east European countries. With a budget 
of ECU 10.95 billion for the 19901999 period, the programme provided 
knowhow along with technical, economic and infrastructural assistance to 
the beneficiary states: HAEU, François Lamoureux Fonds (FL) 518, ‘Note 
to Mr Lamoureux on the Phare communication’, 24 February 1997.

States. The role of monitoring compliance with 
the acquis was one of the key attributes that only 
the Commission could have performed horizon
tally and consistently. In terms of the actual ‘nego
tiations’, the Commission prepared the ‘common 
positions’ of the EU Member States. This required 
consider able technical expertise and knowledge of 
the  acquis. Of course, in the more political aspects, 
the Member States had a greater role, in particular 
the presidency, albeit relying heavily on the Com
mission: ‘None of the presidencies involved, even 
the Danes, would have been able to achieve what 
they did without the continu ous intervention of 
the Commission. Within the framework of the 
successive decisions of the European Council, the 
Commission is right to pretend that it was the en
gine of the whole process, starting with 1999’  (3). 
Indeed, while the 15 Member States showed various 
degrees of support for enlargement or for certain 
applicant countries, were faced with the urgencies 
of national campaigns, elections and crises or had 

(3) Ludlow, P., The making of the new Europe  — The European Councils of 
 Brussels and Copenhagen 2002, EuroComment, Brussels, 2004, p. 335.

Eneko Landáburu headed the new Enlargement DG  
from 1 January 2000.
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national interest issues to pursue, the Commission 
was a stable and consistently honest broker, which 
made the moral imperative of reunification of the 
continent into a historical reality. One example 
of the sometimes ambiguous attitudes of Member 
States was the stance of the Netherlands towards fu
ture eastern enlargement. This was  expressed in the 
‘PreEuropean Council flash report’ in prepar ation 
for the Essen European Council of December 1994, 
which stated that: ‘The enlargement in 1995 with 
three new Member States is welcomed. The Dutch 
Second Chamber agrees, but some doubts exist on 
the next enlargement (Eastern Europe), on which 
announcements/indications will be made in Essen. 
The Dutch government has made an analysis, a dis
cussion paper without conclusions’ (1). Meanwhile, 
the activity conducted by the Commission in this 
respect proved to be more constructive and  oriented 
towards the long term: ‘A major preaccession strat
egy designed to assist the countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe in adapting to the requirements of 
the single market will be an important step towards 
the goal of their subsequent integration into the 
Union’ (2). 

A key role was played by the Commission through 
the annual ‘strategy papers’, published in the au
tumn before the December European Councils. 
One of the most important papers was issued in 
2000, when the Commission presented the road
map for the completion of accession negotiations 
by the end of 2002, in line with the conclusions of 
the Helsinki European Council of 1999. This was 
underlined by the Commissioners in the College 
meeting for the adoption of this strategy paper, 
along with the need to be careful about the tran
sition periods and only accept them ‘where duly 
justified’. They also focused on the ‘constraints 
imposed for the internal reform process of certain 
policies, and for the decisionmaking process of the 

(1) European Council, ‘PreEuropean Council flash report’, p. 12.
(2) COM(94)  553/3, 29  November 1994, ‘Summary report by the Commis

sion on the internal market in 1994’, p. 7.

 Commission and the Council’, bearing in mind the 
2002 deadline. The exchange also underlined the 
need to have a communication and information 
strategy  (3). The diplomatic language of the Com
mission meeting minutes nevertheless shows that 
the focus of the other Commissioners was mostly 
on conditional ities and constraints, which high
lights once more the Enlargement Commissioner’s 
need for full support from Prodi, along with the 
 value of DG  Enlargement.

Romano Prodi was clear and assertive on EU deep
ening and preparation for enlargement when he 
spoke at the beginning of the launch of the inter
governmental conference leading to the Treaty of 
Nice:

‘First, the question before us is 
enlargement … Second, … I see no room for 
a second IGC. We cannot countenance any 
leftovers from Nice. Third, … our goal must 
be to make the institutions work effectively 
and democratically with 27 or 28 
members’ (4).

Enlargement was clearly the main line of his speech, 
and while in the end there were ‘left overs’ from 
Nice, at least the treaty was sufficient to enable the 
20042007 EU enlargement. 

Conclusion

In addition to their moral and historical dimen
sions, the prospects of enlargement opened up by the 
end of the Cold War and the collapse of the  Soviet 
Union were accompanied, from 1992  onwards, by 
discussions on the effectiveness and adaptation of 
an institutional framework conceived in the 1950s 
for a Community of six Member States. In the 

(3) HAEC, COM(2000), Minutes No  1499 final, meeting of 8  November 
2000.

(4) Speech/00/40, ‘Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission: 
Opening of the IGC’, General Affairs Council, Brussels, 14 February 2000: 
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH0040_en.htm

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-00-40_en.htm
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 complex relationship between ‘widening’ and ‘deep
ening’ in the history of European integration, the 
former acted as a trigger for the latter. From the 
 Delors Commission to the Prodi Commission it 
was commonly accepted that the success of enlarge
ment depended on the preparation of the candidate 
states and on that of the EU itself. In order to face 
the responsibilities that would be incumbent on it 
when it opened its doors to the new Member States, 
the Union therefore endeavoured to undertake 
an indepth reform of its institutions. While the 
achievement of the EU’s largest enlargement can be 

credited to a large extent to the Commission led by 
Romano Prodi, with a key role attributed to Günter 
Verheugen, its approach was that envisaged back in 
the 1990s by the two Commissions that preceded 
it. In this long accession process the Commission 
was able to establish itself as a stable institution in
dependent of the interests of the Member States, 
which transformed the moral imperative to reunify 
the continent into a historical reality.

Nicolae Păun

The Three Wise Men presented their report on institutional reform to President Prodi on 18 October 1999 in Brussels. 
From left to right: Richard von Weizsäcker, David Simon, Jean-Luc Dehaene, Romano Prodi, Michel Barnier and Carlo Trojan.
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Chapter 8 
Commission relations with the 
other Community institutions

8.1. The Commission and 
the European Council

Introduction

Since the very beginning the Commission’s inter
actions with the European Council have been char
acterised by a certain contradictory duality. On 
the one hand, the assembly of national leaders has 
been perceived as a rival when it comes to develop
ing policy, as a betrayal of the European ideal. On 
the other, the European Council has been seen, at 
least potentially, as a source of authority benefiting 
the Community and the projects launched by the 
Commission.

This duality is reflected in the two men who con
ceived the European Council: Valéry Giscard 
 d’Estaing and Jean Monnet. This unlikely couple 
of the French President and the founding father 
of Eur ope worked together in 1973 and 1974  — 

the former in the spotlight, the latter behind the 
scenes — to bring regularity to the European sum
mits, which until that time had been held only spas
modically by the young Community. At the Paris 
Summit in December 1974 the decision was taken 
to formalise the meetings, creating the ‘European 
Council’ at the same time as that other great in
stitutional change, the direct election of the Euro
pean Parliament, was agreed (1). If one saw chiefly 
the work of Giscard d’Estaing (and his ally, Helmut 
Schmidt) in the new institution, one might discern 
in it an insidious attack on the Community  method, 
like that administered by President de Gaulle with 
the Fouchet Plan. This was, for example, the stand
point of Gaston Thorn (19811985), Jacques Delors’s 

(1) Giscard d’Estaing, V., Le pouvoir et la vie, Vol.  1, Compagnie  12, Paris, 
1988, pp.  117122; Monnet, J., Mémoires, Fayard, Paris, 1976, pp.  589
605; Boissieu, P. (de) et al., National leaders and the making of Europe — 
Key  episodes in the life of the European Council, John Harper Publishing, 
 London, 2015, pp. 1938.
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 predecessor as President of the Commission (1). On 
the other hand, if one perceived in this institutional 
innovation the venerated hand of Jean Monnet, by 
his standing immune to any reproach in relation to 
‘intergovernmentalism’, there was good reason to 
hope for a potential synergy between the two insti
tutions. This was the approach taken by Émile Noël, 
SecretaryGeneral of the Commission (19581987) 
and one of the first people to recognise and make 
use of this synergy (2).

At the beginning of the period under consideration 
the European Council emerged as the Commu
nity’s highest political authority: it set the overall 
pol itical direction, was the arena for resolving major 
conflicts (such as the UK rebate) and  — with the 
Single European Act of 1986, the first political revi
sion of the treaties since Rome — discovered its own 
constituent power (3). The Commission had to pos
ition itself relative to this omnipresent, enig matic 
player and decide when to play ‘with’ and when 
‘without’, or even ‘against’, the European Council. 
In short, it had to find the correct distance. Yet it 
had to do so in the knowledge that its President was, 
simultaneously, a member of the European Coun
cil (4) — one final idiosyncrasy of this relationship. 
While the Commission saw the Parliament and the 
Council as players that were close, albeit external, 
to itself, the assembly of leaders — from which it at 
times felt distant — was an authority to which, via 
its President, it belonged.

(1) On Thorn see Ludlow, P., ‘Relations with the European Council’, in 
 Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — 
History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European 
Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 210211.

(2) Émile Noël speaks of the ‘positive’ result of the early years of the European 
Council: Noël, É., Les rouages de l’Europe: comment fonctionnent les institu-
tions de la Communauté européenne, Nathan, Paris, 1977, p. 53.

(3) For this discovery by the European Council in Milan of its constituent 
 power see the analysis in Middelaar, L. (van), Le passage à l’Europe: histoire 
d’un commencement, ‘Bibliothèque des idées’ collection, Gallimard, Paris, 
2012, pp. 166182.

(4) The Commission’s membership of the European Council, provided today 
by Article 15(2) of the Treaty on European Union, is one of the features that 
distinguishes the European Council from the earlier summits, where it had 
no such membership. 

Hence the vital importance, for interinstitutional 
relationships, of the personal relationships of the 
President of the Commission with the other mem
bers of the European Council. As national leaders 
discovered the importance of the ‘Brussels machin
ery’, so these personal relationships at the summit 
became surrounded by preparatory structures, sup
ported by their respective entourages and facilitated 
by government contacts. It was under the presiden
cy of Jacques Delors (19851995) that the potential 
and the duality of this crucial relationship would 
be deployed to the full, whereas the presidencies 
of Jacques Santer (19951999) and Romano Prodi 
(19992004) sought a new balance.

The Delors presidency

The indisputable success of Jacques Delors as Presi
dent is explained by several factors, but there is little 
doubt that his mastery of the European Council was 
one of his strongest suits. Better than his predeces
sors Roy Jenkins and Gaston Thorn, the Frenchman 
grasped the importance of the European Council as 
an entity that was able to confer greater authority 
and legitimacy on the Commission’s initiatives. And 
he used it as his main power base. When the sum
mit said or declared something, he could then do it. 
Delors operated within the institutional framework 
provided by the treaty and the European Council 
conclusions (5). His political genius lay in the way he 
involved himself personally in the putting in place 
of this framework, in the drawing up of his terms 
of reference. He exploited the opportunities at two 

(5) Delors explained this to the European Parliament early in 1989 in re
sponse to a parliamentary question on a methodological point: ‘The Com
mission has the right of initiative. But the position is different according 
to  whether this right is exercised within a specified institutional frame
work or at a more general political level. When we are operating within a 
specified  institutional framework, our duty is to apply whatever has been 
decided upon solemnly by the European Council or in a modification to 
the  Treaty … It is all very well to dream about greater powers for the Com
mission, but that is the framework in which we have to work’ (reply given 
by the President on 16 February 1989 to questions from MEPs): ‘198889 
session — Report of proceedings from 13 to 17 February 1989’, Annex to 
the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the European 
Parliament, No 2374, p. 267.
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levels — that of the leaders and that of the entour
ages and the ‘machinery’. 

From beginning to end, Jacques Delors’s numberone 
supporter in the European Council was Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl (19821998). It was Kohl who  — in 
1984, when other French names were on the table — 
told the French President that he could put forward 
a Frenchman for the role of President of the Com
mission provided that his initials were J. D. (1). In the 
pivotal years of 19891990 Delors did everything he 
could to help Kohl overcome the obstacles to Ger
man reunification, and the Chancellor never forgot 
it. Relations with François Mitterrand (19811995) 

(1) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016, p. 19.

were more complex. As far as protocol was con
cerned, the French head of state continued to see 
him as an exminister, even after his European stat
ure had grown. And Paris and Brussels did not share 
the same institutional aims. However, the two men 
did find themselves naturally back on the same side 
of the debate on a number of fundamental projects, 
most notably the single currency. Another signifi
cant supporter among the heads of government was 
the Spaniard Felipe González (19821996), who was 
also present throughout nearly the whole period and 
who was grateful to him for developing the concept 
of ‘territorial cohesion’ within the Community. For 
most of his initiatives the President of the Commis
sion could also count on the trio of countries from 
the Benelux economic union, specifically Christian 
demo crats Wilfried Martens (19811992) and Jean

In 1988 German Chancellor Helmut Kohl (left) met Jacques Delors (right) at the European Commission for an exchange of views  
on the completion of the single market.
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Luc Dehaene (19921999) of Belgium, the Dutch
man Ruud Lubbers (19821994)  — a weighty ally 
on the internal market  — and the Luxembourger 
Jacques Santer (19841995). As for London, Delors 
initially found in Margaret Thatcher (19791990) a 
supporter of the internal market, and gave a key pos
ition in his first College to a British Conservative. 
However, from 1988, in Thatcher’s increasingly viru
lent liberal, antiBrussels rhetoric, Delors became the 
perfect bogeyman: a socialist French bureaucrat. This 
British antagonism did not really blunt Delors’s ef
fectiveness in the European Council, since the Iron 
Lady was herself increasingly isolated there (a fact 
that contributed to her downfall back at home at the 
end of 1990) and her successor, John Major, had to 
stay in the background. 

Meticulous preparation and a perfect command 
of the projects he was working on complemented 
 Delors’s personal charm and powers of persuasion. 
He set himself the objective of ‘penetrating the Euro
pean Council’s preparatory machinery’  (1). The key 
lay in close cooperation between the General Secre
tariat of the Council, the rotating presidency of the 
Euro pean Council and the Commission. This tri
angle, acting at the level of the two secretaries general 
of the institutions, the President’s head of cabinet 
and the ambassador or ‘Sherpa’ of the prime minis
ter holding the rotating presidency, drew up the draft 
conclusions, thus setting the European  Council’s 

(1) Ibid., p. 12.

The Daily Express published a Cummings cartoon showing the complicated relationship between Margaret Thatcher and Jacques Delors  
on 29 July 1988.
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agenda. The working relationship with the Secre
taryGeneral of the Council, Niels Ersbøll  (1), was 
crucial for  Delors. A small team drew up the conclu
sions after the first working session of the summits, 
with the texts being distributed to the delegations 
during the night. This system had been introduced in 
1981 following a revolt by the leaders, led by Helmut 
Schmidt, against the unreadable conclusions totally 
unconnected to their debate prepared in advance by 
the rotating presidency (2). Delors was adept at feed
ing this preparatory machinery with Commission 
proposals and initiatives, with the full complicity of 
the teams from the General Secretariat of the Coun
cil (who, for their part, saw the advantage of working 
long term with the other Brussels nerve centre rather 
than dancing to the 6monthly rhythm of the presi
dencies). Better than many a rotating presidency he 
knew the stumbling blocks, the possible solutions 
and the potential balances; and as President of the 
Commission he knew what he was aiming for.

The two greatest political victories of his presidency 
bear witness to this. In Milan in June 1985 Delors 
convinced the 10 Heads of State or Government to 
revise the treaty so as to be able to construct the single 
market. While the serving President of the European 
Council, the Italian Bettino Craxi, was thinking in 
terms of radical political reform and the launch of 
the ‘European Union’, the Commission President by
passed lyricism, concentrating on what was essential, 
namely five new majorityvoting provisions, which 
the Single European Act made a reality 6  months 
 later. At the European Council meeting in Hannover 
in 1988 Delors secured himself an appointment to 
head up a reflection group on monetary  union and 
ensured that the group would be composed of 12 
central bankers. With this brilliant stroke he brought 
onside the authority of the political leaders along 
with that of monetary leaders for this project. All in 
all, during his first term (19851989) Jacques Delors 

(1) On this subject see interview with Pierre Vimont, 21 September 2017.
(2) On this Ersbøll reform see Boissieu (de) et al., National leaders and the 

 making of Europe, p. 8.

showed the perfect combination of ambition and 
modesty in the inner sanctum of the leaders’ assem
bly, being at their service, making timely suggestions, 
steering a course towards meeting his aims and pro
viding perspective.

Yet events took a sudden turn from the autumn of 
1989. With the Cold War ending the Commis
sion President thought, for a time, that the historic 
 changes that were occurring would carry the Com
munity and his institution to new heights. At the July 
1989 G7 Summit in Paris Delors had been given a 
mandate, proposed by Canada, to organise assistance 
for the countries of the East, a geopolitical role that 
gave rise to various jealousies. ‘History is accelerating. 
We must accelerate as well’, he declared in Bruges 
in October 1989 (3). The fall of the Berlin Wall the 
following month, the decision to convene an inter
governmental conference on the single currency in 
December, the desire and need for an overhaul of 
the European project  — everything was pointing 
towards this momentum. In a speech to the Euro
pean Parliament on 17 January 1990 Delors advocat
ed nothing less than turning the Commission into 
‘a proper [European] executive’, answerable ‘to the 
democratic institutions of the future federation’ (4). 
A week later, on French television, he added a time
scale: ‘My objective is that before the end of the mil
lennium [Europe] should have a true federation’ (5). 
At the Élysée Palace, Mitterrand is supposed to have 
shouted at his television, ‘What’s he mixing himself 
up in? No one in Europe will ever want that! He’ll 
stop us from achieving even what is possible if he’s 
so extreme’  (6). Meanwhile, in London, Margaret 
Thatcher saw his remarks as confirmation of her mis
trust of Brussels’ pretensions. Among the big players 

(3) ‘Réconcilier l’idéal et la nécessité’, address by Jacques Delors at the  College 
of Europe, Bruges, 17  October 1989, in Delors, J., Le nouveau concert 
 européen, Odile Jacob, Paris, 1992, p. 335.

(4) ‘La Communauté face à ses responsabilités internationales’, speech by 
Jacques Delors to the European Parliament, Strasbourg, 17 January 1990, 
in Delors, Le nouveau concert européen, p. 209.

(5) Jacques Delors, 23 January 1990, quoted in Grant, C., Delors — Inside the 
house that Jacques built, Nicholas Brealey, London, 1994, p. 135.

(6) François Mitterrand, 23 January 1990, quoted in Attali, J., Verbatim III: 
chronique des années 1988-1991, Fayard, Paris, 1995, p. 401.
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only Helmut Kohl continued to give him his unerr
ing support.

How can this moment of ‘hubris’  (1) be explained? 
Probably Delors felt that it would be only natural 
and logical, given the progress of integration, that the 
Commission one day develop into a kind of European 
executive. He was not the first person to come to this 
conclusion. At the negotiation on political union in 
1991 it became apparent, however, that the Heads of 
State or Government saw things differently. Whereas 
the President of the Commission took centre stage 

(1) Grant, Delors, p. 135.

in the discussion on monetary union, he struggled to 
influence the parallel debate on political union, from 
which the Commission withdrew, hoping, in vain, 
to assert itself later on (2). On the eve of the Maas
tricht Summit at the end of 1991 the President did 
not conceal his dissatisfaction with the institutional 
structure of the new European Union, with its ‘three 
pillars’, which brought to an end the monopoly of the 
Community method. All he could do was observe 
that the European Council was reserving for itself 
powers of scrutiny over two key new areas (foreign 
affairs and justice and home affairs), and indirectly 

(2) Interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.

Group photograph at the European Council in Strasbourg on 8 and 9 December 1989. 
From left to right, front row: Ruud Lubbers, Dutch Prime Minister; Aníbal Cavaco Silva, Portuguese Prime Minister; Poul Schlüter, Danish 

Prime Minister; Giulio Andreotti, Italian Prime Minister; Margaret Thatcher, UK Prime Minister; Charles Haughey, Irish Prime Minister; François 
Mitterrand, French President and acting President of the Council; Felipe González, Spanish Prime Minister; Xenophon Zolotas, Greek Prime 
Minister; Helmut Kohl, German Chancellor; Wilfried Martens, Belgian Prime Minister; Jacques Santer, Luxembourg Prime Minister; Jacques 

Delors, President of the European Commission. In the middle row: Gianni De Michelis, Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Hans-Dietrich 
Genscher, Federal German Minister for Foreign Affairs; Hans van den Broek, Dutch Minister for Foreign Affairs; Gerard Collins, Irish Minister 

for Foreign Affairs; Roland Dumas, French Minister for Foreign Affairs; Francisco Fernández Ordóñez, Spanish Minister for Foreign Affairs; 
Antónis Samarás, Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs; Jacques Poos, Luxembourg Minister for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade and Cooperation. 

Back row: Uffe Ellemann-Jensen, Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs; Douglas Hurd, UK Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs; Frans Andriessen, Vice-President of the Commission responsible for External Relations and Trade Policy and Cooperation with other 
European Countries; Mark Eyskens, Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs; and João de Deus Pinheiro, Portuguese Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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also over monetary union. On the day the Maastricht 
Treaty was signed, a time of joy, Delors has declared 
he was ‘very disappointed’ (1).

And thus it was that old tensions and rivalries be
tween the European Council and the Commission 
returned after 1989. At the very time that Europe 
was being reforged, the source of authority for joint 
projects reemerged as a rival and as a shadow over the 
prospects for the institution’s evolution, monopolis
ing political ‘executive power’ (2).

After this episode the relationship did, of course, 
continue on a daytoday basis. The Heads of State 
or Government and the President of the Commis
sion negotiated the economic and monetary crisis 
of 1992 to 1993 together, as they did the ordeal 
of the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty. Dur
ing this time Jacques Delors was reappointed for a 
third term of 2 years, but he no longer held the same 
sway — ‘I had exhausted my charms’, as he himself 
put it (3) — a fact attested to by the fate, at the hands 
of the European Council, of the 1993 White Paper, 
‘Growth, competitiveness, employment’ (4). The ex
perience, knowhow and personal authority were all 
still there, but the magic of the early years was gone. 

The Santer and Prodi presidencies

After the era of Delors, who had been the finance 
minister of his country at the time of his appoint
ment, the European Council began choosing Com
mission Presidents from among the ranks of its (for
mer) members, a sign that the potential of the role 
was now recognised. This casting of former prime 
ministers did not bring only advantages, it being 

(1) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
(2) For a more indepth analysis of the emancipation of executive power see 

Middelaar, L. (van), Quand l’Europe improvise: dix ans de crises politiques, 
‘Le Débat’ collection, Gallimard, Paris, 2018.

(3) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
(4) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘Growth, competitiveness, employ

ment: The challenges and ways forward into the 21st century  — White 
 Paper’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 6, 1993.

more difficult to be at the service of the govern
ments when one has sat with them, and less easy to 
harmonise ambition and modesty (5). This was less 
of a problem for Jacques Santer, the discreet Luxem
bourger who succeeded Jacques Delors in January 
1995, than it was for others. His appointment came 
about as the result of the wellknown psychodrama 
that played out in Corfu in June 1994. At the as
sembly of national leaders, John Major blocked the 
candidate Belgian JeanLuc Dehaene, who had been 
approached for the job by Paris and Bonn (6), over 
concerns that he was a federalist. Helmut Kohl then 
blocked the Dutchman Ruud Lubbers for having 
been too halfhearted about German reunification 
5 years earlier. The Chancellor, still eager to have a 
Benelux Christian democrat, therefore personally 
searched out the Prime Minister of Luxembourg, 
whom he had known for a long time, and convinced 
him to accept the post.

Modest by nature, and a pragmatist and realist from 
experience, Jacques Santer did not seek to impose 
an overall vision on the European Council. His 
aim was to offer ‘added value’, in a bid to rebuild 
trust after a number of difficult years (7). In this re
spect he was in alignment with the conception of 
the Commission personified by the ‘first Delors’, 
of providing a longterm vision, like a kind of plan
ning commission, and managing the major projects 
eff ectively. During his time in office, preparing for 
the single currency — which was on the agenda of 
every European Council Summit — and preparing 
for the major enlargement, two topics high on the 
priorities (Chefsache) of every national capital, were 
key. Having himself twice been President of the 
Euro pean Council, on both occasions during treaty 
negotiations (for the Single European Act and the 
Treaty on European Union), Santer was profoundly 

(5) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
(6) Anecdotally, while the Summit was taking place in Corfu, back in Brussels 

the numbertwo Flemish Christian democrat, Herman Van Rompuy, was 
ready and waiting to become Belgian Prime Minister, a role he would in the 
event have to wait another 13 years to assume, before himself later becoming 
President of the European Council.

(7) Interview with Jacques Santer, 9 March 2016.
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aware of what was possible and what the constraints 
on his action were in this assembly.

Relations between Jacques Santer and Helmut Kohl, 
a dominant force in the European Council until his 
departure at the end of 1998, were good, even if one 
could say that the German Chancellor — though a 
personal friend of Santer and cofounder with him 
of the European People’s Party — did not lend him 
his full support when the report by the socalled 
Committee of Wise Men came out, foreshadow
ing the resignation of the Commission. Relations 
with Jacques Chirac (19952007) and John Major 
(19901997) survived the two major political crises 
of these years, namely French nuclear testing (1995) 
and then bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE 
or ‘mad cow disease’) (1996), during which the UK 
Prime Minister blocked all Community decisions 
and the Commission was in the limelight. Since 

the reserved Santer did not readily approach the 
other members of the European Council person
ally, the preparatory work done by his entourage 
gained in importance, which explains, for example, 
the frequent exchanges between Chancellor Kohl’s 
Europe adviser, Joachim Bitterlich, and the Com
mission President’s head of cabinet, Jim Cloos. Ul
timately, however, Santer’s advisers were not able to 
compensate for the lack of personal fighting spirit 
of their boss, which Santer would have needed in 
order to better manage another interinstitutional 
relationship — the relationship with the Euro pean 
Parliament, which is the abiding memory of his 
Commission. 

With the presidency of Romano Prodi in 1999 
came a change in style. Having been at the helm of 
a large country he felt among his peers at the Euro
pean Council, not among his bosses, and accordingly 

Handshake between Helmut Kohl (left) and Jim Cloos, head of cabinet of Jacques Santer, in the presence of the latter (centre)  
and David Williamson (right).



191Chapter 8 — Commission relations with the other Community institutions 

struggled to find the right balance between ambition 
and modesty. The Italian had international plans for 
his Commission and looked to stimulate relations 
with neighbouring countries. An early decision, 
emblematic in this regard, was when the European 
Council, acting on a Commission proposal, con
ferred the status of candidate country on Turkey in 
Helsinki in 1999.

A twofold change was apparent in relations between 
the Commission and the European Council from 
the earliest months of Prodi’s presidency. On the 
one hand, the Tampere European Council in Octo
ber 1999 decided to bring the socalled third pillar 
cover ing justice and home affairs partially within the 
remit of the Community. From a doctrinal stand
point order was thus restored for this subject (even 
if the European Council did continue to ‘define the 

strategic guidelines for legislative and  operational 
planning’ in this sphere  (1)), and other subjects 
might be expected to follow. On the other hand, at 
the Lisbon Summit in March 2000 the European 
Council set itself the goal that the European Union 
should become ‘the most competitive  … economy 
in the world’, an excessively ambitious goal set with 
insufficient involvement of the Commission and its 
legal instruments, considering that it went hand in 
hand with the introduction of the ‘open method of 
coordination’. Certainly, the European Council’s 
choice of approach on this was linked to the compe
tences in question (education, economic policy), but 
it was also indicative of the new distance between 
the European Council and the Commission at the 
end of the period under consideration.

(1) Article 68 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.

Group portrait of the Cologne European Council, 3 and 4 June 1999.  
Front row, from left to right: Poul Nyrup Rasmussen, José María Aznar, Jean-Luc Dehaene, Göran Persson, Lionel Jospin, António Guterres, 

Romano Prodi, Paavo Tapio Lipponen, Gerhard Schröder, Jacques Chirac, Jacques Santer, Viktor Klima, Tony Blair, Jean-Claude Juncker,  
Wim Kok, Bertie Ahern, Massimo D’Alema, Constantin Simitis; back row, from left to right: Jürgen Trumpf, Niels Helveg Petersen,  

Abel Matutes, Erik Derycke, Anna Lindh, Hubert Védrine, Jaime Gama, Tarja Halonen, Joschka Fischer, Hans van den Broek,  
Wolfgang Schüssel, Robin Cook, Jacques Poos, Jozias van Aartsen, George Papandreou.
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Conclusion

Looking back, relations between the Commission 
and the European Council were never better than 
during Jacques Delors’s first term. Delors made the 
best possible use of the potential for collaboration 
between the Commission’s longterm vision and ex
pertise on the one hand, and the source of political 
authority for joint projects conferred by the govern
ment leaders on the other, his most tangible results 
being the single market and embarking on the road 
towards the single currency.

However, starting in 1989, a major change occurred. 
At its root was not so much the key political person
alities as the changed institutional context caused 
by the end of the Cold War, notably the shift from 
Community to Union that occurred at Maastricht. 
In the new constellation, the question of who gov
erned — which the founding fathers had wanted to 
get away from, declaring it to have been surpassed — 
was reopened. Europe, which by necessity had been 
constructed as a market, from that point on became 
a currency, wanted power and had to think of its bor
der — an array of subjects that, inexorably, would one 
day require urgent decisions by a visible, embodied 
power. At Maastricht the European Council impli
citly claimed executive power for itself, keeping the 
new areas of common foreign and security policy and 
cooperation in the fields of justice and home affairs 
to itself, while the Commission continued to manage 
matters coming under the Community in the strict 
sense. And so there was a return to a hint of rivalry, 
a reluctant adjustment, with the hope on the side of 
the Commission that the new constitution would 
only be temporary.

This debate, which remained ‘underground’ during 
the 1990s, was brought into the public domain at 
the end of the period under consideration with the 

famous Humboldt speech  (1) given by the German 
minister Joschka Fischer (May 2000). Fischer’s Ber
lin speech would mark the beginning of a decade of 
constitutional reflection and debate that culminated 
in the Treaty of Lisbon (2007), with, notably, its dual 
presidency — Commission and European Council. 

Luuk van Middelaar

(1) DORIE, ‘From confederacy to federation — Thoughts on the finality of 
European integration’, speech by Joschka Fischer at the Humboldt Uni
versity in Berlin, 12  May 2000 (http://ec.europa.eu/dorie/fileDownload.
do?docId=192161&cardId=192161).

http://ec.europa.eu/dorie/fileDownload.do?docId=192161&cardId=192161
http://ec.europa.eu/dorie/fileDownload.do?docId=192161&cardId=192161


193Chapter 8 — Commission relations with the other Community institutions 

8.2. All change with 
qualified majority 
voting: relations with 
the Council

The biggest alterations in relations between the 
Euro pean Commission and the Council of Minis
ters during this period were caused by the signifi
cant changes in the rules on voting procedures in
troduced first by the Single European Act, then by 
the Maastricht Treaty and finally by the Treaty of 
Amsterdam. In each case what mattered was not 
just the formal change to the rules that were agreed 
upon, but also the patterns of interaction that the 
three institutions most directly involved  — the 
European Parliament, the Council and the Com
mission  — worked out among themselves in the 
months and years following each treaty change. 
Changing rules of procedure and evolving practice 
were as important, in other words, as treaty amend
ment. Each of these modifications will be discussed 
in the pages that follow. In addition, mention will 
be made of the growing size and expertise of the 
Council Secretariat during the 1990s, and especial
ly the emergence of a Councilbased European High 
Representative in the foreign policy sphere — a new 
role that challenged some of the Commission’s as
sumptions about its own foreign policy responsibil
ities. There was also the looming question of how 
the Council of Ministers would cope with a massive 
increase in the number of Member States, a change 
the timing of which was uncertain, but the inevit
ability of which grew throughout the years under 
review. But the basic direction of travel was deter
mined by the three rounds of treaty change and the 
altered patterns of behaviour that ensued.

The first big change sprang from the introduction of 
the cooperation procedure for some European legis
lation in the Single European Act — a rule change 
that made possible the recourse to qualified majority 

voting for most of the proposed legislation connect
ed to the single market project. The impact of large
scale majority voting was as much psychological as it 
was practical. The insistence that all major decisions 
be taken by unanimity had led to real delays (1). As a 
result, the opening up of the possibility of majority 
voting  — and the de facto elimination of the Lux
embourg compromise, although a number of Mem
ber States would take some time to accept that it 
had gone — did make it easier and quicker to pass 
new laws. But just as important — if not even more 
 vital — was the transformation that occurred in the 
expectations of both the Member States themselves 
and the European Commission. As Riccardo Peris
sich, Deputy DirectorGeneral for the Internal Mar
ket and Industrial Affairs in 19861987 and then Dir
ectorGeneral for Industry between 1990 and 1994, 
recalls: ‘the reality became very different because, 
having started to vote and having accepted that votes 
were going to take place, it became an unstoppable 
machinery’ (2). This meant that Member States that 
would once have been inclined to veto — or to rely on 
others to veto for them — now had radically to alter 
their behaviour. To some extent this meant seeking 
amendments and alterations that made more palat
able measures that, in an earlier period, they would 
simply have blocked. But it also affected attitudes to
wards the actual vote. To quote Perissich once more: 

‘The behaviour of different countries 
sometimes reflects their culture. There are 
governments — the Germans are among 
them — who, when they are in minority, 
they prefer to be outvoted … so they can tell 
home that: “We tried, but we were outvoted. 
Of course, we are still convinced we are 
right but the majority was against this.” But 
those are the exceptions. Most of the 
governments, when they realise that they 
are in a minority, they give up. So, if you 

(1) Notorious examples of delay included the nearly 20 years needed to agree 
upon the mutual recognition of architects’ qualifications. For the back
ground see Comte, E., ‘La formation du régime européen de migrations, 
19471992’, PhD thesis, Université ParisSorbonne, Paris, 2014, pp. 246
247.

(2) Interview with Riccardo Perissich, 17 May 2016, p. 12.
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look at the numbers, you can see that the 
great major ity of decisions were made by 
unanimous vote. In fact, that wasn’t the 
case. Simply, at some point the Presi dency 
says: “Look, I have a qualified majority: what 
do we do?” And then most people said: 
“Well, okay. Go ahead.”’ (1).

The change in the likely outcome of individual votes 
also had a wider impact on the atmosphere within 
the Council of Ministers  — giving all involved a 
strong sense of powerful, almost irresistible forward 
momentum — and on the behaviour of crucial of
fice holders within it, especially the Member State 
holding the rotating presidency, with each succes
sive Member State vying to outdo their predecessors 
in the amount of progress they could make towards 
the 1992 objective (2) — all the more so given that 
from 1987 a change in the Council’s internal regu
lations allowed the presidency to trigger each vote. 
The capacity of the substantially enlarged Council 
Secretariat to draft potential compromise texts also 
helped matters. These changes thus created almost 
the ideal conditions for a European Commission 
intent on pushing through an ambitious range of 
new legislation, as was the case in the late 1980s and 
early 1990s.

Crucially, this new momentum allowed the Coun
cil of Ministers to pass on time almost all of the 
legis lation required to complete the single market 
by the 31 December 1992 deadline. The spike in the 
amount of Community legislation passed in the sin
gle year was unprecedented: in 1992 a total of 166 
directives were passed, more than twice that of any 
other year (before or after) within the  per iod  covered 
by this volume (3). Under the preSingle Euro pean 
Act voting regime there would have been little 
chance of this lawmaking surge being  successfully 

(1) Interview with Riccardo Perissich, 17 May 2016, p. 12. 
(2) Interview with Riccardo Perissich, 17 May 2016.
(3) Figures taken from European Community/European Union Gene

ral  Reports, 19862000: European Commission, General Report on the 
 Activities of the European Communities/European Union, Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 19862000.

carried through. Qualified majority voting was in 
other words a vital prerequisite for the Commu
nity’s most fertile phase of legislative activity. 

Both the changed voting rules and the acceleration 
of legislative output that this permitted had import
ant implications for the European Commission’s 
interaction with the Council of Ministers. For a 
start, the fact that the new voting rules applied to 
some policy areas and not to others made the Com
mission’s choice of legal base even more sensitive an 
issue than before. In the course of the decade and 
a half covered by this volume there were repeated 
instances of the Commission’s choice of legal base 
being disputed by the Member States, at least one 
of which ended up before the Court of Justice  (4). 
The acceleration in legislative activity, meanwhile, 
made it ever more challenging for the Commission’s 
SecretariatGeneral, which was responsible for over
seeing all interaction between the Commission and 
different levels of the Council pyramid, to keep 
control of all that went on. There had always been 
incidents in which the normal rules of procedure 
were ignored. In December 1986, before the new 
voting rules came into play, Horst Günter  Krenzler, 
the Deputy SecretaryGeneral, wrote in concerned 
terms to Pascal Lamy, the President’s head of cab
inet, about a number of instances during the UK 
Council Presidency when representatives of the Sec
retariatGeneral had been wrongly excluded from 
crucial points of the discussion (5). But as the pace 
of advance increased the challenge of keeping on 
top of all that went on between the two institutions 
became ever more acute. The way in which  David 
Williamson, the SecretaryGeneral, felt obliged 
periodically to reissue a letter reminding all Com
missioners and their cabinets of the need to allow 

(4) For a discussion of the issue see note from Diane Schmitt, HAEU, DORIE 
524, ‘Notes on the legal and institutional matters raised in the instances of 
the Council’, 16 April 1996.

(5) HAEU, DORIE 524, SG(86) D/14.945, 9 December 1986, ‘Note for the 
attention of Mr Lamy, the President’s head of cabinet, on the role and 
functions of the SecretariatGeneral in relations with the Council and the 
means necessary to exercise it — problems encountered recently in specific 
cases’.
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the SecretariatGeneral to play its coordinating role 
speaks volumes, for instance (1).

Complicating matters still further was the grow
ing need to include the Parliament in the legislative 
process. In earlier periods interaction with the Par
liament was limited, since Strasbourg had few real 
powers. This did not stop Members of the Euro pean 
Parliament seeking to exercise an influence over 
Community legislation  — and periodically suc
ceeding  (2). Under the voting rules that prevailed 
for all but budgetary matters until the mid 1980s, 
however, threeway consultation could be kept to 
a minimum. But as the Parliament’s stature as a 
colegislator grew — first with the cooperation pro
cedure, then with codecision — ever greater efforts 

(1) The note was originally produced in February 1989: HAEU, DORIE 524, 
SEC(89)  250, 14  February 1989, ‘Note for the attention of the heads of 
 cabinet on the role and functions of the SecretariatGeneral with regard to 
relations with the Council’. It was reissued less than a year later on 10 Janu
ary 1990, and the substance was reiterated in each new vade mecum on 
Commission–Council relations.

(2) The extent to which even the early Parliament was able to exercise a degree 
of influence over legislation, despite its lack of formal powers, emerges 
strongly from Roos, M., ‘The power of nuisance — The European Parlia
ment’s gain in power in the area of Community social policy, 19521979’, 
PhD thesis, University of Luxembourg, 2018.

needed to be made to ensure that the Parliament 
did not feel that it was being kept out of a dialogue 
between the Council and the Commission. The 
necessity of ensuring that the Parliament was con
sulted before any major change was made to draft 
legislation became a staple of the multiple codes of 
conduct drawn up between the Parliament and the 
Commission during the 1990s (3).

This became even more true once the Maastricht 
Treaty of 1992 not only extended the number of 
fields in which the cooperation procedure could be 
employed, but also introduced the new co decision 
procedure. Under codecision the Parliament’s 
 powers grew still further, notably through the intro
duction of a potential third reading stage involving 
the establishment of a conciliation committee, at 
which Council representatives and parliamentar
ians would seek to overcome their disagreements (4). 

(3) See Chapter 8.3 ‘From love affair to standoff: relations with the European 
Parliament’.

(4) For details of the procedure and the way in which it has been implemented 
in practice see O’Dwyer, U., ‘La dynamique historique des relations inter
institutionnelles — Le point de vue d’un praticien sur l’évolution de la pro
cédure de codécision’, Revue du droit de l’Union européenne, No 3, Éditions 
Clément Juglar, Paris, 2010, pp. 487525.

View of the 1470th meeting of the Economic and Financial Affairs Council on 28 January 1991.
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A major gain for the Parliament, this new set of pro
cedures involved a potential threat to the Commis
sion’s role, since final decisions taken at the third 
reading would largely depend on a bilateral engage
ment between the two other legislative bodies, with 
the Commission marginalised (1). In practice, how
ever, this threat has proved to be less serious than 
initially feared by some in the Commission. While 
some of the early examples of legislation being de
cided by codecision did place the Commission in 
an uncomfortable position, informal practices soon 
grew up that allowed a real threeway discussion (or 
trilogue) between the three institutions to develop, 
and permitted the Commission to gain a vital role 
as mediator and honest broker. From 1999 onwards 
the Commission also benefited from the Parlia
ment’s decision to allow its representatives to attend 
as observers the preliminary discussions among 
Members of the European Parliament about their 
approach to the trilogue. This helped restore a use
ful level of symmetry to the Commission’s know
ledge of the other parties’ positions, as the Com
mission already attended the preparations of the 
Council position by the Permanent Representatives 
Committee (Coreper) as of right, and thereby made 
it easier for the Commission to perform a mediating 
role (2). 

The final treatydriven procedural change in the 
legis lative process came about in the wake of the 
Amsterdam Treaty. Here the main changes to the 
legislative process were first a further extension of 
the areas of European Union business covered by the 
codecision procedure, and second a streamlining of 
the procedure allowing decisions to be taken at a 
much earlier stage. In part this involved recognition 
that the informal threeway dialogue could begin 
from the outset of the process, rather than having 
to await the third reading (3). This change not only 

(1) Interview with Una O’Dwyer, 16 February 2018.
(2) Ibid.
(3) O’Dwyer, ‘La dynamique historique des relations interinstitutionnelles’, 

p. 503.

speeded up legislative decisionmaking, but also 
further enshrined the Commission’s honestbroker 
role (4). This role furthermore could be played at all 
three stages of the procedure, and not just during 
the third as had originally been stipulated.

Also significant to Commission–Council relations 
during this period was the gradual strengthening 
of the Council’s own Secretariat. This trend had 
started in the early 1980s with the appointment 
of Niels  Ersbøll as SecretaryGeneral  (5). It was 
counter balanced furthermore with the even more 
rapid growth of the European Commission itself. 
Nevertheless, between 1986 and 2000 the Council 
Secretariat expanded significantly, acquiring in the 
process capabilities and expertise that at best could 
complement those of the Commission, but could 
also be seen as a challenge. No longer was the Coun
cil Secretariat purely designed to organise meetings 
and facili tate discussion between Member States’ 
representatives; in certain fields it was now acquiring 
a degree of policy expertise that could provide an al
ternative ‘Europeanminded’ policy input to that of 
the Commission. In no field was this clearer than 
foreign policy, where Member State determination to 
emphasise that this remained primarily an intergov
ernmental rather than supranational policy preserve 
meant that when a European High Representative, 
Javier  Solana, was appointed in 1999, he was attached 
to the Council of Ministers rather than to the Com
mission. Chris Patten, the first External Relations 
Commissioner to have to work closely with the new 
High Representative, talks in upbeat fashion about 
the very effective modus vivendi that he was able to 
establish with his Spanish counterpart, but the im
plicit institutional rivalry with the Commission 
could not be entirely disregarded (6). 

(4) Interview with Una O’Dwyer, 16 February 2018.
(5) See Bussière et al., The European Commission 1973-86, p. 220.
(6) For a discussion of the modus vivendi see interview with Chris Patten, 

11 October 2016.
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A final and important trend was the mounting 
concern, in the Commission but also shared wide
ly elsewhere, about the ability of the Council of 
Ministers to cope with the increase in the number 
of Member States  — and the inevitable knockon 
effects that this would have in terms of decision 
making effectiveness. The Commission, after all, 
had already been worried about how the Council 
was coping with Spanish and Portuguese member
ship, in other words a rise in Member State numbers 
from 10 to 12. In March 1988 Marcell von Donat 
had written to Carlo Trojan, the new Deputy Sec
retaryGeneral, denouncing the continued use of a 
‘tour de table’ as a relic of 19th century diplomacy, 
and spelling out the implications for the Commis
sion of a larger number of Member States: ‘It is al
ready clear that a group of 13 delegations (Council/

Coreper) can no longer negotiate within a meeting 
once there are more than two different positions. 
The real negotiation then takes place via bilateral 
contacts between the presidency, the Commission 
and certain delegations, and in fact that happens be
fore the debate takes place. With more delegations, 
the Commission has to change its approach by step
ping up negotiations with the Member States and 
just formalising the outcome of these negotiations 
at the level of the Community institutions’ (1). How 
much more difficult would it become as numbers 
climbed from 12 to 15 in the mid 1990s, with an in
crease to 20 or more foreseeable in the early years of 
the 21st century? There was anxiety in the Commis
sion that the growing size of the European Union 

(1) HAEU, DORIE 524, ‘Note for the attention of Mr Trojan on the Commis
sion’s reflection seminar of 30 April 1988’, 29 March 1988.

Niels Ersbøll (first left) and Jacques Delors (second right) got on well, which facilitated the progress of European integration.  
They had an informal meeting with Norman Lamont (opposite Jacques Delors), UK Chancellor of the Exchequer, at the meeting  

of the Council of Finance Ministers on 23 November 1992.
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would cause Council decisionmaking to slip back 
into the pattern of impasse and delay that had been 
decisively broken in the mid 1980s. This was one of 
the constant background issues in the debate about 
enlargement. Still greater use of majority voting was 
certainly part of the answer, especially in the revised 
codecision procedure discussed above. But as von 
Donat’s note had suggested, other alterations in be
haviour also needed to be explored. This was to have 
been the main business of the Treaty of Nice, but 
when this proved inadequate it became something 
that would have to await first the abortive European 
constitution and then the Lisbon Treaty of 2008.

Piers Ludlow

8.3. From love affair to 
stand-off: relations 
with the European 
Parliament

The relationship between the European Commis
sion and the European Parliament evolved substan
tially during the years under review. At first this 
change was largely positive: Jacques Delors would 
enjoy a generally good relationship with Strasbourg 
and would be given substantial credit by Members 
of the European Parliament (MEPs) for transform
ing the European Community (EC) system for the 
better. It was Delors seemingly who had been most 
important in delivering the first substantial increase 
in the Parliament’s powers since 1979; it was Delors 
furthermore who brought to a mutually satisfac tory 
end the lengthy struggle between the Parliament 
and the Council/Commission over the setting of 
Community budgets. More broadly, Delors and 
his Commissions were given credit for delivering 
both ‘more Europe’ — in the form of enhanced in
tegration — and more attention to Europe, both of 
which were regarded as welcome developments by 
most MEPs. But this highly positive relationship 
began to sour as the 1990s advanced, with Parlia
ment–Commission relations becoming that much 
more antagonistic. And the rise of mutual suspicion 
would culminate in the biggest single crisis in Stras
bourg–Brussels relations to date, namely the row 
that would precipitate the collective resignation of 
the Santer Commission in 1999.

It had all started so well. Jacques Delors was not 
the first Commission President to promise MEPs 
that he would take Parliament more seriously than 
ever before; FrançoisXavier Ortoli, Roy Jenkins 
and Gaston Thorn had all made similar pledges (1). 
Nor was he unique in having been a member of 

(1) See Bussière et al., The European Commission 1973-86, p. 231.
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the  Strasbourg institution; Thorn too had been an 
MEP, albeit prior to the start of direct elections. But 
where Delors was able to score substantially in com
parison with his direct predecessors was in his per
ceived success at delivering the political outcomes 
that the majority of MEPs yearned for. It was polit
ical results rather than atmospherics that were the 
basis of the warm rapport that developed between 
the Delors Commissions and European parliamen
tarians.

The first important step in this direction was the 
Single European Act, and more specifically the in
troduction of the cooperation procedure, an insti
tutional change that at last gave the Parliament a 
greater degree of influence over the Community’s 
legislative process. It was true of course that neither 
MEPs nor the Commission were wholly satisfied 
with what had been agreed. The Parliament would 
go on pressing for substantial increases in its power 
throughout the period from 1986 to 2000. But the 
cooperation procedure was an important start (1).

It was a step, furthermore, that needed to be fol
lowed up with practical alterations in the Com
mission’s behaviour towards the Parliament. In 
early 1986 P eter Sutherland, as the Commissioner 
responsible for Relations with the European Par
liament, presented an important discussion docu
ment to his Commission colleagues, designed to 
form the basis for ‘a broad strategic debate on its 
relations with Parliament’, and advancing a num
ber of tangible suggestions for change  (2). Central 
to this document was the assumption of a broad al
liance of interest between Strasbourg and Brussels: 
‘The Commission should adopt a clear strategic ap
proach, based on the mutual interest of the two in
stitutions in improving relations. The Commission 

(1) See also Chapter 15 ‘Environmental policy’.
(2) HAEU, DORIE 734, ‘Preliminary discussion paper on relations with the 

European Parliament’, 26 February 1986. This would in due course become 
SEC(86) 417, 20 March 1986, ‘Relations with the European Parliament — 
Communication from Mr Sutherland, in agreement with the President and 
Mr Ripa di Meana’.

has much to gain in terms of political support, from 
good and stable relations with Parliament. Parlia
ment, for its part, can improve its image and effect
iveness by good relations with the Commission’ (3). 
But in order for both bodies to derive maximum 
advantage from their cooperation this needed to 
be made much more efficient and systematic. This 
would involve not only greater interinstitution
al dialogue and cooperation, but also a change in 
the Commission’s culture leading to a situation in 
which ‘awareness of the Parliamentary dimension 
is at all times a major strand in the Commission’s 
thinking’  (4). Sutherland’s ideas were discussed by 
the Commission in both March and April 1986, 
aired before the parliamentarians themselves in 
October and then complemented with a further 
internal Commission review conducted in Novem
ber (5). The latter placed particular emphasis on the 
need for both ‘legislative planning’ and ‘prior con
sultation’ between Commissioners and Commis
sion officials on the one hand, and representatives 
of the main parliamen tary groups on the other (6). 
The former would help lead to the emergence of the 
socalled Neunreither Group (later known as In
terinstitutional Coordin ation Group), a monthly 
meeting of Parliament, Council and Commission 
officials designed to better coordinate the legislative 
timetables of the three institutions (7). And the lat
ter would contribute to an important behavioural 
change within the Commission, with most direct
oratesgeneral and Commissioners devoting in
creased attention to informal consultation and the 

(3) HAEC, SG(86) D/1509, 11 February 1986, ‘Note for the attention of Mr 
O’Toole on the draft communication to the Commission on relations with 
the European Parliament’.

(4) Ibid.
(5) For the Commission discussions, see HAEC, COM(86), Minutes No 820, 

meeting of 25  March 1986; COM(86), Minutes No  822, meeting of 
9 April 1986. For the parliamentary presentation, see HAEC, IP(86) 474, 
press  release ‘Intervention of Commissioner Peter Sutherland on relations 
between the European Parliament and the Commission (summary)’, 
8  October 1986.

(6) HAEU, DORIE 734, SEC(86) 1928, 14 November 1986, ‘Relations with 
the European Parliament within the framework of the cooperation proced
ure provided for by the Single Act — Communication from Mr Sutherland 
in agreement with the President and Mr Ripa di Meana’.

(7) Stacey, J., Integrating Europe — Informal politics and institutional change, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2010, pp. 9091. See also interview with 
Una O’Dwyer, 16 February 2018.
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cultivation of good relations with members of the 
parliamentary committees most relevant to their 
activities. (1) 

The second breakthrough was the transformation of 
the budgetary procedure (2). For most of the  per iod 
between 1979 and the agreement of the Delors  I 
package in 1988, the annual setting of the Commu
nity’s budget had become the occasion for a power 
struggle between the Parliament, the Council and 
the Commission, resulting in delays, arguments 
and resentment. In particular, the Parliament dis
liked its inability to control the vast amount spent 
on the common agricultural policy, which counted 
as obligatory expenditure and was hence not subject 

(1) Testimony of Anne Serizier. The trend would of course become even more 
pronounced once the codecision procedure was introduced.

(2) See Chapter 9 ‘The budgetary revolution: from near bankruptcy to 
 stability’.

to parliamentary control — and the constant rise of 
which squeezed the nonobligatory spending over 
which the Parliament did have some say. Runaway 
bills for the common agricultural policy hence dir
ectly eroded the Parliament’s financial control. The 
Parliament had much to gain from the Delors I pack
age, even if the move to multiannual financial per
spectives did mean that the leverage it gained over 
the Council through its role in the annual budget 
process would be somewhat restricted. It also appre
ciated the way in which the Commission worked 
hard to involve Strasbourg in the discussion of the 
budgetary advance. The Parliament had bitterly re
sented the way in which it had been presented with 
a fait accompli by the European Council decisions 
at Fontainebleau, and was hence relieved to be much 
more directly involved with the next budget ary set
tlement. The interinstitutional agreement signed as 
part of the Delors I package underlined its status as 
an equal member of the Community’s threeheaded 

Meeting between Peter Sutherland (left), Commissioner responsible for Relations with the European Parliament, and Pierre Pflimlin (right), 
President of the European Parliament, in Strasbourg, on 13 January 1986.
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budgetary authority. And MEPs too were pleased 
with a cessation of the annual battle over the EC’s 
finances, especially as it permitted more construct
ive interinstitutional cooperation. Once more 
therefore, Delors, as the principal architect of the 
settlement, received a great deal of credit in the eyes 
of most parliamentarians.

At a more general level, early relations between the 
Delors Commissions and the Parliament were  aided 
by the extraordinary advances of the integration 
period during the late 1980s and early 1990s. Most 
MEPs, after all, were ardent partisans of further and 
faster European integration; they were hence almost 
bound to regard with favour a Commission that 
seemed able to deliver so much. Delors’s interac
tion with Parliament thus benefited from that same 
virtuous spiral of success that characterised the 
Commission President’s relations with his own staff 
and with most members of the European Coun
cil (1). But rapid progress could also raise unrealis
tic expect ations among MEPs and encourage them 
to press impatiently for additional powers without 
waiting for an intergovernmental conference and a 
new round of treaty change.

This was certainly what the Commission believed 
was happening by early 1990, as the new Parliament 
elected the previous year proved particularly hard 
to work with. In January the Commission held an 
urgent internal discussion of the deterioration in 
Parliament–Commission links, basing themselves 
upon a somewhat gloomy analysis of the relation
ship between Strasbourg and Brussels drawn up 
by Martin Bangemann  (2). Underpinning Bange
mann’s analysis was a fear that the Community’s 
efforts to meet its selfimposed 1992 deadline might 
be compromised if interinstitutional relations were 
allowed to fester. As Delors put it to his colleagues 
when introducing the debate: ‘The main issue, then, 

(1) See the profile of Jacques Delors.
(2) HAEC, SEC(90)  175/2, 26  January 1990, ‘Relations with the European 

Parliament — Communication from Mr Bangemann’.

is whether it is appropriate for the Commission to 
change the interinstitutional setup straight away, or 
if it should hold on to all its prerogatives at the risk 
of being censured by the Parliament’ (3). In the de
bate that followed, some Commissioners — Chris
tiane Scrivener and Sir Leon Brittan in particular — 
were hesitant about making any concessions to the 
Parliament, and others doubted whether there was 
 really any likelihood of the Parliament censuring 
the Commission, but there was general support for 
the series of small gestures designed to smooth rela
tions with MEPs suggested by Bangemann. Delors 
himself undertook to explore the issue with the Par
liament the following month (4). The outcome was 
a code of conduct agreed by the two institutions in 
April 1990 (5). In this document the Commission 
promised to remind the Council not to come to a 
political agreement before the Parliament had ex
pressed its views, to keep the Parliament abreast of 
discussions in the Council and to make certain that 
the Parliament was consulted again in cases where 
the proposed legislation had been substantially 
alter ed in the course of Council debates. The Com
mission would also seek the views of the Parliament 
as well as the Council about the appropriate legal 
base chosen for draft legislation. In return MEPs 
promised to make interinstitutional cooperation as 
effective as possible, and in particular to prioritise 
the smooth passage of laws needed for the comple
tion of the single market by the end of 1992. These 
gestures appeared sufficient to restore cooperative 
relations in the short term.

A rather more serious wave of parliamentary unease 
became apparent once the ceaseless forward move
ment of the late 1980s began to falter from about 
1992 onwards. Like Delors himself, Strasbourg 
was not greatly enamoured with the Maastricht 
Treaty as a whole, since the important advances 

(3) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No 997, second part, meeting of 31 January 
1990, p. 17. 

(4) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No 997, second part, meeting of 31 January 
1990.

(5) Bulletin of the European Communities, No 4, 1990, pp. 8081.
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The fight against fraud

One of the most noticeable features of the 
Commission’s activities during the 1986-2000 period 
was the stepping up of the fight against fraud. 1987 
thus saw the Commission’s decision to establish its 
first dedicated internal unit devoted to detecting and 
responding to cases in which European Community 
funds and programmes had been misused, whereas 
the period would end with the creation in 1999 of a 
stronger and more powerful anti-fraud body. Such 
forward movement, while significant, would not 
however prove sufficient to satisfy fully external 
concern about the issue, whether expressed through 
the media or by the European Parliament. The 
perceived inadequacies of Commission efforts to 
address fraud would thus lie at the heart of the fall of 
the Santer Commission in 1999.

By the mid 1980s pressure was mounting on the 
European Commission to increase its efforts to combat 
fraud involving the Community budget. In part this 
reflected the rapidly increasing size of the budget and 
hence, in theory at least, the amount of money ‘at risk’. 
Important too may have been the pressure on the 
Community budget, meaning that any money wasted 
was ever more sensitive (1). But it also constituted a 
response to growing pressure from the European 
Parliament in particular. In 1986 the Budgetary 
Control Committee of the Parliament had held a public 
hearing on the subject; late that same year its chair 
had written to Commissioner Henning Christophersen 
with a questionnaire about Commission efforts to 
combat fraud; and in April 1987 a Parliamentary 
resolution (2) invited the Commission to present a 
convincing plan to address the issue. The Commission 
response took the form of a report submitted to 
President Delors by Commissioners Christophersen and 
Frans Andriessen in September 1987. This both 
acknowledged the importance of the subject and 
recommended the establishment of an internal unit 
dedicated to the fight against fraud (3). By October the 
Commission had agreed to take this step, and in July 
of the following year the Coordination of Fraud 

(1) See Chapter 9 ‘The budgetary revolution: from near-bankruptcy 
to stability’.

(2) Resolution pursuant to Article 85 of the financial regulation in-
forming the Commission of the reasons why it cannot at present 
be given a discharge in respect of the implementation of the 
budget for the financial year 1985 (OJ C 125, 11.5.1987, p. 45).

(3) SEC(87) 1310, 11 September 1987, ‘Communication from Mr 
Christophersen and Mr Andriessen in agreement with the Presi-
dent — Report to the Commission on the strengthening of the 
fight against fraud to the detriment of the Community budget’.

Prevention Unit (UCLAF), was established (4). It would 
be directly answerable to the President and would 
operate from within the Secretariat-General.

Over the subsequent decade UCLAF would grow 
substantially, in terms of both its personnel and its 
range of activity. In 1989 it had 10 members of staff; 
a year later this had grown to 30, and by 1993 it had 
over 50. A further 80-90 staff members, primarily 
involved in ‘anti-fraud tasks’, were distributed through 
other parts of the Commission; the largest number, 40, 
in DG VI (Agriculture), reflecting the priority attributed 
to preventing the sizeable common agricultural policy 
budget from being abused (5). Fraud against the 
European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund 
also assumed a prominent position in the annual 
report on the fight against fraud that the Commission 
undertook to compile from 1989 onwards (6). UCLAF 
built up two sizeable databases called DAF 
(Documentation anti-fraud), on the legal provisions in 
place at Community and national levels, and IRENE 
(Irrégularités, enquêtes et exploitation), which 
catalogued all known cases of irregularities, including 
fraud, and recorded the countermeasures used. And 
the Commission’s own efforts were flanked by a 
systematic attempt to improve coordination with the 
Member States. After all, the largest number of fraud 
cases against the Community budget took place 
during policy implementation, most of which was the 
responsibility of the Member State governments rather 
than the Commission itself. 1993 was a year that 
marked a major milestone in the fight against fraud, 
as on 1 November the Maastricht Treaty entered into 
force, adding a new Article 209a confirming the 
Member States’ obligation to treat the Community’s 
financial interests in the same way as their own in 
combating fraud. In addition, improving the 
Community’s regulations so as to make them less 

(4) SEC(88) 2007, 15 December 1988, ‘Communication from the 
President — Report to the Commission on the action plan of the 
anti-fraud coordination unit’.

(5) COM(94) 94 final, 23 March 1994, ‘Protecting the Commu nity’s 
financial interests — The fight against fraud: 1993 annual 
 report’.

(6) See for example: SEC(90) 156 final, 31 January 1990, ‘The fight 
against fraud — Report on work done and progress achieved 
in 1989’; SEC(91) 456 final/2, 22 March 1991, ‘Report on work 
done and progress achieved in 1990’; SEC(92) 943 final, 26 May 
1992, ‘Report on work done and progress achieved in 1991’; and 
COM(93) 141 final, 20 April 1993, ‘Annual report from the Com-
mission on the fight against fraud — 1992 report and action 
programme for 1993’.
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vulnerable to abuse became a priority (1). In 1995 this 
was taken one step further with the approval of a 
framework regulation on the protection of the 
Community’s financial instruments. This set out a 
uniform set of administrative penalties that could be 
used in all cases of fraud against the Community 
budget and established a broad definition of what 
constituted an irregularity. The Commission was also 
able to persuade the Member States to sign up to a 
convention on the protection of the European 
Communities’ financial interests, designed to make the 
various national laws needed to prosecute those 
accused of fraud more compatible with one 
another (2).

This solid progress could not prevent the rise of public, 
media and European Parliament concern about the 
issue of fraud, however. Of particular importance in 

(1) COM(94) 94 final.
(2) COM(96) 173 final, 8 May 1996, ‘Protecting the Community’s 

financial interests — The fight against fraud: annual report 
1995’.

this regard was the emergence of a series of 
allegations about malpractice within the Commission 
itself. Many of these claims were brought into the 
public domain by a whistle-blower within the European 
Commission, Paul van Buitenen, who in 1998 grew so 
unhappy at what he regarded as the failure of UCLAF 
to crack down upon abuse within its own organisation 
that he went public with his concerns, sending them 
first to the European Parliament and then to the 
press (3). These charges, in combination with the 
refusal of the European Court of Auditors to issue a 
statement of assurance ‘as to the legality and 
regularity of transactions underlying payments for the 
financial year’ — a stance frequently, if inaccurately, 
simplified in the press as a failure to sign off the 
Commission’s overall annual accounts — became 
central to the row that would lead to the collective 

(3) Buitenen, P. (van), Blowing the whistle — One man’s fight 
against fraud in the European Commission, Politico’s, London, 
2000.

Following the accusations that led to the resignation of the Commission, the Unit for the Coordination of Fraud Prevention 
became the European Anti-Fraud Office with an independent investigative mandate.

▶
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it  permitted  — especially towards economic and 
monetary union, but also the extra powers it grant
ed the Parliament — were flanked by what both the 
Commission and the majority of MEPs regarded as 
ser ious design flaws. The main parliamen tary groups 
thus joined the Commission President in calling 
for the flaws to be redressed by the next round of 
treaty change due in 1996 (1). The new codecision 
process, furthermore, altered the power dynam
ics between the Parliament, the Council and the 
Commission, enabling much more direct contact 
between the former two without the Commission 
acting as intermediary. As noted above, the Com
mission’s fears in this regard were not fully realised, 
but a subtle change in the balance of power had 
nonetheless occurred, making parliamentarians less 
inclined to regard the Commission as their ally in 
all circumstances (2). And MEPs reacted with dis
may to the popular backlash against the Maastricht 
Treaty that became apparent in the course of 1992, 
with the Danish rejection of the treaty, the French 
‘petit oui’ and difficulties experienced in the United 
Kingdom by John Major’s government in securing 
House of Commons approval. Few blamed Delors 
or the Commission directly. But just as the spirits of 
parliamentarians had earlier been lifted by the ease 
of advance, so their mood darkened as resistance to 
European integration grew. What did not diminish, 
though, was the Parliament’s appetite for greater 
power. Rather the reverse, indeed, as parliamentar
ians seized on outside criticism of the integration 
process as undemocratic to argue that the only pos
sible remedy for the EC’s perceived legitimacy defi
cit was to further increase the prerogatives and re
sponsibilities of its one directly elected institution. 
The final stages of Delors’s presidency were thus 
played out against a backdrop of a European Parlia
ment that was anxious and testy about the seeming 
drop in popular support for ‘Europe’, but every bit 

(1) ‘199192 session — Report of proceedings from 9 to 13 December 1991’, 
Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the 
European Parliament, No 3412.

(2) See Chapter 8.2 ‘All change with qualified majority voting: relations with 
the Council’ for details about this change.

resignation of the Santer Commission in 
March 1999.

Part of Santer’s response to the parliamentary and 
media storm set off by the fraud allegations was 
to promise a new and more effective Commission 
structure to fight fraud. The new body was to be 
called the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF), and 
it was to enjoy a much greater level of 
independence from the Commission than UCLAF 
had done, thereby escaping some of the problems 
of the earlier anti-fraud mechanism. On 
4 December 1998 a draft regulation to this effect 
was submitted by the Commission to the 
Council (1). In the short term, however, this 
innovation did little to subdue the furore either in 
the European Parliament or among the press.

It would therefore take until the start of the new 
century, with a new Commission now in place, for 
the most far-reaching institutional response to the 
crisis of 1998-1999. This took the form of a series 
of reforms, piloted by Neil Kinnock, in the first 
years of the Prodi Commission (2). While they 
undoubtedly standardised Commission 
management practices and clarified lines of 
responsibility, it is widely felt that they also led to 
an increase in bureaucratisation and stifled the 
possibilities of individual initiative (3). The distance 
travelled from the freewheeling practices of the 
early Delors years, however, is indisputable. This 
transformation was not wholly attributable to the 
fight against fraud; there were other reasons 
behind the Commission’s determination to improve 
its internal management. But the anti-fraud 
agenda, and the pressure over this issue exerted 
by the European Parliament, had clearly been a 
major vector for change.

Piers Ludlow

(1) COM(1998) 717 final, 1 December 1998, ‘Proposal for a 
Council regulation (EC, Euratom) establishing a European 
Fraud Investigation Office’.

(2) See interviews with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016; and 
Horst Reichenbach, 8 June 2017. See also Chapter 1.3 ‘The 
cabinets’; and Chapter 3 ‘Major changes and colossal chal-
lenges: the directorates-general and staffing in the Com-
mission’.

(3) See interviews with John Frederick Mogg, 17 January 2017; 
and Patricia Bugnot, 15 February 2017.

◀
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as ambitious as before to increase its own powers. It 
would however be his successor, Jacques Santer, who 
would end up being most harmed by this simmering 
parliamentary discontent (1). 

Santer’s first problem with the European Parlia
ment was the manner in which he obtained his job. 
Many MEPs had hoped that the decision taken at 
Maastricht to make the Commission presidency 
and each European Parliament coterminous (i.e. 
each running for the same 5year period) would cre
ate a real link in voters’ minds between their choice 
in the ballot box and the person who emerged as 
Commission President. It was thus particular
ly galling for the Parliament that the manner in 
which Santer was chosen was not only messy and 
controversial (John Major having vetoed JeanLuc 
Dehaene, who was the preferred candidate for the 
job), but also a compromise arrived at solely by the 
European Council members. The President of the 
European Parliament, Egon Klepsch, had reminded 
Europe’s leaders as they gathered in Corfu to choose 
the new President that the Parliament would have a 
say in the process, and that any delay in their choice 
could trigger a serious crisis (2). And yet Major’s veto 
meant that the Corfu European Council broke up 
without a choice having been made, Santer’s name 
emerging only from a subsequent emergency Coun
cil convened in Brussels a month later. Rather than 
the process having become more democratic and 
transparent, the choice of Delors’s successor was 
thus a particularly egregious example of an inter
governmental compromise. As a result, the mood 
when the Parliament convened in July to vote on the 
new Commission President was angry and frustrat
ed, and Santer’s nomination was only grudgingly 

(1) Jim Cloos, Santer’s head of cabinet, claims that Pascal Lamy warned him 
as he took up the job that the Parliament would topple the Commission. 
They had tried under Delors but he had been too strong: interview with Jim 
Cloos, 4 July 2016.

(2) ‘Address by the President of the European Parliament, Dr Egon A. Klepsch, 
on the occasion of the meeting of the European Council in Corfu on Friday, 
24 June 1994’: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/Summits/cor3_en.htm 

passed (3). The new Commission President was ap
proved by 260 votes to 238, with 23 abstentions. It 
was an inauspicious start.

The Parliament’s assertiveness continued when it 
came to the choice of Santer’s colleagues, with MEPs 
going beyond the strict letter of the Maastricht 
Treaty to insist that all wouldbe members of the 
new Commission undergo individual parliamen
tary hearings (4). These proved fairly onerous, with 
several nominees publicly criticised either for failing 
to take the hearings themselves sufficiently seriously 
or for lacking the qualities or attitudes that MEPs 
deemed necessary for the jobs that they had been 

(3) A selection of the speeches made can be viewed at https://www.cvce.eu/en/
recherche/unitcontent//unit/02bb76dfd0664c08a58ad4686a3e68ff/
d604d31a0355472a96ea6c36b8a17bd9/Resources

(4) On the background to this see interviews with Klaus Hänsch, 30 June 2016; 
and Michel Vanden Abeele, 18 June 2017.

European Parliament poster on the occasion of the fourth  
European elections in 1994.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/cor3_en.htm
https://www.cvce.eu/en/recherche/unit-content/-/unit/02bb76df-d066-4c08-a58a-d4686a3e68ff/d604d31a-0355-472a-96ea-6c36b8a17bd9/Resources
https://www.cvce.eu/en/recherche/unit-content/-/unit/02bb76df-d066-4c08-a58a-d4686a3e68ff/d604d31a-0355-472a-96ea-6c36b8a17bd9/Resources
https://www.cvce.eu/en/recherche/unit-content/-/unit/02bb76df-d066-4c08-a58a-d4686a3e68ff/d604d31a-0355-472a-96ea-6c36b8a17bd9/Resources
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allocated. The Irish Commissioner, Pádraig Flynn, 
for instance, was subject to sharp criticism over sex
ist comments he was reported to have made in the 
course of the Irish presidential election campaign 
won by Mary Robinson. Such views, it was suggest
ed, disqualified Flynn from that part of his social 
affairs portfolio which dealt with equal opportun
ities  (1). In the event, however, Santer was able to 
counterattack well, first by presenting an ambitious 
and activist programme for his 5year term, then by 
promising to treat MEPs as equals, and finally by 
taking personal responsibility for overseeing pol
icy on equal opportunity, development issues and 
human rights  (2). This helped secure much more 
clearcut parliamentary approval than many had 
expected: the new Commission team received the 
backing of 416 MEPs, with only 103 against and 59 
abstentions. The incoming President’s pledge to im
prove the Commission’s financial management and 
to crack down on fraud would come back to haunt 
him, however. On management, the new President 
promised MEPs:

‘Let us be frank: this is an area in which I 
believe the Commission must make a 
special effort. Certainly, 80 % of Community 
expenditure is implemented by the 
governments of the Member States. But this 
does not relieve us from meeting our 
responsibilities in respect of the budget. The 
European Parliament, as well as the Court 
of Auditors, is constantly reminding the 
Commission of this fact. My colleagues and 
I are determined to improve the 
Commission’s budgetary and administrative 
culture. And I wish to stress here the 
importance of our constructive relations 
with the Court of Auditors and this House. 
When the criticism is justified, we shall take 
corrective action’ (3).

(1) Financial Times, 12 January 1995.
(2) For Santer’s programme speech, see ‘199495 session — Report of proceed

ings from 16 to 20 January 1995’, Annex to the Official Journal of the Euro-
pean Communities: Debates of the European Parliament, No 4456; for his 
subsequent pledges, see Financial Times, 19 January 1995.

(3) ‘199495 session  — Report of proceedings from 16 to 20  January 1995’, 
p. 18.

Despite the unexpectedly strong parliamentary vote 
in favour of the members of his Commission,  Santer 
still faced problems at parliamentary level. One in
dication of this would arrive with the renegotiation 
of the code of conduct that the Delors Commission 
had given the Parliament in 1990. This, all sides 
acknowledged, would now need to be adjusted to 
take account of the treaty changes brought about by 
Maastricht. But the suggested amendments put for
ward by the Parliament in December 1994 went far 
beyond a simple update. Instead, all of those who ex
amined the proposed new text at Commission level 
concurred that the Parliament’s draft amounted to 
an entirely new set of proposals that both substan
tially increased the Parliament’s  powers and rights 
and threatened those of the Commission. As one 
of the Commission’s legal analyses put it: ‘Whilst 
many of the demands taken individually seem rather 
anodyne, others would be a serious limitation of the 
independent role of the Commission. More serious
ly, taken collectively they would significantly affect 
the institutional balance and reduce the independ
ent role of the Commission in the interinstitution
al process to that of a gobetween between Coun
cil and Parliament. These proposals would make 
all negotiations in the Council very difficult’  (4). 
Santer had, however, committed his institution to 
a new deal when making his invest iture speech to 
the Parliament. The Commission was thus faced 
with an uphill battle to turn a totally unacceptable 
text into one they could live with. Quite how dif
ficult this was can be seen from the Commission’s 
internal discussion of the negotiations in February, 
when Commissioner after Commissioner lined up 
to criticise the text as it stood  (5). But in the end 
Marcelino Oreja, the Commissioner for Relations 
with the European Parliament, was able to extract a 
reworded agreement from his European Parliament 
counterparts that was deemed  acceptable, and a new 

(4) HAEU, DORIE 746, ‘Note from Ms O’Dwyer to Mr Eeckhout on the 
code of conduct’, Brussels, 16 January 1995.

(5) HAEC, PV(95), Minutes No  1236, second part, meeting of 22  February 
1995.
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text was agreed upon in March (1). The lengthy tus
sle only confirmed, however, that the Strasbourg–
Brussels relationship would not be easy, and that 
the Parliament’s quest for additional authority was 
unlikely to be tempered by any sense that it and 
the Commission had a fundamental alliance of 
 interest (2).

Confirmation of this unwelcome reality would 
be provided by the next serious clash between the 
Parliament and the Commission, namely that over 
 bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE). The 
 basic details of this affair are discussed elsewhere in 
this volume  (3), but what mattered in the context 
of relations between the Parliament and the Com
mission is that the former was fully prepared to 
condemn the Commission’s actions and inactions 
over the affair in the most outspoken of terms. The 
final report, written by Manuel Medina Ortega and 
snappily entitled ‘Report on alleged contraventions 
and maladministration in the implementation of 
Community law in relation to BSE, without preju
dice to the jurisdiction of the Community and na
tional courts’, did not mince its words (4):

‘1. The work of the Committee of Inquiry has 
revealed that the Commission is guilty of serious 
errors and omissions. To all appearances, the Com
missioners, particularly Mr MacSharry and Mr 
Steichen in the period 19901994  … bear a clear 
political responsibility. The current Commissioner, 
Mr Fischler, must also take responsibility for blatant 
instances of negligence, above all the Commission 

(1) For the Commission’s congratulations to Oreja for securing a new deal 
see HAEC, PV(95), Minutes No  1239, meeting of 14  March 1995; for 
the  intermediate steps en route to this deal see HAEU, DORIE 746, 
SP(95)  729/2, ‘Relations with the European Parliament  — Note for 
 information from Mr Oreja concerning his meeting with the Conference 
of Presidents of the European Parliament’.

(2) Hänsch acknowledges having been one of those MEPs who increasingly 
rejected the notion that the Parliament and the Commission were natural 
allies: interview with Klaus Hänsch, 30 June 2016.

(3) See Chapter 14.1 ‘The common agricultural policy’.
(4) European Parliament, A40020/97, ‘Report on alleged contraventions or 

maladministration in the implementation of Community law in  relation 
to BSE, without prejudice to the jurisdiction of the Community and 
 national courts’, 7 February 1997: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/confe
rences/19981130/bse/a4002097_en.htm#AI 

decision … lifting the export ban on gelatin, tallow 
and semen and the misleading of the Committee of 
Inquiry on the issue of the legal basis for a ban on 
exports of meatandbone meal …

2. Parliament cannot clear the Commission as 
an institution from responsibility for the errors 
committed by Commissioners no longer in office. 
Accordingly, the current Commission must be 
called on to assume its political responsibilities and 
take, within a suitable period, the requisite structur
al, political and staffrelated decisions and measures 
arising out of the instances of negligence and errors 
noted by the committee.

3. The appropriate sanctions available to Parlia
ment under the Treaty with a view to calling the 
Commission politically to account are a motion 
of no confidence, pursuant to Article  144 of the 
 Treaty, or the initiation of proceedings for failure to 
act/a breach of the Treaty, pursuant to Article 175.

4. The Committee considers that measures must 
be taken in response to the BSE crisis and the ser
ious failings on the part of the Commission and the 
United Kingdom, in such a way as to bring about 
tangible changes for the future. Measures which 
may bring about or lead to a change in approach of 
this kind are set out in section II. The Commission 
should assume its political responsibility and take 
an active part in the implementation of these meas
ures within the next few months.

5. Finally, the Committee of Inquiry calls upon 
Parliament to be meticulous in exercising its  power 
of scrutiny visàvis the Commission and to pay 
particular attention to the way in which the Com
mission henceforth handles the BSE crisis and acts 
upon the recommendations in this report.’

A vote of censure on the Commission’s handling of 
the affair was duly taken in February 1997 but was 
comprehensively defeated, by 326 votes to 118 (with 
15 abstentions). But a further warning shot about 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/conferences/19981130/bse/a4002097_en.htm#AI
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/conferences/19981130/bse/a4002097_en.htm#AI
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the Parliament’s impatience with Commission mis
management and negligence had been fired. 

It is against this backdrop of stormy Strasbourg–
Brussels relations that the crisis that would ultim
ately provoke the resignation of the Santer Com
mission needs to be understood (1). The trigger for 
the trial of strength between the Parliament and the 
Commission was the coincidence of a critical Court 

(1) Liikanen is particularly insistent that the Parliament’s behaviour needs to 
be seen as that of ‘a young institution’ with few of the restraints imposed 
by national political cultures: interview with Erkki Liikanen, 20 October 
2017.

of Auditors report into the 1996 budget, issued in 
late 1998, and a mounting series of allegations sur
rounding fraud within the European Commission. 
Particularly damaging among the latter were the 
claims of the Commission whistleblower Paul van 
Buitenen, since they combined accusations levelled 
against very senior members of the Commission, es
pecially Édith Cresson, and the suggestion that the 
Commission as an institution had been slow and 
unwilling to act against those of its own accused of 
impropriety (2).

(2) Buitenen, P. (van), Blowing the whistle — One man’s fight against fraud in the 
European Commission, Politico’s, London, 2000.

‘The error lies there!’ 
In 1999, accused of mismanagement, the European Commission underwent a serious crisis.
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The heady mixture of suggested financial mis
management, loose internal discipline and alleged 
wrongdoing by senior figures proved to be  exactly 
what the Parliament had been waiting for in terms 
of proving its strength against the Commission, and 
represented irresistible fare for the media too  (1). 
The outcome was a parliamentary and press storm 
that the Santer Commission struggled to con
trol  (2). In December 1998 the President tried to 
impress the Parliament with his seriousness on the 
issue by promising to create a new antifraud body, 
the Euro pean AntiFraud Office, designed to be 
more independent and hence more effective. But 
it was too little too late to appease Strasbourg. On 
17  December, after several days of stormy debate 
during which Santer had threatened to resign, the 

(1) For a discussion of the interaction between the press and the Parliament 
over this issue see interview with Patricia Bugnot, 15 February 2017.

(2) Both Bugnot and Kinnock, in rather different ways, stress that Santer was 
always struggling to react to the crisis, rather than being able to impose his 
reading of it or his solution: see interviews with Patricia Bugnot, 15 Febru
ary 2017; and Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016.

Parliament refused to discharge the Community’s 
budget and tabled a motion of censure against the 
Commission. This was narrowly defeated in early 
January, but the Parliament then decided to set up 
an independent committee of inquiry to investigate 
the various allegations. It would be in light of the 
conclusions of the latter in March 1999 that  Santer 
and his colleagues would submit their collect ive 
resignation.

Their key failing, the report made clear, was that 
of refusing to take responsibility for malpractice. 
The vast majority of the allegations that had been 
swirling around about the Commissioners’ own 
abuse of the system were dismissed as unfounded. 
Instead, the misconduct that was found tended to 
be concentrated at a rather lower level of the hier
archy, often involving the use of external agents. But 
what made it impossible for the Santer Commission 
to ride out the storm was the general criticism of 
lax management within the Commission, and the 

The Committee of Independent Experts (‘Committee of Wise Men’) submitted its report on who was responsible for mismanagement  
by the Commission in March 1999. 

From left to right: José María Gil-Robles, President of the European Parliament; Jacques Santer, President of the European Commission;  
and André Middelhoek, member of the Committee of Independent Experts.
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more particular complaint that no one in the system 
had appeared to feel a personal sense of responsibil
ity for mismanagement (1). The single most damn
ing phrase, added it is claimed in the last hours of 
the ‘wise men’s’ deliberations, was: ‘It is becoming 
difficult to find anyone [in the Commission] who 
has even the slightest sense of responsibility’ (2). It 
was not fraud itself, in other words, that lay at the 
heart of the affair, but rather a handsoff manage
ment culture in which, even when irregularities 
were dis covered, sanctions against those responsible 
were slow and halfhearted, and where the problem 
of abuse was regarded as being much less import
ant than the fulfilment of the Commission’s  wider 
objectives. This helps explain why Neil Kinnock 
would be asked to embark on an important set of 
reforms of how the Commission functioned in the 
first years of the 21st century (3). 

What is important to stress, however, is that the 
 crisis that would ultimately force Santer to resign 
did not emerge suddenly and unexpectedly. In
stead it constituted the culmination of an increas
ingly confrontational and illtempered relation
ship between the European Parliament and the 
Commission. Indeed the earlier passages of arms 
between the Parliament and the Commission, de
tailed above, influenced both the way in which the 
Commission viewed the row and the refusal of the 
Parliament to back down on this occasion. Further
more, the under lying themes of the 19981999 row 
reson ated strongly among MEPs who had witnessed 
the earlier BSE  argument. Once again, it appeared, 
the Commission had both failed in its duty ade
quately to supervise the behaviour of some of its 
staff and had then compounded its initial errors 
by being  obstructive and uncooperative with the 

(1) The full text of the report is available at http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
experts/report1_en.htm

(2) Priestley, J., Six battles that shaped Europe’s Parliament, John Harper 
 Publishing, London, 2008, p. 194.

(3) For more details see Chapter 1.3 ‘The cabinets’; and Chapter 3 ‘Major 
changes and colossal challenges: the directoratesgeneral and staffing in the 
Commission’.

 Parliament’s attempts to establish what had gone 
wrong. A second acquittal became much less likely 
as a result.

Viewed even more broadly, it is also important to 
emphasise how much the roots of the fall of the 
Santer Commission lay in the much longerterm 
push by the European Parliament to increase its 
own power and authority. For much of the period 
since 1958 the European Commission had support
ed this aim, sharing Strasbourg’s belief that it was 
only through such a development that the European 
system as a whole could gain democratic legitimacy. 
But throughout much of the 1990s it proved hard 
to back this crusade without endangering the Com
mission’s own power and authority. A much more 
adversarial dynamic had thus built up in Parlia
ment–Commission relations, with MEPs ever more 
inclined to regard themselves as the protectors of the 
European public against alleged negligence or mis
use of authority by the European Commission (4). It 
was not without irony, however, that the main vic
tim of this growing interinstitutional antagonism 
was not the Delors Commission, under which many 
of the core management problems had developed — 
largely it must be said because the Commission was 
being asked to do too much (5) — and that genuine
ly did exhibit some attitudes that could be regarded 
as power hungry, but instead the much less forceful 
Santer Commission that followed. Santer thus was 
as much a victim of a pattern of interinstitutional 
relations traceable back to the Delors period as he 
was of any failings that he and his own Commission 
exhibited (6).

Piers Ludlow

(4) Interview with Klaus Hänsch, 30 June 2016.
(5) As much of this volume illustrates, the Delors years were a time during 

which the range of Commission activities expanded enormously. Manage
ment structures and techniques did not always keep pace with this relentless 
change.

(6) According to Cloos, Santer ruled out defending himself by pointing out 
that many of the failings that he was being accused of dated back to his 
 predecessor: interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/experts/report1_en.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/experts/report1_en.htm


211

Chapter 9 
The budgetary revolution: from 
near bankruptcy to stability

The transformation of the Community’s budget — 
in scale, in predictability and in the manner in which 
it was agreed — was a vital component in the evo
lution of the European Community/ Union (EC/
EU) between 1986 and 2000. Indeed it is probably 
fair to say that the Delors I package of 1988 was as 
central a part of the Community’s most productive 
period in the late 1980s and early 1990s as were the 
single market project, the Single European Act and 
the push for economic and monetary union. But 
because of its inherent complexity and technicality, 
the groundbreaking budgetary deal is seldom given 
the attention that it deserves.

The problem

‘The Community is at present faced with a budget
ary situation which can only be characterised as 

being on the brink of bankruptcy’ (1). The opening 
words of the Commission’s February 1987 review 
of the EC’s budgetary position could hardly have 
been more stark. They were also entirely accurate. 
For nearly a decade the Community had been 
confronted by a growing mismatch between ever 
rising expenditure and static, or even shrinking, 
income  (2). Spending on the common agricultural 
policy (CAP) in particular seemed to increase year 
on year, its scale seemingly impossible for either the 
Commission or the Member States to control. The 
Community’s ‘own resources’ meanwhile  — the 
sums of money that accrued automatically to the 
EC and were intended to be its main source of in
come — were contracting: the amount brought in 
by agricultural levies shrank as Europe grew more 
selfsufficient in many food products, and  therefore 

(1) COM(87) 101 final, 28 February 1987, ‘Report by the Commission to the 
Council and Parliament on the financing of the Community budget’.

(2) Roy Jenkins told Valéry Giscard d’Estaing this in 1980: Tickell Papers, All 
Souls College Oxford, File  18, ‘Record of a conversation’, 26  November 
1980.
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imported less; customs duties declined as tariff 
 levels fell; and the sums raised from value added tax 
(VAT) diminished in real terms as consumer ex
penditure dropped as a proportion of Community 
gross national product (GNP). The new money re
leased by the 1984 agreement at the Fontainebleau 
European Council to increase the share of VAT 
handed over to the Community from 1 % of the 
 total to 1.4 % had been wholly used up before 1986 
had come to an end.

This underlying budgetary problem had acutely 
ser ious knockon effects. To cite the Commission’s 
report once more: ‘the Community has sunk into 
a morass of budgetary malpractices needed to con
ceal or postpone the real financial implications of 
Community policies’  (1). These included overvalu
ing agricultural stocks, rolling spending over from 
one year to the next and allowing ‘commitments’ 
(i.e. promises of expenditure in the future) to grow 
out of proportion with the EC’s actual ability to 
pay. Equally seriously, the budgetary shortfalls ag
gravated preexisting friction between the three in
stitutions jointly responsible for agreeing each new 
budget: the Parliament, the Council and the Com
mission (2). As one internal Commission document 
drawn up in the course of 1987 noted ruefully, 
none of the previous three budgets had been agreed 
within the normal time frame, thereby injecting a 
further element of unpredictability into the Com
munity’s precarious financial position  (3). The sta
tus quo was already highly unstable; the prospects 
of coping with the increased expenditure implied 
by enlargement to Spain and Portugal and the costs 
of the new policy priorities identified in the Single 
Euro pean Act were almost nonexistent. Change 
was essential.

(1) COM (87) 101 final.
(2) For earlier instances of Parliament–Council friction over the budget see 

Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — 
History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European 
Union, Luxembourg, 2014, p. 246.

(3) HAEU, DORIE 826, SEC(87) 460/1, 3 April 1987, ‘Commission services 
working document on budgetary discipline’.

A radical solution

In taking a new look at Community finances, and 
especially at its ‘own resources’, the European Com
mission was doing no more than fulfilling the man
date it had been given as part of the 1984 Fontaine
bleau deal  (4). But it was typical of Jaques Delors 
to use the opportunity to press for a bold solution 
rather than a minimalist one. The proposal devised 
by the Commission over the course of 1986 and the 
early part of 1987 had four main components. Thus 
the budgetary overhaul envisaged included two 
main aspects: the first was the introduction of a new 
‘fourth resource’ that would automatically make up 
the difference between the budgeted sum and exist
ing own resources with Member State contributions 
directly linked to their respective GNPs; the sec
ond was a suggested move to 5year financial per
spectives, rather than separately negotiated annual 
budgets. As a quid pro quo for the suggestion that 
Member States should dig deep into their pockets 
to underwrite Community spending, the Commis
sion for its part proposed a set of steps designed to 
bring expenditure under control, notably a series of 
‘stabilisers’ intended to check the rise in agricultural 
spending (5). Such control of expenditure, especial
ly when combined with multiannual financial per
spectives, would bring an element of predictability 
and discipline to Community spending that had 
been lacking hitherto. The fourth component of the 
Commission package was the proposal for a rad
ical increase in Community spending on Structural 
Funds, designed to help the poorer regions of the 
EC (and especially the newest entrants, i.e. Greece, 
Spain and Portugal) cope with the challenge of the 
single market. The amount of money being direct
ed to the poorest regions of the Community was to 
more than double between 1988 and 1992 (6). All of 

(4) European Council meeting at Fontainebleau, 25 and 26  June 1984  — 
Conclusions of the presidency: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/me
dia/20673/1984_june__fontainebleau__eng_.pdf

(5) See Chapter 14.1 ‘The common agricultural policy’.
(6) COM(87) 100 final, 15 February 1987, ‘Making a success of the Single Act: 

a new frontier for Europe’.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20673/1984_june_-_fontainebleau__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20673/1984_june_-_fontainebleau__eng_.pdf
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this would be underwritten by an interinstitutional 
agreement committing the Parliament, the Council 
and the Commission to the new approach — and in 
the process bringing to an end the bitter interinsti
tutional infighting that had characterised the years 
since 1979. 

The Commission justified this new approach by 
pointing to the commitments that the Member 
States had entered into with the single market pro
ject, enlargement and the SEA. ‘In order to succeed 
in its new responsibilities, the Community must 
first complete the reforms it has started, especially 
since 1984, with the aim of adapting its old policies 

to the new conditions: the reform of the CAP to 
take account of new production and trade condi
tions, the reform of the Structural Funds to make 
of them instruments of economic development, and 
the reform of the financing rules to ensure a budget
ary discipline as rigorous as that which the Member 
States impose upon themselves’ (1). Delors and the 
three rapporteurs who had drawn up the reform 
programme  — Henning Christophersen, Grigoris 
Varfis and Frans Andriessen — also toured the cap
itals in early 1987 to sell the budget solution. And 
the Commission President was notably solicitous 

(1) Ibid.

The Heads of State or Government adopted conclusions concerning budgetary discipline and increasing the structural funds  
at the Brussels European Council on 11 and 12 February 1988.  

Family photograph, from left to right, front row: Jacques Santer, Luxembourg Prime Minister; Giovanni Goria, Italian Prime Minister; Poul 
Schlüter, Danish Prime Minister; Margaret Thatcher, UK Prime Minister; François Mitterrand, French President; Jacques Delors, President of 
the European Commission; Helmut Kohl, German Chancellor and acting President of the Council; Wilfried Martens, Belgian Prime Minister; 

Charles Haughey, Irish Prime Minister; Andreas Papandreou, Greek Prime Minister; Felipe González, Spanish Prime Minister.  
Back row: Theódoros Pángalos, Greek Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs; Ruud Lubbers, Dutch Prime Minister; Leo Tindemans, Belgian 

Minister for Foreign Relations; Uffe Ellemann-Jensen, Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs; Geoffrey Howe, UK Secretary of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs; Hans-Dietrich Genscher, German Minister for Foreign Affairs; Jacques Chirac, French Prime Minister; Michael 

O’Kennedy, Irish Minister for Agriculture and Food; Jacques Poos, Luxembourg Minister for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade and Cooperation; 
and Francisco Fernández Ordóñez, Spanish Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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in ensuring that the new President of the Euro
pean Parliament, Lord Henry Plumb, was consult
ed in advance (1). But despite all of these efforts, so 
farreaching a package was always likely to be hard 
for the Member States to swallow: the first Euro
pean Council meeting designed to reach a budget
ary deal broke up without agreement in December 
1987  (2). It was thus only at a second emergency 
summit, convened in Brussels in February 1988 
 under the presidency of Helmut Kohl, that a deal 
on the new budgetary approach was struck. Cru
cial to obtaining this outcome was the lastminute 
willingness by Germany to saddle some of the ad
ditional cost. Important too was the determination 
of the Delors Commission not to allow the package 
to be made less radical, despite the initial failure at 
Copenhagen (3).

The impact

The 1988 budgetary deal provided a stable fi
nancial platform for the Community’s most suc
cessful  period of development. No longer would 
the Commission’s ability to act be vulnerable to 
 annual breakdowns in the budgetary process. The 
5year financial perspective, meanwhile, meant 
that programmes  — especially within the context 
of the Structural Funds — could be planned over a 
meaningful  period of time, rather than being sub
ject to an nual variations in the amount of money 
avail able  (4). Interinstitutional relations also im
proved, with the Parliament, the Council and the 
Commission freed from their annual threeway 

(1) HAEC, COM(86), Minutes No 854, second part, meeting of 17 December 
1986.

(2) Financial Times, 7 December 1987.
(3) The Commission’s determination to hold fast was clear from its post 

mortem on the Copenhagen failure and its preparations for the Brussels 
meeting. HAEC, COM(87), Minutes No  899, second part, meeting of 
6  December 1987; COM(88), Minutes No  905, second part, 27  January 
1988; COM(88), Minutes No 906, second part, 3 February 1988.

(4) Delors, whose background included a spell at the French Commissariat du 
Plan, was particularly appreciative of this feature: interview with Jacques 
Delors, 16 January 2016.

tug of war over expenditure  — a development of 
great signifi cance at a time when all three institu
tions had to work well together if they were to stand 
any chance of deliver ing the ambitious legislative 
programme needed to create a functioning intern
al market by the 1992 deadline. The Community 
was able to increase its expenditure, so as to take 
on additional duties and engage the necessary staff, 
without constantly being held in check by a lack 
of money. In the course of the 19881992 period, 
for instance, the  total number of employees at the 
European Commission rose by over 2  000, from 
15 905 to 17 946 (5). And the restraint on agricul
tural spending paved the way for more farreaching 
CAP reform in the early 1990s (6). All told it was 
a highly important  — and generally very success
ful — package of reforms, and as such deserves to 
be seen as one of the key enabling factors behind 
the Community’s surge of progress during the late 
1980s and early 1990s. The only downside, as would 
become apparent at the very end of the century, was 
that the Commission’s internal management pro
cesses struggled to keep full control of all of the new 
responsibilities and new money with which it had 
been entrusted (7). Few officials had much ground
ing in management or finance, their background 
more often being law, politics, economics or inter
national relations. In the boom years that followed, 
though, little heed was paid to such matters.

Needless to say, the move from annual budgets to 
5year or longer financial perspectives did mean 
that when eventually a new budgetary negotiation 
needed to be held, it was that much more tense and 
fraught because the stakes were that much  higher. 
To make matters worse, 1992, the year when a 
new financial perspective had to be negotiated, 

(5) Figures from ‘Table 6: Staff of the Community institutions from 1968 to 
2000’, European Commission, The Community budget: the facts in figures, 
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem
bourg, 2000, p. 47.

(6) See Chapter 14.1 ‘The common agricultural policy’.
(7) Peter Wilmott emphasised the dismissive attitude displayed by many at 

the Commission to ‘management’: interview with Peter Wilmott, 7 March 
2017.
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 coincided with both a period of economic down
turn (whereas in 1988 European economies had 
been booming) and a souring of the mood in Brus
sels, triggered mainly by the difficulties in ratifying 
the Maastricht Treaty. The same Edinburgh Coun
cil at which a deal on the financial perspective was 
eventually done also had to devise special arrange
ments to allow the Danish government to consult its 
people once more about the treaty change, the first 
referendum having resulted in a ‘no’ vote  (1). The 
presidency furthermore was held by a UK govern
ment that was deep in a struggle of its own to get the 
Maastricht Treaty through the House of Commons 
in the face of a determined group of rebels from the 
ruling Conserva tive Party. In addition, with the real 
costs of reunification belatedly becoming apparent, 
Germany was in no mood to repeat the largesse 

(1) Financial Times, 14 December 1992.

that had helped unlock the 1988 deal. Yet despite 
these potentially worrying obstacles a new financial 
perspective was once more agreed, this time due 
to last 7 years,  until 1999, rather than just 5 years. 
A  Delors  II package thus followed Delors  I. Once 
again it promised budgetary discipline in return for 
additional  money being directed towards the poorer 
EU Member States. And, as in 1988, the European 
Council deal committing Member States and the 
Commission was quickly followed by a new inter
institutional agreement committing the European 
Parliament too. The new budgetary formula had 
worked once more, despite the selfconfessed loss 
of momentum and dynamism being experienced by 
Delors, its principal architect (2). 

(2) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.

‘“My dough, my dough!” — “I’m starting to find you quite likeable!”’ 
The cartoonist Plantu depicted the disagreement between the UK Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, and her European partners  

on the budget at the Copenhagen European Council on 4 and 5 December 1987.
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Even more remarkable perhaps was the success
ful agreement in March 1999 of a new 7year deal 
cover ing 20002007. On this occasion the core 
challenge was that of adapting EU expenditure to 
deal with the imminent arrival of multiple new 
Member States. By the late 1990s it was, after all, 
already clear that a major new enlargement would 
take place, although neither the exact timing nor 
which individual states would join was yet set in 
stone. It was also certain that enlargement would 
not be cheap, since all of the states expected to 
join were likely to be net beneficiaries from the EU 
budget, not net contributors. Thinking through the 
budgetary implications of largescale enlargement 
was thus at the heart of the Agenda 2000 exercise 
under way within the Santer Commission from 
1996 onwards (1). And agreement on an expensive 
financial framework was never likely to be easy. In 
the event, however, it was made still more problem
atic by the way in which the final stages of the nego
tiations over the new financial deal coincided with 
the fall of the Santer Commission. The budgetary 
process appeared to have been robbed of its key in
stitutional pilot at precisely the most delicate and 
difficult point of the multi annual cycle. Somewhat 
against the odds, however, the 15 Member States 
were able to agree upon a complex, messy, but never
theless viable compromise at a lengthy European 
Council meeting in Berlin. Of particular note was 
the sizeable sum ‘ringfenced’ for the benefit of the 
new Member States (2). 

Changing revenue  
and expenditure

With so much being altered in budgetary terms 
 between 1986 and 2000, it is hard to single out the 
most important changes. A few trends do stand out 

(1) Interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.
(2) Financial Times, 27 March 1999.

however. The first and most basic is the very signifi
cant increase in the size of the EC/EU budget over 
the 15year period under review. In 1986 annual ex
penditure stood at EUR 35 820.2 million; by 1992 
this had risen to EUR 60 844.1 million; and by 2000 
the total was EUR 92 253.6 million — an increase 
over the whole period of 157 % (3). This reflected the 
fact that the EU of 2000 was not just geo graphically 
larger than it had been in 1986 — with 15 Member 
States rather than 12 — but also did much more in 
policy terms, spending significantly higher sums of 
money in the process. Despite this, however, the 
budget remained small both in terms of a percent
age of EC/EU GNP and when compared to nation
al public expenditure. The budget represented 0.9 % 
of EC gross domestic product (GDP) in 1986 and 
1.09 % of EU GDP in 2000. And as a percentage 
of total Member State public spending the 1986 
budget was 2.1 %, a figure that had crept up to 2.4 % 
by the start of the 21st century (4). Of the 15 Mem
ber States, 10 had annual national public expend
iture amounts that exceeded the annual EU total, 
with only Finland, Portugal, Greece, Ireland and 
Luxembourg spending less (5).

The second important change in the overall num
bers occurred in the sources of the EC/EU budget. 
In the mid 1980s there were three main sources 
of income: agricultural duties brought in 6.8 % of 
the total, customs duties 24.3 % and VAT 66 %. 
By 1992 the situation was beginning to change 
markedly, with agricultural duties representing 
3.3 %, customs duties 18.9 %, VAT 58 % and the 
new ‘fourth resource’ constituting 13.9 %. And by 
2000 the picture was dramatically altered: agricul
tural duties only brought in 2.3 % of the total, cus
toms duties 13 % and VAT 38.1 %, while the fourth 
 resource had become the single biggest source of 

(3) Author’s calculations on the basis of ‘Table 1: Community expenditure 
from 1958 to 2001’, European Commission, The Community budget: the 
facts in figures, pp. 3031

(4) ‘Table 3: Community expenditure in relation to the total of Member States 
budgets and Community’, ibid., pp. 3839.

(5) ‘Chart 4: Comparison between public expenditure by the Member States 
and Community expenditure in 2000’, ibid. p. 41.
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 money, contributing 42.3 % of overall income. As 
the 21st century began, the EU was hence primarily 
financed out of the fourth resource introduced in 
1988, with the original two own resources account
ing for a mere 15 % of the total.

A third major change had occurred in terms of what 
the EC/EU spent its money on. It was true of course 
that spending on agriculture remained the single 
biggest item throughout the period covered by this 
volume. However, as a portion of overall spending 
the CAP steadily declined over the 15 years. In 1986 
expenditure on the European Agricultural Guid
ance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) constituted 
61.7 % of the budget, dwarfing the secondlargest 
category of expenditure, namely the Structural 

Funds at 15.8 % of the total. By 1992 the EAGGF’s 
share of the total had fallen to 51.4 %, with the 
Structural Funds now up to 30.2 % of the budget. 
And by 2000 EAGGF funding accounted for 45 % 
of EU expenditure, with the Structural Funds now 
at 34.6 % (1). The trend towards the dethroning of 
the CAP as the EU’s most expensive policy was un
mistakeable. Other categories of expenditure that 
had risen significantly included research (2.2 % in 
1986, 3.9 % by 2000), external action (3 % in 1986, 
rising to 6 % of the total in 2000) and administra
tive costs, which had accounted for 4.3 % of the 
 total in 1986 and stood at 5.1 % by 2000 (2).

Piers Ludlow

(1) ‘Table 2: Community expenditure from 1958 to 2001’, ibid., pp. 3536.
(2) Ibid.

FIGURE 1

COMMUNITY EXPENDITURE FROM 1958 TO 2001  
AT CURRENT PRICES AND 2000 PRICES

Source: European Commission, The Community budget: the facts in figures, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem-
bourg, 2000, p. 32.
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Part two

Economic policies  
and measures



Monetary union represented a major step in the history of European integration. 
Commission Presidents Jacques Delors and Jacques Santer considered it a very 
important element of all policy and economic discussions and spared no effort in 
implementing it. The euro finally became the single currency of 11 Member States  
in 1999, and euro notes and coins entered into circulation in 2002, under the 
presidency of Romano Prodi. 
Yves-Thibault de Silguy, Commissioner for Economic and Financial Affairs (left), and 
Commission President Jacques Santer (right), presenting a model one euro coin  
in the press room at the extraordinary European Council meeting in Brussels  
on 2 May 1998.
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Introduction

The period from 1986 to 2000 marked a step change 
in the history of European economic integration, as 
these years saw the postwar world, within which the 
European Community of the 1960s had flourished, 
make the transition to what is often referred to as 
the ‘global’ world of today. The very fact that Europe 
became more deeply integrated during these years — 
and has continued to do so since then  — is itself 
 evidence that ‘global’ is too simplistic a label. This 
deepening integration not only affirmed Europe’s 
identity and interests within the process of globalisa
tion, but also underpinned its ongoing debates.

Indeed, the Delors relaunch of the 1980s, built as it 
was on foundations laid under Thorn, was more of a 
response to globalisation than just an acceptance of 
it. As such, it was truly a challenge (1), and a twofold 
challenge in that it was both external and internal. 
External in that the growing strength of the large 
American and Japanese competitors played itself out 
in clashes of interests with them during the Uruguay 
Round of international trade negotiations between 
1986 and 1993; this forced the European Commu
nity to better organise itself in order to present a 

(1) Preface by Jacques Delors in Cecchini, P. et al., The European challenge, 
1992: The benefits of a single market, Gower Publishing, Aldershot, 1988.

 united front in tackling this confrontation. Internal 
in that entrenched positions were being called into 
question and stresses and strains were making them
selves felt, caused by the completion of the internal 
market and then the implementation of the monet
ary union project. The Delors relaunch also triggered 
a debate on the role to be played by the market in 
the integration process and, consequently, on the 
European economic and social model itself. Market 
dynamics were the key to everything, in that they 
exerted pressure on structures and helped to boost 
the performance and international competitiveness 
of economic operators. But they also undermined 
 hierarchies, disrupted countries, widened inequal
ities and created conflicts. The European project, 
as relaunched at the Delors Commission’s initiative 
from the mid 1980s onwards, was therefore intended 
to be based on a consensus combining a marketbased 
approach with action by economic and social oper
ators and public authorities through the adoption of 
the necessary regulations and the implementation of 
more robust common policies. 

This approach was successful during the first term 
of office of Jacques Delors, but underwent  changes 
during his second and third terms and from the 
 presidency of Jacques Santer onwards. It was under 
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constant debate, which led to shifts in the general 
philosophy behind the Community’s economic and 
social project and its more specific applications, al
though the basic aims of the project remained more 
or less intact. In many respects the Santer years 
carried on where the Delors years, which were the 
pinnacle of reform, left off in the area of economic 
 integration.

What dominated the early years was the functional
ist approach, brought into play by Jean Monnet and 
cited by Jacques Delors as his guiding principle. The 
objective was to achieve a spillover effect, starting 
with the single market, defined back in 1985 and 
scheduled for implementation in 1992, and con
tinuing through to economic and monetary union 
(EMU), for which the Delors report of 1989 was 
the blueprint. However, the Delors relaunch was 
also predicated on ensuring balance: the single mar
ket project enshrined in the Single European Act of 
1986 was counterbalanced by the Delors I package of 
1988, which introduced a series of flanking policies 
and doubled the amount of the Structural Funds; 
EMU was similarly counterbalanced by the  Delors II 
package of 1992. But the spillover effects and the 
counterbalances of the 1980s seemed to have run out 
of steam, and Delors himself acknowledged the need 
for a shift towards political union when the  future 
Maastricht Treaty was being negotiated. In the event, 
translating economic and political decisions into the 
wording of a treaty proved to be difficult, as reflected 
in the problems in having the treaty ratified during 
the economic crisis of 19921993. This sapped the 
drive behind the whole process, as was evident from 
the difficulties encountered in persuading the Mem
ber States to accept the White Paper inspired by 
Delors in 1993, and from subsequent developments. 
While the call for the European Union to have an 
economic and social identity was not questioned, its 
content was modified.

The functionalist approach, 
subsidiarity and global 
vision

While the spillover philosophy dominated the Com
mission’s initiatives in the economic sphere until the 
early 1990s, the vision guiding Delors was always a 
combination of economic performance — achieved 
by and in the market  — and social perform ance, 
with both being underpinned by action on structures 
for the benefit of people and places. All of this was set 
against the backdrop of a constantly changing inter
national environment, which itself gave rise to both 
external pressure and uncertainty. Under this ap
proach the Commission’s action was to be viewed as 
a whole that sought to integrate the various spheres 
and levels by means of a dynamic process. In No
vember 1988, when paying tribute to Pierre Massé, 
who was the head of the French National Planning 
Agency from 1959 to 1965 (1), Delors referred to the 
effects of the internationalisation of the economy 
on interdependencies and the way they were man
aged, contending that it was impossible to confine 
oneself to fixed rules and that common strategies 
to deal with contingencies were called for. Like the 
role of the National Planning Board in the France 
of the 1960s, this task inspired the vision and action 
of the Delors staff in the Europe of the 1980s. The 
1992 target and its monetary extension constituted 
‘a form of support in the medium term, a means of 
buying time, in order to make it easier for nation
al economies to adapt to globalisation’. All of this 
combined to form a strategy that above all strove to 
bring coherence: ‘On the one hand improving the 
way the market operates and the effect of the Com
munity dimension, and on the other hand largescale 
flanking policies reflecting a wish to give this venture 
a meaning we all can share: through economic and 

(1) HAEU, Jacques Delors Fonds (JD) 763, ‘L’héritage Pierre Massé et la 
 planification française’, speech by Jacques Delors at the colloquium ‘La 
planification estelle encore d’actualité? Retour à Pierre Massé’, 29 and 
30 November 1988.
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monetary union, social dialogue, the development or 
conversion of the most disadvantaged regions, a joint 
framework programme for research, promotion of 
the environment’ (1).

Implementing an overall policy of this kind did not, 
however, entail pooling resources or standardising 
means of action. It therefore raised the question of 
subsidiarity. Delors thought that there was a ‘Euro
pean model of society’ defined by the mixed econ
omy (i.e. the market combined with the interplay 
of public institutions), the economic power of the 
state, the monetary power of the central bank and 
social dialogue. This European model had variants 
depending on the country, including the German 
model of the social market economy, the French 

(1) Ibid.

model, the Scandinavian model and so on. These 
variants could not be pared down, nor should they 
be. While the existence of common interests and a 
common economic and social base implied Commu
nitywide action, the objectives of this policy ‘need
ed to be incorpor ated into every national project’, 
as implementing them ‘did not in turn mean that 
a single model of soci ety must necessarily be adopt
ed’ (2). The approach set out by Delors in  Bruges on 
17 October 1989 was thus meant to be inspired by 
federalism, implementing the principle of subsidiar
ity through action decided at the regional, national 
and Community levels. This action was also decided 
through dialogue with the organised economic and 
social players, with both bottomup and topdown 
impetus being given by actors, Member States and 

(2) Ibid.

‘The Euro Bike — Sit on the saddle, you know you will. And straight away it rolls uphill!’ 
In 1991 the cartoonist Ernst Maria Lang illustrated the enthusiasm of the leaders of Germany who, in their headlong rush towards economic 

and monetary union, did not seem to realise that the back wheel (social security policy) was much less developed than the front wheel 
(monetary union).
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regions and the Commission. Hence the key role 
played by consensus, which was defined in 1985 and 
renewed for several years, thereby ensuring consist
ency between the objectives decided on jointly and 
those implemented at a number of levels. 

Politicisation

The early 1990s saw the start of a period of change 
the scale of which became apparent during the pol
itical and economic crisis that Europe experienced 
after 1992. What was most significant, however, was 
not so much the immediate political consequences of 
the economic difficulties faced at that time as a para
digm shift that called into question the functional
ist approaches that had previously been favoured. In 
the view of Delors and the staff working with him, 
the key to driving Europe forward, more so than in 
the past, was to politicise choices. This politicisation 
was linked to the interdependence between internal 
and external political and economic action, an inter
dependence that was increased still further by the 
gradual implementation of EMU and the European 
economy’s growing openness to the world. Failing to 
take this into account would ‘ultimately undermine 
our standard of living’ and the ability to influence 
the world  (1). According to Delors, this whole raft 
of changes entailed shifting away from the Monnet 
method, and changing course: ‘I have always been a 
supporter of taking one small step at a time … I am 
now moving away from this approach a bit … time 
is short’, because ‘history is speeding up, and we too 
have to speed up’. He saw this as a ‘qualitative leap’, a 
‘new political jolt’.

While packages I and II had made it possible to ad
dress challenges using the thinking that had been 
current since the 1960s, they were no longer suf
ficient to lead the way ahead. Hence the positions 

(1) Jacques Delors in Delors, J. and Wolton, D., L’unité d’un homme, Odile 
 Jacob, Paris, 1994, p. 302.

taken by the Commission and Delors himself during 
the negotiation of the Maastricht Treaty in favour of 
the necessary institutional changes and his deep dis
appointment at the final structure of the treaty. The 
Commission’s opinion on political union, published 
on 21 October 1990, thus affirmed that ‘the osmosis 
between economic, social, financial and monetary 
policy on the one hand and foreign policy on the 
 other is and should continue to be the underlying 
philosophy of a European Union’  (2). But Delors 
also stated in his Mémoires that he had been unable 
to obtain that ‘in managing economic and monetary 
union, the Commission had powers other than the 
power to propose’ (3).

The political, economic and monetary crisis forming 
the backdrop to the Maastricht ratification process 
in the autumn of 1992 was proof, if any were need
ed, that the challenges facing the Commission had 
a global dimension. For a while this crisis seemed to 
put EMU itself at risk, along with the momentum it 
brought, and, furthermore, to jeopardise some of the 
work under way since the mid 1980s.

The 1993 White Paper

The 1993 White Paper  (4) was Delors’s last major 
initiative as President of the Commission. Although 
it reset the focus on the economic dimension, it 
was responding to a far more general diagnosis. On 
the economic front there was the discovery that al
though the single market was a necessary framework 
it was not in itself enough to generate independent 
growth. There was the growing realisation that, for 
Europeans, globalisation meant less control of eco
nomic dynamics: as Delors himself put it, ‘the world 

(2) Commission opinion on political union, quoted by Jacques Delors: Delors, 
J. and Arnaud, J.L., Mémoires, Plon, Paris, 2004, p. 358.

(3) Delors and Arnaud, Mémoires, p. 365.
(4) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘Growth, competitiveness, employ

ment — The challenges and ways forward into the 21st century — White 
Paper’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 6, 1993.



225Part two — Economic policies and measures 

has changed faster than we have’ (1). There was also 
the heightened impact of globalisation on an ‘ ageing 
social model’, which had to be adapted but not re
pudiated. Lastly, resistance at national level to the 
coordination of economic policies and challenges to 
the Commission’s action were both jeopardising the 
possibility of a European response. Ultimately, ‘the 
house catches fire’; ‘but nobody in the house lifts a 
finger’ (2).

The response prepared by the Commission services 
in 1993 did not consist merely in returning to growth 
through Keynesianstyle support measures, but was 
instead based on a set of comprehensive reforms to 

(1) HAEU, JD1254, Jacques Delors’s handwritten notes on the White Paper, 
extraordinary European Council meeting (Brussels), 29 October 1993.

(2) HAEU, JD298, meeting of 26 March 1993.

safeguard the future (3), a dynamic of the same scale 
as in 1985: ‘Saying no to decline’ (4).

Commission staff began work on this during the first 
half of 1993. They were discreet with their prepar
ations in order, as a first step, to raise the awareness 
of the European Council of June 1993. As had hap
pened 8 years earlier the Commission departments 
experienced a ‘slipstream effect’  (5), giving them an 
energy boost. The main objective was to take the 
framework that had been under construction since 
1985 a stage further and to exploit it to the full. This 
would involve promoting the single market, imple
menting EMU by fostering greater convergence of 
economic policies, acknowledging the existence of 

(3) Delors, and Wolton, L’unité d’un homme, p. 293 et seq.
(4) Ibid. p. 298.
(5) Interview with Jérôme Vignon, 15 December 2016.

The White Paper ‘Growth, competitiveness, employment’ set out a new approach which would mark the implementation of economic  
and monetary union over the following years: coordination of national policies was essential for the success of the single market.
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a European social model and developing it to make 
full use of the similarities between its variants.

However, the situation was no longer the same as 
in 1985, and Delors’s staff were obliged to take into 
 account political circumstances that were less favour
able than at that time, despite all that had been 
achieved in the meantime. This led to the affirmation 
of subsidiarity, an approach that Delors had been 
 advocating since 1988, which was made a key ele
ment of the new European governance model at the 
Edin burgh European Council in December 1992 
and then used as the basis for the strategy proposed 
by the Commission in 1993. For the Commission 
this involved drawing together the specific nation
al features of the economic and social models and 
 making fuller use of the existing lines of convergence 
between these models while developing new ones.

In implementing this process a greater role therefore 
had to be given to measures drawn up nationally, as 
that was the level at which competence in the area of 
economic and social policy lay. A new consensus had 
to be created showing that the Commission was not 
seeking to acquire new powers, but instead wished to 
foster a gradual integration of national policies into 
Community strategy by exploiting the added value 
brought by Community initiatives and the effect of 
common policies.

Despite the disappointment felt at the time, the 
White Paper was in fact the ‘matrix for the further 
development of European Union policies in the eco
nomic and social field’ for many years (1). The main 
options developed between 1995 and 2000 were 
broadly part of this approach. 

(1) Vignon, J., ‘La riche postérité du livre blanc “Croissance, compétitivité, 
 emploi”’, Tribune, Institut Jacques Delors (Notre Europe), 13  February 
2014, p. 1.

The Lisbon strategy

The Lisbon strategy was thus one of the main out
comes of the convergence of all the economic and 
social policies developed by the European Union 
since the mid 1990s. It was based on a key find
ing, namely that the developments affecting the 
European economy and European society were all 
global and convergent in nature. The way in which 
European society responded to these new challen
ges depended mainly on the actors themselves, i.e. 
citizens and businesses, with the European author
ities  — above all the European Council and the 
Commission  — acting as coordinator and cata
lyst. While the overall policies were defined at EU 
level, the manner in which they were implemented 
had to take into account the specific conditions on 
the ground at all levels and was thus subject to the 
principle of subsidiarity. The consequences of this 
were twofold: on the one hand, the objectives that 
were set by the European Council; on the other, the 
role played by comparing Member States’ experi
ences and emu lating them when implementing the 
objectives. The open method of coordination de
fined during the 1990s tended to play a key role in 
the definition and evaluation of policies. The part 
played by the Commission was therefore changing 
in light of the role of the market, the economic and 
social players and the intermediate political actors. 
Over and above the common policies it managed 
and its traditional powers in relation to the internal 
market and trade, the Commission’s task was akin 
to that of a body providing expertise, coordination 
and overall assessment. Its scope became more com
prehensive but the direct impact of its policies was 
diminished. 

One interpretation of the way in which the Com
mission saw its task in the economic field in 2000 
was that it formed part of an overall balance that 
was the net result of all the actions and practices 
since the early 1990s. The challenge was to consoli
date in a lasting way the macroeconomic stability 
framework built since the 1980s and reflected in the 
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Stability and Growth Pact. The pact determined 
the sustainability of monetary union, which, even 
in the late 1990s, was still regarded as fragile. More
over, this view was based on the challenge facing 
the European Union of staying competitive: while 
EMU contributed to the EU’s performance, it 
was not enough. It needed to be supplemented by 
structural reforms, with EMU being the necessary 
 implementation framework. As regards the scope 
for EU policies, it had become broader but had also 
changed. In terms of defining and carrying out its 
measures the Commission was thus faced with a 
situation where responsibility had shifted to the 
players themselves and where the circumstances on 
which the political authorities based their demand 
for subsidiarity were very diverse. This trend started 
in the early 1990s and had become systematic by the 
end of that  decade (1).

Greater interdependence 
of spheres

The chapters making up this part show, if need be, 
that the interdependence of policies and their grow
ing convergence was more than a programme; it was 
a reality that was reflected in the practices and con
cerns of both the College of Commissioners and the 
Commission departments. 

Implementing monetary union was certainly the key 
policy of the 1980s and 1990s and was at the heart 
of all the economic and political challenges: Presi
dents Delors and Santer both saw it as one of their 
main concerns, as they were fully aware of its sym
bolic value and at the same time of the effort, con
straints and important discussions it  represented. 

(1) Commission contribution to the Lisbon European Council, ‘An agenda 
of economic and social renewal for Europe’, 28 February 2000;  Presidency 
conclusions of the Lisbon European Council of 23 and 24  March 2000 
(https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisboneuropeancoun
cilpresidencyconclusions.pdf).

The policy of the internal market, which was the 
focal point of the 1980s relaunch, was a direct con
trast to EMU, to which it was intrinsically linked: 
the single market entailed monetary union, and the 
latter helped to ensure that the basis for that market 
was sustainable. Furthermore, constructing the in
ternal market went hand in hand with overall devel
opments in the production system and thus, despite 
the ‘new approach’, grew to resemble a work forever 
in progress. It was a process of integration that in
corporated areas relating to the interests of citizens 
as consumers, generating new requirements along 
the way, such as the need to take a strong societal di
mension into account from the late 1980s onwards, 
and that gave rise to new policies, such as those in 
the area of health. But the internal market itself was 
linked to a competition policy that was gradually 
taking account of the need for competitiveness and 
was increasingly associated with a robust economic 
analysis of the problems and with consideration of 
the overall interests of the EU economy in relation 
to its external competitors. 

Establishing the single market was closely linked 
to the concept of networks that was central to both 
transport and energy policy. The Commission’s ac
tion followed on from strong, persistent demand 
from businesses, which had been in favour of large 
transport networks since the early 1980s. Transport 
policy was thus both the condition for implement
ing the single market and the source of activity 
through the investments that it generated. But it 
was also linked to the extension of the European 
area and to its gradual integration into a global eco
nomic area as part of a process of computerisation 
linking up more traditional infrastructures. 

Energy policy, however, was a good indicator of the 
limits of Commission action in a sphere that had 
long been dominated by Member States’ interests 
and companies. If eliminating distortions of com
petition in the Community area, together with the 
price disparities they generated, was one of the con
ditions for the proper functioning of the  internal 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
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market, and if constructing large networks was the 
criterion for effectively creating Europewide  energy 
markets, we can say that the limits of the Commis
sion’s action became apparent more swiftly than in 
transport policy. This was the case even though mar
ket integration was the condition for any common 
energy policy the Commission tried to relaunch 
whenever political crises affected the price of oil, for 
example.

Industrial policy moved away from the sectoral 
approach towards an overall competitiveness ap
proach, but this only happened slowly, since the 
model applied to the iron and steel industry was 
becoming the option offered to sectors undergoing 
restructuring, as was the case for a while for the car 
industry. Whereas directly interventionist policies 
were abandoned, research policy, which started to 
take root with the Single European Act and the 
Maastricht Treaty, was tending to replace such pol
icies insofar as it sought to tailor research more to 
the needs of economic performance. Little by little, 
industrial policy thus became central to the change 
affecting the Commission’s action on econom
ic and social structures. From 1990 onwards the 
thinking behind industrial policy was that overall 
productivity had to have pride of place in indus trial 
impera tives. This resulted in a policy based on an 
 integrated approach affecting both economic and 
social actors. The 1993 White Paper paved the way 
for the developments in this field that blossomed 

into the  Lisbon strategy, putting the focus on the 
idea of ‘global competitiveness’.

The reform of the common agricultural policy, 
which ranked first among the common policies, if 
only by virtue of its size in terms of Commu nity 
spending, was the condition for mobilising the re
sources earmarked for the Delors packages and, 
by extension, for redeploying policies. But, like 
 virtually all the other policies, it also straddled the 
 external and internal challenges facing the Com
mission: reforming the policy was a precondition 
for the success of the new round of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, which was also 
crucial for services and many of the Community’s 
industrial sectors, such as the car industry. The 
Commission had to exploit this ambivalence and 
interdependence to ensure that its policy line pre
vailed. But the changes in the common agricultural 
policy also showed how developments in the rural 
environment and the policies that accompanied 
them formed part of more global developments in 
society. The move towards more extensive produc
tion methods and greater concern for public health 
and environmental needs reflected shifting patterns 
of consumption in society, all of which were factors 
that permeated the corresponding policies launched 
by the Commission.

Éric Bussière
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Chapter 10 
Towards economic  
and monetary union

The entire period covered by this chapter was 
marked by the drive towards economic and monet
ary union (EMU), a focus of Jacques Delors from 
the moment of his appointment as President of the 
European Commission and one of the successes 
of Jacques Santer, who succeeded him. The imple
mentation of EMU is also closely associated with 
most of the Commission’s activities at that time, in 
particular the completion of the internal market, 
with the one giving momentum to the other, and 
the development of other support policies to deep
en or adjust its impact. However, the route towards 
monetary union was not an easy one. Its links with 
economic policy were a matter of debate and led to 
uncertainty throughout the period, while the eco
nomic and monetary crisis of 19921993 appeared 
for a time to threaten the entire project.

Towards Maastricht

The Single European Act and the relaunch 
of the monetary integration process

In mid 1984 Jacques Delors was appointed the new 
President of the European Commission. His first 
initiative to restart the process of integration was to 
complete the internal market. But, as Lord Arthur 
Cockfield, the Commissioner responsible for this 
policy area, pointed out, ‘in Jacques Delors’ order of 
priorities it ranked well behind his plans for Eco
nomic and Monetary Union’ (1).

This programme lent a new momentum to the 
Community, triggering a chain reaction, with the 
market leading to a single currency. The liberal
isation of capital movements was at the heart of 

(1) Cockfield, A., The European Union: creating the single market, Wiley Chan
cery Law, London, 1994, p. 53.
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the programme, with significant consequences at 
a monetary level, since this was a sine qua non for 
Germany’s pursuit of monetary cooperation(1). 
With Delors, the Commission’s approach to con
trolling capital movements changed, according to 
Joly  Dixon, the monetary affairs man in the Delors 
 cabinet: 

‘The Commission had been very French on 
this. I mean, the big force going back right 
to the beginning, one of the major directors 
of DG ECFIN was Boyer (2). He was very 
much in favour of capital controls, and that 
was the mood of DG ECFIN when I got there. 
And I must say — and I had plenty of 
discussions about it — we disagreed 
profoundly. But then much more important 
was [that] the mood in academia, the mood 
in the world economy, and the mood in 
Europe started shifting. And so when it 
came to consider the liberalisation of capital 
movements, Delors was eventually 
persuaded that we should go for a complete 
liberalisation of capital movement … and 
finally Delors was convinced that the 
package of total liberalisation of capital 
movements, reinforcement of the long-term 
payments support mechanism, and much 
stronger mechanisms for economic 
surveillance made sense as a package. That, 
of course, is the elements of what get you 
to economic and monetary union. Without 
the liberalisation of capital movement, you’d 
never had forces that you needed to move 
towards an economic and monetary 
union’ (3).

(1) Maes, I., Half a century of European financial integration. From the Rome 
Treaty to the 21st century, Mercatorfonds, Brussels, 2007. See also interview 
with Paolo Clarotti, 4 July 2016.

(2) A reference to Frédéric Boyer de La Giroday, Director of Monetary  Affairs. 
See Bussière, É., ‘Moves towards an economic and monetary policy’, in 
Dumoulin, M. (ed.), The European Commission 1958-72  — History and 
memories of an institution, Office for Official Publications of the Euro
pean Communities, Luxembourg, 2007, pp. 393394; and Bussière, É. and 
Maes, I., ‘Economic and monetary affairs: new challenges and ambitions’, in 
Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — 
History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European 
Union, Luxembourg, 2014, p. 303.

(3) Interview with Joly Dixon, 2 March 2017.

Moreover, central bankers and finance ministries 
were increasingly confronted at that time with the 
trilemma or the impossibility of trying to reconcile 
the free movement of capital with fixed exchange 
rates and an independent monetary pol icy. Move
ments of capital had increased significantly since 
the 1980s, and the financial markets had become 
more important (4). As exchange rates became more 
stable within the framework of the European Mon
etary System (EMS), Member States’ room for man
oeuvre in the area of monetary policy was reduced. 
The internal market project thus generated im pulses 
towards greater monetary integration within the 
Community.

In 1985 discussions on the monetary dimension 
were an important stage in the negotiations around 
the Single European Act. At the end of November 
the Commission presented a draft chapter on EMU, 
codifying the prin ciples of the EMS and containing 
provisions allowing governments to unanimous
ly agree the creation of an autonomous European 
Monetary Fund. This project faced fierce resistance, 
in particular from the United Kingdom, but also 
from other states, such as Germany and the Nether
lands. For the Commission it was essential for the 
treaties to mention the Community acquis in the 
monetary field (EMU as the objective, the EMS and 
the ecu). With the support of Belgium and France 
Delors managed to have a chapter in the Single 
Euro pean Act devoted to ‘monetary capacity’. This 
was to be a springboard towards the further devel
opment of EMU. 

In the meantime, thanks to a reorientation of na
tional economic policies leading to greater conver
gence of inflation rates, exchange rates within the 
EMS became more stable. However, realignments 
remained controversial events, and that of January 
1987 led to heated intergovernmental debates. As 
Jacques Delors commented at the Committee of 

(4) Abraham, J.P., ‘Monetary and financial thinking in Europe: evidence from 
four decades of SUERF’, SUERF Studies, No 3, SUERF, Vienna, 2003.
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Governors meeting: ‘The way in which the system 
worked severely tarnished its credibility and that 
of Europe in general  ... The atmosphere of the last 
realignment was not good and rather resembled 
a shouting match with certain countries clamour
ing for particular positions for their currencies in 
the parity grid’  (1). This traumatic experience for 
the political leaders contributed to the decision to 
suspend realignments and to reinforce the EMS by 
means of the Basel–Nyborg agreement of Septem
ber 1987.

In 1987, at the request of Delors and the Commis
sion, Tommaso PadoaSchioppa chaired a study 
group on the implications of liberalising capital 
movements. PadoaSchioppa, Deputy Dir ector

(1) Archives of the Belgian National Bank (BNB), minutes of the 123rd meet
ing of the Committee of Governors, 10 March 1987.

General of the Bank of Italy, had been the Direct
orGeneral of DG  II from 1979 to 1983, during 
which period he became a close colleague of Jacques 
 Delors, at that time chair of the European Parlia
ment’s Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs (2). The rapporteur for this study group was 
Michael Emerson, the director responsible for the 
economic evaluation of Community policies in 
DG  II, who had previously played an important 
role in drafting the 1977 MacDougall report on 
the role of public finance in European integration 
and had been the monetary expert in the cabinet of 
Roy Jenkins. The PadoaSchioppa report, entitled 

(2) Maes, I., ‘Tommaso PadoaSchioppa: macroeconomic and monetary 
thought, and policymaking at the European Commission’, History of 
 Economic Thought and Policy, Vol.  2, No  2, Franco Angeli, Milan, 2013, 
pp. 2143.

In 1986, the Committee for the Monetary Union of Europe brought together politicians, bankers and industrialists who, in July 1988, 
published an action programme on which the work of the Delors Committee would be based. 

Group photo with, among others, from left to right, first row, Mario Schimberni, Head of the Armando Curcio publishing house;  
Pierre Bérégovoy, French Minister for Economic Affairs, Finance and Budget; Jacques Delors; Helmut Schmidt, former Chancellor of Germany; 

Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, former President of France; Gaston Thorn, former President of the European Commission; and Étienne Davignon, 
former Commissioner.
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Efficiency, stability, and equity  (1) (the three main 
economic functions of budget policy, according to 
Musgrave  (2)), highlighted the way in which deci
sions taken in 1985 affected the operation of the 
markets and prepared the way for a better allocation 
of economic resources, thus making the European 
economy more effective, but with serious repercus
sions for the other two economic functions: the 
stabilisation of the economy and the redistribution 
of income. As Michael Emerson commented, ‘This 
was a document that served to open up systemic 
thinking beyond the normal incremental business 
of European affairs with marginal changes’ (3).

In line with the trilemma outlined above, the re
port argued that the total liberalisation of capital 
movements was incompatible with the combin
ation of stable exchange rates within the EMS and a 
high degree of national autonomy in the conduct of 
monetary policy: ‘[Economic stability] will require 
moving closer to unification of monetary policy. In 
a quite fundamental way, capital mobility and ex
changerate fixity together leave no room for inde
pendent monetary policies. In these conditions, it is 
pertinent to consider afresh the case for a strength
ened organisation of monetary coordination or 
institutional advances in this field. Advantages for 
stabilisation policy can justify such changes’ (4).

Referring to the third element in Musgrave’s triad, 
the report emphasised that the complete liberal
isation of the Community market could have sig
nificant distributive effects. These would probably 
be more disruptive than those encountered in the 
1960s, when trade integration was developing 
 between more similar countries in a context of 
faster economic growth. The report thus advocated 
appropriate support measures, faster adjustment in 

(1) PadoaSchioppa, T., Efficiency, stability, and equity: A strategy for the evolu-
tion of the economic system of the European Community, Oxford University 
Press, Oxford, 1988.

(2) Musgrave, R. A. and Musgrave, P. B., Public finance in theory and practice, 
fifth edition, McGrawHill, New York, 1989.

(3) Interview with Michael Emerson, 13 July 2017.
(4) PadoaSchioppa, Efficiency, stability, and equity, p. 5.

 structurally weak regions and countries and com
bating trends towards divergence, along with the 
 reform and development of the Structural Funds 
and the reform of the Community budget.

The report also indicated the importance of the 
1992 project strengthening the economic perform
ance of the Community, in other words support
ing the growth process via macroeconomic policy: 
‘The conversion of better functioning markets into 
macro economic results cannot be taken for granted. 
This does not mean, however, a call for a burst of 
shortterm demand expansion. On the other hand, 
something along the lines of the Community’s co
operative growth strategy must be translated from 
declarations of principle into reality’ (5).

The Delors report

Discussions on the monetary future of Europe in
tensified in 1988. In a memorandum the French Fi
nance Minister, Édouard Balladur, claimed that the 
EMS was still sorely lacking in some areas, particu
larly with regard to its asymmetry. He also  argued 
that it was important to reflect on the future institu
tional steps in European monetary integration. The 
Balladur memorandum was greeted very warmly 
in Germany at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In 
February 1988 HansDietrich Genscher, in a per
sonal capacity, published a memorandum in which 
he argued strongly in favour of EMU and a Euro
pean Central Bank (ECB). Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl was then open to the issue of monetary union. 
On the one hand, he was aware of the arguments 
put forward by Gerhard Stoltenberg, Minister for 
Finance, according to which EMU was not possible 
unless a sufficient degree of convergence had been 
achieved. On the other hand, he was also sensitive 
to the arguments made by advocates of EMU, such 
as Genscher, Delors and French President François 

(5) Ibid., p. 6.
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Mitterrand. Moreover, Kohl was gradually starting 
to realise that EMU was inevitable if he wanted to 
achieve his vision of a ‘United States of Europe’. 
It was at the bilateral FrancoGerman Summit in 
 Évian in early June 1988 that Kohl and Mitterrand 
decided to push forward with the EMU project.

DG  II had put together a briefing file for Delors 
in anticipation of the June European Summit. This 
‘Preparatory dossier on the Hanover mandate for 
European monetary integration’  (1) was based on 
three premises: (1) ‘monetary union and economic 
union go hand in hand’; (2) ‘monetary union will 
be set up as part of a gradual process’; (3)  and ‘it 
is ne cessary to build on what has been achieved’. 
A parallel currency approach was defended, in line 

(1) Archives of the DirectorateGeneral for Economic and Financial Affairs 
(ECFIN), ‘Dossier préparatoire au mandat de Hanovre sur la construction 
monétaire européenne’, 23 June 1988.

with previous Commission studies. ‘The creation 
of the future European currency will start with 
the ecu, which will emerge as the single currency 
at the end of a long process of acclimatisation and 
parallel development with the various national 
currencies’  (2). This ran counter to the (German) 
approach whereby, once a sufficient degree of con
vergence had been achieved, the national curren
cies would be replaced by a European currency in 
one fell swoop. 

At the Hanover Council in June the European 
Council confirmed the objective of implementing 
EMU and decided to confer on a committee the 
role of proposing ‘concrete steps leading to this 
union’, thus very wisely restricting the mandate of 
the committee, which was not asked to analyse the 

(2) Ibid., sheet 4. See also interview with Bernard Snoy, 24 July 2017.

Jacques Delors (left) and Karl Otto Pöhl (right) at the 1470th session of the Economics and Financial Affairs Council on 28 January 1991.
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actual desirability or not of EMU (1). According to 
Delors (2), Kohl asked him to chair the committee. 
Delors was trusted by Kohl and Mitterrand and, 
as a former minister for financial affairs, had the 
necessary technical expertise. The governors of the 
central banks also sat, in a personal capacity, on this 
committee. Delors wanted them to have the status 
of members, because of their expertise and because 
they would thus be associated with the monetary 
union project. Delors also managed to have Padoa 
Schioppa as one of the rapporteurs for the commit
tee (3). Pöhl, the President of the Bundesbank, was 
very much upset by this. As Delors observed:

‘When I was appointed chair of the 
committee by the German Presidency, which 
was not a self-evident move, I was already 
President of the Commission. Pöhl 
telephoned Kohl directly, during the 
meeting, to tell him that it was 
unacceptable. In other words, he thought it 
had to be him, the head of the most 
powerful central bank, who would lead the 
project’ (4). 

Niels Thygesen, an independent member of the 
 Delors committee, highlighted Jacques Delors’s 
skilful approach:

‘I think that the Delors Committee was, from 
a technical point of view, an elegant move, 
in the sense that it brought the central bank 
governors into looking at this project. It did 
not ask them to express their views on 
whether EMU was a good or bad idea, 
because it assumed that governments 
wanted to make a monetary union. But how 
should we do it? And this was a task to 
which the central bank governors were also 
quite prepared to speak up, and they had 
ideas, clear ideas, which were not 
controversial. That was part of Delors’s 
strength that he had seen, in contrast to 
when the European Monetary System was 

(1) Interview with Philippe Maystadt, 2 June 2017.
(2) Delors, J. and Arnaud, J.L., Mémoires, Plon, Paris, 2004, p. 232.
(3) Maes, I., ‘Tommaso PadoaSchioppa’, pp. 2143.
(4) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016, p. 30.

done, that it was important to have the 
central banks on board, as they could give 
their credibility to the project. And in that he 
succeeded, since all the twelve central bank 
governors did sign up … whatever 
reservations they may have had, they all 
signed up at the end’ (5).

The Delors report  (6) was to play a crucial role as 
a reference for subsequent discussions. It looked 
mainly at two questions. First, what economic 
 arrangements had to be made for monetary union 
to be a success? Second, what would be the steps 
needed to achieve that objective?

The first aim of Delors was for his report to be ac
cepted unanimously, in particular by the governors 
of the Bundesbank and the Bank of England. He 
therefore laid low and did all he could to ensure that 
the committee reached a consensus. Pöhl, President 
of the Bundesbank, adopted a ‘fundamentalist’ 
position, underlining the importance of creating 
a new monetary order: ‘Above all, agreement must 
exist that stability of the value of money is the 
 indispensable prerequisite for the achievement of 
other goals’  (7). He argued that price stability had 
to be the primary objective of the monetary policy 
conducted by an independent central bank. This 
approach would have a profound influence on the 
Delors report. At the institutional level, the report 
proposed the creation of an independent ‘European 
System of Central Banks’ (ESCB), in the context of 
which price stability would be the ultimate aim of 
single monetary policy.

(5) Interview with Niels Thygesen, 6 March 2017.
(6) Committee for the Study of Economic and Monetary Union, Report on 

 economic and monetary union in the European Community, Office for 
 Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1989.

(7) Pöhl, K.O., ‘The further development of the European Monetary System 
(September 1988)’, in Committee for the Study of Economic and  Mon etary 
Union, Collection of papers submitted to the Committee for the Study of 
 Economic and Monetary Union, Office for Official Publications of the 
 Euro pean Communities, Luxembourg, 1989, p. 132.
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The Delors committee also rejected the strategy 
of using a parallel currency  (1). Delors therefore 
accepted the loss of a key element of the Commis
sion’s traditional strategy during the first half of the 
1980s (2).

Towards the intergovernmental 
conference

In July 1989, under the French Presidency of the 
Council, the Guigou (3) group was created in order 
to keep up the political momentum around EMU. 
As Hervé Carré, the rapporteur of the group, noted:

‘And Bérégovoy — it was Bérégovoy 
again, the Minister for Financial Affairs — 
said: “We have to strike while the iron’s 
hot and, above all, not lose momentum …” 
The Guigou group and its report were 
strongly influenced by Tommaso Padoa- 
Schioppa, who was the special advisor for 
these issues at the Élysée … What was 
interesting about the Guigou group is that 
it contained all those who would 
subsequently go on to the 
intergovernmental conference. Exactly the 
same people, who were also members of 
the monetary committee. It was always 
the same circle of people’ (4).

EMU entered its first phase on 1 July 1990. Mean
while the European scene was changing dramat
ically, with the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 
1989 and the process of German reunification. In 
this context, the process of European monetary 
 integration accelerated.

In preparation for the intergovernmental con
ference, due to open on 13  December 1990, the 

(1) Committee for the Study of Economic and Monetary Union, Report on 
 Economic and Monetary Union in the European Community, p. 33

(2) Bussière and Maes, ‘Economic and monetary affairs: new challenges and 
ambitions’, pp. 301311.

(3) A reference to Élisabeth Guigou, a colleague of François Mitterrand at the 
Élysée between 1982 and 1990.

(4) Interview with Hervé Carré, 3 July 2011.

 Commission produced a study highlighting the 
double meaning of EMU: ‘On the one hand, it can 
be seen as the natural complement of the full real
ization of the Single European Act and of the real
ization of the 1992 objective: the internal market 
without frontiers … On the other hand, to be fully 
effective, economic and monetary union requires 
a qualitative institutional jump which will bring 
the Community considerably nearer to a political 
 union’ (5).

The Commission, in addition to advocating the 
creation of a new institution, the ECB, underlined 
the importance of the ‘Community method’: ‘This 
consideration, which is of prime importance in the 
eyes of the Commission, has led it to suggest a plan 
for economic and monetary union which incor
p orates the basic principles of the Treaty of Rome 
so that the interest of the Community is constantly 
promoted by the European Commission, this being 
one of the roles assigned to that institution, though 
not its exclusive privilege. Having noted this, the 
decisionmaking mechanism is still based on the 
Council of Ministers, while the desire for democ
ratization leads us to recommend more active par
ticipation by the European Parliament. Alongside 
this institutional triangle the European Council is 
confirmed in its role as a driving force in the con
struction of Europe. The Court of Justice is destined 
to become more and more the court of appeal in dis
putes over the application of the rules of the treaty, a 
sort of embryonic constitutional court’ (6).

As a followup to the Delors report, the Commis
sion therefore proposed the establishment of a new 
institution, the ECB, which would be responsible 
for the single monetary policy: ‘a single monetary 
policy is required which will have to be determined 
in a centralized way by a new Community institu
tion. The new institution would be independent 

(5) European Commission, Economic and monetary union, Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1990, p. 5.

(6) Ibid., p. 6.
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and democratically accountable; the institution 
would be committed to the objective of price stabil
ity and, subject to the foregoing, should support the 
general economic policy set at the Community level 
by the competent bodies’ (1).

In the Commission’s view, ‘Economic union would 
be founded on the internal market, on closer coord
ination of economic policies and on the develop
ment of common policies. This [would require] a 
 reinforcement of multilateral surveillance. Two 
rules concerning budget deficits (no monetary fi
nancing and no bailingout) should be introduced 
into the Treaty. The Treaty should also state the 
prin ciple that excessive budget deficits must be 
avoided. Furthermore, two new economic policy in
struments would be created: multiannual  guidelines 

(1) Ibid., p. 7.

for economic policy to be formally endorsed by the 
European Council and a specific financial support 
scheme’ (2).

Following on from the previous strategy to promote 
the ecu, the Commission also proposed measures 
to encourage use of the ecu in trade transactions 
and on the financial markets. But it also made the 
following observation: ‘However, all these efforts 
will only be fully validated by the clear provision in 
the Treaty that designates the ecu explicitly as the 
future single currency of the Union. This would re
inforce its credibility and act as a powerful stimulus 
to its use’ (3).

The Commission also called for a link between the 
single market process and monetary integration. 
It conducted an indepth analysis of the implica
tions of EMU in a very detailed report drawn up 
by a group including Jean PisaniFerry, Michael 
 Emerson and Alexander Italianer, entitled ‘One 
market, one money’ (4). The study had the following 
five main themes.

(i) Efficiency and growth. Removing uncertainty 
related to exchange rates and transaction costs, 
in addition to pursuing a single market, should 
certainly yield efficiency benefits. A credible 
undertaking to complete EMU would boost 
 investment and growth.

(ii) Price stability. The Commission argued that this 
was a generally accepted objective that, in its very 
essence, benefited the economy. Given the essen
tial importance of credibility and the desire to 
win the fight against inflation at minimum cost, 
this was a notable benefit.

(2) Ibid., pp. 78. See also interview with Ludwig Schubert, 12 July 2017.
(3) European Commission, Economic and monetary union, p. 34.
(4) European Commission, ‘One market, one money — An evaluation of the 

potential benefits and costs of forming an economic and monetary union’, 
European Economy, No 44, Office for Official Publications of the Euro pean 
Communities, Luxembourg, October 1990; interview with Alexander 
 Italianer, 7 February 2017.

Poster promoting the ecu.
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(iii) Public finances. National budget policies would 
henceforth be subject to a new framework of 
incentives and restrictions. The Commission 
stressed three aspects: autonomy, discipline 
and coordination. From that perspective, the 
Commission’s broad approach to budget pol
icy contrasted with the focus of the Monetary 
Committee on the imposition of detailed, 
quantitative restrictions on budget policy, an 
approach it wished to see included in the Sta
bility and Growth Pact  (1). The Commission 
also claimed that EMU would yield significant 
bene fits for national budgets by means of lower 
interest rates and that it would eliminate infla
tion and exchangerate risk premiums.

(iv) Adjustment to economic shocks. The main poten
tial downside of EMU was the loss of the ability 
to use monetary policies and exchange rates as 
instruments to make economic adjustments at 
national level. The Commission took the view 
that this loss should not be overestimated. The 
potential to use exchangerate variations visà
vis the rest of the world would continue; within 
the EMS the instrument of nominal exchange 
rates had already been largely abandoned, and 
EMU was meant to reduce the impact of eco
nomic shocks specific to a particular country. 
Thus, ‘Relative real labour costs will still be 
able to change; budgetary policies at national 
and Community levels will also absorb shocks 
and aid adjustment, and the external current 
account constraint will disappear’ (2).

In preparation for the report entitled ‘One 
market, one money’, the Commission had 
brought together a group of university econ
omists to conduct indepth studies about the 

(1) Dyson, K. and Featherstone, K., The road to Maastricht — Negotiating eco-
nomic and monetary union, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1999, p. 725.

(2) European Commission, ‘One market, one money’, p. 11.

project  (3). The subject of asymmetric shocks 
was, of course, an important issue. Several 
 people, such as Charles Wyplosz, suggested 
that budget policy should act as a substitute 
for the exchangerate instrument. Wyplosz ad
vocated more specific ally that ‘federal’ budget 
policies should play an ‘insurance’ role: ‘This 
role should be understood as follows. First, it 
must correspond to the additional risk gener
ated by the existence of [a monetary union], no 
more. Second, it must be an insurance targeted 
at those agents whose situ ation is made worse. 
Thirdly, it should respect the essential prin ciple 
of subsidiarity, as formulated in the Padoa 
Schioppa report. To recall, this principle holds 
that public measures should be implemented at 
the most decentralized level possible’ (4).

(v) The international system. The introduction of 
the ecu as a major international currency had 
certain benefits for the Community, as banks 
and companies would use their own currency 
for a larger share of their international trans
actions. Moreover, the monetary authorities 
were able to make savings on their foreign re
serves and earn revenue from international 
seigniorage. EMU also meant the Community 
would be better able to protect its interests in 
inter national coordin ation and negotiate a bal
anced multipolar  system.

Overall, the Commission was positive about EMU: 
‘New economic theory and particular features of 
the Community’s actual structure and situation 
add seven further arguments, all pointing to bene
fits for EMU in the Community. On these grounds 
the economic case becomes strongly advantageous. 
Political union objectives may further be added. But 

(3) These studies were published with the title ‘The economics of EMU: Back
ground studies for European Economy No  44 “One market, one money”, 
European Economy, Special edition No 1, Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1991.

(4) Wyplosz, C., ‘Monetary union and fiscal policy discipline’ in ‘The econom
ics of EMU’, p. 180.
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the case can stand powerfully on economic criteria 
alone’ (1).

The Maastricht Treaty

The Rome Summit in December 1990 kicked off 
the intergovernmental conferences. On 15 Decem
ber the Commission presented a preliminary draft 
treaty amending the Treaty establishing the Euro
pean Economic Community with a view to creat
ing an EMU. As Italianer commented: ‘The leit
motif of the Commission’s draft treaty appeared to 
be to translate the conclusions of Rome I into the 
language of the treaties and to integrate the main 
principles of EMU as set out in the Commission 
Communication of August 1990’ (2).

The intergovernmental conferences reached their 
culmination with the Maastricht Summit in De
cember 1991. At the Intergovernmental Conference 
on Economic and Monetary Union the discussions 
focused on two main questions: the transition to 
the ‘third phase’ and the constitutional structure of 
EMU.

EMU has a rather asymmetric structure. Monetary 
policy is centralised, under the responsibility of the 
ESCB, comprising the ECB and the national cen
tral banks. The first aim of monetary policy is to 
ensure price stability  (3). This aspect of the treaty 
passed almost without objection at the intergovern
mental conference.

However, the issue of the role of the ECB in the area 
of prudential supervision was altogether more con
troversial  (4). While the draft treaty provided that 
the ESCB would also ‘participate as necessary in the 

(1) European Commission, ‘One market, one money’, p. 29.
(2) Italianer, A., ‘Mastering Maastricht’, in Gretschmann, K. (ed.), Economic 

and monetary union  — Implications for national policy-makers, Martinus 
Nijhoff, Dordrecht, 1993, p. 65.

(3) Article 105 of the EC Treaty (OJ C 224, 31.8.1992, p. 36).
(4) Article 105(5) and (6) of the EC Treaty (OJ C 224, 31.8.1992, p. 36).

formulation, coordination and execution of policies 
relating to banking supervision and the stability of 
the financial system’  (5), the Maastricht Treaty re
stricted the ESCB’s prudential role to ‘contributing 
to the smooth conduct of policies pursued by the 
competent authorities relating to the prudential 
 supervision of credit institutions and the stability of 
the financial system’. Specific roles relating to finan
cial establishments, with the exception of insurance 
companies, could be allocated by the Governing 
Council of the ECB (acting unanimously). This art
icle was to become the cornerstone of the creation of 
the banking union and, more specifically, the ECB’s 
single supervisory mechanism in 2014.

(5) Draft treaty, established on the basis of document SEC(90) 2500: ‘Intergov
ernmental Conferences on Economic and Monetary Union and Political 
Union: Commission contributions’, Bulletin of the European Communities, 
Supplement, No 2, 1991, p. 54.

‘Sacrifice for Europe ‘91’ 
In this cartoon Hanitzsch depicts German Chancellor Helmut Kohl’s 

real motivation for abandoning the mark in favour of the single 
currency. 
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Responsibility for other economic policy instru
ments, such as budget and income policy, would re
main with the national authorities, fundamentally 
decentralised. However, the Member States would 
consider their economic policies to be a matter of 
common interest and would therefore coordinate 
them. The most important aspects of this coord
ination would be the broad economic policy guide
lines, the multilateral surveillance procedure and 
the excessive deficit procedure.

The budget policy coordination procedure was the 
focus of some of the more heated discussions at 
the intergovernmental conference  (1). The French 
government argued for an ‘economic government’ 
whereby the European Council would issue the 
broad outlines of economic policy, also covering 
monetary policy. Germany had profound objec
tions to this proposal. It saw the independence of 
the ECB as a condicio sine qua non.

In a similar vein, Jacques Delors continued to push 
for a sound economic pillar within EMU. But, as 
Dixon observes, Delors was opposed to the German 
rulesbased option: 

‘The big problem for the people who wanted 
a strong economic pillar was that there was 
a huge debate between rules and discretion; 
and Delors was very much on the discretion 
side, and some of the big players, especially 
Germany, were very much on the rules’ side. 
Delors was absolutely convinced that rules 
couldn’t work, and he had very severe doubts 
about for example the 3 % rule. Many agreed 
but argued in favour of creating more 
sophisticated rules; and Delors was never in 
favour of that. What Delors wanted was 
more sophisticated institutions. What he 
wanted was to get this into the land of 
politics as well as the land of economics’ (2).

(1) Maes, I., ‘On the origins of the FrancoGerman EMU controversies’, 
 European Journal of Law and Economics, Vol. 17, No 1, Springer, New York, 
2004, pp. 2139.

(2) Interview with Joly Dixon, 2 March 2017.

In its draft treaty of December 1990 the Commis
sion proposed replacing the famous mutual assist
ance provided for in Article  108 with a ‘special 
 financial support mechanism’ to be activated in the 
event of severe economic difficulties in one or more 
Member States or if economic convergence required 
a particular effort from the Community to support 
national adjustment strategies, in a context of posi
tive conditionality. As provided for in the Commis
sion opinion of 21  August 1990, the mechanism 
would support national efforts  (3). However, the 
parties present could agree only on a minor assist
ance clause (4), with the granting of assistance not 
possible unconditionally or without taking into ac
count the responsibility of each Member State for 
the impact of its economic policy (5).

Drafting provisions on the Union’s international 
exchangerate policy also turned out to be a delicate 
balancing act, in which the Commission played a 
preeminent role. One key issue related to defin
ing the responsibilities of the political and mon
etary authorities and ensuring the compatibility 
of exchangerate policies with the primary goal of 
the ECB  — price stability. Another problem re
lated to the asymmetric structure of EMU, with 
a centralised monetary policy but a decentralised 
budget policy that was still the responsibility of the 
 national governments. This meant that there was no 
‘ obvious’ representative of the budgetary aspect in 
the international negotiations.

The Maastricht Treaty also charted the way towards 
EMU, another thorny issue. The launch of the sec
ond phase was due to start in January 1994. The 
main elements of that stage comprised the creation 
of the European Monetary Institute, the precursor 
to the ECB, and the abolition of monetary finan
cing of the public authorities. The treaty proposed 

(3) ‘Comments’, in ‘Intergovernmental Conferences on Economic and Monet
ary Union and on Political Union’, p. 52.

(4) Article 103a(2) of the EC Treaty (OJ C 224, 31.8.1992, p. 34).
(5) Italianer, ‘Mastering Maastricht’, p. 84.
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two possible dates for the launch of the third phase: 
1997 if the majority of Member States respected the 
criteria and 1999 as the final date.

To participate in the future EMU Member States 
had to meet certain conditions, in particular re
garding the independence of their central bank 
and the achievement of a high degree of sustainable 
convergence. These aspects would be evaluated on 
the basis of the following four crucial ‘convergence 
criteria’ (1).

(i) Price stability. Member States had to have 
an inflation rate no more than 1.5 % higher 
than the average in the three bestperforming 
Member States in terms of price stability.

(ii) The sustainability of the government financial 
position. National budget deficits of less than 
3 % of gross domestic product (GDP). The 
 ratio of public debt should not exceed 60 % of 
GDP, unless it was being reduced at a  sufficient 
rate.

(iii) Currency stability. The national currency 
should not have been devalued over the past 
2 years and should have remained within the 
normal fluctuation bands provided for by the 
Exchange Rate Mechanism.

(iv) Interest rates. Longterm interest rates should 
not diverge by more than 2 percentage points 
from the average in the three bestperforming 
Member States in terms of price stability.

(1) Protocol on the convergence criteria referred to in Article 109j of the EC 
Treaty (OJ C 224, 31.8.1992, p. 121).

Implementation of the 
Maastricht Treaty

The European Monetary System crisis

The completion of the internal market and the re
launch of the monetary union project generated a 
general feeling of ‘europhoria’, which contributed to 
confidence in the stability of exchange rates within 
the EMS, encouraging investors to acquire high
yield currencies such as the Italian lira, the Spanish 
peseta and the pound sterling. Consequently, the 
interestrate gaps between these highyield curren
cies and the German mark narrowed.

In this climate of ‘europhoria’ in the early 1990s 
investors took the view that exchangerate risks 
were negligible. Yet, despite significant convergence 
of inflation rates, the economic fundamentals of 
various currencies were deteriorating: with stable 
exchange rates and inflation still high (compared 
to Germany), Member States such as Spain, Italy, 
Portugal and the United Kingdom became ever 
less competitive and saw their balanceofpayments 
deficits increasing  (2). At the same time the cost 
of German reunification was causing inflationary 
pressures in that country, leading the Bundesbank 
to introduce a more restrictive monetary policy that 
raised interest rates and made the German mark 
more attractive. Behind the apparent tranquillity of 
the currency markets the pressure was building. The 
factor that triggered the crisis was the rejection of 
the Maastricht Treaty in the Danish referendum of 
2 June 1992. Doubts about the completion of mon
etary union reemerged, and intensified as opinion 
polls started to highlight the probability of the 
French rejecting the treaty in their referendum in 
September. 

(2) Eichengreen, B. and Wyplosz, C., ‘The unstable EMS’, Brookings Papers on 
Economic Activity, No 1, Brookings Press, Washington DC, 1993, pp. 51
143.
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In this climate of uncertainty the markets redis
covered exchangerate risks and started, once again, 
to pay attention to economic fundamentals. Dur
ing the summer investors turned away from the 
Italian lira and the pound sterling, and these two 
currencies were forced to leave the Exchange Rate 
Mechanism in September 1992. The markets also 
went after the French franc, the Danish krone and 
the Belgian franc, a core of fundamentally sound 
currencies, in particular with regard to inflation 
and balance of payments (1). But the monetary au
thorities put up a strong defence of these currencies. 
Following highlevel discussions, the Bundesbank 

(1) Maes, I., Economic thought and the making of European Monetary Union — 
Selected essays of Ivo Maes, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, 2002.

supported the French franc with substantial finan
cial assistance.

Moreover, tensions between the decisionmakers at 
European level were aggravated. At the April 1993 
meeting of the Committee of Governors, Helmut 
Schlesinger, President of the Bundesbank, criticised 
the European Commission: ‘He then asked Mr 
 Delors for his opinion on the apparent contradiction 
between the information which had appeared in that 
morning’s Financial Times — according to which the 
Commission had requested a reduction in shortterm 
interest rates of 2 percentage points in the Commu
nity and called strongly for a relax ation of German 
monetary policy in order to  stimulate  economic 

‘I don’t imagine this thing will be up in the air by 2000!’ 
In 1995 European citizens were wondering whether EMU would ever actually take off. In the end their fears would not come to pass,  

and the single currency will be put into circulation in 2002.
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 recovery  — and the comments of the German Fi
nance Minister reported in the Frankfurter Allge-
meine denying that the Bundesbank had been invit
ed to reduce its lending rate to stimulate growth. He 
added that Mr Christophersen had told the Financial 
Times that a reduction in shortterm interest rates of 
2 percentage points would lead to a 1point reduction 
in longterm rates and would boost growth by 0.7 % 
in the Community. Ger many’s past experience had 
shown that such automatic consequences could not 
be assumed’ (1).

Jacques Delors, representing the Commission, tried 
to pour oil on troubled waters: ‘Mr  Delors stated 
that, at his request, the document on the European 
growth initiative that the Commission had recently 
submitted to the finance ministers did not include a 
reference to lower interest rates in the Commu nity; 
he had been surprised to read this information in the 
 Financial Times. Mr Christophersen’s statement on 
the probable impact of lower interest rates on eco
nomic growth had been made with reference to offi
cial statistics and models’ (2).

The financial markets calmed in the first half of 1993, 
but tensions reemerged over the summer. When the 
central banks realised their limited ability to control 
these speculative capital movements, it was decided in 
August 1993 to broaden the fluctuation margins from 
2.25 % to 15 %. The aim was to demonstrate to specu
lators that a currency could rise and fall again within 
this new margin. How ever, the key rates were main
tained because the  decisionmakers believed they were 
based on sound economic fundamentals, and could 
therefore serve as an anchor for the financial markets.

After the decision of August 1993 to increase the fluc
tuation margins to 15 %, several currencies, such as 
the French franc, the Danish krone and the  Belgian 
franc, depreciated against the German mark. This 

(1) Archives of the BNB, minutes of the 275th meeting of the Committee of 
Governors, 20 April 1993.

(2) Ibid.

episode hit the EMU project hard, and a wave of 
doubt spread. Nevertheless, at the end of 1993 the 
markets realised that the depreciation of these cur
rencies was not justified, and a correction started. The 
governments of the Member States took measures to 
enhance the competitiveness of their economies and 
reduce budget deficits.

Despite the EMS crisis and the reluctance of certain 
states, the Maastricht Treaty was ratified and entered 
into force on 1 November 1993. The second phase of 
EMU started on 1 January 1994.

The relaunch of the process  
and the Green Paper

In January 1995 YvesThibault de Silguy became the 
Commissioner responsible for implementing EMU 
in the Santer Commission. His appointment was 
one in a long series, starting with Robert Marjolin 
and followed by Raymond Barre, FrançoisXavier 
Ortoli and Jacques Delors, who had kept for him
self responsibility for monetary issues. De Silguy 
was ideally suited to this onerous task as he had 
coordinated France’s Europe policy at the side of 
Édouard Balladur, Prime Minister in 19931994. 
De Silguy himself asked Jacques Santer to give him 
responsibility for economic and financial affairs: ‘I 
said that I considered that I had the knowledge, that 
I believed in the single currency and that it had to 
be created, otherwise European integration would 
unravel’ (3). But when he took up his role the battle 
seemed far from won, with many thinking that, in 
reality, the game was up (4). Santer also took a keen 
interest in the issue, which he knew well as a former 
minister for finance, and the file was monitored on 
a daytoday basis by the EMU man in his cabinet, 
Alexander Italianer, who had been involved in the 
project for several years (5).

(3) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016.
(4) Ibid.
(5) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017.
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By early 1995 the impact of the 19921993 monet ary 
crisis and the associated slowing of economic growth 
could still be felt, although to a different extent in 
different countries. While growth appeared to pick 
up in 1994 and early 1995, it slowed in the second 
half of that year and did not pick up again until the 
following year. The result was that, by June 1996, 
just three countries (Denmark,  Ireland and Luxem
bourg) were managing to comply with the criteria set 
out in the Maastricht Treaty (i.e. deficit below 3 % 
of GDP), and unemployment remained high every
where. However,  Commissioner de  Silguy and DG II 
were determined to ensure that the convergence cri
teria were respected. It was a question of credibility. 
The majority of work still to be done related to public 
finances, the deficit in which con tinued to add regu
larly to public sector debt. But making greater efforts, 
as de Silguy recommended to the College of Com
missioners on 22 November (1), was not an easy task, 
given that the economic slowdown and the austerity 
measures announced were sowing doubts and weak
ening  governments. 

In Italy, in 1995, political instability appeared 
to be back, compromising the efforts made since 
19921993 to stabilise the economy. In France the 
economic and social reforms brought in by the gov
ernment of Alain Juppé, appointed by President 
Chirac on his election in 1995, met with opposition 
from the trade unions and a large swathe of public 
opinion, leading to a wave of strikes in the winter of 
1995. The upheaval in France created ‘rising panic 
in Germany’, where movements of that nature were 
feared  (2), while certain SPD (Social Democratic 
Party) politicians seemed ready to increase public 
spending and seek, at the very least, the coordin
ation of employment and social protection meas
ures at European level. All these difficulties seemed 
to suggest that the price to be paid for monetary 
 union was too high and would deprive governments 

(1) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/530, ‘Intervention of YvesThibault de Silguy at the 
Commission meeting of 22 November 1995’.

(2) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016.

of their tools to combat unemployment. The doubts 
spread. In France the general election in the spring 
of 1997 saw the arrival of a socialist government 
 under Prime Minister Lionel Jospin, while Presi
dent  Chirac sometimes himself doubted that the 
single currency would ever come to pass (3). In Ger
many the situation within the CDU–CSU (Chris
tian Democratic Union–Christian Social Union) 
 coalition became increasingly strained, weakening 
the position of Chancellor Kohl.

(3) Ibid.

In 1998 the Commission published a series of drawings on the euro 
by Albert Rocarols. The single currency was shown as a bringer  

of jobs and economic growth.
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In this context the Commission looked to retake 
the initiative and persuade public opinion and eco
nomic operators that the progress made towards 
the single currency was irreversible. Because, even 
when it appeared to be well on the way to fruition, 
at the end of 1995, a survey showed that the adop
tion of the single currency was seen positively only 
by a slender majority of Europeans (54 %), whose 
attitudes to the costs/benefits were divided: some 
were looking forward to easier travel and payments, 
while others feared the risk of errors in the daily use 
of the new European currency. The outlines of the 
communication strategy were set out in early 1995. 
For the Commissioner in charge it was a question 
of assuaging doubts and convincing public opinion: 

‘Politically the subject was very dangerous. 
If we went for the political angle we ran the 
risk of failure because of the position of 
certain governments. We therefore had to 
try to bring round European public opinion 
to the project’ (1).

To this end, information would be disseminated 
in a targeted manner to different actors and in dif
ferent phases, to demonstrate that the process was 
under way: first of all, national institutions and ad
ministrations; then businesses; and finally private 
individuals when the time came to put the coins 
and notes into circulation. The foundations of this 
strategy were laid at the start of 1996 at a round 
table bringing to gether several hundred represent
atives of business and  civil soci ety, which led to the 
publication of a plan of action, the content of which 
was agreed with the European Parliament several 
months later (2). The plan was for the communica
tion to be organised in a coordinated way but for im
plementation to be decentralised, depending on the 
targets and regions concerned, in order to directly 
gain the support of all elements of society, with 

(1) Ibid.
(2) ‘Round table on the single currency’, Bulletin of the European Union, 

point 1.3.4, No 1/2, 1996; ‘Communication plan for the introduction of 
the euro’, Bulletin of the European Union, point 1.3.5, No 4, 1996.

the assistance of many representative civilsociety 
movements, professional groups and organisations 
such as the Association for the Mon etary Union of 
Europe. It involved a huge campaign targeting busi
nesses, private citizens, schools, etc.  (3) De Silguy 
took up the challenge personally: 

‘I was asked, for example, to go and speak 
to a fourth-year class at a school, because 
they learn about Europe in fourth year. And 
there, I asked the pupils: “How can we 
explain the euro to your grandparents’ 
generation?” And, for half an hour, I listened 
to what they had to say. They had lots of 
ideas’ (4).

 This approach was coordinated with the campaign 
conducted at the same time by the European Mon
etary Institute under Alexandre Lamfalussy, faced 
with doubts from the banking profession. The two 
institutions coordinated their approach in a simi
lar way: persuading and implementing the process 
 effectively so as to make it more credible. As Lam
falussy notes: 

‘We told ourselves that the only way to 
convince the banks … was to focus on the 
information work and to have a precise 
timetable of what was to happen as of 
1 January 1999’ (5).

The latter concern was shared by the Commission
er, leading, in May 1995, to the publication of the 
‘Green Paper on the practical arrangements for 
the introduction of the single currency’  (6). This 
publication took stock of the rapidly approaching 
deadlines and set out precisely what needed to be 
done. The content of the Green Paper (phases, op
erators concerned, legal framework and communi
cations) cover ed all the aspects of the introduction 

(3) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016.
(4) Ibid.
(5) Lamfalussy, C., Maes, I. and Peters, S., Alexandre Lamfalussy — The wise 

man of the euro, LannooCampus, Leuven, 2014, p. 147. 
(6) COM(95) 333 final, 31 May 1995, ‘Green Paper on the practical arrange

ments for the introduction of the single currency’.
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of the new currency not falling within the scope 
of the Euro pean Monetary Institute. Publishing 
the Green Paper also demonstrated the Commis
sion’s resolve, and gave a political signal intended to 
 provide  reassurance about the determination to see 
the process through to its conclusion.

However, publication of the Green Paper provoked 
challenging responses from certain stakeholders, 
including, in Germany, the Ministry of Financial 
Affairs and the Bundesbank. They took the view 
that the convergence situation at the moment of 
publication was not sufficient to guarantee the ef
fective implementation of the single currency, above 
all when seen from a broader perspective: the Com
mission could not let it be believed that the criteria 
set out in the treaty would not be applied in full. 
Even before the Green Paper was published, the 
pol itical ground was prepared by Jacques Santer and 
his cab inet, who met with Hans Tietmeyer, Presi
dent of the Bundesbank. The foreword, drafted by 
the cabinets of YvesThibault de Silguy and Jacques 
Santer, provided for this by recalling the fundamen
tals of the EMU project, while also looking ahead. 
It  noted that public opinion had been impacted by 
‘the recession and the currency turmoil of the past 
three years’. But the Commission believed in the 
need for a single currency that had to be ‘strong and 
stable’, and recent difficulties had ‘served only to 
strengthen this conviction’. The earlier the national 
econ omies converged, the quicker the uncertainties 
would be overcome. The aim of the foreword was to 
reassure German public opinion in particular: the 
single currency would be ‘strong and stable … at least 
as strong as the strongest national currency’. The im
perative of economic convergence was the ‘heart of 
the Treaty’. The four convergence criteria constitut
ed the ‘objective basis for a political decision’, which 
would be taken at the opportune moment (1).

(1) Ibid., Foreword, pp. IIV.

The Stability and Growth Pact

The Green Paper was, however, not enough to 
quell the debates and calm the doubts assailing 
German public opinion. At odds with Chancellor 
Kohl’s more political vision of a majority of coun
tries participating in monetary union was that of 
Finance Minister Theo Waigel, who was in favour 
of a stronger and more restricted monetary zone 
dominated by the search for stability through the 
application of convergence criteria over the long 
term. He therefore looked for guarantees, and de
fended this position at the Councils held during the 
autumn of 1995, before publishing his proposals on 
24 November 1995. The aim of his Stability Pact for 
Europe was the proper coordination of the monet
ary policy of the future ECB and the budget policy 
of the Member States, the idea being to keep public 
spending under control and exercise restraint in re
course to the financial markets. At the core of his 
recommended approach was a framework more re
strictive than that defined at Maastricht — the defi
cit target in normal times should be 1 %, not 3 %, 
of GDP, with the 3 % limit being restricted to ex
ceptional, recessionary situations. Waigel proposed 
a system of procedures and sanctions, with deposits 
by the states concerned and potential fines, all or
ganised by a European  Stability Council.

The options put forward by Waigel did not place 
progress towards monetary union in jeopardy, but 
they did prolong the debate on the arrangements for 
coordinating and monitoring economic policies.

A number of important decisions proposed by the 
Commission were agreed at the Economic and 
Financial Affairs Council in Valencia in Septem
ber, and then at the Madrid European Council 
on 15 and 16  December 1995  (2): the single cur
rency would be called the ‘euro’; the list of eligible 
Member States would be fixed in early 1998, for a 

(2) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016.
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changeover on 1  January 1999. On that date na
tional public debts would be converted into euros, 
and the future ECB would work exclusively in that 
currency. Budgetary discipline would be  extended 
beyond 1999. While it is possible to agree with 
 Alexandre Lamfalussy, ‘that, from that moment 
on, the climate changed’ (1), discussions about the 
arrangements for implementing the budgetary dis
cipline continued throughout 1996.

Even if the Commission interpreted Waigel’s ini
tiative as demonstrating to the concerned German 
population that the Federal Republic would not 
be sacrificing its monetary stability on the altar 
of the euro  (2), the initiative proved very contro
versial in DG  II, in particular with regard to the 
auto matic nature of the sanctions provided for and 

(1) Lamfalussy, Maes and Peters, Alexandre Lamfalussy, p. 147.
(2) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/565, ‘Note from the Commission representation in 

Bonn’.

the  reference values, which appeared arbitrary and 
unsuit able for many national situations (3).

During these discussions the Commission received 
support, albeit discreetly worded, from important 
allies. The Union of Industrial and Employers’ Con
federations of Europe and economic stakeholders in 
general shared some of DG II’s concerns and advo
cated a middle way: support for the principle of bal
anced budget policy and longerterm budget object
ives, potentially in the form of a pact; doubts with 
regard to the relevance of the figures put forward as 
authorised deficit limits; and an option in favour of 
margins geared to the level of development of the 
Member States concerned. Moreover, it advocated 
a preventive rather than a repressive  approach, with 

(3) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5  July 2016; HAEC, BAC 
61/2000/530, ‘Note from Ludwig Schubert’, 8 January 1996; Majocchi, A., 
‘Fiscal discipline and growth within EMU’, in Preda, D. (ed.), The history of 
the European monetary union — Comparing strategies amidst prospects for 
integration and national resistance, ‘Euroclio’ collection, Vol. 99, PIE Peter 
Lang, Brussels, 2016, pp. 199202.

At the Madrid European Council on 15 and 16 December 1995 the Heads of State or Government agreed on the name ‘euro’ and 
established the timetable for the introduction of the single currency starting on 1 January 1999. The euro was to become a symbol  

of European identity.
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any potential sanctions not penalising budgetary 
consolidation (1).

European Parliament studies supported the Com
mission’s concerns, describing the German pro
posal for the Stability Pact as too rigid and likely to 
 aggravate deflationary tendencies, and the reference 
values as having been chosen in an ‘arbitrary way’. 
So the Parliament accepted the idea of specifying 
the provisions of the treaty in more detail, but was 
not in favour of the changes necessitated by the 
 introduction of the 1 % and 3 % objectives and of 
automatic sanctions (2).

Since March 1996 DG II had been recommending 
differentiated management of budget stability. The 
need for budgetary discipline to regain leeway and 
reduce the volume of public debt was clear. But the 
suggestion was to distinguish the global dimension 
at EMU level from the national level, which had to 
be more nuanced. Thus there was a global objective 
of fiscal balance overall, but with more distinct na
tional approaches; Communitylevel surveillance 
and monitoring of national corrective measures, but 
no renegotiation of Maastricht, an approach moving 
towards a voluntary agreement between states (3).

The discussions came to a head in autumn 1996, 
with the issue of how to reassure Germany without 
exceeding the limits laid down by the majority of its 
partners, in other words amending the  treaty. How
ever, the Commission wished to take into account 
the situation in Germany and the tensions develop
ing between Kohl and Waigel. In September 1996 
the Commission therefore stated that it was ready 
to present proposals for secondary legislation that 
would not require the treaty to be amended. These 

(1) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/578, ‘Opinion of UNICE’, 31 May 1996.
(2) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/53, ‘The Stability Pact: a constraint for EMU? — 

European Parliament working document EP 166309 on the EMU task 
force’, 18 July 1996. 

(3) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/622, ‘A stability pact to ensure budgetary discipline 
in EMU — Note for the discussion of the Monetary Committee, for Xavier 
LarnaudieEiffel (chef de cabinet of YvesThibault de Silguy) and Alexander 
Italianer (chef de cabinet of Jacques Santer)’, 14 March 1996.

proposals would take the form of regulations estab
lishing specific rules of procedure in the event of 
excessive deficits. The Commission stressed the im
portance of these provisions being preventive and 
dissuasive  (4). The institution was thus seeking to 
respond to the concerns of the German population 
about monetary stability, as expressed by Waigel, by 
means of a rapid alert system before the 3 % thresh
old was exceeded and toughening up the provisions 
of the Article 104c procedure relating to excessive 
deficits, including the faster application of recom
mendations. Commissioner de Silguy met Waigel 
on 2 September and tried to reassure him by stating 
that the Commission’s position was ‘very close to 
Germany’s proposal … probably closer than that of 
any other Member State’, in particular with regard 
to Article  104c, but that a completely automatic 
link between exceeding the 3 % threshold and the 
imposition of sanctions was not possible and no 
Member State was willing to agree to it. The Com
mission took the view that its proposals, together 
with the political will of the Member States, offered 
sufficient guarantees. With regard to the definition 
of exceptional circumstances allowing the theoret
ical limits to be exceeded, Germany’s definition was 
too restrictive (5). Chancellor Kohl entered the fray 
on 6 September, calling for a compromise. He told 
all Germany’s partners and the Commission that 
the Stability Pact was essential to achieve the his
torical objective of monetary union (6). 

The final discussions focused on the concept of 
‘ excessive deficit’ and the exceptional recessionary 
circumstances that would authorise certain limits 
to be exceeded. It all boiled down to a discussion 
on the thresholds, with certain Member States in 
 favour of leaving the decision up to the Council, 
while  others (Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands) 

(4) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/985, ‘Speech by YvesThibault de Silguy at the 
1311th meeting of the College on 6 October 1996’.

(5) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/580, ‘Speaking note and defensive points for 
YvesThibault de Silguy on the Stability Pact, for the meeting with Theo 
Waigel in Bonn on 2 September 1996’.

(6) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/580, ‘Letter from Chancellor Kohl to the Heads of 
State or Government’, 6 September 1996.
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wanted specific figures to be laid down. The basis of 
an agreement was agreed by the finance ministers in 
Dublin on 12 December and then concluded at the 
European Council, also held in Dublin, on 14 and 
15 December. Here it was the conversation involving 
Commission President Jacques Santer, with Helmut 
Kohl, Jean Arthuis, JeanClaude Juncker and the UK 

Chancellor of the Exchequer Kenneth Clarke, that 
concluded the discussion (1).

At Dublin a definitive agreement was reached on the 
Stability and Growth Pact, the name favoured by 
President Chirac. The legal status of the euro, due to 
become the only legal tender of the Member States 

(1) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/1068, ‘Note from Giovanni Ravasio on the meet
ing of finance ministers in Dublin’, 12  December 1996; interviews with 
YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016, and Philippe Maystadt, 2 June 2017.

‘Stability pact. “Stop it Helmut! You’ll get cramp!”’ 
In 1996 German Chancellor Helmut Kohl is depicted as Moses returning from Mount Sinai, demonstrating to his European partners  

the importance of the Stability and Growth Pact for the implementation of monetary union.
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in the euro area on 1 January 1999, was also adopted 
(the continuity of contracts in the old national cur
rencies would be ensured beyond that date). Agree
ment was reached on a new structure of the EMS, 
thus ensuring a framework of stability between the 
future euro area and the Member States that were 
not introducing the euro.

The final version of the Stability and Growth Pact 
drawn up by the Commission was adopted definitive
ly at the Amsterdam European Council in June 1997, 
after a final intervention by the new French govern
ment of Lionel Jospin, who achieved more consider
ation for the social dimension in the coordination of 
economic policies. As adopted, the pact provided that 
Member States participating in the future euro area 
had to submit mediumterm stability programmes 
associated with rapid alert systems at budgetary level 
and a system of recommendations and sanctions in the 
event that any lapses were not corrected (1). At the end 
of the Amsterdam Council Commissioner de Silguy 
observed that the following had been achieved: coord
ination of the economic policies set out in the treaty 
and institutions intended to implement them if the 
political will to do so existed.

Technical, communication and political 
challenges

The name of the new currency was decided at the 
Madrid European Council on 15 and 16  Decem
ber 1995. The choice was between several possible 
names, such as the ‘euro’, ‘ecu’, ‘ducat’, ‘florin’ or 
‘sovereign’. The Commission rejected a version put 
forward by the Germans, who ‘wanted all coins and 
notes to be labelled as “euromarks”, “eurofrancs”, etc., 
just in case of a future breakup’ (2). It was considered 
important to avoid any wording that could weaken 

(1) Council Regulations (EC) No  1466/97 and (EC) No  1467/97 of 7 July 
1997 (OJ L 209, 2.8.1997, p. 1). See also Majocchi, ‘Fiscal discipline and 
growth within EMU’.

(2) Interview Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017.

 identification with the new European currency  (3). 
Consideration was given to the euro symbol chosen 
by the Commission: ‘The E is inspired by the Greek 
epsilon, pointing back to the cradle of European civil
isation and the first letter of “Europe”, crossed by two 
parallel lines to indicate the stability of the euro’ (4). 
The Commission also launched a dialogue with the 
International Organisation for Standardisation to 
regulate a series of points covering some real policy 
issues: ‘A promin ent position of the euro symbol, in 
particular on keyboards, will help economic agents 
in their preparatory work for the introduction of the 
single currency and will promote the widespread use 
of the new symbol’ (5). Finally, the Commission set 
about finalising the spelling of ‘euro’ in the various 
languages, consulting with lawyerl inguists on this 
‘very sensitive subject for the Member States’ (6). The 
Heads of State or Government were asked to lend a 
political dimension to the communication policy and 
did so willingly. The Commission decided to have the 
euro symbol printed on the cashmere scarves given 
to the Heads of State or Government at the Dublin 
Summit in December 1996. Wrapping themselves 
up against the cold, they wore their scarves for the 
traditional ‘family photo’ taken outdoors.

The implementation of the single currency also en
tailed a very complex set of technical arrangements 
relating to the activities of enterprises and consumers, 
such as the continuity of contracts after the change
over from national currencies to the euro. The issues 
were extremely complex, and settling them in good 
time was not a given. ‘Yet we managed to agree on 
the legal framework, in other words a series of rules 
that had to be implemented for the changeover to the 
euro. Here, YvesThibault de Silguy did some excellent 
work’, says Philippe Maystadt (7). 

(3) HAEC, ‘Note from Jacques Lafitte for Commissioner de Silguy’, 20 No
vember 1995. 

(4) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/985, ‘Draft Commission communication on the 
use of the euro symbol’, 23 March 1997.

(5) Ibid.
(6) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/622, ‘Note from ClaireFrançoise Durand for 

Jacques Lafitte, cabinet of YvesThibault de Silguy’.
(7) Interview with Philippe Maystadt, 2 June 2017.
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Some of the arrangements were the responsibility 
of the Commission, which liaised with the umbrel
la organisations representing all the businesses and 
sectors facing specific difficulties. The Association 
for the Monetary Union of Europe, in collaboration 
with the Commission, therefore got in touch with 
businesses, encouraging them to take the necessary 
steps for the changeover to the euro in good time. 
Small and mediumsized enterprises were the main 
target. Contacts were established with bodies such as 
the International Swaps and Derivatives Association 
and the International Capital Market Association 
in order to allow the continuation of financial con
tracts denominated in national currencies or in ecus 
after the changeover to the euro. ‘It was necessary to 
manage all the technical issues, changes to ATMs (1), 
changes to bank accounts, and any conversion diffi
culties. These issues were exacerbated by fears around 
the “Millennium Bug”, leading to an accumulation 
of very complex technical problems’ (2).

(1) Automated teller machines.
(2) Interview with Thierry Vissol, 16 August 2016. 

The problems of consumers added to those of busi
nesses. The technical arrangements were accom
panied by a political dimension, even more than was 
the case for business: the aim was to persuade often 
concerned citizens of the benefits of the single cur
rency. Failure in this area could have serious political 
repercussions. As Thierry Vissol explained, ‘the single 
currency, if it was to be a success, had to be — above 
all — accepted by consumers and citizens’ (3). These 
stakes were high and posed many challenges, initially 
underestimated, and the Commissioner responsible 
for Consumer Policy, Emma Bonino, and her depart
ments sometimes ‘had to fight terrible battles to try 
and pass a whole series of concrete proposals, particu
larly in the areas of information for citizens, prepar
ing for the switchover and price structures, protect
ing against the risk of abuse or the risks associated 
with double price labelling’ (4).

(3) Ibid.
(4) Ibid.

At the Dublin European Council on 14 December 1996 Commissioner Yves-Thibault de Silguy presents the euro symbol and bank notes. 



251Chapter 10 — Towards economic and monetary union  

The mysterious man in black

‘So, we were at the final stage of deciding which 
countries could qualify for the first wave of the 
euro, and one of the most difficult criteria was 
the budget criterion, because of the need for a 
certain level of stability. One very problematic 
country was Italy, but we knew that, with a few 
reforms to be adopted by the parliament, Italy’s 
budget prospects would be sufficiently good to 
give the go-ahead. So Commissioner de Silguy 
had gone to Italy to obtain that by means of 
secret negotiations, and then he had to 
persuade the most sceptical person — the 
Dutch minister Mr Zalm. So de Silguy wanted to 
go to The Hague to explain all this to Zalm and 
he had asked me to accompany him because … I 
was more or less a member of his cabinet. So, 
we were there with de Silguy, a member of his 
cabinet and myself, and we had been received 
by the minister, the director of the treasury and 
the director responsible for international 
financial relations. We were in the minister’s 
office, behind a bookcase. We all sat down at the 
table, three on each side. Several minutes after 
our fairly secret negotiations started, [someone] 
entered the minister’s office. He was wearing a 
black suit, with a black shirt and even a black 
tie, I think. So lots of black. He sat at the end of 
the table and started to take notes on our 
discussion. De Silguy told the minister all that he 
had done to persuade the Italians to provide 
legally sufficient evidence that they were ready 
to participate in the euro. Several minutes 
before the end of the meeting, the man in black 
left the room. The meeting ended, and we asked 
the Dutch whether the man in black was one of 
their delegation. They replied that they thought 
he belonged to ours! It turned out that he 
belonged to neither delegation but was a 
journalist who had turned up at the door of the 
ministry and said: “I’ve come for the meeting 
between the minister and Mr de Silguy.” The 
security guard had let him in and accompanied 
him to the minister’s office, where the secretary 
had assumed he was taking part in the meeting 
and had let him in. The minister’s office was a 
long way from the exit, so he could be 
apprehended before he left the building. Not 
only had this gentleman taken notes, but he had 
recorded the conversation. I believe that the 
Dutch were able to persuade his editor-in-chief 
not to publish the story by promising a scoop to 
the Wall Street Journal a week later. That’s why 

the story was never published. The minister told 
it in his memoirs (1)’ (2).  

1998-2000: the decisions

From 1997 onwards the Member States’ economies 
developed favourably in terms of the convergence 
criteria. This was due to the improving economic 
situation, not completely expected in 1997, and the 
efforts made by governments such as that of Italy. In 
fact, many people had thought that Italy would not 
be participating in the first wave, even though it had 
been one of the founding members of the European 
Economic Community in 1957 (3). However, as of 
1997 the Italian government led by Romano Prodi, 
encouraged by Germany, France and the Commis
sion, put in place a series of radical measures, in par
ticular fiscal measures, like the tax for the euro — 
commonly known as the ‘eurotax’ — so as to be able 
to meet the necessary criteria for the adoption of 
the currency at the same time as the other founding 
members.

(1) Gerrit Zalm tells the story in his memoires, explaining that, to defuse the 
situation, he promised the journalist an exclusive interview: Zalm, G., De 
romantische boekhouder, Uitgeverij Balans, Amsterdam, 2009, pp. 352353.

(2) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017.
(3) Interviews with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016; and Alexander Ital

ianer, 7 February 2017.

Gerrit Zalm, Dutch Finance Minister, presenting the euro coins at the 
Amsterdam European Council on 16 June 1997.
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The major professional and employer organisations

Ever since the signature of the Treaties of Paris and 
Rome, organisations representing European business 
had been created to lobby the European institutions, in 
particular the Commission, with regard to their vision 
of the European integration process and to promote 
the interests of their members. Such initiatives had 
always been encouraged by the Commission, which 
wanted to establish direct contacts with the business 
world in order to base its legislation on dialogue and 
in-depth knowledge. Organisations representing 
certain sectors at European level were thus born, for 
example those representing car manufacturers (1), the 
iron and steel industry (2), aluminium producers, the 
petroleum industry or the banks. At the top of this 
hierarchy was a series of confederations, such as the 
Union of Industrial and Employer Confederations of 
Europe (today known as BusinessEurope), which 
represented all the national employer federations, the 
European Centre of Public Enterprises, representing 
public-service enterprises, and Eurochambres, 
representing chambers of commerce.

The 1980s saw a whole new generation of bodies 
representing sectors of activity that had not been 
directly represented up until then. Their development 
was associated with the proliferation of regulation 
following the adoption of the Single European Act. The 
number of lobby groups in Brussels took off. But the 
1980s and 1990s also saw the development of new 
bodies representing the world of big business, created 
to promote and support objectives essential to the 
upturn of the 1980s: the European Round Table of 
Industrialists (ERT) and the Association for the 
Monetary Union of Europe (AMUE). The main objective 
of the former was to boost economic integration by 
means of the completion of the internal market, while 
the aim of the latter was to promote monetary union. 
The establishment of both these bodies was 
encouraged by the Commission, which wanted its 
projects to enjoy the support of the European 
Economic Community’s largest employers. It was 
during the Delors Presidencies and at his initiative that 
the dialogue between the Commission and these new 
bodies was at its most intense.

The ERT was founded in 1983 at the initiative of a 
group of European industries of international stature. 
Its aim was to boost economic integration by means of 
the completion of the internal market, considered a 

(1) See Chapter 13.1 ‘Industrial policy’.
(2) See the text box on the steel industry in Chapter 13.1.

precondition for the revitalisation of European industry 
faced with competition from Japan and the United 
States. Its establishment followed on from that of the 
European Steel Association, established at the request 
of Commission Vice-President Étienne Davignon, as its 
contact for the restructuring of iron and steel 
production in Europe, and then that of the round table 
of Esprit (the European strategic programme for 
research and development in information technology), 
created in 1982 with a view to the development of a 
European innovation policy in the IT sector (3). The 
establishment of the ERT in 1983 can be seen as part 
of the same trend, enlarging the framework to include 
industry as a whole. So the initiative for the 
establishment of the ERT was as much industry’s as it 
was the Commission’s. Pehr Gustaf Gyllenhammar, 
CEO of Volvo, played a pivotal role here, taking part, 
with several senior officials from DG III, in the 
establishment of the first round table. The ERT 
organised its first public meeting in Paris in April 1983, 
in the presence of Commissioners Davignon and 
François-Xavier Ortoli, and its first programme was 
published in June 1983. The Dekker plan, drawn up in 
1984 at the initiative of the head of Philips who 
became the chair of the ERT as of 1988, took a similar 
approach and foreshadowed important aspects of the 
1985 Delors relaunch. The collaboration with the 
Commission developed through the establishment 
within the ERT of an Internal Market Support 
Committee and was reinforced by the arrival at the top 
of the ERT of former Commissioners such as Ortoli 
(CEO of Total from late 1984) and Davignon himself. 

The AMUE was founded in October 1987 by a group of 
companies wishing to encourage and then support the 
implementation of monetary union in Europe. Initially 
it was structured similarly to the ERT, as the founding 
group included, in particular, FIAT, Philips and Total, a 
group soon joined by Belgian and then German 
companies. Once up and running, the AMUE was 
bigger than the ERT but also made up of very large 
European companies. Like the ERT the AMUE 
maintained regular contacts with the Commission. The 
first of these were in February 1988, just before the 
Hanover European Council in June 1988 that 
established the Delors committee. The AMUE 
supported the fundamental choices made by the latter 

(3) Van Laer, A., ‘Research: towards a new common policy’ in 
 Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (ed.), The European Commission, 
1973-86 —  History and memories of an institution, Publications 
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 277-290. 
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to promote the single currency, contributed to 
promoting the project among economic and political 
decision-makers and closely followed the work of the 
1991 intergovernmental conference. The AMUE 
defended its vision of EMU in a communiqué of 
28 November 1991 signed by Davignon, Ortoli and 
Giovanni Agnelli: a single currency, an independent 
central bank, the convergence of economic policies 
and a precise schedule. The AMUE supported the EMU 
process and had to defend it publicly on many 
occasions, in particular during the crisis caused by the 
Danish ‘No’ in the 1992 referendum on the Maastricht 
Treaty and then, in 1993, when the European 
Monetary System was destabilised by speculation and 
the whole concept of monetary union appeared to be 
in jeopardy.

Contacts between the ERT and the Commission were 
regular and at the very highest level throughout the 
Delors years. Delors would very frequently hold 
meetings with the ERT on the Commission’s general 
policy orientations. He maintained direct contacts, 
sometimes very frequent ones, with several of its 
members, some of whom were former Commissioners 
very close to him. The same applies to certain 
members of the College, such as Peter Sutherland, on 
issues relating to competition (1). Delors thus found, in 
dialogue with the ERT, the basis for the consensus he 
was trying to build with employers relating to the 
development of a European market based on active 
policies: large networks, training, research, etc. He 
demonstrated this publicly by attending several 
ERT-organised events. In December 1993 he attended 
the press conference to launch the report Beating the 
crisis (2), certain parts of which were similar to those in 
the Commission’s White Paper (3) published a week 
later (4). It was policy support that Delors was seeking. 
From this perspective the convergence with the ERT 
was strong when Maastricht appeared to be in 
jeopardy in the autumn of 1992: Europe was in crisis, 
and Delors did not hesitate to open up to 
businesspeople as he prepared to take initiatives in 
preparation for the Edinburgh European Council: ‘Go 

(1) Apeldoorn, B. (van), Transnational capitalism and the struggle 
over European integration, ‘Routledge/RIPE Studies in Global 
Political Economy’ collection, No 6, Routledge, Abingdon, 2002, 
pp. 113-114. 

(2) European Round Table of Industrialists, Beating the crisis — A 
charter for Europe’s industrial future, ERT, Brussels, 1993.

(3) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘White Paper: Growth, 
competitiveness, employment —- The challenges and ways for-
ward into the 21st century’:

(4) Apeldoorn (van), Transnational capitalism and the struggle over 
European integration, pp. 173-174.

and find your governments, and talk to them about the 
medium term’ (5). As Matthias Ruete observed, ‘the 
good thing about the ERT was that it comprised real 
bosses of big business, who came up with ideas and 
provided momentum. To a certain extent, they 
supported the process of EU integration’ (6).

The relationship between the Commission and the 
AMUE was similar. Publication in May 1995 of the 
Green Paper ‘One currency for Europe’ (7) was 
preceded by exchanges of views between the 
Commission and the AMUE, which also made its views 
known during the preparations for the Madrid 
European Council in December 1995. Subsequently, 
the association defended the principle of strict 
observance of the convergence criteria, but also made 
it known that it wished to see monetary union broadly 
open to as many Member States as possible. Over the 
following 4 years the AMUE acted as a promotion 
channel and then helped with the technical 
preparations for the switchover to the euro in the 
business world, with a particular focus on small and 
medium-sized enterprises, by publishing dozens of 
guides in all the languages concerned (8). As 
Commissioner de Silguy commented, ‘the Association 
for the Monetary Union of Europe played a very 
important role in disseminating information. It was one 
of the pillars on which we could count, as a relay for 
the Commission’s proposals and to feed the 
discussion’ (9).

Éric Bussière

(5) HAEU, Fonds Jacques Delors (JD) 309, ‘Preparatory note from 
Jean-Pierre Jouyet for the plenary meeting of the ERT on 
16 November 1992 at Générale de Belgique, at the invitation of 
Étienne Davignon and in the presence of ERT Chairman Jerôme 
Monod’, 11 November 1992.

(6) Interview with Matthias Ruete, 6 April 2017.
(7) COM(95) 333.
(8) Preface by Yves-Thibault de Silguy in Association for the Monet-

ary Union of Europe, Euro: guide de préparation des entreprises 
avec checklistes détaillées, AMUE, Paris, 1997.

(9) Interview with Yves-Thibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016.
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The satisfaction of the Commission and other 
stakeholders, although well deserved, was tempered 
by the fact that everyone knew that nothing could 
be taken for granted. Many commentaries in 1998 
stressed prudence and the need to consolidate what 
had been achieved in terms of convergence.

The presentation of the convergence report by Com
missioner de Silguy at the European Parliament on 
25  March 1998 reflected well the Commission’s 
state of mind at the moment when it was confirmed 
that 11 out of the 12 Member States that had set out 
on that path would adopt the single currency. The 
Commission made very clear that its recommend
ations were the result of strictly applying the treaty 
and were based on figures validated by Eurostat in 
accordance with a methodology developed over the 
previous years (1). The recommendations were based 
on actual figures for 1997 and forecasts for 1998 
and 1999. The convergence therefore appeared to be 
sustainable, in accordance with the treaty.

(1) Ibid.

The Commission’s report of 25 March recommend
ed that the excessive deficit situation in which nine 
Member States had still been the previous year 
should be lifted. The way was thus open for their 
participation in the single currency. This situation 
was part of a mediumterm trend  — since 1993, 
deficits had been falling  — that, according to the 
Commission’s forecasts, was set to continue in 1998 
and 1999. But this sustainable progress could not 
be taken for granted and had to be consolidated 
through the immediate and unconditional imple
mentation of the Stability and Growth Pact. The 
very high public debt ratios — more than 100 % of 
GDP — in Belgium and Italy had to continue fall
ing, which would mean, for these Member States, a 
high primary surplus over the coming years, com
plemented, in the case of Italy, by a programme of 
privatisations. These decisions also had to fit into an 
overall approach: ‘The euro is not a panacea against 
unemployment.’ The euro would bring the expected 
benefits only if the convergence was sustainable and 
accompanied by the necessary structural reforms at 
national level and a deepening of the internal mar
ket. Moreover, the implementation of the stability 
programmes had to be sped up so as to provide room 
to manoeuvre as soon as possible (2). It was clear that 
1999 was not far away, and that there could poten
tially be a change in the economic situation before 
that date. 

The list of Member States meeting the conditions 
for adoption of the single currency was definitive
ly adopted by the Council on 1  May 1998. That 
meeting of the Council provided Jacques Santer 
with the opportunity to highlight that the adjust
ment of the public finances should continue and be 

(2) Speech 98/54, ‘YvesThibault de Silguy, Member of the Commission: 
presentation of the convergence report and the recommended list of coun
tries and forecasts’, Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs of the 
 European Parliament, Brussels, 25  March 1998 (http://europa.eu/rapid/
pressrelease_SPEECH9854_fr.htm); HAEC, BAC 436/2006/284, 
‘Budgetary policy in the euro area in the light of the improved economic 
situation — Note from DG II for the Monetary Committee’, 15 May 1998; 
HAEC, BAC 711/2004/15, ‘Note from DG II for YvesThibault de Silguy 
on the speaking note for the Ecofin Council of 1 May 1998’, 30 April 1998.

Cartoonist Fritz Behrendt depicts Wim Duisenberg, President of the 
European Central Bank, playing the euro as a trump card to trounce 

the national currencies, in 1998.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-98-54_fr.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-98-54_fr.htm
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 accompanied by additional structural reforms in 
 order to draw full advantage from the euro.

The Commission’s prudence mirrored the reser
vations of the German authorities, such as Theo 
Waigel, regarding the sustainability of the conver
gence for very indebted countries, and the Bundes
bank, which, with regard to the necessary develop
ment of a ‘culture of stability’ in Europe, noted that 
while efforts had been made there was still much to 
do  (1). Both the government and the central bank 
of the Netherlands took a similar view: the conver
gence thus far was fragile; it had to be consolidated 

(1) HAEC, BAC 436/2006/284, German Bundesbank, ‘Opinion of the 
council of the central bank on convergence’, 26 March 1998; HAEC, BAC 
711/2004/15, ‘Theo Waigel to his colleagues and to Jacques Santer and 
YvesThibault de Silguy’, 31 March 1998.

and deepened. The government of the Netherlands 
highlighted the precarious nature of the decisions 
made by a country such as Italy at political level: ‘at 
the time when the decision is taken, there is suffi
cient political support in Italy for the Italian gov
ernment’s plans’ (2).

The communication on growth and employment in 
the stabilityoriented framework of EMU, which 
replaced the annual economic report in 1998, set 
out in depth the Commission’s position on the eco
nomic policy issues for the entire euro area and the 
Member States. The economic upturn since 1996 
had supported the efforts of governments, but it 

(2) HAEC, BAC 436/2006/284, ‘Opinion of the government of the Nether
lands on the list of countries meeting the conditions for adoption of the 
single currency’, 10 April 1998.

The euro was to be placed in circulation as of 1 January 2002.
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was essential to maintain monetary stability and 
the confidence of the markets, to move from recov
ery to strong and sustained growth, in particular 
by helping economies to adapt to global structural 
 changes  (1). The annual discussions on the main 
thrust of economic policy over the years from 1998 
to 2000 offered the Commission the opportunity 
to recall a series of fundamental principles. Its pos
itions were marked by a spirit of urgency: the fa
vourable economic climate would not necessarily 
last, hence the need to use room for manoeuvre and 
take advantage of favourable years to launch essen
tial budget ary and fiscal reforms. There was also a 

(1) HAEC, BAC 41/2003/697, ‘Communication to the Commission from 
YvesThibault de Silguy, with the agreement of the President, on growth 
and employment in the stabilityoriented framework of EMU’.

need for structural reforms based on deepening 
the intern al market, including reform of the labour 
market to make it more flexible, reform of social 
systems that constituted an ever greater burden on 
public finances because of the ageing population, 
and taking into account structural changes in the 
economy by promoting the knowledge economy 
through investment in vital research and human 
capital. This led to the need for vigorous, ongoing 
action to consolidate the choices made in 1998 (2). 

Éric Bussière
Ivo Maes

(2) COM(1998)  279 final, 13  May 1998, COM(1999)  143 final, 30  March 
1999 and COM(2000) 214 final, 11 April 2000, ‘Commission recommen
dation for the broad guidelines of the economic policies of the Member 
States and the Community’.



257

Chapter 11 
The internal market  
and competition

The establishment of a vast unified European mar
ket has underpinned numerous attempts to build 
Europe since the interwar period. The aim is both 
to promote peace through the development of trade 
and to increase productivity and thereby wealth. 
The prime example is still the immense internal 
market of the United States.

This project, implemented after 1945 in various 
European organisations, progressed considerably 
under the 1957 Treaty of Rome, which created the 
‘common market’. It was relaunched by the Single 
European Act of 1986 through the ‘internal mar
ket’ objective, comprising full free movement of 
goods and, to a lesser extent, of services, capital and 
people.

The creation of a single market was accompanied by 
the establishment of an effective competition policy. 
The link between the two dynamics was a function
al one: where public barriers to trade — in the form 
of customs duties or technical standards  — were 
eliminated, it was important to ensure that other 
obstacles to trade would not replace them. The latter 
could take the form of cartels, the abuse of a dom
inant position or unjustified State aid, all of which 
are targeted by competition policy. Competition 
policy was strengthened significantly by the Single 
European Act, although its legal basis remained the 
same, namely the 1957 Treaty of Rome. The consoli
dation of competition policy therefore cannot be 
understood without first examining the dynamics 
of the internal market.
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11.1. At the heart of the 
recovery in the 1980s: 
the internal market

The creation of the internal market was a major 
achievement in the period between 1986 and 2000. 
It symbolised the ‘relaunch’ of European integra
tion, which from 1984 to 1986 centred on the single 
market project. Subsequently, the Treaty of Maas
tricht and monetary union somewhat eclipsed this 
project in the eyes of the public, but it remained a 
central policy for the European Economic Com
munity/European Union (EEC/EU). This essential 
link between the creation of a unified market and 
European integration is an old one. The European 
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) of 1951 was al
ready based on the establishment of a uniform com
mercial space for coal and steel. What is more, the 
EEC of 1957 was for a long time known as the ‘com
mon market’, even outside the six Member States, 
for example in the United Kingdom.

The ‘common market’ created by the 1957  Treaty 
of Rome was essentially based on the  elimination 
of customsrelated obstacles to trade (customs 
duties and quotas). It was established faster than 
planned because it was inaugurated on 1  July 
1968, only 10½  years after the birth of the EEC 
(the Treaty of Rome entered into force on 1 Janu
ary 1958). The ‘single market’ provided for by the 
Single European Act of 1986 went even further (1). 
Preceded by the  famous 1985 White Paper by Lord 
Arthur  Cockfield, Commissioner for the  Internal 

(1) For information on its adoption and establishment see in particular: 
Armstrong, K. A. and Bulmer, S. J., The governance of the single Euro pean 
market, Manchester University Press, Manchester, 1998; Egan, M.  P., 
Constructing a European market — Standards, regulation, and governance, 
Oxford  University Press, Oxford, 2001; Fligstein, N. and Stone Sweet, A., 
‘Constructing polities and markets: an institutionalist account of Europe
an integration’, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 107, No 5, University 
of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2002, pp. 12061243; Jullien, B. and Smith, A. 
(eds), The EU’s government of industries — Markets, institutions and politics, 
‘Routledge Studies on Government and the European Union’ collection, 
No 2, Routledge, Abingdon, 2015; Moravcsik, A., The choice for Europe — 
Social purpose and state power from Messina to Maastricht, Cornell Univer
sity Press, Ithaca, 1998.

 Market  (2), it was based on the elimination of 
nontariff barriers to trade through the harmonisa
tion of legislation governing the entry of products 
on the market by various means, including use of the 
principle of mutual recognition (3). It was therefore 
inseparable from the adoption of qualified major ity 
voting in the Council for this type of decision. 

The reasons for establishing the single market were 
mainly, but not exclusively, economic (4). According 
to Mario Monti, the Commissioner for the Intern
al Market from 1995 to  1999, the single market 
‘is the boldest supplyrelated project ever under
taken in the history of the world economy, a truly 
Herculean task aimed at stimulating production, 
strengthening competition, lowering prices and 
thereby increasing demand’  (5). This neoclassical 
 vision is accompan ied by other objectives specific to 
the dynamic of the EU: the single market thus gave 
shape to the ‘relaunch of Europe’ of 1984 to 1986, 
and appeared all the more indispensable after the 
Treaty of Maastricht, which created the economic 
and monetary union. It supplemented the latter, 
and also cohesion policy. It helped to strengthen 
the EU in the face of growing external challenges in 
the 1990s, with market liberalisation following the 
Uruguay Round and the prospect of enlargement to 
central and eastern Europe.

(2) For information on the White Paper see Bussière, É., ‘Devising a strategy: 
the internal market and industrial policy’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. 
(eds), The European Commission 1973-86  — History and memories of an 
 institution, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, 
pp. 263276. 

(3) On mutual recognition see Communication from the Commission con
cerning the consequences of the judgment given by the Court of Justice of 
the European Communities on 20 February 1979 in Case 120/78 (‘Cassis 
de Dijon’) (OJ C 256, 3.10.80, p. 2).

(4) See in particular Grin, G., The battle of the single European market  — 
Achievements and economic thought 1985-2000, Kegan Paul, London, 2003; 
Jabko, N., Playing the market  — A political strategy for uniting Europe, 
1985-2005, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 2006.

(5) Monti, M., Le marché unique et l’Europe de demain, La Documentation 
française, Paris, 1997, p. 11.
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A number of debates accompanied the implemen
tation of the single market: did it need more or 
 fewer rules (‘freer markets, more rules’  (1))? How 
far should harmonisation go? How could the reti
cence of some stakeholders (states, interest groups) 
 towards harmonisation that might upset certain 
long established balances be assuaged? Despite 
the application of qualified majority voting in the 
Council, some legislation proved difficult to pass. 
After looking at the general dynamic of the sin
gle market in its early years, the period of review 
and adjustments over the following years will be 
 covered, followed by a more detailed discussion of 
 certain transversal and  sectoral measures.

(1) Vogel, S.  K., Freer markets, more rules  — Regulatory reform in advanced 
 industrial countries, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 1998.

The dynamics of the single market 
(1985-1992)

The single market project was the focal point for 
all EEC stakeholders who accepted the ‘relaunch 
of Europe’ in 19841986. This took the form of the 
White Paper by Lord Arthur Cockfield entitled 
‘Completing the internal market’, which proposed 
a list of around 300 directives to be adopted (2). It 
was the Single European Act that transformed it 
into a binding objective. Article  13 laid down the 
following principle: ‘The internal market comprises 
an area without internal frontiers in which the free 
movement of goods, persons, services and capital is 

(2) COM(85)  310 final, 14  June 1985, ‘Completing the internal market  — 
White Paper from the Commission to the European Council’.

‘I have some good news: we don’t need you any more!’ 
In 1991 the cartoonist Plantu showed the impact of the Schengen Agreements on the scrapping of customs checks between Belgium, 

Germany, France, Luxembourg and the Netherlands.
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ensured.’ The deadline of 31 December 1992 set by 
Jacques  Delors in his keynote speech to the Euro
pean Parliament on 14 January 1985 was thus set in 
stone. However, a declaration annexed to the Single 
European Act stipulated: ‘The conference wishes by 
means of the provisions in Article 8A to express its 
firm political will to take before 1 January 1993 the 
decisions necessary to complete the internal market 
defined in those provisions, and more particularly 
the decisions necessary to implement the Commis
sion’s programme described in the White Paper on 
the internal market. Setting the date of 31 Decem
ber 1992 does not create an automatic legal effect.’

The major legal innovation was the transformation 
of Article  100 of the Treaty of Rome. Its original 
wording provided for the harmonisation of legis
lation linked to the establishment of the common 
market by unanimous decision of the Council 
members. In the new wording the expression ‘com
mon market’ was replaced by ‘internal market’ and 
unanimity by qualified majority, except in three 
fields: taxation, the free movement of people and 
the ‘rights and interests of employed persons’. Art
icle  18 added to this qualified majority procedure 
provisions ‘concerning health, safety, environmen
tal protection and consumer protection’. These were 
fundamental because they were the main elements 
allowing a state to derogate from the free movement 
of goods. It was thus to implement the Commis
sion’s ‘new approach’, according to which harmon
isation should above all concern those four fields (1).

Indeed, the traditional approach was based on 
extensive harmonisation of the technical legisla
tion of the Member States. However, this method 
was not only time consuming but also unsuitable 
for taking account of technical progress (particu
larly digitalisation), and increasingly difficult to 
implement owing to the successive enlargements, 
which brought together countries with increasing
ly  diverse standards. Following the Cassis de Dijon 
ruling of 1979 (2), and various Commission projects 
conducted in particular on the initiative of Karl
Heinz  Narjes (3), the Commissioner for the Intern
al Market in the Thorn Commission, the European 
Commission therefore adopted a ‘new approach’ 
according to which mainly essential requirements 
should be defined at Community level, in particular 

(1) On the ‘new approach’ see Bussière, ‘Devising a strategy’. See also interview 
with Renaud Denuit, 3 October 2017.

(2) On the Cassis de Dijon case see Bussière, ‘Devising a strategy’; and Alter, 
K.  J. and Meunier, S., ‘Judicial politics in the European Community: 
 European integration and the pathbreaking Cassis de Dijon decision’, 
 Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 26, No 4, Sage Publications, Thousand 
Oaks, 1994, pp. 535561.

(3) For the work by Narjes see Warlouzet, L., Governing Europe in a global-
izing world — Neoliberalism and its alternatives following the 1973 oil crisis, 
‘ Routledge Studies on Government and the European Union’ collection, 
No 8, Routledge, Abingdon, 2018, pp. 183186.

‘Deadline 92 — Europe in the service of all’ 
The 1985 White Paper fixed the end of 1992 as the deadline for 

achieving the internal market.
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in the field of health and safety, leaving the detailed 
technical specifications to specialised standardisa
tion bodies.

Two additional new procedures were established. 
First, the Commission or a Member State could 
bring the matter directly before the Court of Just
ice of the European Communities if it considered 
that another Member State was making improper 
use of the derogations from the principle of free 
movement. In the Treaty of Rome the procedure set 
out in Articles 169 and 170 was lengthier because it 
required a reasoned opinion from the Commission 
before a complaint could be filed with the Court 
of Justice. Second, the Council could decide that 
provisions in force in one Member State could be 
‘recognised as being equivalent to those applied by 
another Member State’. This reflected the principle 
of the Cassis de Dijon ruling, implemented by the 
action of the Commission and the Council, because 
its direct application was not without difficulty. For 
these reasons the Single European Act gave a central 
role to the Commission in the creation of the single 
market by 31 December 1992. 

The implementation of the programme was facili
tated by these procedures, although it still depend
ed on the initiatives of the Commissioners for the 
Internal Market, who had to take a very proactive 
approach. From 1985 to 1989 the British politician 
Lord Arthur Cockfield played a major role in en
couraging an ambitious harmonisation dynamic, 
much to the irritation of the person who appoint
ed him, UK Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher. 
She would not reappoint him in 1989  (1). To be 
more specific, a number of important texts were 
adopted as soon as 1988, such as the first ‘new ap
proach’ dir ective, concerning the safety of toys (2), 
the opening up of public procurement contracts (3) 

(1) Interview with Michel Petite, 23 June 2016.
(2) Council Directive 88/378/EEC of 3 May 1988 (OJ L 187, 16.7.1988, p. 1).
(3) Council Directive 88/295/EEC of 22 March 1988 (OJ L 127, 20.5.1988, 

p.  1); and Council Directive 89/440/EEC of 18  July 1989 (OJ L  210, 
21.7.1989, p. 1).

or the third  directive on the liberalisation of capital 
movements (4). The example of the directive on the 
safety of toys was particularly enlightening: initial
ly the Commission had proposed a long directive, 
meticulously detailing the technical standards to be 
adopted (5). It chose finally to withdraw the draft. 
Commissioner Cockfield replaced it in 1986 with 
a new proposal based on the new approach and on 
mutual recognition. 

The single market programme was also integrated 
into the other Commission policies. The European 
Council of Rhodes in December 1988 took note of 
the relatively satisfactory implementation of the sin
gle market programme, and of the need to complete 
it with a strong ‘social dimension’  (6). Also with 
regard to the environment, the implementation of 
the single market allowed new standards to be pro
moted. The most discussed texts over this period in
cluded the standards for exhaust emissions by auto
mobiles, which were reduced by the texts of 1987 
and 1989 with a view to the progressive adoption 

(4) Council Directive 88/361/EEC of 24 June 1988 (OJ L 178, 8.7.1988, p. 5).
(5) Egan, Constructing a European market, pp. 173174.
(6) Presidency conclusions of the European Council, Rhodes, 2 and 3 Decem

ber 1988 (https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20597/1988_decem
ber__rhodes__eng_.pdf).

Following the 1985 white paper, a series of measures were 
adopted to eliminate physical, technical and fiscal borders  

and to liberalise trade.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20597/1988_december_-_rhodes__eng_.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20597/1988_december_-_rhodes__eng_.pdf


262 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

of leadfree petrol and the catalytic converter  (1). 
Lastly, this dynamic even affected the cultural sec
tor. The ‘television without frontiers’ directive was a 
response to the technological shift linked to the in
creased number of frequencies due to liberal isation 
of the sector (with the change from control at the 
point of reception to control at the point of emission, 
i.e. the countryoforigin principle) and also due to 
the setting of minimum broadcasting  standards (2). 
In this context the French government insisted in 
particular on the principle of cultural  exception (3).

Three significant dossiers were completed before 
1992, largely facilitating the free movement of 
 people and goods within the internal market. In 
1988 the Council adopted a directive on the mutual 
recognition of diplomas for the purposes of exercis
ing a profession (4). Whereas in the past the Com
munity had spent years — nearly 20 years for archi
tects (5) — on the recognition of diplomas for the 
liberal professions through the harmonisation of 
minimum requirements (particularly the duration 
of periods of study), the directive of 1988 imme
diately introduced a general system for the mutual 
recognition of all higher education diplomas award
ed upon completion of courses with a duration of at 
least 3 years, accompanied where appropriate, and if 
needed to address substantial differences in training 
or professional experience, by an apprenticeship or 
aptitude test at the choice of the citizen of  another 
Member State. Lawyers were given the right to prac
tise under their homecountry professional title in 

(1) Council Directive 88/76/EEC of 3  December 1987 (OJ L  36, 9.2.1988, 
p.  1); Commission Directive 89/491/EEC of 17  July 1989 (OJ L  238, 
15.8.1989, p. 43).

(2) Council Directive 89/552/EEC of 3 October 1989 (OJ L 298, 17.10.1989, 
p. 23). Interviews with Michel Petite, 23 June 2016; and Martine Reicherts, 
14 December 2017.

(3) Interview with Élisabeth Guigou, 3 October 2017; Meunier, S. and  Gordon, 
P., ‘Globalization and French cultural identity’, French Politics, Culture & 
Society, Vol. 19, No 1, Brookings Institution Press, Washington DC, 2001, 
pp. 2241.

(4) Interview with Heinz  Zourek, 29  June 2017; Council Directive 89/48/
EEC of 21 December 1988 (OJ L 19, 24.1.1989, p. 16).

(5) Initial proposal in 1967 and Council Directive 85/384/EEC of 10  June 
1985 (OJ L 223, 21.8.1985, p. 15).

1998  (6). Tens of thousands of professionals were 
thus free to establish themselves and practise their 
profession anywhere in the Community. These texts 
were supplemented for training courses of a lower 
level or shorter duration by Directive 92/51/EEC 
and Directive 1999/42/EC for craft diplomas. In 
June 1990 the Council adopted three directives on 
granting the right of residence to students, retired 
people and inactive people (whereas free movement 
had been limited mainly to workers in the past) (7). 
These provisions were the first step towards the 
recognition of EU citizenship in the Treaty of 
 Maastricht.

In support of this overall policy, the Commission 
ordered and disseminated the ‘Cecchini report’, 
named after Paolo Cecchini, the former Deputy 
DirectorGeneral for the Internal Market, who 
endeavoured to perform a rigorous evaluation of 
the estimated benefits of the single market  (8). He 
evalu ated the estimated gains from this programme 
at around 5 % of gross national product, i.e. approxi
mately ECU  200  billion. He concluded with four 
points: 

‘— business must respond to the challenge and 
seize the new opportunities on offer. Corpor
ate management should also seek to make in
dustrial relations less conflictual, encourage 
employee involvement in the life of the en
terprise, and ensure that workers share in the 
jointly achieved productivity gains …

 Ƕ competition policy must be effectively en
forced …

 Ƕ the distribution of gains must be fair, as must 
be the distribution of cost …

(6) Directive 98/5/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
16 February 1998 (OJ L 77, 14.3.1998, p. 36) following Council Directive 
77/249/EEC of 22 March 1977.

(7) Council Directives 90/364/EEC, 90/365/EEC and 90/366/EEC of 
28 June 1990 (OJ L 180, 13.7.1990, p. 26).

(8) SEC(88) 524 final, 13 April 1988, ‘Europe 1992: the overall challenge’.
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 Ƕ monetary stability and the necessity to 
strengthen ... the European Monetary System’.

The single market thus incorporated a dynamic that 
extended to many other sectors.

Review and changes (1992-2000)

In 1992 the Treaty of Maastricht further increased 
the importance of the single market through the 
creation of economic and monetary union. In the 
runup to the deadline of 31 December 1992 a first 
review was produced in a report drafted by a group 
chaired by the former Commissioner for Compe
tition, Peter Sutherland (1). In addition to the har
monisation directives he insisted on the adoption of 
practical measures to ensure that the single market 
could be of real benefit to consumers and business
es. Mario Monti, an economics professor prior to 
becoming Commissioner for the Intern al Market 
(19951999), in turn drafted a review in 1997 with 
a view to achieving better communication on the 
advantages for citizens of the single market. He 
 estimated that the single market had created be
tween 300 000 and 900 000 additional jobs. While 
jobs had been eliminated in some sectors, many 
 appeared in others, such as services or telecommu
nications (2). 

While the majority of the directives provided for in 
the 1985 White Paper were adopted as of 1993, the 
challenge was then to monitor the rate of transpos
ition, which was 91 % in October  1996, rising to 
as high as 97.8 % in Denmark  (3). Legislative har
monisation need not be total, as had already been 
confirmed by the Edinburgh European Council 
in December 1992, in its declaration on the prin
ciple of subsidiarity. Furthermore, in May 1996 the 

(1) SEC(92) 2044, 26 October 1992, ‘The internal market after 1992: meeting 
the challenge — Report presented to the Commission by the High Level 
Group on the functioning of the internal market’. 

(2) Monti, Le marché unique et l’Europe de demain.
(3) Ibid. p. 221.

Commission tested a simplification mechanism 
in its proposal ‘Simpler legislation for the internal 
market’ (4). Promoted in particular by John Mogg, 
who was DirectorGeneral for the Internal Mar
ket and close to VicePresident Sir Leon Brittan, it 
aimed to simplify the legislation proposed and keep 
harmonisation to a minimum (5).

Enlargement to include Austria, Sweden and Fin
land in 1995 did not pose any problems because 
these countries were already part of the European 
Economic Area. The EFTA (European Free Trade 
Association) Surveillance Authority created in 1994 
was already monitoring compliance with European 
standards in these three countries, and could ini
tiate proceedings against them (6). Implementation 
of the acquis communautaire was already a reality. 
What is more, Heinz Zourek, Austrian member 
of the EFTA Surveillance Authority, became Dep
uty DirectorGeneral of the new DG XV, ‘Internal 
Market and Financial Services’, created in 1993 by 
the merging of the former DG  III, ‘Internal Mar
ket and industrial Affairs’, and DG XV, ‘Financial 
Institutions and Company Law’. This showed the 
connection between the single market in goods and 
that in services.

In 1999 the approach evolved further with internal 
reflection on a document called ‘Nirvana’, a name 
that bore witness to the optimism of the time  (7). 
When the prospect of seeing this document adopt
ed faded, an official extended the metaphor by refer
ring to ‘Paradise postponed’ (8). The Nirvana  project 

(4) Interview with Heinz Zourek, 29 June 2017.
(5) Interviews with Stefano Micossi, 17 May 2016; and Heinz Zourek, 29 June 

2017.
(6) Interview with Heinz Zourek, 29 June 2017.
(7) HAEC, BAC 254/2006/246, ‘Note by J. Mogg (DG  XV) to T. Stoll 

(DG XV/A)’, 17 May 1999. See also HAEC, BAC 254/2006/248, ‘Note 
on the Internal Market Council of 25 February 1999’: ‘Monti technique i.e. 
impose system ex post facto, in say the Scoreboard, by identifying a number 
of discreet initiatives (e.g. public procurement legislative package, followup 
to mutual recognition communication, financial services framework) as 
priorities for the next year, including in some cases deadline for adoption. 
Subsequent Scoreboards would then monitor progress on these actions.’

(8) HAEC, BAC 254/2006/248, ‘Note by DG  X on “Paradise postponed”’, 
29 June 1999.
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was intended to make the creation of a single market 
a permanent objective, integrated into all Commu
nity policies. The idea of a single date for completion 
had to be abandoned in favour of inter mediate tar
gets constantly updated in line with developments 
in the technological, economic and political chal
lenges of the time. This document led to a vigorous 
debate between Member State representatives, with 
the French pushing for a more so cial Europe, while 
the British focused above all on keeping a level play
ing field, defined in a restrictive manner (1). Finally, 

(1) HAEC, BAC 254/2006/246, minutes of the Internal Market Council of 
21 May 1997; HAEC, BAC 254/2006/248, ‘Note from the French govern
ment’, 2 September 1999: ‘In general, the objectives set by the Commission 
in this document to achieve the single market should take greater account 
of European social policy, as provided for in the Treaty of Amsterdam’; and 
‘Note from the United Kingdom (DTI)’, 7  September 1999: ‘The word 
“fair” can be ambiguous. What I think is meant here is the maintenance 
of a “level playing field” — not, for instance, fairness between management 
freedom and social protection.’

the Lisbon strategy adopted in 2000 included the 
single market in a group of much wider objectives, 
ranging from the information  society to adaptation 
to the demographic challenge, and to the liberalisa
tion of the services and en ergy markets (2). At insti
tutional level, exchanges of good practice between 
national administrations were preferred over the 
route of systematic Euro pean harmonisation. It had 
been a long road since the 1985 White Paper, and 
the priorities were therefore no longer the same.

Transversal and sectoral measures

In detail, the implementation of the single market 
was based on a harmonisation process that was both 

(2) Presidency conclusions of the European Council, Lisbon, 23 and 24 March 
2000 (https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisboneurope
ancouncilpresidencyconclusions.pdf).

In 1993 the White Paper ‘Growth, competitiveness, employment’ linked the establishment of European networks with job creation.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
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transversal (or horizontal) and sectoral (or vertical). 
Initially, taxation, and in particular value added tax, 
was a tricky issue. Commissioner Cockfield imme
diately launched into a very ambitious tax harmo
nisation plan that incurred the wrath of his former 
prime minister. Michel Petite, a former member of 
the Cockfield cabinet, described the specific prob
lems posed by the absence of a single market and 
also the solutions proposed by the UK Commis
sioner as follows: 

‘For the abolition of internal borders, the 
main obstacle was VAT, because at the time 
a goods truck had to stop at each border to 
de-tax the goods transported from the 
previous country and have them re-taxed in 
the next country. When travelling from 
Denmark to Italy, for example, trucks had to 
stop at each border mainly for VAT reasons. 
Here, there was indeed a striking clash 
between Margaret Thatcher and Arthur 
Cockfield, because Arthur Cockfield 
continually pointed out to Margaret 
Thatcher that she had committed herself 
and that such commitment required action 
in the field of VAT. Thatcher took the line 
that it was out of the question for Europe to 
become involved in taxation and therefore 
that she had by no means committed to 
working on taxation. They argued to the 
point of causing delays in the big VAT 
project. Let us not forget that Cockfield also 
had an extremely radical vision of the 
removal of VAT borders’ (1).

The Cockfield project aimed at taxation in the 
country of origin, which was the simplest system, 
although it favoured exporter countries. Ultimate
ly, the principle of taxation in the country of des
tination still prevailed in  1993. It was then up to 
businesses to declare their VAT themselves, without 
the intermediary of customs agents. In 1992 the 
partial harmonisation of VAT rates was adopted (2). 
Minimum rates and ranges were set, depending on 

(1) Interview with Michel Petite, 23 June 2016, pp. 67.
(2) Council Directive 92/77/EEC of 19 October 1992 (OJ L 316, 31.10.1992, 

p. 1). See also interview with Christiane Scrivener, 20 April 2016.

the product. This was supplemented by another 
text in 1999 that opened up derogations for cer
tain  labourintensive services (home care, labour 
for reno vation work, etc.)  (3). In parallel to this, 
also just before the 1993 deadline, a whole range of 
 directives were adopted providing on the one hand 
for the elimination of restrictions on crossborder 
purchases of products subject to special taxes (‘ex
cises’), such as petrol, alcohol or tobacco, and on the 
other hand for the partial alignment of taxation on 
some of these products (4). A balance between har
monisation and liberalisation was established.

After the Cassis de Dijon ruling the harmonisation 
measures focused in particular on measures relating 

(3) Council Directive 1999/85/EC of 22 October 1999 (OJ L 277, 28.10.1999, 
p. 34),

(4) Council Directive 92/84/EEC of 19 October 1992 (OJ L 316, 31.10.1992, 
p.  29); Council Directive 92/12/EEC of 25  February 1992 (OJ L 76, 
23.3.1992, p. 1).

Drawing by Richard O’Toole, head of cabinet of Peter Sutherland, 
showing the ‘impenetrable legal maze’ of Community regulations 

in 1988.
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to health, safety and consumer protection, before 
also adding environmental concerns. These pre
scriptions led to bickering between those who want
ed to promote restrictive standards and those who 
defended a less regulated approach (1).

The opening up to competition of public procure
ment, which had already started in the 1970s and 
continued in the 1980s, was formalised by a number 
of directives adopted in the 1990s (2). On this mat
ter, Heinz Zourek mentioned the difficulty of har
monising the various practices between countries 
awarding global contracts, and others that preferred 
to divide contracts into small lots so as not to penal
ise small and mediumsized enterprises (3).

Sometimes the internal market deepened indirect
ly. For instance, the famous Bosman ruling in 1995 
liberalised the movement of professional footballers 
within the internal market (4). Since that date foot
ball teams have been able to hire as many  players 
from other Member States as they wish. Indeed 
the Commission archives show that this was an old 
concern, because a Court ruling in 1976 had already 
brought up the principle of free movement  (5). In 
1978 Commissioner Étienne Davignon had then 
attempted to negotiate progressive implementa
tion with the Union of European Football Asso
ciations (UEFA). Commissioners Manuel Marín 
and  Peter Sutherland took up the torch in 1987, 

(1) HAEC, BAC 254/2006/248, ‘Note from DG XXIV’, 10 September 1999: 
‘Overall, I find that the draft gives the impression that the Single Market 
is the Community’s main objective and that most of the other Commu
nity policies are subordinated to it. In any case Community policies on 
con sumer or health protection are not subordinated to the creation of the 
Single Market but have equal status both politically and in Treaty terms. 
The document should thus clearly reflect that the Single Market is a means 
towards an end (not an end in itself) and that even a perfectly functioning 
market will not solve all the problems and achieve all the other political 
aims of the Community.’

(2) Council Directive 92/50/EEC of 18 June 1992 (OJ L 209, 24.7.1992, p. 1); 
Council Directive 93/36/EEC of 14 June 1993 (OJ L 199, 9.8.1993, p. 1); 
Council Directive 93/37/EEC of 14 June 1993 (OJ L 199, 9.8.1993, p. 54); 
and Council Directive 93/38/EEC of 14  June 1993 (OJ L 199, 9.8.1993, 
p. 84).

(3) Interview with Heinz Zourek, 29 June 2017.
(4) Judgment of the Court of 15 December 1995 in Case C415/93, Bosman 

and Others (ECR 1995, p. I4921).
(5) HAEC, BAC 220/2009/50, SEC(87) 78/5, 22 January 1987, ‘Note from 

DG V’.

with the Irishman showing particular enthusiasm 
for the promotion of free movement (6). However, 
President Delors stalled matters  (7). Finally, Com
missioner Martin Bangemann achieved a compro
mise with UEFA in 1990 on the ‘3  +  2’ rule, ac
cording to which at least three nonnational players 
could be admitted, in addition to two nonnational 
players who had been employed for 5  years with
out interruption in that country. The Bosman rul
ing was therefore part of this dynamic, and had a 

(6) HAEC, BAC 220/2009/50, ‘Note from Peter Sutherland’, 18 June 1987.
(7) HAEC, BAC 220/2009/50, handwritten note from Riccardo Perissich 

to Fernand Braun mentioning the ‘hesitations’ of President Delors on this 
file, stapled to a note dated 1 February 1989. See also his response in 1999: 
‘in my opinion, the Bosman ruling misunderstood the educational, cul
tural and moral role of sport, and in particular football’, in HAEC, BAC 
254/2006/246, ‘Hearing of Jacques Delors by the Senate delegation for the 
European Union’, 16 June 1999.

On 1 January 1993 the fundamentals of ‘Target 92’ were in place, 
and checks at the internal borders of the Community had been 

discontinued.
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 radicalising effect. Initially, UEFA was reluctant to 
enforce the ruling, but the Commission, and par
ticularly the Commissioner for Competition, Karel 
Van  Miert, pressurised it to comply with Commu
nity law as quickly as pos sible (1), even though some 
Commissioners had misgivings (2).

Movement also affected the financial sector. Free
dom to provide banking services, which had made 
a faltering start in 1977, accelerated dramatically 
with a directive in 1989 based on the principle of 
mutual recognition through the ‘single licence’. 
Surveillance was the responsibility of the superviso
ry authority of the country of origin, but the host 
country could also intervene in the event of an obvi
ous deficiency (3). In parallel to this, the freedom of 
movement of capital became almost total following 
a directive of June 1988 (4).

The Commission also looked at the telecommuni
cations sector because it was affected by major tech
nological progress linked to its convergence with 
data processing and the development of the mobile 
phone (5). Lastly, and still on a sectoral level, liberal
isation measures were also taken in the fields of rail 
transport, air transport and energy (6). 

Conclusion

The objective of the single market set by Jacques 
Delors in his keynote speech of 14  January 1985, 

(1) HAEC, BAC 424/1999/171, ‘Note on a meeting of the cabinet of Pádraig 
Flynn’, 30 January 1996.

(2) HAEU, BAC 189/2000/499, Commission minutes, 7  February 1996: 
YvesThibault de Silguy discussed the possible negative effects on public 
opinion of applying the Bosman ruling if the Commission were accused of 
pandering to the big clubs.

(3) Maes, I., Half a century of European financial integration — From the Rome 
Treaty to the 21st century, Mercatorfonds, Brussels, 2007, pp. 6264; Schenk, 
C. R. and MourlonDruol, E., ‘Bank regulation and supervision’, in Cassis, 
Y., Grossman, R. S. and Schenk, C. R. (eds), The Oxford handbook of banking 
and financial history, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2016, pp. 395419; 
Quaglia, L., Governing financial services in the European  Union — Banking, 
securities and post-trading, Routledge, Abingdon, 2010.

(4) Council Directive 88/361/EEC of 24 June 1988 (OJ L 178, 8.7.1988, p. 5).
(5) See the text box on telecommunications in this chapter.
(6) See Chapter 12 ‘The networks’.

and defined by Cockfield in his White Paper, thus 
became a reality a few years later, on 31 December 
1992, as stipulated by the 1986 Single European 
Act. After taking this important step, the function
ing of the single market then became the main ob
jective. This resulted in a vast wave of legislative har
monisation relating to the movement of goods and, 
increasingly, of services. The Commission proposed 
texts to the European Parliament and the Coun
cil, and ensured that they were not only adopted 
but also implemented. It was also responsible for 
constantly updating the single market objectives, 
 encompassing a growing number of fields.

Laurent Warlouzet
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11.2. Competition policy

Competition policy aimed to monitor the behav
iour of economic operators, whether private or pub
lic, on the market, in order to avoid vested interests 
linked to distortions in the priceformation process. 
It targeted cartels, sometimes referred to as ‘under
standings’ or simply ‘agreements’  (1), between sev
eral businesses to limit competition between each 
other, and also abuses of a dominant position, or 
the creation of a monopolistic situation generated 
by concentrations. All these practices were not pro
hibited per se, except in the most  serious cases. The 
authority  responsible for ensuring compliance with 
these rules had to differentiate between accept
able agreements, such as those intended to further 
research and development, and those that are un
acceptable, such as price cartels. It was often difficult 
to draw a dividing line: was an exclusive distribution 
agreement between a producer and a seller positive 
(because it improved distribution, particularly since 
it provided for an aftersales service) or negative 
(limiting the dissemination of other products) for 
the creation of wealth? The same question arose for 
State aid and all public intervention to limit com
petition. These were the complex questions, skirting 
the edges of law and economics, that had to be an
swered by the competent regulatory authorities.

First developed in the United States with the Sher
man Antitrust Act of 1890, competition policy then 
very gradually gained ground in western Europe 
 after 1945. The creation of a common coal and steel 
market through the ECSC in 1951, followed by a 
general common market through the EEC in 1957, 
associated the elimination of customs barriers with 
trade (customs duties, quotas) and with the creation 
of a common competition policy, because the two 
dynamics complemented each other. Indeed, if busi
nesses continued to share out the market through 

(1) Today, the term ‘cartel’ in English tends to refer to a serious form (non 
eligible for exemption) of understanding. The word ‘understanding’ often 
has a negative connotation, whereas the word ‘agreement’ is neutral.

cartels, or through the abuse of a dominant position 
on their respective national turf, then the liberal
isation of trade would have only limited effects on 
prices.

The Treaty of Rome therefore contained a full range 
of rules on competition aimed at combating the 
many practices that might undermine the creation 
of a common market: agreements (Article 85 of the 
Treaty establishing the European Economic Com
munity (EEC Treaty), which became Article 81 of 
the Treaty on European Union (EU Treaty), then 
Article 101 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union (TFEU)), the abuse of a dominant 
position (Article 86 of the EEC Treaty, which be
came Article 82 of the EU Treaty, then Article 102 
TFEU), the behaviour of stateowned enterprises 
(Article 90 of the EEC Treaty, which became Art
icle 86 of the EU Treaty, then Article 106 TFEU) 
and, lastly, State aid (Article 92 of the EEC  Treaty, 
which became Article  87 of the EU Treaty, then 
Article 107 TFEU). None of these procedures was 
prohibited per se (except for abuses of a dominant 
position), but it was up to the Community author
ities to decide on their admissibility. Furthermore, 
some forms of State aid were in principle compatible 
with the common market (Article 107(2) TFEU), 
such as consumer subsidies (where they did not dis
criminate according to the state of origin) or aid in 
the event of natural catastrophes.

The first legislation in this field, Regulation No 17 
of 1962, gave the Commission a central role in the 
matter of agreements, creating a knockon effect in 
other fields. For instance, at least until the proced
ure was amended by Regulation (EC) No 1/2003, 
the Commission decided on competitionrelated 
matters almost alone, with no interference from the 
European Parliament or the Council of Ministers, 
except for the consultation of an expert committee 
from the Member States, the publication of an an
nual report and monitoring by the Court of Just
ice. In the early days European competition policy 
progressed very gradually, but it was  significantly 
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reinforced in the 1980s  (1). Between 1986 and 
2000 this dynamic continued both in the old core 
 competencies  — anticartel measures  — and in a 
new field that was to take on considerable import
ance, namely that of the control of mergers, and 
then in a whole series of other sectors.

The revival of the fight against cartels

European competition policy initially governed 
agreements, with a first regulation in 1962  (2). At 
institutional level, Regulation No  17 established 
a double monopoly for the Commission. On the 
one hand, the Treaty of Rome gave it a monopoly 
over the decision on the admissibility of an agree
ment. It had to consider the opinion of an advisory 
committee of experts from the Member States but, 
as the name indicates, the committee was mere
ly advisory. The Commission therefore needed an 
independent source of information. On the other 
hand, this legitimated the fact that all businesses 
were required to notify the supranational authority 
of any agreements that might affect trade between 
Member States (thereby falling within the scope of 
Article 85). Such strong centralisation was essential 
at the time because the competition authorities in 

(1) See Bussière, É., ‘Competition’, in Dumoulin, M. (ed.), The Euro-
pean Commission 1958-72  — History and memories of an institution, 
 Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 2007, 
pp.  303316; and Warlouzet, L., ‘Competition at the service of the mar
ket’, in Bussière et al., The European Commission 1973-86, pp.  291299.  
Quite an extensive bibliography spanning the 1950s and 1960s now exists: 
Warlouzet, L., ‘The centralization of EU competition policy: historical in
stitutionalist dynamics from cartel monitoring to merger control (1956–
91)’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol.  54, No  3, WileyBlackwell 
Publishing, Chichester, 2016, pp.  726729. For the 1980s and 1990s see: 
Cini, M. and McGowan, L., Competition policy in the European Union, 
second edition, ‘The European Union’ collection, Palgrave Macmillan, 
Basingstoke, 2009; BuchHansen, H. and Wigger, A., The politics of 
 European competition regulation — A critical political economy perspective, 
‘Routledge/RIPE Studies in Global Political Economy’ collection, No 32, 
Routledge, Abingdon, 2011; McGowan, L., The antitrust revolution in 
 Europe —  Exploring the European Commission’s cartel policy, Edward  Elgar, 
Cheltenham, 2010; Büthe, T., ‘The politics of competition and institu
tional change in European Union: the first fifty years’, in Meunier, S. and 
 McNamara, K. R. (eds), Making history — European integration and insti-
tutional change at fifty, ‘The State of the European Union’ collection, Vol. 8, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2007, pp. 175193.

(2) This brief history is taken from Warlouzet, Governing Europe in a globaliz-
ing world, pp. 157160 for agreements and pp. 166168 for State aid.

the majority of EEC Member States were either 
weak or nonexistent in 1962. However, the noti
fication procedure established by Regulation No 17 
of 1962 quickly led to insurmountable difficulties, 
with the Commission having to handle more than 
36 000 notifications submitted in just a few months. 
It was physically incapable of processing them. 
Thousands of agreements with businesses thus wait
ed in vain for the legal position to be clarified.

The backlog problem was then partially resolved 
in the 1980s thanks to the many regulations set
ting out exemptions by category. These related to 
the types of agreement that were in principle ad
missible, and therefore exempt from prohibition. 
This removed the need for any future notifications 
and settled matters for some of the already notified 
agreements, avoiding the need to reach an indi
vidual decision for each one of them. However, 
although the exemptions by category limited the 
backlog, it remained a significant problem between 
1986 and 2000. 

Shortly before leaving his post as DirectorGeneral 
of DG  IV, the DirectorateGeneral for Competi
tion, ClausDieter Ehlermann, launched a major in
ternal reflection on the ‘structural priorities’ of his 
service. With a major eastward enlargement on the 
horizon, and deeper implementation of the internal 
market, it was likely that the number of agreements 
to be examined by the Commission would increase. 
If DG IV was to remain efficient it would have to 
think about reforming its procedures: ‘DG IV has 
to concentrate on what is essential and has to be 
done at the level of the EU. All the rest must either 
be left to Member States or simply be neglected’ (3). 
Ehlermann acknowledged that the procedure in
herited from Regulation No 17 of 1962 was a bur
densome one: Article 85 ‘is the area of most of the 

(3) HAEU, Philip Lowe Fonds (PL) 11, ‘Note from ClausDieter Ehlermann 
for the deputy directorgeneral and the directors on the structural priorities 
of DG IV (19952000)’, 5 January 1995; on modernisation, see also inter
view with Mario Monti, 27 October 2017.



270 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

Telecommunications

In the 1980s the Commission focused on the field of 
telecommunications because it was affected by 
major technological changes that deeply affected its 
market (1). The transition from analogue 
transmissions to digital communications, combined 
with the adoption of optical fibre cables, allowed for 
a considerable increase in bandwidth. Furthermore, 
progress in the performance of satellites and the 
growing number of satellite launches reduced the 
cost of international communications. Lastly, the use 
of mobile telephony was developing rapidly. These 
technological advances led to major commercial 
disruption with the arrival of new products and 
services. The cost of market entry decreased, thereby 
threatening the established positions of historical 
telecommunications operators. More generally, 
increased internationalisation and the convergence 
with information technology resulted in a more 
important role for telecommunications in the 
economy and society, even before the arrival of the 
internet at the turn of the century. Conversely, this 
growing interaction with the fields of media and 
information technology delegitimised the traditional 
link between postal services and 
telecommunications, which was often at the heart of 
the public monopolies dominating the sector, such as 
Deutsche Bundespost in Germany, Post Office 
Telecommunications in the United Kingdom and PTT 
(Postes, télégraphes et téléphones, which became 
Postes et télécommunications) in France. These 
large-scale undertakings came into being at a time 
when communications were expensive and required 
heavy public investment. The old system of cross-
subsidisation, with long-distance communications 
generally subsidising local calls, was also called into 
question because new companies could set up in 
more profitable sectors.

These technological and commercial changes were 
associated with legislative developments. In the 
United States the main operator was the private 

(1) On this subject see: Griset, P., ‘La France et les télécommuni-
cations européennes face aux mutations des années 1980’, 
in Bussière, É., Dumoulin, M. and Schirmann, S. (eds), Milieux 
économiques et intégration européenne au XXe siècle — 
La  relance des années quatre-vingt (1979-1992), ‘Histoire 
économique et  financière XIXe-XXe’ collection, Comité pour 
l’histoire économique et financière de la France, Paris, 2007, 
pp. 315-331; Thatcher, M., Internationalisation and  economic 
institutions — Comparing the European experience, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, 2007; Sauter, W., Competition law and 
industrial policy in the EU, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1997.

AT&T company, which had a monopoly on certain 
services. In 1974 the American Department of 
Justice prosecuted the company for non-compliance 
with anti-trust rules. This led AT&T to accept its 
dismantling in 1984. Baby-bells (regional telephone 
companies, members of the Bell network) were then 
established and competed on the internal market. 
Likewise, in the United Kingdom, Margaret Thatcher 
decided at the start of the 1980s to privatise the 
traditional operator British Telecom and to gradually 
open up the market to competition. This liberalisation 
added to the pressure on long-established European 
businesses and their regulators.

In response to this upheaval the Commission first 
tried to define common standards. In mobile 
telephony the action of the Commission developed in 
cooperation with a sectoral technical body, the 
European Conference of Postal and 
Telecommunications Administrations, created in 
1959 (2). The Groupe spécial mobile was established 
within this body in 1982. In 1987 it defined a 
common standard centred on the frequency 
900 MHz. The Commission then adopted this 
standard and encouraged its dissemination in order 
to avoid the emergence of differing standards, which 
would in fact constitute non-tariff barriers to trade, 
thereby undermining the single market. 
Subsequently, standardisation competences in the 
telecoms field were given to a new standardisation 
body, the European Telecommunications Standard 
Institute. The large-scale adoption of the GSM 
(Global System for Mobile Communication) standard 
made it possible to strengthen the position of 
European manufacturers on the one hand, and to 
develop a truly European mobile telephone market 
on the other. The success of this European standard 
even affected consumers, who often referred to a 
mobile phone in the early days, and sometimes still 
do today, as a ‘GSM’.

(2) Interview with Alain Servantie, 4 October 2017; Laborie, L., 
‘Concurrence et changement technique — De la norme au 
marché, la trajectoire unique de la téléphonie mobile en Europe 
depuis les années 1980’, Histoire, Éco nomie & Société, Vol. 1, 
Armand Colin, Paris, 2008, pp. 91-102.
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In addition to this the Commission adopted a series of 
measures aimed at opening up the markets, previously 
dominated by the incumbent operators (1). DG XIII 
‘Telecommunications, Information Industries and 
Innovation’, led by Michel Carpentier, was created in 
1986. It worked on reforming the sector in association 
with DG IV, ‘Competition’. Following a Green Paper in 
1987 the Commission succeeded in having a first 
series of directives adopted on the opening up of 
competition for terminal equipment such as telephone 
sets. Some Member States disputed a 1988 directive 
adopted by the Commission pursuant to Article 90(3) 
of the EEC Treaty, but the Court of Justice ruled 
against them in 1991, thereby facilitating the 
process (2). 

(1) Interviews with Alain Servantie, 4 October 2017; and Michel 
Carpentier and Alain Servantie, 18 August 2017.

(2) Judgment of the Court of 19 March 1991 in Case C-202/88, 
France v Commission — competition in telecommunications 
terminal equipment (ECR 1991, p. I-1223): France was sup-
ported in these proceedings by Belgium, the Federal Republic 
of Germany, Italy and Greece. Interviews with Alain Servantie, 
4 October 2017; Jean-François Verstrynge, 30 May 2017; and 
Christopher Wilkinson, 6 March 2017.

Alongside this the Commission promoted the principle 
of the ‘open network’ in order to facilitate access for 
new competitors. The regulatory and operational 
functions of the network were separated. This 
approach was then implemented by a first series of 
directives in 1990, followed by the ‘telecom package’ 
of 1996-1998, which ensured the definitive and total 
opening up of old national monopolies in the supply of 
voice telephone services (3). Monopolies were 
prohibited, public procurement was liberalised (in order 
to break the sometimes rigid relationship 

(3) COM(87) 290 final, 30 June 1987, ‘Towards a dynamic Euro-
pean economy — Green Paper on the development of the com-
mon market for telecommunications services and equipment; 
Commission Directive 96/19/EC of 13 March 1996 (OJ L 74, 
22.3.1996, p. 13); Directive 97/13/EC of the European Parlia-
ment and of the Council of 10 April 1997 (OJ L 117, 7.5.1997, 
p. 15); Directive 97/33/EC of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 30 June 1997 (OJ L 199, 26.7.1997, p. 32); Direct-
ive 97/51/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
6 October 1997 (OJ L 295, 29.10.1997, p. 23); Directive 97/66/
EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 Decem-
ber 1997 (OJ L 24, 30.1.1998, p. 1); Directive 98/10/EC of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 26 February 1998 
(OJ L 101, 1.4.1998, p. 24).

Michel Carpentier was the Director-General of the task force, later the Directorate-General for Telecommunications,  
Information Market and Exploitation of Research, from 1983 to 1994.

▶
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between certain operators and some of their 
suppliers) and the principles of competition policy were 
applied to the sector, which was rapidly reconfigured 
by means of privatisations, legal transfers and 
mergers. However, privatisation was not required by 
Community legislation, but was rather chosen by the 
national authorities. Stricter control of State aid was 
achieved through a precise definition of public-service 
obligations, which were then assessed and quantified. 
For instance, the universal service was maintained, i.e. 
the obligation for a public service operator to provide a 
minimum telephone service at a basic cost irrespective 
of the geographical remoteness of the consumer. Yet 
this liberalisation did not result in ‘deregulation’, 
although the term was often used to refer to the 
changes. Indeed, the newly established competition 
was regulated both by the European Commission at 
Community level and by the independent national 
authorities, often created ex nihilo from the 1990s 
onwards. In general the Member States were given a 
wide range of competences in order to implement the 
European telecommunications framework. The 
Commission then ensured the coherence and 
uniformity of national interventions and their 
compliance with Community legislation. 

Laurent Warlouzet

Telecommunications in Europe. 
On 1 January 1998 the telecommunications markets of most 

of the Member States were liberalised.

◀
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external criticism and of profound internal frus
tration (cf. high number of pending cases, length 
of procedures, low number of formal decisions). At 
the same time, it occupies most of DG IV’s staff (al
most four directorates out of six)’ (1). At that time 
other systems were suggested, such as the creation 
of an independent Commission agency responsible 
for enforcing competition law, based on the model 
of the German Bundeskartellamt, which was inde
pendent of the political executive (2). Another pos
sibility mentioned in the note was that of leaning 
more heavily on the national authorities. Indeed, 
all Member States had set up competition author
ities in the 1990s and  2000s, and so the situation 
was very different from that in the 1960s. However, 
Ehlermann considered that: ‘The exemption mono
poly of the Commission under Art 853 should only 
be abandoned as a matter of last resort’ (3). The DG 
had to maintain its intellectual leadership in the 

(1) HAEU, PL11.
(2) Ehlermann, C.D., ‘Reflections on a European cartel office’, Common Mar-

ket Law Review, Vol. 32, No 2, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, 
1995, pp. 471486.

(3) HAEU, PL11.

field of competition. This aspect was of particular 
importance for Ehlermann, who was described by 
all who knew him as extremely attentive to legal 
doctrine, in addition to being a good organiser (4). 
Formerly the DirectorGeneral of the Legal Service, 
he later became a professor of law at the European 
Univer sity Institute of Florence.

The directorgeneral finally concluded that the 
exist ing system needed to be both renewed and 
improved, namely by adopting simpler exemptions 
by category and by developing economic expertise, 
in particular on the control of vertical agreements. 
However, with the future Treaty of Amsterdam 
in sight, Ehlermann was anticipating potentially 
largescale transformations: ‘If this defence proved 
impossible, the Commission might, as a weapon of 
last resort, propose to amend Reg. 17/62 and allow 
art icle 85 para 3 to be applied in certain situations 
also by national courts and administrations. Such 

(4) Interviews with Jonathan Faull, 25  November 2016; Anne Houtman, 
10  June 2016; Michel Petite, 23  June 2016; and John Temple Lang, 
2  December 2016.

Claus-Dieter Ehlermann (left) was Director-General of the Competition DG from 1990 to 1995. In 1992 he received a delegation  
of Japanese visitors.
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 situ ations might be restrictions of competition 
which are formed in vertical relationships, like dis
tribution agreements’  (1). Such speculation ultim
ately proved pointless because DG IV was reassured 
by the Treaty of Amsterdam, particularly since it 
did not actually call Article 90 into question (2).

The reflection on the association of the national 
authorities also continued in the context of inter
national conferences that allowed the Commission 
to promote its ideas, as explained by John Temple 
Lang: 

‘Already in 1998 … there was a conference 
of FIDE — Fédération internationale pour le 
droit européen. That conference was in 
Stockholm and I was a rapporteur general 
for the topic of competition procedures and 
I wrote my general report on the application 
of European competition law by national 
competition authorities. Now, I knew, but the 
audience didn’t know, that we were thinking 
about this in the Commission, and therefore 
this FIDE paper was a sort of background 
document which got people thinking about 
some of the problems, even though they 
didn’t know that the Commission was 
planning to make a proposal to this effect. It 
helped to get people used to the idea and it 
helped to identify some of the problems 
that were involved’ (3).

Philip Lowe, Director of the Merger Task Force (see 
below) in DG  IV, insisted on the need to further 
strengthen the economic analysis in order to focus 
solely on the most problematic cases. In the same 
vein he envisaged the enforcement of competition 
rules by the national authorities, particularly with 
regard to applying Article 85(3) to exclusive distri
bution agreements (4).

(1) HAEU, PL11.
(2) HAEC, BAC 527/98/16, ‘Note from DG IV’, 14 August 1997.
(3) Interview with John Temple Lang, 2 December 2016.
(4) HAEU, PL14, ‘Note from Philip Lowe to ClausDieter Ehlermann on the 

DG IV action programme for the 19951999 period’, 16 December 1994.

Mentalities were therefore evolving in DG  IV. 
Ehlermann and Lowe left the DG in 1995 (Lowe 
would later return as directorgeneral from 2002 
to 2010), but the reflections they initiated con
tinued and took shape. For instance, Commissioner 
 Karel Van Miert (19951999) launched a reflection 
on defining the relevant market  (5). More general
ly, the reform of antitrust law was the subject of a 
Green Paper in 1997 followed by a White Paper 
in 1999, which paved the way for Regulation (EC) 
No  1/2003  (6). It completely changed the proced
ures set out in Regulation No  17 of 1962: instead 
of a Commissioncentred approach, a graduated sys
tem was developed that laid a great deal of emphasis 
on regulatory implementation by the national au
thorities, even though the European Commission 
still had the last word. Alongside this, the ‘leniency 
procedure’ was adopted in 1996. This made it pos
sible to obtain immunity from a fine, or a reduc
tion in its amount, in exchange for denouncing 
a secret and unlawful agreement. This procedure 
was copied from the American model, and made it 
possible to limit recourse to notifications because 
the Commission could count on a ready flow of 
denunciations. At the same time, the Commission 
regularly increased the fines it imposed, while ex
plaining its methodology in the ‘fining guidelines’ 
published in 1998 (7). These communications from 
the Commission ensured greater predictability for 
businesses. Lastly, the new guidelines on vertical 
agreements were in line with the wishes expressed 

(5) HAEC, BAC 189/00/430, ‘Note from the SG of 3 October 1997 on the 
meeting of the heads of cabinet of 3  October 1997’: ‘With regard to the 
 observations of DGs  II and III regarding the consideration of the supply 
substitutability criterion in the assessment of the relevant market, the head 
of cabinet of Mr  Van Miert [Claude Chêne] underlined the central role 
played by the concept of substitutability of demand for the assessment of the 
relevant market, without prejudice to the consideration in certain limited 
cases of supply substitutability where it has an equivalent effect.’

(6) COM(96) 721 final, 22 January 1997, ‘Green Paper on vertical restraints 
in EC competition policy’; COM(1999) 101, 28 April 1999, ‘White Paper 
on modernisation of the rules implementing Articles 85 and 86 of the EC 
Treaty’; Council Regulation (EC) No  1/2003 of 16  December 2002 (OJ 
L 1, 4.1.2003, p. 1), Gerber, D. J., ‘Two forms of modernization in Euro
pean competition law’, Fordham International Law Journal, Vol. 31, No 5, 
 Fordham University, New York, 2007, pp. 12351265.

(7) Guidelines on the method of setting fines imposed pursuant to Art
icle 15(2) of Regulation No 17 and Article 65(5) of the ECSC Treaty (OJ 
C 9, 14.1.1998, p. 3).
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by Ehlermann in 1995, because they gave prior
ity to economic aspects. The same approach was 
adopted in the regulation on exemptions for verti
cal agreements (the ‘block exemption regulation’) 
of 1999 (1). The Commission thus adopted a more 
proactive attitude: instead of waiting for notifica
tions it encouraged denunciations as an instrument 
for detecting unlawful behaviour, and developed a 
more economic approach.

Decisive reinforcement: the merger 
regulation

Merger control was an essential prerogative in the 
regulation of market structures. With a number of 
businesses merging and occupying a dominant pos
ition, they might be tempted to abuse it. Although 
Article  86 of the EEC Treaty (now Article  102 
TFEU) could deal with the abuse of a dominant 
pos ition ex post, ex ante merger control would be 
more effective in preventing such abuses. Yet no 
provision had been made for such a prerogative in 
the Treaty of Rome, unlike the Treaty of Paris of 
1951, which established the ECSC. This explains 
why the Commission had tried to correct the short
coming with legislative proposals in 1973. How
ever, until 1989 the Council had always refused 
to grant it this power. Through Regulation (EEC) 
No  4064/89 the Council required merging com
panies with a turnover exceeding a certain thresh
old to notify the Commission of their merger. The 
Commission then had a short period of time within 
which to reach a decision on its compatibility with 
Community  legislation.

The reasons that caused the Member States to 
 finally vote on the merger regulation are many, and 
range from France’s desire to conclude its presidency 
on a successful note, to the voluntarism of the two 
successive Commissioners for Competition, Peter 

(1) Commission Regulation (EC) No  2790/1999 of 22  December 1999 (OJ 
L 336, 29.12.1999, p. 21).

Sutherland and Sir Leon Brittan, to the favourable 
caselaw of the Court  (2). However, the challenge 
arose of how to share competences with the national 
competition authorities. 

For DG IV, enforcing the merger regulation posed a 
considerable challenge: in contrast with the control 
of agreements a very tight deadline had to be com
plied with. Indeed, the Member States demanded 
a rapid decision from the Commission because the 
merger would be suspended pending its decision. 
Furthermore, absolute secrecy had to be observed 

(2) Armstrong and Bulmer, The governance of the single European market; 
 Pollack, M. A., The engines of European integration — Delegation,  agency, 
and agenda setting in the EU, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2003; 
 Warlouzet, ‘The centralization of EU competition policy’, pp. 725741.

Sir Leon Brittan was Vice-President of the European Commission 
and Commissioner responsible for Competition and Financial 

Institutions between 1989 and 1993.
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around the operation in order to prevent specula
tion on the stock market. DirectorGeneral Ehler
mann therefore set up a special unit, the Merger 
Task Force, which was physically isolated from the 
other directorates in order to maintain secrecy  (1). 
Compared with the units responsible for the fight 
against cartels it involved a significantly higher 
number of economists, to allow for an assessment 
of the complex effects of a merger on competition, 
namely by defining the relevant market.

The application of this regulation provoked debate. 
One issue was that of the relevant market in the 
event of a merger: which products should be  taken  
into consideration when defining this market? Did 
it extend over part of the EEC, over the single mar
ket as a whole or over the entire world? When a 
merger was discussed, the need to avoid obstructing 
the achievement of an ‘optimum size’ visàvis com
petition from outside Europe was also tackled  (2). 
For example, in October 1991 the European Com
mission announced its first decision prohibiting a 
merger. It concerned the plan by the FrancoItalian 
consortium ATR to take over the Canadian aircraft 
manufacturer De Havilland  (3). The Competition 
Commissioner, Sir Leon Brittan, was in fact of the 
opinion that the new group would have much too 
strong a position in some market segments. On the 
other hand, others within the Commission took a 

(1) Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 3 February 2017.
(2) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No 999, second part, meeting of 14 February 

1990, point  XIV (UTA–Air France merger), pp.  1920: Commissioner 
 Vasso Papandreou ‘noted that the opening up of the market would inevit
ably lead to mergers and that we should not run the risk of weakening 
 Community airlines in relation to their competitors in other parts of the 
world. Furthermore, it also raised the question of the market on which 
an abuse of a dominant position would occur: national or Community?’; 
Commissioner Filippo Maria Pandolfi underlined the ‘contradiction that 
could exist between the needs of competition policy and the obligation 
for businesses to achieve an optimum size’; in conclusion, Jacques Delors 
‘considered that the statement of objections should make it possible to exert 
sufficient pressure so that the company would make maximum concessions 
in favour of opening up the market, but that it should not feed criticism, 
which is growing at present in France, visàvis Europe’. HAEC, COM(90), 
Minutes No 1017, second part, meeting of 20 June 1990, point XII (appli
cation of Article 86), pp. 1013: interventions by Commissioners Henning 
Christophersen and Manuel Marín on structures and by Frans Andriessen 
on the chosen relevant market, which was considered to be too small.

(3) For information on the ATR/De Havilland case see Chapter 13.1 ‘Indus
trial policy’.

different view, considering that global competition 
in this sector was real, and that this legitimised the 
strengthening of European industry by means of a 
merger. Even within DG  IV the decision did not 
 receive unanimous support (4).

Other major decisions were subsequently made, 
including against American multinationals. For 
instance, in 1997 the Commission authorised the 
merger between Boeing and McDonnell Douglas 
only after obtaining concessions from both com
panies. 

The adoption of the merger regulation had conse
quences in other fields. For example, a cooperation 
agreement on competition was concluded between 
the United States and the EEC in 1991 precisely be
cause the adoption of the regulation had heightened 
the risk of conflicting decisions on either side of the 
Atlantic (5). More generally, experience in ana lysing 
mergers accustomed DG  IV to adopting a more 
economic approach, which Ehlermann summed 
up in the following manner in 1994: ‘the spillover 
of experiences with the merger regulation into the 
area of Article 85 and 86, like market analysis and 
deadlines’ (6). The need to meet strict deadlines was 
also a new development that influenced other fields 
of activity (7).

Reinforcement and expansion  
of competences

Reinforcement of the Commission’s competences 
in the field of competition also affected State aid. 
Peter Sutherland, Commissioner between 1985 
and 1989, launched a largescale offensive on this 
matter. To this end he drew on the study of official 

(4) Interview with Helmut Schröter, 30  September 2016; Ross, G., Jacques 
 Delors and European integration, ‘Europe and the International Order’ 
 collection, Polity Press, Cambridge, 1995. 

(5) Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 3 February 2017.
(6) HAEU, PL11.
(7) Interview with Michel Petite, 23 June 2016.
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 publications, in which the most significant State aid 
was  often announced, and sometimes on denunci
ations by competitors (1). He also launched a major 
survey on State aid, which resulted in a publication 
at the end of 1988  (2). This not only provided an 
idea of the scale of this complex problem, with some 
states resorting to regional aid and tax concessions 
that were much less visible than direct national aid, 
but also linked the control of State aid to imple
mentation of the common market. Commissioner 
Sir Leon Brittan (19891993), a British Thatcherite, 
continued in this direction  (3). In particular, he 
tried to strengthen the control of state interven
tions in favour of public undertakings, giving rise 
to  debate (4).

There again, Ehlermann envisaged reform aimed at 
giving the procedure greater transparency and flexi
bility, and also more efficiency, because the volume 
of State aid did not appear to be decreasing, despite 
the growing intensity of Community control  (5). 
Initially, these efforts ended under the mandate of 
Commissioner Karel Van Miert (19931999) with 
the publication of several communications speci
fying how to interpret the legislation and with the 
adoption of a first regulation on exemptions for 

(1) See examples in Warlouzet, Governing Europe in a globalizing world, 
pp. 166174.

(2) SEC(88) 1981, 16 December 1988, ‘Note for the attention of the heads of 
cabinet concerning the White Paper on State aid — Framework and reasons 
for the study’.

(3) Smith, A. and Joana, J., Les commissaires européens — Technocrates, diplo-
mates ou politiques?, Presses de Sciences Po, Paris, 2002, pp. 129132.

(4) HAEU, François Lamoureux Fonds (FL) 562, ‘Note from François 
 Lamoureux for Jacques Delors’, 12 February 1991, on the debate with the 
Member States and France in particular: ‘DG IV continues to consult the 
experts of the Member States on the draft Commission framework for aid 
intended to notify balance sheets, loans, guarantees, profits and company 
purchases to check whether the public enterprise is acting like a private 
 operator. Mr Van Miert was upset by this project … Mr Bérégovoy sent Sir 
Leon  Brittan a very firm letter underlining that the freedom enshrined in 
the treaty for a state to create and run public undertakings was being under
mined’; HAEU, FL677, ‘Note by Geneviève Pons (Delors cabinet) on the 
negotiation between Leon Brittan and Dominique StraussKahn’, 21 June 
1991.

(5) HAEU, PL11: ‘In spite of stricter State aid control during the last 10
15 years, the overall level of State aid support in Member States has hardly 
decreased. DG IV should therefore explore, together with DG II, whether 
budgetary volumes available for State aid could not be reduced through the 
multilateral surveillance mechanism and the implementation of the conver
gence criteria.’

State aid in 1998 and of a regulation setting out the 
procedures in 1999 (6).

With regard to the prevention of abuses of a dom
inant position under Article 86 of the EEC Treaty, 
the Commission continued to make ad hoc deci
sions. After the ruling against Tetra Pak in 1991, it 
was above all the start of the investigation against 
Microsoft that would be a landmark in the his tory 
of competition policy. This action was initiated 
 under Van Miert and led to the handing down of a 
sentence in 2004 under Mario Monti, because the 
Redmond company had abused its dominant pos
ition in the field of operating systems (Windows) to 
impose the tied sale of other software programs, for 
example the Internet Explorer browser. 

A new field of intervention was that of State aid ap
plied to services of general economic interest covered 
by the rules of competition but with exemptions de
fined by Article 90 of the EEC Treaty. Relegated to 
the background for a long time, this article received 
renewed attention following Sutherland’s appoint
ment as Commissioner. The association of proceed
ings pursuant to Articles 85, 86 or 90 of the EEC 
Treaty, added to developments in the technological 
and international regulatory context, soon allowed 
the Commission to promote the liberalisation of 
various sectors such as telecommunications, air and 
rail transport and electrical energy (7). This required 
cooperation between DG Competition and the sec
toral DGs, with analyses conducted from differing 

(6) Commission communication to the Member States — Application of Art
icles 92 and 93 of the EEC Treaty and of Article 5 of Commission Direct
ive 80/723/EEC to public undertakings in the manufacturing sector (OJ 
C 307, 13.11.1993, p. 3) — in particular, the communication insisted on 
the principle of the ‘investor operating under normal market conditions’; 
Community framework for State aid for research and development (OJ 
C 45, 17.2.1996, p. 5); Community guidelines on State aid for small and 
mediumsized enterprises (OJ C 213, 23.7.1996, p. 4); Council Regulation 
(EC) No 994/98 of 7 May 1998 (OJ L 142, 14.5.1998, p. 1); Council Regu
lation (EC) No 659/1999 of 22 March 1999 (OJ L 83, 27.3.1999, p. 1).

(7) See the section in Chapter  12 ‘The networks’ dedicated to transport and 
energy, and also the text box on telecommunications in this chapter.
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viewpoints (1). In 1995 Ehlermann feared that the 
intergovernmental conference on the negotiation 
of the future Treaty of Amsterdam would lead to 
the creation of sectoral agencies, based on the  model 
of certain independent national authorities that 
managed only one sector  (2). The directorgeneral, 
on the other hand, insisted on the need for DG IV 
to maintain its competence in all these areas, in 
cooperation with the DGs concerned, in order to 
preserve overall consistency. In the end, that is what 
happened. In 1996 Van Miert supported the adop
tion of a first communication on services of general 

(1) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No  1018, second part, meeting of 27  June 
1990: Karel Van Miert disputed the analysis by Sir Leon Brittan on the 
dominant position of Sabena, and put a declaration on record in the min
utes: ‘I wish to underline the need to tackle such a dossier from the angle 
of European policy on air transport, and not only from the angle of com
pliance with competition rules’. See also interview with Heinz Hilbrecht, 
24 May 2017.

(2) HAEU, PL11.

interest, thereby making it possible to specify the 
criteria applied by the Commission (3).

Lastly, the reinforcement and extension of Com
mission competences inevitably raised the question 
of its international influence. The problem of po
tentially contradictory decisions was the subject of 
a first bilateral cooperation agreement between the 
EU and the United States in 1991. It was soon re
inforced in 1998 following tensions resulting from 
the Boeing–McDonnell Douglas case. Beyond this, 
Van Miert and Ehlermann wanted to have their say 
in the international debate, because the creation 
of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) seemed 
to point to the strengthening of international eco
nomic regulation. Van Miert requested a report 
on ‘Competition policy in the new commercial 

(3) Interview with Anne Houtman, 10 June 2016.

In a series of drawings published in 1997 the European Commission set out its proposals for the Europe of the future, one aspect of which 
was the development of a ‘Europe of networks’.



279Chapter 11 — The internal market and competition  

 order’ (1), while Ehlermann, after retiring from the 
Commission, joined the WTO Appellate Body (2). 
European experts helped to create a draft interna
tional antitrust code under the auspices initially of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, and 
then of the WTO  (3). At the WTO meeting in 
Singapore in 1996 a decision was made to create a 
working group on the subject, but the United States 
quickly showed scepticism, while the Europeans lost 
their initial enthusiasm. In any case the Americans 
no longer dominated the global antitrust scene, but 
rather had to reckon with an increasingly influential 
European Commission.

Conclusion

Building on the policy of their predecessor Frans 
Andriessen, the successive Commissioners Peter 
Sutherland, Sir Leon Brittan, Karel Van Miert and 
Mario Monti progressively strengthened Commu
nity competition policy. Old weaknesses attracted 
criticism, namely the burdensome notification pro
cedure for cartels inherited from Regulation No 17 
of 1962, and paved the way for reform in 2003. The 
same rationalisation process informed the fight 
against State aid, while the Commission gained rec
ognition for new prerogatives not explicitly provid
ed for in the Treaty of Rome — merger control and 
the liberalisation of a number of sectors. 

Laurent Warlouzet

(1) HAEC, BAC 527/98/14, ‘Report by the expert group: Competition policy 
in the new commercial order’.

(2) Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 3 February 2017.
(3) Interview with Jonathan Faull, 25 November 2016; Warlouzet, L., ‘La con

tribution européenne aux projets de régulation mondiale de la concurrence 
(19452005)’, Les cahiers Irice, Vol. 1, No 9, IRICE, Paris, 2012, pp. 105
116.

By the turn of the millennium the European sngle market had 
become a reality and was the largest in the world, with more  

than 370 million consumers.
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Chapter 12 
The networks

12.1. Transport policy: 
reaching for the future

To fully understand the transport policy pursued 
by the Commission from the middle of the 1980s 
one must bear in mind its close connection with the 
completion of the internal market, the deadline for 
which was set by the Single European Act as 1992. 
A relaunched transport policy was one of the con
ditions for the proper functioning of the internal 
market. It was implemented by means of a similar 
approach to that for goods, and involved setting up 
a European area open to all transport service pro
viders together with the rules necessary for its oper
ation. It also allowed for the possibility of measures 
concerning infrastructure that were more voluntary. 
Although the Commission had opened up the mar
ket to a large extent during the 1970s (1), resistance 
by several Member States had hindered the process. 

(1) Bussière, É. and RamírezPérez, S., ‘Transport policy in transition’, in 
 Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — 
History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European 
Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 369376.

The period from 1986 to 2000 was therefore a de
fining one in the history of European Union (EU) 
transport policy: in 2000 the EU presented legisla
tion that paved the way for significant developments 
the practical impact of which is still evolving today.

People, policies and ideas

The starting point for the successful relaunch of a 
Community transport policy, with the Commis
sion in the leading role, was the judgment of the 
Court of Justice of 22  May 1985 in a case against 
the Council (2). The action for failure to act brought 
in 1983 against the Member States was the result of 
fruitful cooperation between the Transport Com
mittee of the European Parliament, chaired by the 
German social democrat Horst Seefeld, and Direct
orate General (DG)  VII, represented by one of its 

(2) Judgment of 22 May 1985 in Case 13/83 Parliament v Council (ECR 1985, 
p. 1513).
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directors, Jürgen Erdmenger  (1). Applying to the 
free movement of services in land transport in the 
European Economic Community (EEC), the judg
ment of the Court of Justice opened the door to the 
establishment of a vast European transport market 
covering all sectors. This was despite resistance from 
national administrations, often unfavourable to any 
liberalisation, that believed themselves protected 
by the Treaty of Rome and the rule of unanimity 
in this area. As recalled by Claude Chêne, former 
official in DG  VII, then head of cabinet to Com
missioner Karel Van Miert, as regards air transport, 
‘from reading the Treaty of Rome, officials from 
countries that were not so much in favour of liber
alisation began to rub their hands together, saying 
that air transport would never be liberalised be
cause their country at least would vote against it’ (2). 
According to Chêne, they were ‘simply’ forgetting 
one thing: ‘The common rules on air and maritime 
transport would indeed have to be adopted unani
mously, but the other rules, including the competi
tion rules, also apply to transport’ (3). From then on, 
owing to the application of the competition rules, 
airlines had to stop discussing tariffs and sharing 
capacity, therefore paving the way for a competi
tive market at EEC level. Since in its judgment of 
22 May 1985 on the action for failure to act, and its 
judgment of 30 April 1986 on the application of the 
competition rules to air transport (4), the Court of 
Justice had found that the Council had hitherto not 
ensured freedom to provide services in the sphere of 
air transport despite the Commission’s proposals, it 
would henceforth be necessary to act  accordingly, 

(1) In 1989 Seefeld became special adviser to the Transport  Commissioner, 
 Karel Van Miert. Jürgen Erdmenger, the author of the thesis Die Anwen-
dung des EWG- Vertrages auf Seeschifffahrt und Luftfahrt: zur Auslegung von 
Art. 84 Abs. 2 des  Vertrages, De Gruyter, Hamburg, 1962, had since 1962 
been an intern in DG VII, an official in the Federal Ministry of  Transport, 
a rail specialist, a member of social democrat societies and  subsequently 
the DG’s Director of International Relations; in 1983 he published The 
Euro pean Community transport policy: towards a common transport policy, 
 Gower, Aldershot, 1983. 

(2) Interview with Claude Chêne, 27 September 2016, p. 19.
(3) Ibid.
(4) Judgment of 30  April 1986 in Joined Cases 209/84 to 213/84 Asjes and 

Others (ECR 1986, p. 1425).

otherwise freedom to provide services would be 
‘ directly applicable’ (5).

Transport policy gathered pace sharply, building 
on the work already begun by DG VII at the end 
of the 1970s. As Commissioner Neil Kinnock 
(19951999) pointed out, transport was ‘absolutely 
fundamental to the conduct of modern, commer
cial, economic, international, and social life … [and] 
to commit the vital, sustained investment’  (6). For 
Kinnock, the guiding philosophy was ‘if transport 
works just about everything else does, if it doesn’t 
nothing else does’ (7). DG VII was going to devote 
itself to freeing the Community from ‘transport 
nationalism’ policies that had been pervasive up to 
that time, even if it was only a matter of building on 
‘best practice on which we had to get consensus and 
common practice among the Member States’ (8). It 
was therefore necessary to oppose the strict protec
tion of national interests and build common pol
icies with the Member States on the basis of the 
widest possible consensus.

Transport was therefore going to be used as leverage 
for the completion of the single market in line with 
the vision of President Jacques Delors  (9),  albeit 
lever age requiring major investments in upgrad
ing and development. Increased economic growth 
would thus result from the impetus given by ‘phys
ical’ infrastructure first of all (railways, roads, river 
and maritime waterways, air transport), but also by 
‘virtual’ infrastructure (intelligent transport sys
tems, namely the Galileo global navigation satellite 
system, and the application of telematics to safety 
and the management of land, air and sea traffic) (10). 
However, the proper functioning of a European 

(5) Interview with Claude Chêne, 27 September 2016, p. 18.
(6) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, p. 9.
(7) Ibid, p. 11.
(8) Interview with Claude Chêne, 27 September 2016, p. 24.
(9) Interviews with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, pp. 9, 10 and 24; and Jean

Éric Paquet, 8 May 2017, p. 6.
(10) COM(88) 340 final, 16 June 1988, ‘Proposal for a Council regulation for an 

action programme in the field of transport infrastructure with a view to the 
completion of an integrated transport market in 1992’.
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transport area also meant harmonising standards 
and practices concerning safety, pricing practices 
and the rights of customers.

The latter became an arena for confrontation with 
DG IV (Competition), the Commissioner of which, 
Peter Sutherland (19841988), wanted ‘certainly a 
more competitive environment in network indus
tries like transport’ (1). There were ‘rather surprising 
confrontations’ between the cabinets of the respect
ive Commissioners, recalls Claude Chêne, ‘but this 
was simply the manifestation of sound functioning, 
based on a healthy exchange of opinions’ (2). While 
free market access had to be ensured, that process 
had to be preceded by balanced coordination be
tween deregulation rules and aid or financing to 
facilitate essential restructuring. Despite ‘delicate 
relations’ from 1985 to 1989 between Sutherland 
and Stanley Clinton Davis, supported by his head 

(1) Interview with Jonathan Faull, 25 November 2016, p. 8.
(2) Interview with Claude Chêne, 27 September 2016, p. 9.

of cabinet Graham Meadows, ‘both Commissioners 
held their respective roles well’  (3). Ultimate over
sight was carried out by the DirectorGeneral of 
DG VII, the ambassador Eduardo Peña Abizanda, 
who left extensive freedom of action to his directors 
and heads of department. Robert Coleman, ‘a very 
able Brit’ (4), replaced him in January 1992. 

Karel Van Miert (between 1989 and 1993) was ‘the 
first really effective Transport Commissioner’, a 
‘true proEuropean, politically astute and commit
ted to justice’ who ‘loved working in a team’ and put 
his mark on international negotiations by ensuring 
regular contact with ministers from the Member 
States involved (5). Faced with the future tasks aris
ing from the Treaty of Maastricht, the DG increased 
from three to five directors under  Commissioners 

(3) Ibid, pp. 9 and 22.
(4) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, p. 9.
(5) Interviews with Neil Kinnock, 25  October 2016, p.  10; Claude Chêne, 

27 September 2016, pp. 9 and 15; and Jürgen Erdmenger, 26 May 2016.

The common transport policy was an important part of the implementation of the internal market.
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Abel Matutes (19931994) and Marcelino Oreja 
(19941995), with the creation of specific director
ates for maritime transport, under Wilhelm Blonk, 
and air transport, under Daniel Vincent. After all, 
the transEuropean networks (TENs) had to be set 
up, a priority set by Neil Kinnock with his cabinet, 
headed by Philip Lowe  (1). Their implementation 
began under Loyola de Palacio (19992004) and her 
DirectorGeneral François Lamoureux, who was in 
charge of opening the agencies for transport safe
ty  — for example, the European Maritime Safety 
Agency following the disaster involving the Erika 
oil tanker  (2) in December 1999  — and complet
ing the aviation market with ‘open skies’, as well as 
exporting that concept glo bally, notwithstanding 
the failure of the ‘common aviation area with the 
USA’ (3).

From the time of the White Paper approved by 
the Parliament and the Council in 1992 the DG’s 
work would be centred around the pivotal idea of 
the TENs, giving structure to the new Europe, and 
around the concepts of ‘intermodality’ and ‘sustain
able transport’. All of this relied on transport diplo
macy as leverage for networking the Community at 
international level. It was around those cultural and 
methodological references that the Commission 
equipped the ‘new’ Europe with the structuring 
necessary to complete the single market and create 
European citizenship. Enlargement was to provide 
a ‘new perspective on a full European network’ (4).

(1) HAEU, Graham J. L. Avery Fonds (GJLA) 37, ‘Report on DG VII, “Trans
port”’, 7 January 1999; Philip Lowe Fonds (PL), ‘Notes to Philip Lowe from 
Robert J. Coleman on the restructuring of DG VII’.

(2) On the 1998 negotiations in the International Maritime Organisation to 
change rules always in favour of shipowners in order to protect safety see 
interview with Georgette Lalis, 8 June 2016, pp. 2526.

(3) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016, p. 22; Burigana, D., ‘Faire 
l’Europe par les réseaux technologiques’, François Lamoureux, architecte de 
l’Europe, Institut Jacques Delors (Notre Europe), Paris, 2017, pp. 6169.

(4) Interviews with Claude Chêne, 27  September 2016, p.  21; and JeanÉric 
Paquet, 8 May 2017, p. 8.

1986-1992: completion of the  
internal market, liberalisation  
and harmonisation 

During this key period the process of establishing 
the internal market for transport developed with 
the 1992 objective in sight. Accordingly, the essen
tial aspects of the legislation introducing freedom to 
provide services, requirements on access to the pro
fessions and freedom to set prices were adopted for 
four modes of transport — roads, inland waterways, 
maritime navigation and air navigation  — all the 
while bearing in mind the consequences that would 
follow for the right of establishment.

Owing to its importance and dynamism, air trans
port was at that time a flagship sector for the Com
mission’s action, widely discussed at the political 
 level as well as by the public, especially because creat
ing a European framework for air transport was 
carried out in parallel with the deregulation taking 
place at international level. Far from being a vehicle 
for global deregulation, setting up such a framework 
was the condition for enabling the Commission to 
promote its interests on the international stage.

The White Paper of 14 June 1985, ‘Completing the 
internal market’, heralded the action that would be 
taken by the Commission against cartels of national 
airlines  (5). It was on that basis that Peter Suther
land addressed all the Member States to warn them 
that the conduct of their airlines was incompatible 
with the competition rules and that he intended 
to apply those rules strictly. On 10  June 1986 the 
Commission therefore alleged that 10 airlines had 
infringed the competition rules  (6), and in order 
to prepare for an attempt by the Council to put a 
brake on the market opening process it commenced 

(5) COM(85)  310 final, 14  June 1985, ‘Completing the internal market  — 
White Paper from the Commission to the European Council’, points 108 
et seq., p. 29.

(6) COM(87) 203 final, 18 May 1987, ‘Second report from the Commission 
to the Council and the European Parliament on the implementation of the 
Commission’s White Paper on completing the internal market’.
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proceedings against Lufthansa, Alitalia and Olym
pic Airways  (1). Although the Commissioner for 
Transport, Clinton Davis, also put effort into the 
maritime sector for the sake of the principle of 
freedom to provide services (2), the ‘single aviation 
market’ was the most spectacular initiative. A first 
package was approved in December 1987, with a 
directive and a decision laying down liberalisation 
in respect of market access, fares and capacity  (3) 
and two regulations concerning the application of 
the rules on competition (4). Traffic rights (the right 
to go from one airport to another in the Commu
nity area) thus became Community rights, mean
ing that the Member States were no longer free to 
decide how to allocate them among their airports 
and those in nonmember countries (5). The process 
thus launched continued in the early 1990s. In June 
1990 the second air transport package was adopted, 
bringing about ‘almost full liberalisation’  (6). The 
third followed in July 1992 (7), to be applied before 
1 January 1993, in parallel with the internal market 
programme. Owing to the crisis in the air transport 
sector in 1991 the application of the latter direct
ives was delayed, in particular in respect of the full 
opening of cabotage, until 1 April 1997.

The completion of the internal market for air trans
port can only be understood, however, in the light 
of its relationship with the deregulation under way 
at international level. The deregulation launched in 
1978 by US President Jimmy Carter constituted a 

(1) HAEC, COM(87), Minutes No  866, second part, meeting of 18  March 
1987.

(2) HAEC, COM(87), Minutes No  890, second part, meeting of 7  October 
1987.

(3) Council Directive 87/601/EEC of 14  December 1987 (OJ L  374, 
31.12.1987, p. 12); Council Decision 87/602/EEC of 14 December 1987 
(OJ L 374, 31.12.1987, p. 19).

(4) Council Regulation (EEC) No 3975/87 of 14 December 1987 (OJ L 374, 
31.12.1987, p. 1); Council Regulation (EEC) No 3976/87 of 14 December 
1987 (OJ L  374, 31.12.1987, p.  9); COM(88)  134 final, 23  March 1988, 
‘Third report from the Commission to the Council and the European Par
liament on the implementation of the Commission’s White Paper on com
pleting the internal market’.

(5) Interview with Claude Chêne, 27 September 2016, p. 19.
(6) Ibid, p. 22.
(7) Council Regulations (EEC) No  2407/92, (EEC) No  2408/92, (EEC) 

No 2409/92, (EEC) No 2410/92 and (EEC) No 2411/92 of 23 July 1992 
(OJ L 240, 24.8.1992, p. 1).

major spur for Europe. Only the creation of a Euro
pean air transport market would enable the EEC 
to negotiate with the Americans with a view to 
securing access to their market through scheduled 
services and, more generally, with its other part
ners in  Europe and worldwide in order to defend 
its interests. The Commission’s DG VII therefore 
now had to negotiate such access on behalf of the 
EEC not only with the Americans but also with 10 
 other  European countries  (8). Having signed the 
first bilateral treaty with Washington after deregu
lation, London unquestionably encouraged the lib
eralisation of air transport in the Community  (9). 
However, the British were not willing to accept 
negotiations conducted by the Community with 
nonmember countries. Their hand was therefore 
forced so that the Community could ‘obtain a man
date to negotiate with third countries, primarily the 
United States’. 

(8) HAEC, SEC(88) 246 final, 4 March 1988, ‘Recommendation for a decision 
of the Council authorising the Commission to negotiate within the Euro
pean Civil Aviation Conference’.

(9) Burigana, D., ‘Flying with Europe … la coopération aéronautique en  Europe 
et les débuts d’un “Espace aérien européen’, in Schirmann, S. (ed.), Intégra-
tion économique et gouvernance européenne depuis les années cinquante, 
L’Harmattan, Paris, 2014, pp.  179206; interview with Claude Chêne, 
27 September 2016, p. 23.

Although until then the rights to operate flights between  
the Member States had been divided up strictly between  

the national carriers on the basis of bilateral agreements,  
transporters gradually gained access to scheduled routes  

within the Community as of 1987.
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Alongside the air transport sector, the process of 
opening the market was under way in the road and 
maritime sectors. As was the case for air transport, 
the removal of quotas for road freight was of  major 
importance for the development of mobility in 
 Europe. It had significant effects on the volume and 
speed of intraCommunity trade in goods, as well 
as on international combined road/rail transport 
between the Community and certain nonmember 
countries. An agreement was signed in Brussels on 
24  February 1987 to promote road transport by 
liberalising all authorisation and quota regimes on 
routes. This facilitated the decision by the Coun
cil on 7  December 1987 to open negotiations be
tween the Community, Austria, Switzerland and 
 Yugoslavia.

In the maritime sector, international negotiations, 
such as those taking place in the International 
Mari time Organisation, served to promote the se
curity and control of Community access points. In 
May 1989 the Commission approved a proposal 
for a directive concerning minimum requirements 
for vessels bound for or leaving Community ports 
and carrying dangerous or polluting goods. Against 
the background of new global competition the 
Commission also sought to persuade the Mem
ber States to waive exclusivity in the monitoring 
of shipping companies with the aim of giving the 
fleet from Community countries the best chance 
of competing internationally. It did this by creating 
a European register called Euros, to be used along
side the national registers, entitling shipowners to 
benefit from specific advantages and thus to reduce 
the operating costs of vessels registered under the 
Commu nity flag. In March 1992 the implementa
tion of the common policy also entailed promoting 
the principle of freedom to provide services and free 
access to cargoes in ocean trades. The Commission 
commenced or continued discussions with non 
member countries, in particular China, Japan and 
South Korea. Particularly significant progress was 
achieved in relations with China, which undertook 
not to discriminate against Community exporters. 

Concerning the freedom to provide services, on the 
other hand, the Commission managed to secure the 
abolition of port charges imposed by Japan for the 
Harbour Management Fund.

As regards railways, the separation of rail infrastruc
ture and rail transport services — track remaining 
under state control and state funding but networks 
made available to thirdparty companies — prepared 
the ground for freedom to provide cross border ser
vices. Provided that such conditions fostered the 
mobilisation of private investment, the stage had 
thus been set for a proliferation of compan ies that 
could in principle offer their services on all Com
munity networks.

Finally, establishing such an extensive European 
transport area required harmonisation of the com
petition conditions, in particular concerning tech
nical standards (1), social rules — for example driv
ing times and rest periods in road transport — and 
taxation  (2). Accordingly, in order to reduce fiscal 
distortions of competition between Community 
carriers, while contributing to the better absorp
tion of fixed infrastructure costs, in November 
1990 the Commission modified its proposal for a 
directive on the charging of transport infrastruc
ture costs to certain commercial vehicles. While the 
Commission’s proposal was under discussion, Ger
many introduced the Gesetz über Gebühren für die 
Benutzung von Bundesfernstraßen mit  schweren 
Lastfahr zeugen (Law on taxation for the use of fed
eral roads by heavy goods vehicles) of 30 April 1990 
concerning a charge for the use of German infra
structure. At the request of the Commission, and 

(1) Amendments concerning the weights, dimensions and some other tech
nical characteristics of certain road vehicles, which laid down the principles 
of equivalence of mechanical suspension with air suspension; the instal
lation and use of speedlimiting devices; roadworthiness tests for motor 
vehicles and their trailers with regard to braking and the likely causes of 
failure; and the limit values for exhaust emissions from positive ignition 
engines (petrol) and smoke opacity of compression ignition engines (diesel).

(2) With a view to establishing a definitive system of charging transport infra
structure costs to certain commercial vehicles through, on the one hand, the 
establishment of minimum tax rates for heavy goods vehicles and, on the 
other hand, the optional introduction by the Member States of charges for 
motorway infrastructure use (vignettes, tolls, etc.). 
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in relation to an urgent action for failure to comply 
with obligations laid down for interim measures, 
the Court of Justice required Germany to suspend 
the application of the planned law from 1 July 1990 
until the Court took a decision on the substance. 
The judgment, which upheld the position of the 
Commission, was delivered on 19  May 1992  (1). 
The new approach was designed both to ensure the 
harmonisation of systems for charges on national 
roads and the application of uniform minimum 
rates  taking into account road tolls paid. 

(1) Judgment of 19 May 1992 in Case C195/90 Commission v Germany (ECR 
1992, p. I3141).

Once the process of liberalising air and maritime 
transport had been set in motion (2), and against a 
backdrop in which air transport was threatened with 
increasing congestion  (3), it was then necessary to 
concentrate, according to Clinton Davis, ‘on inland 
transport — waterways and land routes — and the 
Community financing of infrastructure, including 
infrastructure projects concerning transit through 
third countries’ (4). In December 1986 the Council 
adopted, on the basis of a list of projects identified 
by the Commission, a regulation on the granting 
of financial support to infrastructure  projects of 

(2) COM(88) 430, 13 July 1988, ‘Community policy for maritime transport: 
the next stage’.

(3) HAEC, SEC(88)  1360, 21  September 1988, ‘Air traffic congestion  — 
Communication to the Commission of Clinton Davis’.

(4) HAEC, COM(87), Minutes No 900, second part, meeting of 14 December 
1987.

The Channel Tunnel between France and the United Kingdom was inaugurated on 6 May 1994, and the first goods train travelled through it 
on 1 June 1994.
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Community interest  (1): the new transalpine link 
through the Brenner Tunnel, the access routes to 
the Channel Tunnel — following the launch of the 
FrancoBritish project in January 1987 — and the 
improvement of the link between the Peloponnese 
and the Yugoslav border. The final stage was to be a 
harmonised system of charging for the use of infra
structure, but it was only in 1999 that the European 
Parliament and the Council adopted the directive 
on the charging of heavy goods vehicles for the use 
of certain infrastructures  (2), the ‘Euro vignette’, 
which marked a major step forward for the imple
mentation of the Community’s strategy of gradual 
harmonisation of infrastructure charging systems.

As regards projects to develop links with non 
member countries, these had to be subject to 
 negotiations on the removal of obstacles to intra 
Community transit traffic. In addition to weight 
and dimension issues, the obstacles included 
 quotas,  taxes and tolls, movement restrictions and 
border delays. Since transport is by definition an 
international activity, the external dimension was 
to assume increasing importance while an entity 
was being set up to represent the Community vis
àvis nonmember countries following the Single 
European Act. The Commission therefore found 
it necessary to focus on the external strand of the 
common policy in this field. It was in this context 
that, in 1988, DG VII negotiated the coordination 
of goods in transit with Austria — Tyrol in particu
lar (3) — and Switzerland, the populations of which 
were very concerned about the pollutant effects 
of heavy goods vehicles, and also with Yugoslavia, 
through an investment by the European Invest
ment Bank in the ‘transYugoslav highway and its 

(1) Council Regulation (EEC) No 4059/86 of 22 December 1986 (OJ L 378, 
31.12.1986, p. 24).

(2) Directive 1999/62/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
17 June 1999 (OJ L 187, 20.7.1999, p. 42).

(3) Interview with Manfred Scheich, 2 November 2016.

access roads’  (4). The point of this was to promote 
the channelling of Community exports towards the 
Near East and the Middle East (5). 

1993-2000: trans-European networks 
and sustainable mobility

Transport policy is not limited to the organisation 
of markets. The opening of the markets through 
regulatory developments, growth in trade volume 
due to the ‘expanded market’ effect and the enlarge
ment process under way or planned after the fall of 
the Berlin Wall created bottlenecks that needed to 
be overcome along with major new requirements 
with respect to transport itself and its management. 
Public authorities therefore had to deal with safety 
issues, the construction of a coherent infrastructure, 
landuse planning and, increasingly, environmental 
protection.

The Member States and the Commission were 
aware of the fact that these elements, which re
quired responses at national level, were also very 
important at Community level. In view in particu
lar of the complex reality of transport operations 
and their integration into the broader concept of 
mobility and ‘doortodoor’ service, the modal ap
proach evolved more and more into an intermodal 
approach, combining different modes of transport. 
It was against this background that the Maastricht 
Treaty marked the beginning of a new era for the 
common transport policy with the establishment of 
transEuropean networks. Furthermore, while the 
foundations of the internal market in transport had 
by then largely been laid, the most difficult stage was 
still the achievement of freedom to provide services: 
opening national markets to nonresidents.

(4) HAEC, SEC(88) 1361 final, 29 September 1988, ‘Recommendation for a 
decision of the Council on the second phase of negotiations in the trans
port field between the European Economic Community, the Republic of 
Austria, the Swiss Confederation and the Socialist Federal Republic of 
 Yugoslavia’.

(5) HAEC, COM(97), Minutes No 885, second part, meeting of 29 July 1987.
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In its White Paper of 2 December 1992 the Com
mission set out its ‘global approach for a Commu
nity strategy for sustainable mobility’, aimed at 
 reducing the disparities that remained between 
transport modes, in particular through the fairer 
distribution of costs and increased complementarity 
between modes (1). The creation of trans European 
networks and the interconnection of national grids 
were the cornerstone of the approach, with new re
search programmes to increase performance and 
safety while ensuring greater observance of social 
and environmental constraints. Developing a pol
icy on a European scale was to serve to assert the 
EEC’s role in its relations with nonmember coun
tries, giving priority to a framework of Commu
nity agreements and procedures and enhancing its 
participation and its status in international bodies. 
The Parliament and the Council agreed with the 
strategy. Public authorities had to deal with safety 
issues, the construction of a coherent infrastructure, 
landuse and transport planning and, increasingly, 

(1) COM(92)  494 final, 2  December 1992, ‘The future development of the 
common transport policy: a global approach to the construction of a 
 Community framework for sustainable mobility’.

 environmental  protection. A chapter on transport 
was also to be included in the fourth and fifth 
framework programmes for research.

Following Directive 91/440/EEC, adopting for the 
first time measures for the separation and manage
ment independence of railway undertakings and 
infrastructure  (2), in June 1993 the Commission 
launched the beginning of a major restructuring of 
railways: the improvement of the financial situation 
and the separation of rail infrastructure and rail 
services. Track remained under state control and 
state funding but services were to be organised com
mercially by opening the use of track to thirdparty 
companies, including those established in another 
state. Allowing freedom to provide international 
services in this way would result in significant pro
gress in terms of technological harmonisation, in 
particular in respect of signals and the construction 
of equipment. 

(2) Council Directive 91/440/EEC of 29  July 1991 (OJ L  237, 24.8.1991, 
p. 25).

On 3 December 1991 the European Commission signed an agreement on transit between Austria and Switzerland. 
From left to right around the table: Adolf Ogi, Head of the Swiss Federal Transport, Communications and Energy Ministry; Rudolf Streicher, 

Austrian Federal Minister for the Public Sector and Transport; Karel Van Miert, Commissioner for Transport; and Hanja Maij-Weggen,  
Dutch Minister for Transport and Public Works and acting President of the Council.
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The beginnings of Galileo

The ‘Galileo’ glo bal satellite navigation system (GNSS) 
was developed by the European Union and the 
European Space Agency (ESA). It was formally 
proposed by the European Commission in its 
communication of February 1999 (1). Among the first 
non-member countries to be interested in the project, 
China joined the programme in September 2003, 
followed by Israel as a partner in July 2004 (2). The 
first satellite, GIOVE (Galileo In-Orbit Validation 
Element), was launched on 28 December 2005. 
Galileo entered into service in December 2016. The 
constellation consists of satellites in medium Earth 

(1) COM(1999) 54 final, 10 February 1999, ‘Galileo — Involving 
Europe in a new generation of satellite navigation services’.

(2) Krige, J., Fifty years of European cooperation in space — Build-
ing on its past, ESA shapes the future, Beauchesne, Paris, 2014, 
pp. 353-384.

orbit, on three planes inclined at an angle of 56° to the 
equator at a distance of 23 925 km. Galileo’s 
positioning services are self-service, though there is an 
encrypted service for government entities only. Galileo 
was set up to provide Europe with a geo-referencing 
system independent of the Global Positioning System 
(GPS) of the US Department of Defense, the first 
satellite of the first generation of which was launched 
in 1978 and the last in 1985. A second generation of 
GPS satellites was launched in 1995 (3). Created with 
a military purpose in 1983 following the crash of 
Korean Air Lines Flight 007, which was shot down by 
the Soviets, President Ronald Reagan decided also to 
permit civil use. The US government always retained 
the possibility of jamming the signal, injecting it with 

(3) See interviews with Herbert J. Allgeier, 11 October 2016; and 
Jürgen Erdmenger, 27 May 2016.

In 1999 the European Union entered the race to develop a new generation of satellite technology, with Galileo.
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false data or turning it off. The strategic role of the 
GPS became clear during the first Gulf War in 
1990-1991. Any friendly unit could find its location 
anywhere, even when moving. Its complete control by 
the United States was a concern for airlines, which 
were the users most affected. This was the reason 
why, pending the creation of a GNSS, the International 
Civil Aviation Organisation requested coordination 
between the GPS and its Russian counterpart the 
Global Orbiting Navigation Satellite System (Glonass).

After the Commission had assessed this potential 
market to be worth several tens of billions of dollars, in 
1998 the EU transport ministers invited the 
Directorates-General for Energy and for Transport to 
work with the ESA and Eurocontrol on a European 
contribution to GNSS with a view to improving the GPS 
through the European Geostationary Navigation 
Overlay Service (EGNOS) (1).

In June 1998 the ESA Council approved the first phase 
of GNSS and, in February 1999, the Commission 
produced a report proposing the launch of a European 
GPS. The latter document referred to the system’s 
name, ‘Galileo’, for the first time (2). 1999 was to be a 
landmark year for the programme.

 Ƕ In March the GPS was used to ensure the 
‘precision’ of the strikes on Kosovo.

 Ƕ In May the ESA Council approved the ‘definition 
phase’ of the future Galileo.

 Ƕ In June the Council of EU transport ministers 
adopted the Commission’s report with a definition 
phase of EUR 80 million to be shared between 
the EU and the ESA. During this same period the 
European security and defence policy was being 
established.

(1) The latter became operational in 2010.
(2) COM(1999) 54 final.

 Ƕ In November the EU and the United States began 
negotiations on the interoperability of Galileo. The 
Commission set up a steering committee for the 
Galileo project, which was an ‘integral part of the 
efforts of European integration’.

 Ƕ In the meantime, in September 2000 
collaboration with DG Research was initiated on a 
space strategy, proposing that the EU should take 
on a leadership role.

 Ƕ In November 2000 the Commission presented 
the results of the steering committee (3): since 
the initial funding was public, the private sector 
had to follow suit, making provision for its 
functioning in 2008 with an operating cost of 
EUR 220 million per year, for a total cost of 
EUR 7 billion.

 Ƕ However, in December the Council of the 
European Union had to postpone the decision, 
which was not taken until March 2002 — after 
9/11 — to set up a Galileo joint undertaking with 
the ESA and a security board and immediately to 
commence negotiations with the United States. In 
the absence of an agreement for the exchange of 
confidential information between the United 
States and the EU, European officials negotiated 
within NATO as representatives of their country 
rather than of the Commission (4). The 
negotiations concerned the sharing of frequencies 
with the GPS to ensure viability on the military 
level.

Galileo had been launched. 

David Burigana

(3) COM(2000) 750 final, 22 November 2000, ‘Galileo’.
(4) Interview with Heinz Hilbrecht, 24 May 2017.
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In 1995 the Commission amended its 1992 White 
Paper with an action plan (1), the overall objective 
of which was to improve the quality of transport by 
developing integrated transport systems that would 
use advanced technologies and contribute to the ob
jectives of environmental protection and safety. The 
action plan was also designed to improve the func
tioning of the single market in order to promote 
 efficient transport services  — ensuring choice for 
customers — and to develop the external  dimension 
by improving links between the Euro pean Union 
and nonmember countries and by giving under
takings in the EU access to transport markets in 
other parts of the world. The plan would build on 
the 14 TEN projects identified as priorities by the 
European Council in Essen (2). 

The efficiency of transport systems remained an 
essential element of the Community’s competitive
ness, in particular in light of the increasing global
isation of the economy. This changing global con
text made it all the more necessary to establish, at 

(1) COM(95) 302 final, 12 July 1995, ‘The common transport policy — Action 
programme 19952000’.

(2) Conclusions of the European Council in Essen, 9 and 10 December 1994 
(https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21198/esseneuropeancouncil.
pdf).

Community level, a policy visàvis the EU’s part
ners in central and eastern Europe after the collapse 
of the Soviet Union. Thus, further to the conclu
sions of the Maastricht Council on transEuropean 
networks, in June 1993 the Commission adopted 
a communication on the creation and functioning 
of a European combined transport network  (3). 
Multimodality was clarified in a communication of 
December 1993 (4) and by opening an exchange of 
views with certain countries in eastern Europe on 
TENs with the aim of structuring the various Euro
pean networks by extending the corridors already 
outlined by the EU. A progress report adopted by 
the Commission in July 1990 had given an initial as
sessment of the TENs, the objective of which was to 
unite the whole of Europe following the end of the 
Cold War (5). The Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union later provided that, in the field of 
transEuropean networks, ‘the Union may decide to 
cooperate with third countries to promote projects 
of mutual interest and to ensure the interoper ability 
of networks.’ The association agreements with the 
countries of central and eastern Europe thus laid 
down a priority area for cooperation, namely the 
construction and modernisation of transport infra
structure on the main routes of common interest 
and on transEuropean links. In June 1993 the 
Euro pean Council in Copenhagen laid emphasis on 
the fact that the Community had to promote the 
development of infrastructure networks in the cen
tral and east European countries primarily through 
the European Investment Bank’s temporary lend
ing facility. It was for the Essen European Council 
in December 1994 to adopt an overall strategy — 
including transport in particular — ahead of the ac
cession of the countries of central and eastern Eur
ope already associated with the EU.

(3) COM(92)  230 final, 11  June 1992, ‘Proposal for a Council decision 
 concerning the establishment of a combined transport network in the 
Community’.

(4) COM(93) 701 final, 21 December 1993, ‘The development of guidelines for 
the transEuropean transport network’.

(5) COM(90)  310 final, 19  July 1990, ‘Towards transEuropean networks: 
 progress report’.

In 1996 the European Parliament and the Council adopted a 
series of priority projects for the development of a trans-European 
transport network, including the construction of several high-speed 

rail lines.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21198/essen-european-council.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21198/essen-european-council.pdf
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The Brussels Council of December 1993, in accord
ance with the White Paper on growth, competitive
ness and employment (1), called on the Parliament 
and the Commission to launch the TENs before 
June 1994. Two committees were set up to assist 
them, headed by Henning Christophersen and 
Martin Bangemann. In December 1994 the Essen 
European Council adopted the Christophersen re
port, submitted to the Commission on 16 Novem
ber. The report confirmed the 14 priority projects 
for transport  (2): highspeed rail links, motorways 
and airports, a traffic control system using a glo bal 
satellite navigation system coupled with an initia
tive of the European economic interest grouping of 
operators of highspeed trains to create a  European 
rail traffic management system. On 3 June 1998 the 
Commission adopted and submitted to the Euro
pean Council in Cardiff a report on the significant 
progress made. Three TENs were in fact nearing 
their completion (the Cork– Dublin–Belfast–Larne 
conventional rail link, Malpensa airport and the 
Øresund fixed link), while other projects were, for 
the most part, due to be completed in 2005 (3).

From the beginning of President Santer’s mandate 
the Commission endeavoured to complete the lib
eralisation of transport. The European Council in 
Lisbon on 23 and 24 March 2000 gave new impetus 
in that respect, asking for liberalisation of the trans
port sector to be expedited. This approach meant 
refining the methods of managing Community 
policies and safety guarantees for customers with
in the EU. With regard to the security, control and 
management of transport, in June 1994 the Council 
adopted a Commission proposal on the launch of 
the future Galileo, the idea for which originated in 

(1) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘Growth, competitiveness, employ
ment  — The challenges and ways forward into the 21st century — White 
Paper’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 6, 1993.

(2) HAEC, BAC 209/2000/1808, ‘Interim report on transEuropean net
works — Extracts of the conclusions of the Presidency of the Corfu Euro
pean Council’, Bulletin of the European Union Supplement, No  2, 1994, 
pp. 41102.

(3) COM(1998) 356 final, 3 June 1998, ‘TransEuropean transport network: 
report on progress and implementation of the 14 Essen projects, 1998’; and 
point 1.3.91 of the Bulletin of the European Union, No 6, 1998.

DG Research and DG Industry, in particular the 
latter’s Transport Industry unit. The proposal was 
also developed thanks to an official in DG VII work
ing on research and development, Luc Tytgat (4). In 
1994 the unified management of air traffic was the 
subject of an action plan for civil aviation inspired 
by a committee of experts, following a consultation 
with airlines (5). In March 1996 a White Paper on 
freeing Europe’s airspace (6) paved the way for the 
new European Organisation for the Safety of Air 
Navigation (Eurocontrol) — which the EU joined 

(4) Interviews with Claude Chêne, 27  September 2016, p.  21; Abraão de 
 Carvalho, 26  May 2017, p.  16; Jürgen Erdmenger, 27  May 2016; and 
 Wilhelm Blonk, 10  May 2017. Luc Tytgat joined the Belgian Military 
Academy in June 1976, graduating as an aeronautical engineer in 1981. He 
remained with the Belgian Air Force before moving to the Commission in 
1990 to work in Karel Van Miert’s cabinet dealing with State aid, the inter
national market, industry policy and air transport. He then transferred 
to innovation and managed the Galileo programme, coordinating negoti
ations with Russia and the United States. In 2006 he became head of the 
‘Single Sky’ unit at the Commission.

(5) COM(94)  218 final, 1  June 1994, ‘The way forward for civil aviation in 
 Europe’.

(6) COM(96)  57 final, 6  March 1996, ‘Air traffic management  — Freeing 
 Europe’s airspace — White Paper’.

Neil Kinnock was the Commissioner responsible for Transport 
between 1995 and 1999.
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in 1998 — and the open skies policy in 2000, that 
is, the liberalisation of the rules for international 
air transport markets with a view to creating a free 
global market made up of bilateral or multilateral 
agreements negotiated exclusively by the Commis
sion on behalf of the Member States.

In 1996 the Commission began to truly revolu
tionise local transport  — thanks to the Citizens’ 
Network  (1)  — and took on responsibility for the 
environment through the concept of ‘sustainable 
mobility’ centred around the ‘user pays’ principle, 
whereby all users of transport infrastructure have to 
bear all of the costs, including environmental costs. 
In that context the rebalancing of the distribution 
of traffic between the various modes of transport 
once again became one of the Commission’s main 
priorities.

Addressing the concerns raised by the sinking of 
the oil tanker Erika in December 1999, the Com
mission adopted the following measures: in March 
2000 a communication on the safety of the seaborne 
oil trade (2); a first package of shortterm measures 
to strengthen controls in ports (banning substand
ard ships, stepping up inspections,  increasing trans
parency), to introduce more stringent supervision 
of the activities of classification societies to which 
Member States delegate their powers to inspect the 
quality of ships’ structures and to generalise the ban 
on singlehull tankers; at the end of September a re
port by the Commission advocating a Commu nity 
monitoring, control and information system for 
maritime traffic and the establishment of a Euro
pean Maritime Safety Agency (3). Under Direct or
General François Lamoureux that process came to 
an end with a major result, namely the opening of 
agencies for transport monitoring and safety, which, 

(1) The Citizens’ Network of Neil Kinnock; interview with JeanÉric Paquet, 
8 May 2017.

(2) COM(2000) 142 final, 21 March 2000, ‘Communication on the safety of 
the seaborne oil trade’.

(3) COM(2000) 603 final, 27 September 2000, ‘Report from the Commission 
for the Biarritz European Council on the Community’s strategy for safety 
at sea’.

as real coordination nodes, completed the system 
launched by the Single European Act: the creation 
of the European Maritime Safety Agency in June 
2002, the European Aviation Safety  Agency in Sep
tember 2003 and the European Railway Agency in 
April 2004.

By pushing for liberalisation while at the same time 
giving structure to Community coordination, EU 
transport policy was, on the one hand, to facilitate 
intraEU flows of passengers and goods through 
strengthening the global competitiveness of the 
 European economy and, on the other, to contribute 
to the integration of the EU into the global market 
by negotiating new international agreements on 
 behalf of the Member States.

David Burigana
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12.2. Energy policy: security, 
competitiveness and 
the environment — an 
impossible trinity?

‘There is a social and political movement 
towards liberalisation of the last closed 
sectors of the economy that overcomes our 
individual wills and is being imposed all over 
the world. What we are doing here in Europe 
is not an isolated move’ (1).

From the mid 1980s to the mid 1990s the  global 
energy environment was characterised by a swift 
toning down of the preoccupations that had 
marked the preceding decade. The worries of the 
rich consuming countries about the depletion of oil 
reserves, security of supply and high prices quickly 
disappeared as a world oil glut emerged, prices fell 
precipitously and the Organisation of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries appeared to be mired in a 
profound crisis. In this context the Commission’s 
energy priorities gradually changed. In addition to 
the objective of security of supply, which had dom
inated thinking on energy in the aftermath of the 
shocks of the 1970s, two new strands of policy were 
gradually becoming more important. The first was 
the liberalisation of the energy sector through the 
establishment of an internal energy market, the set
ting of common rules and the removal of barriers, 
in the wake of the implementation of the Single 
European Act. The second, especially relevant after 
the Chernobyl accident in 1986 and the publication 
of the Brundtland report in 1987 (2), was environ
mental protection and nuclear safety (3). There after 
the energy policy of the European Community 

(1) Speech by António Cardoso e Cunha at the XXIInd Congress of the Inter
national Union of Producers and Distributors of Electrical Energy, Copen
hagen, 10 June 1991, ‘Europe and the electricity industry’: http://europa.
eu/rapid/searchresult.htm?quickSearch=1&text=ip%2F91%2F545&lo
cale=EN

(2) World Commission on Environment and Development, ‘Our common 
future’, UN Documents, 1987: http://www.undocuments.net/ourcom
monfuture.pdf; interview with Kevin Leydon, 6 July 2016.

(3) On the environmental issues see Chapter 15 ‘Environmental policy’.

(EC) focused on an attempt to combine and find 
the right balance between the objectives of com
petitiveness, security of supply and environmental 
protection. These objectives are often mutually con
tradictory. For instance, the objective of low energy 
costs, the key rationale of liberalisation, is hardly 
compatible with the restraint in the use of scarce 
and polluting resources required by a policy of en
vironmental protection. Analogously, security of 
supply, which usually implies a prominent role for 
public authorities and state regulation, can conflict 
with liberalisation. The solution to this conundrum 
was to establish a hierarchy within these three prin
ciples. Clearly, in accordance with the political and 
cultural climate of the mid 1980s, the Commu
nity’s energy policy prioritised the liberalisation of 
energy markets as a key to a more competitive and 
therefore — so the reasoning went — more prosper
ous economy. Actually, in the Commission’s public 
discourse the word ‘liberalisation’ was used rather 
infrequently. The more neutral expression ‘opening 
of the market’ was much more in vogue, avoiding 
too close an identification with Thatcherite policies 
and calming the apprehensions of those Member 
States with a stronger state presence in the energy 
market. 

While energy was at the core of the former Euro
pean Coal and Steel Community Treaty and the 
still applicable Euratom Treaty, it only officially 
entered the scope of the common market treaties 
in 1992, in the last paragraph of Article  3 of the 
Maastricht Treaty. There, energy was simply listed 
as one of the possible domains of activity of the EU, 
with no further specifications, and in a position 
alongside civil protection and tourism. This pos
ition speaks volumes about the priority assigned to 
energy in the EU common market framework. This 
was clearly due to national resistance to the pos
sible European isation of energy policy. How ever, 
in the same  treaty, Article  154 (ex Article  129b) 
mentioned the creation of transEuropean energy 
networks as  being key to the establishment of the 
internal market. In this regard the Community, the 

http://europa.eu/rapid/search-result.htm?quick-Search=1&text=ip%2F91%2F545&locale=EN
http://europa.eu/rapid/search-result.htm?quick-Search=1&text=ip%2F91%2F545&locale=EN
http://europa.eu/rapid/search-result.htm?quick-Search=1&text=ip%2F91%2F545&locale=EN
http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-future.pdf
http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-future.pdf
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article  stated, should ‘aim at promoting the inter
connection and interoper ability of national net
works as well as access to such networks’ (1). These 
aspects were to be at the  centre of the Commission’s 
energyrelated activities in  subsequent years.

Energy policy for a new era

Although it came in the midst of the abrupt oil
price slump now referred to as the ‘countershock’, 
the resolution adopted by the Council on 16  Sep
tember 1986, concerning the Community energy 
policy objectives for 1995, still had at its centre the 
issue of security of supply, through greater inde
pendence from the import of hydrocarbons (2). The 
action programme sketched out in the resolution, 
based on a number of Commission studies and re
ports dating back to 1984  (3), essentially aimed at 
maintaining oil imports at one third of total energy 
consumption, improving energy efficiency, reducing 
the proportion of electricity produced from oil, im
proving the competitiveness of solid fuel produced 
within the Community and increasing reliance on 
natural gas and renewable sources.

In pursuit of the objective of less dependence on 
oil imports the Community established sev eral 
multiannual financial programmes directed at 
stimu lating technological development in the  energy 
sector. Some of these programmes were dir ectly 
managed by the Commission’s DG XVII — Energy. 
The prime example was the Thermie programme (4) 
for the promotion of energy technologies, created in 
1990 and renewed in 1995, which contributed to, 
among other things, the  technological changes that 

(1) Article 154(2) of the EC Treaty (OJ C 325, 24.12.2002, p. 102). 
(2) Council Resolution of 16  September 1986 concerning new Community 

 energy policy objectives for 1995 and convergence of the policies of the 
Member States (OJ C 241, 25.9.1986, p. 1).

(3) European Commission, ‘New Community energy objectives’, Energy in 
Europe  — Energy policies and trends in the European Community, No  2, 
 Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem
bourg, 1985, pp. 810.

(4) European technologies for energy management.

made possible the continuing development of North 
Sea hydrocarbons even in a lowprice situation. 
Other DG XVII programmes promoting the use of 
sources other than oil were SAVE (specific actions 
for vigorous energy efficiency, established in 1991) 
and Altener (on renewable resources, established in 
1993). In fact, the environmental theme was seen 
by many in the Commission as instrumental to the 
pursuit of greater independence from oil imports. 
So, for example, in 1992 the Commissioner for 
 Energy, the Portuguese António Cardoso e Cunha, 
joined forces with the Environment Commissioner, 
Carlo Ripa di Meana, in supporting the establish
ment of a carbon tax, not only because of genuine 
concern about climate change, but also because the 
tax was seen as a way to move the Community away 
from dependence on imported hydrocarbons. As 
declared by the then head of cabinet of Cardoso e 
Cunha, Pedro de Sampaio Nunes: 

‘I thought it [the carbon tax] was a good 
pretext to increase security of supply, 
because with it we would harm the Middle 
East producers and we would support the 
development of renewables, nuclear, and of 
indigenous sources … We would reduce 
dependence [on] the Middle East’ (5).

In 19901991 the Persian Gulf crisis, following the 
Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, revived anxieties concern
ing energy supply and seemed to open a window of 
opportunity for a greater role for the Commission 
in energy affairs. In October 1990 the Commission, 
on the initiative of Cardoso e Cunha, proposed that 
it be made responsible for a proportion of the oil 
stocks accumulated by Member States, equivalent 
to 30 days’ supply. The Commission demanded the 
power to decide when and how to use this oil. Fur
thermore it wished to act to harmonise national oil 
prices within the single market (6). In the same vein 

(5) Interview with Pedro de Sampaio Nunes, 26 May 2017, p. 12.
(6) COM(90) 514 final, 22 November 1990, ‘The oil supply situation, incorpor

ating two proposals for Council directives on the steps to be taken in the 
event of supply difficulties and on the maintenance of stocks of oil’.
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the Commission proposed applying for full member
ship of the International Energy Agency. It wanted 
to be classified as a ‘participating country’ and to be 
entitled to vote in place of the Member States on mat
ters falling within its field of competence. The vote 
of the Commission would thus represent all the EU 
Member States. Both proposals encountered strong 
opposition from interest groups and some Member 
States, and they were quietly shelved after the Energy 
Council of May 1991. 

The collapse of the Soviet bloc had deep repercus
sions on the development of the Community’s 
 energy policy. The Community played a key role in 
the east European countries’ dramatic transforma
tion from communist states to market economies. 
In the energy field the breakdown of the Coun
cil for Mutual Economic Assistance (Comecon) 
trade system meant for these countries the loss of 
their main, and often sole, source of supply and an 

 exponential increase in the cost of their energy im
ports. These problems were exacerbated by the Gulf 
crisis that occurred at the same time. The Commis
sion and other Community institutions intervened, 
 often on behalf of the group of the 24 major cap
italist countries, offering financial and technical 
assist ance through existing programmes, such as 
 Thermie, or creating brand new ones, such as, in 
1991,  Tacis (technical assistance to the Common
wealth of Independent States), specifically geared to 
developing a market economy in the countries of the 
former Soviet Union, and Phare (the programme of 
aid to central and east European countries). Other 
programmes were exclusively dedicated to energy 
matters, such as, from the mid 1990s, Synergy (the 
programme to promote international cooperation 
in the energy sector).

The Community also launched a momentous ini
tiative intended to open up the Soviet Union and 

In the context of the technical assistance programme for the Commonwealth of Independent States (Tacis), the European Union provided 
support for this company constructing solar panels in Georgia in 1995.
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east European energy markets to investment from 
 Western corporations. At the European Coun
cil held in Dublin in June 1990 the Dutch Prime 
Minister, Ruud Lubbers, proposed the creation of a 
European Energy Community extending from the 
Atlantic to the Urals, ‘to capitalize on the comple
mentary relationship between the European Eco
nomic Community, the USSR and the countries 
of Central and Eastern Europe’  (1). On this basis 
the Commission, within a few months, produced 
a draft European energy charter, made public by 
President Delors at the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe in November 1990. The aim 
of the proposed charter was to develop cooperation 
and interdependence in the energy field to ensure 
‘security of supply under satisfactory economic 
conditions and to promote the construction of a 
large European energy market’. This was to be done, 
according to the Commission’s preparatory docu
ment, by allowing the ‘maximum use of market 
forces’ (2), taking into due account protection of the 
environment. The negotiations on the charter took 
place in the course of 1991, with the involvement 
of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation 
and Development’s nonEuropean governments, 
and also of the United States, which had forcefully 
demanded to be included. The charter was finally 
signed in The Hague on 16 and 17 December 1991 
by the Community and the other 48 parties. As the 
charter’s text stated, its aim was ‘to promote the de
velopment of an efficient energy market throughout 
Europe, and a better functioning global market, in 
both cases based on the principle of nondiscrim
ination and on marketoriented price formation’. 
The signatories declared themselves ‘determined to 
create a climate favourable to the operation of enter
prises and to the flow of investments and technolo
gies by implementing market principles’ (3). Despite 

(1) COM(91) 36 final, 14 February 1991, ‘Communication from the Commis
sion on a European energy charter’.

(2) Ibid.
(3) See the text of the charter in Energy Charter Secretariat, The Internation-

al Energy Charter: Consolidated Energy Charter Treaty with related docu-
ments, Energy Charter Secretariat, Brussels, 2015, pp. 2736.

its political value the charter was a mere code of 
conduct without any legally binding status. It was 
therefore supplemented by a legally binding Euro
pean Energy Charter Treaty, signed in Lisbon in 
December 1994. Again the main focus of the treaty 
was to establish a favourable investment climate. As 
stressed by the Commission, the treaty ‘will mean 
greater legal certainty for investors, granting them 
the benefit of national treatment, will introduce 
mandatory transparency in the treatment of invest
ments and provide consumer countries with guar
anteed supplies’  (4). The energy markets of eastern 
Europe and the former Soviet Union now seemed 
like secure outlets for Western investments.

Opening up national markets

The Gulf crisis was only a temporary interruption 
in a period marked by historically low oil prices, 
which made the issue of security of supply recede 
into the background. Very quickly, in parallel with 
the wider process of liberalisation set in motion by 
the Single European Act and under the influence of 
the free marketoriented energy policies adopted in 
the AngloSaxon world (5), the main thrust of the 
Commission’s energy action increasingly focused 
on liberalisation.

Liberalising energy markets was by no means an 
easy task. In many Community Member States en
ergy markets had traditionally been characterised 
by a strong government presence and by vertically 
integrated monopolies. This was the main reason 
why there were no articles in the Single European 
Act dedicated to energy (and, apart from the lex 
specialis of the Euratom Treaty, a specific reference 
would not be introduced into the treaties until the 
Lisbon Treaty in 2007). Yet the existence of nation

(4) COM(94) 405 final, 21 September 1994, ‘Proposal for a Council decision 
on the signing of the European Energy Charter Treaty and its provisional 
application by the European Community’.

(5) Interview with Pedro de Sampaio Nunes, 26 May 2017.
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al monopolies and of various degrees of protection 
of national markets was increasingly seen as an ob
stacle to the creation of a level playing field for the 
deployment of market forces. The idea of extending 
liberalisation to the energy markets found support
ers among energy consumers interested in lower 
prices, including powerful economic actors such 
as the chemical, steel and building industries, and 
 other sectors in which energy constituted a substan
tial proportion of the production costs. Most im
portantly, private capital looked with much favour 
on the dismantling of stateowned monopolies, 
opening up new opportunities for investment.

The Energy Council meeting on 2  June 1987 
charged the Commission with the task of drawing 
up an inventory of the existing obstacles to estab
lishing the internal energy market. In May 1988 the 
Energy Commissioner, Nicolas Mosar, presented a 
working document on the internal energy market 
that is generally considered the starting point of the 
liberalisation process in the field of energy (1). The 
document assumed that the single market would 
not be complete without a freer energy market. The 
basic assumption was that free and fair competi
tion between energy companies would lead to more 
competitive and converging prices for consumers, 
more efficiency for energyusing industries and, in 
the end, more rapid economic growth and increased 
prosperity. 

In Commission circles liberalisation was not seen 
as clashing with greater security of supply. As the 
reasoning went, through liberalisation you could 
have ‘many suppliers, but also more market  choices, 
secur ity stocks in different countries and  — very 
importantly  — improved interconnections. All 
features of major importance for the security of 
supply’  (2). Actually, the objective of reduced reli
ance on energy imports laid down in 1986 was not 
met. As  recognised by the 1995 Commission Green 

(1) COM(88) 238 final, 2 May 1988, ‘The internal energy market’.
(2) Interview with Constantinos S. Maniatopoulos, 28 June 2017.

 Paper on energy: ‘because of changing  economic 
conditions, particularly the drop in oil prices in 
1986, developments in energy market trends and 
the energy implications of growing environmental 
awareness, it has not proved possible to attain the 
sectoral objectives’ (3). Far from declining, Europe’s 
energy dependence on imports increased in the 
 decade between 1985 and 1995 (4).

While the 1988 working document included an 
exhaustive list of the numerous obstacles to a more 
liberal internal energy market, its prescriptive part 
was quite weak. This timidity was subject to strong 
criticism from within the Commission, particularly 
from VicePresident Lord Arthur Cockfield, who 
urged a bolder and more incisive approach (5).

The newly appointed energy Commissioner, 
António Cardoso e Cunha, responded to Lord 
 Cockfield’s urging. As he declared in a speech de
livered to the International Union of Producers 
and Distributors of Electrical Energy in June 1991: 

(3) COM(94)  659 final, 11  January 1995, ‘For a European Union energy 
 policy — Green Paper’.

(4) From 42 % to 47 %: European Commission, 1997 — Annual energy review, 
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem
bourg, 1997, p. 66.

(5) Interview with Pedro de Sampaio Nunes, 26 May 2017.

The first directives for the liberalisation of the electricity market 
were adopted progressively during the 1990s.
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‘There is a social and political movement towards 
liberalization of the last closed sectors of the econ
omy that overcome our individual wills and are be
ing imposed all over the world. What we are doing 
here in Europe is not an isolated move.’ From this 
perspective the Commission’s intention was ‘to 
 remove monopolies which are in conflict with the 
development of the internal market’ (1).

The Commission’s liberalising thrust focused on 
the electricity and gas sectors. In fact, as indicated 
by the 1988 document, the oil sector was regard
ed ‘as one which is already to a large extent subject 
to competition’  (2), while Community coal was 
subject to relatively little intraCommunity trade. 
In September 1989 the administrative structure 
of DG XVII was reorganised, for the first time in 
20 years, ‘to meet the challenge of 1992’ (3). The re
form created a new directorate — the ‘Community 
integration’ task force — placed under the guidance 
of the Frenchman JeanClaude Guibal and bringing 
together all the activities related to the establish
ment of the internal market for energy.

The first legislative initiatives on the path towards a 
more liberal energy market came in 1990 and 1991, 
in the form of three directives on price transpar
ency in the electricity and gas sectors and on intra 
European transfers of gas and electricity. The latter 
raised the thorny question of the monopolies con
trolling the national distribution systems. 

Forging an alliance with Sir Leon Brittan, Vice 
President of the Commission and with the portfolio 
of Competition Policy, Cardoso e Cunha tried to ac
celerate the pace of liberalisation, using the Commis
sion’s competition powers to force the opening of the 

(1) ‘Energy Commissioner seeks greater competition in energy sector’, Euro
pean Commission, Energy in Europe  — Energy policies and trends in the 
Euro pean Community, No 17, Office for Official Publications of the Euro
pean Communities, Luxembourg, 1991, pp. 6567.

(2) COM(88) 238 final, p. 40.
(3) European Commission, Energy in Europe — Energy policies and trends in 

the European Community, No  12, Office for Official Publications of the 
 European Communities, Luxembourg, 1989, pp. 4041.

market (4). Cardoso e Cunha, Brittan and DG Com
petition pushed for action, based on Art icle 90(3) of 
the EEC Treaty, to apply EU competition rules (then 
Articles 85 and 86) in order to dismantle dominant 
market positions. DG Energy, the European Par
liament and most of the Member States preferred a 
consensus procedure (based on Art icle 100a) to  allow 
for incremental change. Cardoso e Cunha and DG 
Competition based their position on a March 1991 
judgment by the Court of Justice of the European 
Communities upholding the Commission’s use of 
Article  90 to force greater competition in the tele
communications sector. This bold approach encoun
tered great resistance from governments and energy 
companies (and also from within DG XVII), and it 
was finally pushed aside. Some Member State gov
ernments invoked reasons of security of supply to jus
tify the maintenance of national preferences and the 
persistence of restrictions on competition in energy 
supply. These positions found decisive support in the 
Court of Justice’s 1994 rulings in the Almelo case, 
concerning the appeal by Dutch local electri city dis
tributors to dismantle the import and export monop
oly granted to the electricity generators. The Court 
of Justice stated that competition rules had been 
breached, but that the treaty offered the compan ies 
opportunities for a derogation if operating under 
public service obligations.

The Commission presented its proposals for energy 
market liberalisation on 21 February 1992 (5). Fol
lowing the defeat of Cardoso e Cunha’s unwaver
ing approach, the opening up of gas and electri city 
markets continued through a consensusseeking 
process. This became a thorny and lengthy proced
ure, and only towards the end of the decade, after 
long deliberations, did the European Parliament 
and the Council adopt the 1996 electricity direct
ive and the 1998 gas directive, which entered into 

(4) Interview with Pedro de Sampaio Nunes, 26 May 2017.
(5) COM(91) 548 final, 21 February 1992, ‘Proposal for a Council directive 

concerning common rules for the internal market in electricity; Proposal 
for a Council directive concerning common rules for the internal market in 
natural gas’.
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force on 19  February 1997 and 10  August 1998 
 respectively (1).

Although these two directives went less far than 
the Commission’s initial plans for a common car
rier system for Europe, they aimed to open up the 
markets to competition. Exclusive rights to import 
and export gas and electricity and to build and oper
ate gas and electricity facilities were to be abolished 
following the implementation of the directives. Ac
tually, only a limited number of highvolume gas 
and electricity consumers had the right to freely 
shift suppliers. The directives set minimum targets 
for the opening of the market, which, in the case of 
electricity, corresponded to 30 % of domestic con
sumption in 2000 and 35 % in 2003. For the gas 
market, opening had to reach 20 % in 2000 and 
28 % by 2003. With regard to electricity, the con
struction of new generating capacity was opened up 
to competition. Gas production had already been 
liberalised in 1994 by the hydrocarbons directive, 
which granted equal and nondiscriminatory access 
for all EU companies to the activities of prospect
ing for, exploring and producing oil and natural gas 
within the territory of the EU and the European 
Economic Area (2).

The opening up of access to the transportation 
network, a natural monopoly, was a key issue. The 
proposals the Commission formulated in 1992 
provided for mandatory and full thirdparty access 
(TPA), i.e. access to the transmission and distribu
tion systems on an equal basis for producers and 
consumers. In the long deliberative process that 
ensued the Commission’s proposals were revised to 
meet the concerns expressed by some governments 
(Germany and France in particular) and the strong 
opposition among the owners of grids and pipelines. 

(1) Directive 96/92/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
19  December 1996 (OJ L  27, 30.1.1997, p.  20); Directive 98/30/EC of 
the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 June 1998 (OJ L 204, 
21.7.1998, p. 1).

(2) Directive 94/22/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
30 May 1994 (OJ L 164, 30.6.1994, p.3).

The directives therefore offered Member States the 
choice between a TPA system based on published 
tariffs applicable to all customers (‘regulated TPA’, 
closer to the original Commission view) and a sys
tem (‘negotiated TPA’, strongly supported by the 
Germans) based on negotiations between the par
ties (producers of electricity or gas and the network 
operator) and geared to setting a tariff for transpor
tation. Furthermore, a ‘singlebuyer’ system was in
troduced in the electricity sector, based on a French 
proposal, which essentially aimed at maintaining 
the pricesetting power of established national mon
opolies. In practice, given its intricacies, the sin
glebuyer system remained purely theoretical; not 
even France adopted it. Most of the Member States 

Map of trans-European gas networks in 1995.
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adopted a regulated TPA regime; only Denmark, 
Germany and Greece adopted negotiated TPA. 
In any case, the Member States retained the right 
to impose public service obligations on companies 
in the general economic interest. However, these 
measures would be subject to the scrutiny of the 
Commission, which had the task of verifying their 
compatibility with Community law.

To facilitate effective TPA the directives required 
functional separation (‘unbundling’) between 

transmission and distribution operations and those 
of generation/production and supply (usually oper
ated by the same, vertically integrated companies). 
In practice, integrated companies were required 
to unbundle their different business activities not 
through a splitting up of ownership, but only by 
separating their accounts and preserving the confi
dentiality of commercially sensitive information.

The directives gave the Commission the role of 
reporting on additional measures to harmonise 
national regulations and remove barriers to trade. 
The Commission regularly produced such reports 
(the first in 1998 on the issues involved in reconcil
ing environmental policy with the liberalisation of 
energy markets; others in 1999 on the application 
of the gas directive and in 2000 on the electricity 
directive). The Commission took the initiative of 
setting up two new bodies — the Electricity Regu
latory Forum in 1998 and the European Gas Regu
latory Forum in 1999 — to discuss and implement 
the liberalisation process. The forums convened 
twice a year, bringing together Member State rep
resentatives; the Commission; national regulatory 
authorities; transmission system operators; electri
city and gas suppliers and traders; consumers; and 
network users. 

The revision exercise carried out by the Commis
sion led to an acknowledgement of the limitations 
of the internal energy market programme. A report 
issued in 2001 concluded that large asymmetries 
in implementation had jeopardised the creation 
of a level playing field in the internal market for 
 energy. While the general level of market opening 
was deemed satisfactory (see Table 1), some Mem
ber States (particularly Germany, France and Lux
embourg) had lagged behind on the issues of third 
party access and unbundling. The 2001 Gothenburg 
European Council agreed on this diagnosis and 
asked the Commission to prepare a second  energy 
liberalisation package. 

TABLE 1

EU GAS AND ELECTRICITY MARKET 
OPENING — 2000

Electricity Gas

Directive — 
minimum threshold

30 % 20 %

Belgium 35 % 59 %

Denmark 90 % 30 %

Germany 100 % 100 %

Ireland 30 % 75 %

Greece 30 % 0 %

Spain 54 % 72 %

France 30 % 20 %

Italy 35 % 96 %

Luxembourg 40 % 51 %

Netherlands 33 % 45 %

Austria 32 % 49 %

Portugal 30 % 0 %

Finland 100 % 90 %

Sweden 100 % 47 %

United Kingdom 100 % 100 %

EU average 66 % 79 %

Source: COM(2001) 125 final, 13 March 2001, ‘Completing the 
intern al energy market’.
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Towards a European strategy for the 
security of energy supply

In addition to the opening up of national energy 
markets, security of supply was the focus of growing 
concern from the end of the 1990s. The tripling of 
the oil price between spring 1999 and autumn 2000 
led to the adoption of the European Commission’s 
Green Paper on the security of energy supply  (1). 
The document aimed to launch a debate on the 
geo political, economic and environmental aspects 
of the drive to secure the EU’s energy supply. En
ergy policy, the Green Paper pointed out, had pro
gressively taken on a new Community dimension. 
Member States were becoming more interdepend
ent as a consequence of the internal energy mar
ket. Commission VicePresident Loyola de  Palacio 

(1) COM(2000)  769, 29  November 2000, ‘Green Paper  — Towards a Euro
pean strategy for the security of energy supply’.

 stated that: ‘Confronted with both increasing 
 external dependence and the urgency of the fight 
against climate change, the European Union can
not be complacent’; and ‘… we have to be aware of 
the efforts needed and try and define a real Euro
pean strategy, more coherent and responsible’ (2).

The Green Paper started from the observation that 
at the end of the 1990s domestic sources  covered 
only half of the primary energy requirements. If 
nothing was done the EU would, within 20 to 
30 years, have to meet 70 % of its energy needs from 
imported sources. This situation put some import
ant sectors of European society, such as transport, 
electricity production and households, ‘at the mercy 

(2) Press release IP/00/1368, ‘The Commission launches an overall debate on 
a future European energy strategy with a Green Paper on the energy  supply 
security’, Brussels, 29  November 2000: http://europa.eu/rapid/press 
release_IP001368_en.htm

On 29 May 2000 Commissioner Philippe Busquin attended the conference ‘Energy of the Future’, during which prototype hydrogen-powered 
buses were presented.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-00-1368_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-00-1368_en.htm
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of erratic variations in international prices’ (1). The 
fact that energy imports came largely from a few 
key suppliers (45 % of imported oil came from the 
Middle East and 40 % of gas from Russia) added to 
this sense of vulnerability. With regard to the en
vironment the paper acknowledged the difficulties 
encountered in the fight against climate change 
and in reversing the trends of increasing emissions. 
Dependence on fossil fuels remained high (41 % of 
energy demand was covered by oil, 22 % by gas and 
16 % by coal). The Commission also acknowledged 
the contradiction inherent in the EU energy policy: 
‘the fall in electricity prices [brought about by the 
establishment of the internal energy market] goes 
against policies to curtail increasing demand and to 
combat climate change’ (2).

To address these problems the Commission pro
posed a twopronged strategy. On the demand side, 

(1) COM(2000) 769, p. 2.
(2) Ibid., p. 3.

where the possibilities of intervention appeared 
more promising, it proposed the establishment of 
‘taxation measures to steer demand towards bet
tercontrolled consumption which is more respect
ful of the environment’ (3). On the supply side the 
Green Paper outlined a plan for a longterm effort 
aimed at doubling the share of renewable energy 
sources, from 6 % to 12 % of the primary energy bal
ance (from 14 % to 22 % for electricity production) 
between 2000 and 2010, and the need to maintain 
relative selfsufficiency.

On the basis of the Green Paper the Commission 
launched a consultation process to prepare future 
energy policy actions, carrying on with its Sisy
phean effort to reconcile security, competitiveness 
and environmental challenges.

Francesco Petrini

(3) Ibid., p. 4.
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Chapter 13 
Industrial and research policy

The interdependence of industrial policy and re
search policy became increasingly evident over the 
years from 1980 to 1990. This interdependence was 
linked to the evolution of industrial policy, which 
gradually moved away from a sectoral approach 
towards a global competitiveness perspective. This 
occur red progressively, and for a while the restruc
turing model adopted for steelmaking was general
ly the option open to sectors undergoing restruc
turing, such as the automobile sector. As the more 
directly interventionist policies were abandoned, 
research policy became the focal point of European 
Union (EU) action on economic and social struc
tures. It led to an integrated approach involving 
both economic and social stakeholders. The White 
Paper of 1993 (1) laid the foundations in this field 
for the changes that unfolded in the Lisbon strategy.

(1) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘Growth, competitiveness, employ
ment: the challenges and ways forward into the 21st  century  — White 
 Paper’. 

13.1. Industrial policy

Introduction

Industrial policy has always been somewhat para
doxical in the history of the Commission. At a 
purely institutional level, it represents a moment 
in this history between the creation of the Direct
orateGeneral (DG) for Industry in 1967, placed 
under the authority of the Italian Commissioner 
Guido Colonna di Paliano, and its transformation 
into DG Enterprise in 1999, following the long 
term of office as Commissioner served by Martin 
Bangemann from Germany. With regard to Com
munity pol icies it represented a concept long dis
cussed between those favouring market forces and 
those advocating a more active, even intervention
ist approach. However, the 1980s and 1990s under 
consideration here marked an attempt to move away 
from these deliberations. Building on the work of 
Gaston Thorn, Jacques Delors placed industrial 
matters at the heart of the Europe 1992 challenge, 
with the achievement of the single market as the 
condition for the revival of European industry, 
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which since the 1970s had faced crises in sectors 
dating back to the first industrial revolution (ship
yards, textiles, steelmaking) and in which the emer
gence of information and communication technolo
gies businesses had been sluggish (1). Commissioner 
Martin Bangemann became the main player in this 
policy in the second and third Delors Commissions, 
and then in the Santer Commission. He was vocal 
about his faith in a restructured industrial policy to 
which high importance would be given. For him, 
the public authorities could not shirk their respon
sibilities. However, industrial policy now centred on 
the creation of a businessfriendly environment and 
the use of a large number of common policies for the 
support of businesses (2). The establishment of DG 
Enterprise at the end of the 1990s was more indi
cative of this modified approach, and of moving this 
process forward rather than abandoning it. 

(1) See introduction by Jacques Delors in Cecchini, P. et al., The European chal-
lenge, 1992: The benefits of a single market, Gower Publishing, Aldershot, 
1988.

(2) Bangemann, M., Les clés de la politique industrielle en Europe, Éditions 
d’Organisation, Paris, 1992.

Many stakeholders from diverse fields were thus in
volved in industrial policy over the period from 1986 
to 2000, not least the Commissioner responsible for 
the sector and his directorategeneral. However, the 
Commission President also played a leading role, es
pecially under Delors, who, with the support of his 
cabinet, closely followed developments that he con
sidered to be of crucial importance. Then there were 
the businesses with which the Commissioner and 
the President engaged in ongoing discussions, both 
individual stakeholders such as prominent business 
leaders and organisations such as the  Union of In
dustrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe 
(UNICE, now BusinessEurope), which united all 
the national employers’ confeder ations, the Euro
pean Centre of Public Enterprises (CEEP) and the 
Euro pean Round Table of Industrialists (ERT). 
Lastly, there were the governments, represented by 
the national directorsgeneral for industry and the 
ministers, or even Heads of State or Government, 
who met frequently to discuss issues that were 
sometimes politically very sensitive.

Overall, this period was marked by a search for new 
approaches in which pragmatism and experience 
would play a key role.

Statement of a doctrine, the 1990 
communication

The publication of the communication ‘Industrial 
policy in an open and competitive environment’ (3) 
in November 1990 was often presented as a major 
change in direction, if not a break with the past (4). 
It clearly marked a significant milestone in the work 
initiated several years before. Since the end of the 
1960s the Commission had associated the achieve
ment of the internal market with the development 

(3) COM(90) 556 final, 16 November 1990, ‘Industrial policy in an open and 
competitive environment — Guidelines for a Community approach’.

(4) Sapir, A., ‘Europe: des réformes plutôt que des “champions” industriels’, 
 Sociétal, No 46, Institut de l’entreprise, Paris, 2004. 

Martin Bangemann was Commissioner for Industrial Affairs  
from 1989 to 1999.
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of a policy of strengthening Community industrial 
policy. Although the internal market still provided 
the main impetus for its policy, the way in which 
it dealt with the industrial dimension had changed. 
The 1970 Colonna memorandum, not too distant in 
its objectives from the creation of European indus
trial ‘champions’  — an aim that was later greatly 
disparaged  — was echoed in the communication 
of October 1981, ‘The development of industry in 
 Europe — A Community strategy’, and then in the 
positions developed by the Commission in 1983 
and 1984  (1). However, the emphasis laid on the 
concept of ‘competitiveness of European industry’ 
by the Commission at the Industry Council meet
ing of September 1983, followed by the broad guide
lines issued by the European Council of 28 March 
1984 integrating the objective of strengthening 
Community industrial structures into an overall 
economic and social strategy, marked a shift that 
was then consolidated by the main choices of the 
Delors Commission from 1985 onwards. 

The single market to be achieved by 1992 had to 
provide the framework and conditions for a revival 
of economic momentum. But this framework was 
not enough, and had to be accompanied by a series 
of government measures based on a novel approach 
compared with previous years. These measures were 
determined less by economic and social circum
stances within the Community than by external 
factors. They aimed to promote the international 
competitiveness of European industry, and were 
considered legitimate insofar as Europe’s main 
competitors — Japan and the United States — also 
supported their industry through multiple instru
ments. From 1986 the aim was therefore for the 
Community to promote its industrial development 
by means of assertive tactics: less intervention
ism; a macroeconomic policy offering a stable and 

(1) Bussière, É., ‘Devising a strategy: the internal market and industrial policy’, 
in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-
86  — History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the 
Euro pean Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 266.

 predictable framework for action; support for re
search; support for growth sectors and for small and 
mediumsized enterprises (SMEs); development of 
human capital; and assertive action under the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade in order to 
open up markets (2).

Industrial policy as defined in the 1990 communica
tion further affirmed this approach. It was presented 
as the culmination of progress starting in the 1980s, 
and was intended as an overall approach aimed at 
overcoming the clash between interventionism and 
liberalism through a clearer allocation of roles: to 
businesses, decisionmaking in the field of resource 
allocation; and to government, the responsibility 
for creating a clear and foreseeable economic frame
work comprising a set of support policies (3).

However, the preparation of this benchmark text 
showed that the balance defined in November 
1990 had been difficult to achieve. Furthermore, 
although there was a consensus as regards the gen
eral approach, subtle differences remained as to its 
implementation  (4). In the Commission itself, Sir 
Leon Brittan, the Commissioner responsible for 
the area, advocated a more rigorous approach than 
his colleagues concerning competition policy, par
ticularly with regard to mergers and aid policies. As 
for sectoral policies, some Member States defended 
them while others opposed all forms of interven
tionism, with a number of Member States wishing 
to see increased responsibility for the Council in the 
field of industrial policy (5).

From among these options, Delors and his cabinet 
wished to promote the concept of ‘Community in
terest’. The Community should not simply be a space 
for industrial activity, but rather a framework for 

(2) COM(86)  40 final, 25  February 1986, ‘Improving competitiveness and 
 industrial structures in the Community’.

(3) COM(90) 556 final.
(4) Press release by the Commission’s Spokesperson: ‘The European Commis

sion proposes a coherent industrial policy to the twelve Member States’. 
(5) HAEC, BAC 321/1991/115, Minutes of the ‘Industry’ Council meeting of 

15 October 1990.
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 affirming identity, independence and action. The 
aim was to avoid situations that led to a deterior
ation in the Community’s economic and industrial 
power, thereby avoiding technological dependence 
and supporting the development of the sectors that 
would underpin industrial power in the long term. 
This heightened power and independence was to 
 occur in the context of international power relations 
and made it possible to engage in agreements on a 
 stronger footing, whether these related to  businesses 
themselves or to the opening up of markets in a 
context of negotiated competition. Such a policy 
therefore called for a revival of the industrial base by 
means of the internal market. It also entailed the en
couragement of mergers on a European scale, bear
ing in mind the global market share held by major 

competitors. Lastly, reinforcement of the industrial 
base required a nuanced approach to State aid (1). 

As is evident from the communication of November 
1990 the concept of ‘industrial policy’ altered patterns 
existing since the 1960s and 1970s. A consensus was 
reached about the need for a macroeconomic frame
work stabilised through future economic and mon
etary union (EMU) and the internal market already 
under way. Both had to ensure the optimum alloca
tion of resources for proactive structural adjustments. 
The openness at international level that was needed to 
send the right signals to businesses was  underpinned 
by an international regulatory framework developed 
within the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
reflecting European interests and paying attention to 
the rights and obligations of each partner. Action on 

(1) HAEC, BAC 321/1991/115, ‘Basic text by Martin Bangemann on the 
changes in the Delors cabinet’, 24 October 1990.

One of the objectives of the Community’s industrial policy was to support the restructuring of declining industrial regions.



309Chapter 13 — Industrial and research policy 

the business environment in the context of the  wider 
European market  — standardisation, the opening 
up of public procurement, the statute for a European 
company, the promotion of major networks  — was 
also taken with a view to globalised competition. 
It comprised a series of constructive lines of action: 
strengthening technological capacity through support 
for research, the development of SMEs and training. 
It also involved the coordination of Community, na
tional and regional actions. Despite the risk of delay
ing their adjustment, sectoral approaches were not 
completely discarded, provided that they were tempor
ary, limited to specific sectors and consistent with the 
general principles of industrial policy (1).

However, the general framework thus defined left 
room for interpretation, and many of the questions 
raised were often driven by more conventional indus
trialpolicy concerns. For example, what were the best 
options for a leading sector in technological terms, 
such as the electronics sector, or a key employment 
sector, such as the automobile industry? With the 
underlying patterns clearly defined, action needed to 
be adapted to the various scenarios of the different 
 sectors.

Sectors

The Commission in fact dealt with requests from 
manufacturers themselves or from the national gov
ernments. The directives then served as a guide, and 
the tensions arising from actual situations served 
as a basis for making adjustments and encouraging 
compromise. For instance, over this period the Com
mission adopted a series of ‘communications’ that 
demonstrated how this horizontal industrial policy 
could be developed at sectoral level. This was the ap
proach taken by, for example, the automobile, textile 
and  machinetools industries, the various branches 
of the electronics industry, etc. It drew on indepth 

(1) () COM(90) 556 final.

consultation with organisations representing industry 
at  European level to produce a ‘panorama of EU in
dustry’ for several years in a row, setting out the situ
ation sector by sector. For many sectors this EUlevel 
consultation provided valuable insights into common 
challenges facing manufacturers.

The automobile industry

Since the 1970s the automobile sector had been a mat
ter of concern for the Commission. It responded to the 
demands of European manufacturers, led by Renault 
and FIAT, made in protest against the protectionist 
technical barriers of the Americans and the Japanese 
policy of closing their market while attacking the 
 European market. European manufacturers wished to 
impose export quota agreements on Japan, as practised 
by the Americans. In response the Commission took 
a series of measures beginning in 1981: the strength
ening of structures by completing the  internal market; 
support for research and development; and dialogue 
with the Japanese. This dialogue had to allow for the 
signing of export restraint agreements negotiated at 
European level and not, as had been the case until 
then, at national level, a method that had contrib
uted to ongoing fragmentation and compromised 
the achievement of the single European automobile 
market  (2). These options gained the support of the 
governments most directly concerned (e.g. France and 
Italy), relayed by the ERT, which was founded in April 
1983. The ERT, within which Italian manufacturers 
played an important role, was very active in this field. 

The arrival of Jacques Delors at the head of the Com
mission did not change this approach. Penetration of 
the Japanese market was still the target for manufac
turers, who found the necessary contacts within the 
Commission both through Lord Arthur Cockfield, 
the Commissioner for the Internal Market, who real
ised that Japanese manufacturers were not respect
ing their commitment to open up their market, and 

(2) COM(81) 317 final, 11 June 1981, ‘Commission statement on the European 
automobile industry’.



310 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

 within governments through the intervention of 
Bangemann, who at that time was Germany’s Minis
ter for Economic Affairs (1). 

The imperative of establishing the internal mar
ket represented the point at which the process was 
speeded up. The Commission was absolutely set on 
preventing defensive measures at national level from 
jeopardising this key aim of Delors’s mandate in a 
major branch of industry. At the end of 1987 the 
Commission therefore set out its objective: to use 
the completion of an internal automobile market as 
a stepping stone for a deal with the Japanese, leav
ing time for European industry to adapt. This ob
jective included the unification of protection meas
ures visàvis Japan, followed by their removal over 
several years; support for the modernisation of the 

(1) HAEC, BAC 224/1994/1553, ‘Meeting between Sir John Egan, President 
of the CCMC and Lord Arthur Cockfield’, 6 November 1986.

 industry; and the opening up of the Japanese market 
to European imports. The overall aim was to make 
the European technical approval procedure for ve
hicles the instrument for regulatory uniformity in 
the internal market, internal modernisation, the 
defence of European interests and the promotion of 
European automobiles on the international market. 
In the autumn of 1988, upon the expiry of Delors’s 
first mandate, the Commission’s position regarding 
the automobile industry therefore centred on its 
general approach of promoting the competitiveness 
of the industry, involving a series of temporary pub
lic measures focusing on clear objectives and coun
terbalances (2).

The arrival of Martin Bangemann as Commis
sioner for Industry in the Delors  II Commission 

(2) HAEC, SEC(88)  1536/3, 24  October 1988, ‘The competitiveness of the 
Community automobile industry with a view to 1992’.

One of the objectives of economic and monetary union was to boost the competitiveness of the European automotive industry. 
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 accelerated the process. Time was of the essence 
because, for Bangemann, for the 1992 objective, 
time was not on the side of the automobile sector. 
Negotiations with the Japanese therefore had to be 
used to push for the faster completion of the intern
al automobile market. The urgency of the issue was 
increased by the growing pattern of Japanese busi
nesses establishing themselves within Community 
territory, such as Toyota in the United Kingdom. 
Bangemann, supported by Commissioner Frans 
Andriessen, stepped up the momentum, consulting 
manufacturers and ministers for industry from the 
Member States. 

The fundamentals of the approach to be taken were 
discussed in the College of Commissioners in the 
presence of Jacques Delors in December 1989  (1). 
In response to the Japanese challenge, a period of 
adaptation was inaugurated, in which support from 
the Community through aid for ‘active and mean
ingful’ research was combined with an external 
agreement including essential control mechanisms. 
However, serious differences of opinion persisted 
between governments, in particular regarding the 
duration of the transition period and whether or 
not production by Japanese ‘transplants’ was to be 
taken into account prior to the liberalisation of the 
European market (2).

The Commission’s action resulted in the voluntary 
restraint agreement signed with the Japanese in July 
1991, which provided for close and partially infor
mal collaboration between DG Industry and the 
Japanese Ministry of International Trade and Indus
try and led over several years to a  mutual and quan
tified ‘understanding’ of the desirable development 
of the automobile market in Europe and of changes 
relating to Japanese exports. This  agreement formed 

(1) HAEC, COM(89), Minutes No 990, meeting of 6 December 1989, ‘Com
munity policy in the automobile sector’.

(2) HAEC, BAC 224/1994/1558, ‘Note from the SecretariatGeneral on 
the followup to the Coreper meeting on the subject of the Commission 
communication “An integrated European automobile market”’, 19 January 
1990.

an integral part of an overall strategy with multiple 
objectives, centred on the future of a unified Euro
pean industry  (3). As expressed by Heinrich von 
Moltke, senior official in DG Internal Market, ‘I 
can safely say that the borderfree intern al market 
system would not have worked if we had not pur
sued a special policy for automobiles’ (4). The agree
ment with the Japanese was supplemented by the 
coordination of national aid for the auto mobile in
dustry and a research and development programme. 
In the following months the last direct ives intended 
to complete the internal market were accepted by all 
Member States. 

Semiconductors

The semiconductor industry was one of the key 
challenges facing the Commission, although the 
power structure differed from that in the auto
mobile sector. The weakness of European industry 
placed it in a potential position of dependence on 
the United States and then on Japan, as illustrated 
by the takeover of the UK company ICL by Japan’s 
Fujitsu in 1990 (5), so much so that Commissioner 
Bangemann voiced his alarm in 1992: ‘If electronics 
as a core technology are really the raw material of 
growth and productivity, then no one has the right 
to abandon this key sector of future industry’  (6). 
The Commission moved into the highlevel infor
mation technology sector at the start of the 1980s 
together with European manufacturers, support
ing research through programmes such as Esprit 
(the European strategic programme for research 
and development in information technology). It 
took charge of the semiconductors dossier in early 
1988 by setting up a working group that includ
ed the  directoratesgeneral concerned and sought 
consultation with manufacturers in the sector. The 
outcome of these consultations was an integrated 

(3) Interview with Jörn Keck, 27 March 2017.
(4) Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 12 January 2017.
(5) La Tribune, 31 July 1990.
(6) Bangemann, Les clés de la politique industrielle en Europe, p. 168.
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approach under the umbrella of a horizontal and 
non specific industrial policy to cover the comple
tion of the internal market, the technological di
mension, customs policy and antidumping meas
ures. The general framework was therefore similar 
to that which was used for the automobile industry, 
although the circumstances prevailing in the sector, 
and the challenges facing it, were different.

These analyses led to a discussion in the College on 
the future of the sector in early September 1990 con
cerning the level and structure of the customs tariff 
and public aid, which gave rise to talks  between DG 
Industry and DG Competition on subsidies for 
capitalintensive investments  (1). More generally, 
the aim was to link the establishment of subsidised 
major research programmes to the development of 
cooperation between businesses, the reorganisation 
of structures and the completion of the internal 
market.

The guidelines laid down by the Commission also 
came within the framework of the communication 
on industrial policy of November 1990, for which 
the electronics and IT sector was one of the fields of 
application. The proposals for action formulated in 
March 1991 for the electronics and IT industry (2) 
set out the main points: a ‘horizontal and assertive’ 
policy by defining Community interests in the face 
of global industrial challenges; completion of the 
internal market and reciprocity in relation to the 
opening up of the main markets; and positive ad
justments through a technological development 
policy.

European interest in the sector due to ‘the dif
fuse nature of this industry and its effects on the 
entire economy’  (3) thus legitimised a form of 

(1) HAEC, BAC 504/1998/74, ‘Briefing note from DG III for Martin Bange
mann’, 3 September 1990. 

(2) HAEC, BAC 504/1998/75, ‘The European electronics and information 
technology industry: state of play, issues at stake and proposals for action — 
General guidelines’, 26 March 1991.

(3) HAEC, BAC 504/1998/74, ‘Briefing note from DG III for Martin Bange
mann’. 

 interventionism, albeit with a sectoral dimension. 
However, the general approach adopted was similar 
to that in the automobile industry: major Euro pean 
networks; research and development in the third 
framework programme for technological research 
and development and in specific programmes; sup
port for risk capital; faster standardisation; and 
monitoring of the bilateral Japan–US agreements 
in order to prevent Europe from becoming margin
alised.

The global dimension of the challenges therefore 
proved fundamental when it came to justifying the 
options set out by the Commission. However, the 
balance of power in relation to the Japanese and the 
Americans, and the structure of the already largely 
globalised sector, did not make implementation any 
easier.

The option of a Community strategy for semi
conductors was supported by the French and the 
Italians, who worked together in the company SGS 
Thomson. They had been involved in negotiations 
with Siemens and Philips since 1990 with a view to 
merging the semiconductor activities of the major 
European manufacturers. This strategy ruled out 
the possibility of an alliance with a major external 
partner (‘incompatible with the European policy 
concept and dangerous for the independence of 
companies’), the application of the principle of strict 
reciprocity visàvis Japan and the United States 
and the decision to reserve Community support 
solely for European stakeholders  (4). However, the 
 FrancoItalian strategy came up against opposition 
from Siemens, which was collaborating with IBM 
to produce highcapacity memories, whereas Philips 
decided to reduce its activities in this field (5).

(4) HAEC, BAC 504/1998/75, ‘Annex to a letter from Frédéric Puaux to 
 Riccardo Perissich (DG Internal Market and Industrial Affairs) concerning 
the meeting of 10 June on semiconductors’, 6 June 1991.

(5) Financial Times, 11 June 1991.
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As a result, the Europeans failed in 1999 to pro
mote the trilateral agreements they desired with the 
 Japanese and the Americans. Following the agree
ments concluded on a bilateral basis between the 
latter two countries in June 1991  (1), discussions 
resumed between European and American manu
facturers in Brussels, laying emphasis on the need 
for alliances for the Europeans, the Community 
authorities’ wish for involvement in the followup 
to the Japan–US agreements and the Americans’ 
wish to prevent a stronger Japanese presence on 
the European market (2). The words of Bangemann 
in 1992 thus conveyed a vision that once and for 
all rejected the options of a fortress Europe and of 
Euro pean champions as substitutes for national 
champions, and turned towards the promotion of a 
Euro pean space where ‘the best possible conditions 

(1) HAEC, BAC 504/1998/75, ‘Report on the meeting of DG III with Ameri
can semiconductor and IT manufacturers’, 10  April 1991; HAEC, BAC 
69/2000/117, ‘Teletext from JeanPierre Leng (Tokyo) to the Commission 
(Brussels)’, 17 May 1991.

(2) HAEC, BAC 504/1998/75, ‘Note on the meeting of DG III with the US 
Semiconductor Industries Association (SIA)’, 10 December 1991; ‘Note for 
Hugo Paemen (DG IA) from DG III and DG XIII’, 6 October 1992. 

for  investment and production’  (3) would prevail 
and where the global alliances most suited to the 
corporate strategy could develop (4).

The context that we have just analysed shows that, 
despite the broad guidelines, the Commission came 
up against a wide range of difficulties on a daily 
 basis. Martin Bangemann summed up this situation 
in 1992: ‘Industrial policy is not simple. Rather, it is 
the result of a fierce struggle to achieve reasonable 
compromises’ (5). 

In general, manufacturers that were themselves 
organised under the auspices of bodies such as 
UNICE, CEEP or the ERT, established in 1983 
with the encouragement of the Commission itself, 
wished to develop a framework and cooperate close
ly with the latter to define general industrial policy 
guidelines. For instance, the president of Siemens 

(3) Bangemann, Les clés de la politique industrielle en Europe, p. 175.
(4) Ibid. pp. 173174. 
(5) Ibid. p. 13.

On 13 October 1993 the European Commission received Mickey Kantor, the American representative for trade negotiations.  
Handshake between Martin Bangemann (left) and Mickey Kantor (right).
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agreed with Delors that a policy on high technol
ogy was essential in Europe, failing which Europe 
would become merely a location for the establish
ment of Japanese companies, as was also the case 
in the automobile sector. Delors approved, while 
pointing out that the Commission wished to sup
port the initiatives coming from manufacturers 
rather than  taking an interventionist approach (1). 
However, this type of consensus met with conflicts 
of interest that resulted in manufacturers rallying 
governments around a few widely reported cases, 
and highlighted divergent views within the Com
mission itself.

In most cases, the worst disputes brought the de
bates back to sectoral issues that the Commission 
would have preferred to avoid, particularly in con
nection with mergers pitting DG Competition 
against DG Industry. The takeover of the aircraft 
manufacturer De Havilland by Aerospatiale and 
Alenia (ATR) in October 1991, which was blocked 
following an investigation of the case by DG Com
petition, was in itself symbolic of this debate, and 
became an ‘affair’ owing to the sudden condemna
tion of this decision by the French Prime Minister, 
Michel Rocard. Indeed, Sir Leon Brittan’s decision 
had only just been approved by the College, and had 
been made on grounds that market changes subse
quently contradicted. Overall, the operation bene
fited Bombardier, the Europeans’ competitor in this 
sector (2). The questions arising from the De Havil
land affair resurfaced in the field of weldless tubes, 
where the clustering of the activities of Ilva, Man
nesmann and Vallourec again generated conflict be
tween Bangemann’s and Van Miert’s departments. 
For the former, industrial interest had to take pri
ority: European rationalisation and the creation of 
a global player. These arguments clashed with the 

(1) HAEU, Jacques Delors Folds (JD) 1719, ‘Interview with the President of 
Siemens (Kaske) and the President of IBM on the Siemens–IBM–Toshiba 
agreement’, 22 July 1992.

(2) HAEU, JD  666, minutes of the informal meeting of Ministers for For
eign Affairs, 5 and 6  October 1991; JD  1879, ‘Note from DG  III on the 
Aéro spatiale-Alenia v De Havilland case concerning the regional aircraft 
 market’, 15 September 1992.

theory of the global duo poly presented by the com
petition services (3). In this case DG Industry won, 
but only just, in the name of Community interest.

Around Maastricht: towards  
a globalised approach

The Treaty of Maastricht sanctioned developments 
since 1990 in the field of industrial policy, although 
Jacques Delors regretted a certain lack of ambition. 
At the industry meetings in Paris in October 1992 
he explained that the new treaty ‘spoke of indus trial 
policy in rather vague terms, reflecting the shaky 
compromise between the 12 Member States, but 
nevertheless opened up this prospect’, which had 
been based on consensus since 1990 and should be 
exploited (4). François Lamoureux, in charge of in
dustrial policy in DG III, added to these thoughts 
a year later, when he acknowledged that although 
the concept of ‘industrial policy’ as such was  absent 
from it, the treaty did take account of this dimen
sion through a series of common policies that 
should be aligned by combining them with action 
by the governments (5).

The White Paper ‘Growth, competitiveness, em
ployment’ in 1993 built on these analyses, reformu
lating them through the lens of the global competi
tiveness objective for industry in the EU (6).

This idea was set out in more detail in the commu
nication published in September 1994 on the initia
tive of Commissioner Bangemann, which brought 
the period of the Delors presidencies to a close and 

(3) HAEC, BAC 345/1999/3, ‘Note from Jörg Wenzel (Bangemann cabinet)’, 
25 January 1994; article by Philippe Lemaître in Le Monde on the subject of 
the Vallourec, Ilva, Mannesmann dossier.

(4) HAEU, JD 1796, ‘Speech by Jacques Delors on the competitiveness of the 
European economy at meetings of industry, held in Paris by the French 
Minister for Industry on 23 October 1992’.

(5) HAEU, François Lamoureux Fonds (FL) 419, ‘Note from DG III on Maas
tricht and industrial policy’, 18 November 1993.

(6) Lamoureux, F., ‘Industrie et concurrence: de l’affrontement à la concili
ation’, in Mény, Y., Muller, P. and Quermonne, J.L. (eds), Politiques 
 publiques en Europe — Actes du colloque de l’Association française de science 
politique, 23-24 mars 1994, L’Harmattan, Paris, 1995, pp. 257270.
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constituted, in a manner of speaking, its industrial 
policy bequest. The global competitiveness objective 
needed to be reflected through a stronger presence 
of businesses in the markets of the future, and to 
take account of the concept of technological in
dependence. This competitiveness was an issue for 
businesses, although the role of government was not 
excluded thanks to a series of accompanying trans
versal actions: support for investment and the devel
opment of human resources; support for research, 
in particular through greater consideration of mar
ket needs under the fourth framework programme 
(19941998); a focus on intellectual property; and a 
strategy aimed at integrating Europe into a globalis
ing information society.

The objective was therefore to modernise the role of 
government with a view to more integrated intern
al and external action, through the coordination 
of Member State action with that of the Commu
nity, taken on the initiative of the Commission (1). 
However, the apparently consensual nature of these 
guidelines did not prevent tensions regarding im
plementation, and fault lines persisted between the 
directoratesgeneral concerned (2). 

Continuity and change after Delors

Once again responsible for the industrial policy of 
the EU in the Santer Commission, Bangemann en
sured continuity by building on his previous work: 
a ‘catalyst’ encouraging joint projects and alliances, 
albeit in accordance with strategies defined by the 
manufacturers themselves, and not by the Com
mission (3). Both he and his departments noted in 
1995, however, that these objectives had a number 
of shortcomings and weaknesses: the single mar
ket was suffering from ‘omnipresent’ distortions, 

(1) ‘An industrial competitiveness policy for the European Union’, Bulletin of 
the European Union Supplement, No 3, 1994.

(2) HAEC, BAC 345/1999/11, ‘Note from DG XVI to Riccardo Perissich on 
the meetings of the heads of cabinet, 14 July 1994’, 8 September 1994. 

(3) HAEC, BAC 345/1999/4, ‘Conference headed by Martin Bangemann on 
EU industrial policy at the University of Lausanne’, 1 February 1996. 

and the education and research system was not fit 
for a now global economy in which knowledge was 
the ‘driving force for innovation’. Nevertheless the 
Commission held firm to both its diagnosis and 
its recommended response: the deepening and en
hancement of the operational framework for the 
internal market; support for the development of 
industry’s technological base; and consideration 
of the state of global competition. The defence in
dustries sector, which had been a cause for concern 
for the Commission since 1996, is a perfect illus
tration of this approach  (4): fundamental techno
logical and industrial challenges; action to foster the 

(4) In particular, COM(97)  583 final, 4  December 1997, ‘Implementing the 
European Union strategy on defencerelated industries’. 

BRITE-EURAM — A measurable impact. 
The research and technological development programme  

in the fields of industrial manufacturing technologies and advanced 
materials applications (BRITE-EURAM) was launched in 1985-1986 

with the aim of supporting the innovation and competitiveness  
of European industries in this sector.
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The steel industry

The steel industry has always constituted a specific 
aspect of the Community’s industrial policy, as the 
Treaty of Paris is the legal framework for action in this 
sector, and also because of its specific structural 
characteristics. Starting in 1975, the crisis in the steel 
industry was of great concern to the Commission, 
which, at the urging of the French and Italian 
associations for the leaders of the steel industry, 
started to develop policy in that area (1).

The idea of extending this framework for action with a 
view to the creation of the single market in 1992 was 
the subject of intense debate within the Commission 
during the 1980s. After the Council decided, following 
a proposal from the Commission, to liberalise the steel 
market gradually over a transition period lasting a 
maximum of 3 years (2), the Commission’s objective 
became to overhaul the market completely in terms of 
production overcapacity and to bring about the 
effective restructuring of steel production in Europe (3). 
Following the assessment by Umberto Colombo, Hans 
Friderichs and Jacques Mayoux (the ‘Three Wise Men’) 
of the ability of the industry to reduce capacity (4), and 
discussions with the European Steel Association 
(Eurofer), the debate within the Commission focused 
on three options for the future of the quota system 
established in October 1980 (5): either to maintain the 
system, subject to certain conditions, a solution 
advocated by Commissioners Abel Matutes, Karl-Heinz 
Narjes and Peter Sutherland; or to abolish the quotas 
and replace them with a voluntary system under 
Article 46 of the Treaty establishing the European Coal 
and Steel Community (ECSC); or to just repeal the 
quota system for categories I, II and III (6) as of 
1 January 1988, in line with the recommendations 
made in the Three Wise Men’s report (7). Finally, 

(1) Bussière, É., ‘Devising a strategy: the internal market and indus-
trial policy’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European 
Commission 1973-86 — History and memories of an institution, 
Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, 
p. 272.

(2) Commission Decision No 3485/85/ECSC of 27 November 1985 
(OJ L 340, 18.12.1985, p. 5).

(3) COM(85) 509 final, 25 September 1985, ‘Introduction of a sys-
tem of production quotas under Article 58 of the ECSC Treaty 
after 31 December 1985’.

(4) COM(87) 640 final, 26 November 1987, ‘Community steel pol-
icy — Analysis and recommendations: report drafted at the 
 request of the Commission of the European Communities’. 

(5) Commission Decision No 2794/80/ECSC of 31 October 1980 (OJ 
L 291, 31.10.1980, p. 1).

(6) Hot-rolled wide strips, cold-rolled sheets, heavy plate and 
heavy sections.

(7) HAEC, SEC(87) 1856, ‘Three Wise Men’s report’.

following a proposal from the Commission, the 
Industry Council of 22 December 1987 opted to end 
the system of quotas in the steel sector as of 30 June 
1988 (with the exception of certain products) (8).

The gradual liberalisation of the quota system was 
accompanied by a change in the rules on State aid to 
the steel industry. To tackle the crisis in the sector the 
Commission had, as of 1980, derogated from the 
general ban on State aid enshrined in Article 4 of the 
Treaty of Paris, adopting several decisions authorising 
such aid under certain conditions and for a fixed 
period (9). The November 1985 Aid Code limited the 
number of categories of aid that could be considered, 
allowing only those for research and development, 
environmental protection and the closure of plants (10).

Bringing the steel industry into line with the 
Commission’s new policy was not without its 
difficulties, as demonstrated by the number of cases 
of State aid arising in the late 1980s and early 1990s, 
the main ones being the cases of State aid to Finsider/
ILVA, Eko-Stahl and Ensidesa/Corporación Siderurgica 
Integral. Despite the State aid granted to these 
undertakings during the 1980s they still faced huge 
financial difficulties over that period (11).

Externally, the end of the crisis regime led to the 
gradual abandonment of the minimum-pricing system 
for imports and the bilateral agreements voluntarily 
restricting imports concluded with non-EU producer 
countries, which had been in force since 1978 (12), with 
a view to the full liberalisation of steel imports by 
1992 in order to comply with the undertakings made 
in the context of the Uruguay Round (13). As of 1989 
the Commission started to become concerned about 
the rise in low-priced exports from state-run 
economies in the East and the increase in the 
production capacities of producer countries such as 
South Korea, which prompted it to start negotiating 

(8) Conclusions of the Industry Council of 22 December 1987: ‘New 
steel plan 1988-90’, Bulletin of the European Communities, 
No 12, 1987, p. 23.

(9) Commission Decision No 257/80/ECSC of 1 February 1980 (OJ 
L 29, 6.2.1980, p. 5); Commission Decision No 2320/81/ECSC of 
7 August 1981 (OJ L 228, 13.8.1981, p. 14).

(10) Commission Decision No 3484/85/ECSC of 27 November 1985 
(OJ L 340, 18.12.1985, p. 1).

(11) Interview with Alberto Canevali, 31 January 2017.
(12) Commission Decision No 527/78/ECSC of 14 March 1978 (OJ 

L 73, 15.3.1978, p. 16).
(13) HAEC, BAC 311/1995/164, ‘Information note on basic import 

prices’, 12 March 1993.
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▶

bilateral arrangements with these countries (1). These 
agreements were accompanied by arrangements with 
former Soviet bloc countries to replace the ECSC tariff 
quotas, as well as plans to prepare for the 
incorporation of the former East German steel industry 
in the common market in steel. These comprised 
granting ECSC loans for the restructuring of East 
Germany’s production base and adopting provisional 
tariff measures, such as suspending customs duties 
and quantitative restrictions for its ECSC products(2).

As far as foreign policy was concerned, relations with 
the United States were particularly strained. With the 
voluntary restraint arrangements concluded between 

(1) HAEC, BAC 311/1995/170, ‘Information note for Mr Bangemann 
prior to the advisory committee meeting in Essen’.

(2) HAEC, BAC 38/1994/162, ‘Main implications of the unification 
of the two Germanys in the steel field of the ECSC’; Commis-
sion Decision No 1796/90/ECSC of 29 June 1990 (OJ L 166, 
29.6.1990, p. 5).

the United States and several states, along with the 
Community, in 1982 due to expire on 30 September 
1989, President George H. W. Bush announced in July 
1989 a ‘Steel trade liberalization program’ proposing 
to maintain, until March 1992, the quantitative 
management of steel imports and to start 
international negotiations on a system for the 
development of the trade in steel products under 
normal competition conditions (3). In response the 
Commission launched negotiations with a view to 
adopting a multilateral agreement on steel compatible 
with the Uruguay Round within the framework of the 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, containing a definition of subsidies and 
a commitment by governments not to grant them to 
the steel industry. These discussions ended 

(3) HAEC, BAC 317/2001/603, ‘Note for the attention of Members 
of the Commission — EEC/US relations: arrangements in the 
steel sector’.

The group of independent experts on the European steel industry, known as the ‘Three Wise Men’, presenting their report after  
a series of consultations with European steel undertakings, on 20 November 1987. 

From left to right: Umberto Colombo, President of the Committee for the European Development of Science and Technology;  
Hans Friderichs, former German Minister for Economic Affairs and President of the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Photographie;  

Karl-Heinz Narjes, Vice-President of the European Commission, responsible for Industrial Affairs, Information Technology,  
Research and Science and the Joint Research Centre; and Jacques Mayoux, CEO of Sacilor.

▶
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without an agreement in 1993 because of the 
change of administration in the United States and an 
upswing in the steel market (1).

In parallel, discussions concerning the 2002 expiry of 
the ECSC Treaty were conducted within the Commission 
as of 1990, under the leadership of François 
Lamoureux, a member of Jacques Delors’s cabinet. On 
a proposal from the Commission the Member States 
agreed to the idea of letting the treaty expire and 
gradually moving some of its social provisions and 
financial instruments into the EEC Treaty (2).

The advent of a further crisis in the European steel 
sector caused, in particular, by the fall in production as 
of 1990 and the impact of the Gulf War obliged the 
Commission to amend its policy framework. In 
response to a memorandum from Eurofer and various 
small-scale Spanish and Italian associations promising 
further restructuring in exchange for Commission 
support in stabilising the market, in 1991 the 
Commission launched the Braun mission to look at 
how well founded their proposals were (3). This ended 
with the Commission drawing up a restructuring plan 
for the sector based on the proposals, accompanied by 
social support and market stabilisation measures and 
restrictions on imports. In this regard the Commission’s 
action focused on negotiating tariff quotas with former 
Comecon (Council for Mutual Economic Assistance) 
countries and managing trade disputes with the United 
States as a result of anti-dumping and anti-subsidy 
complaints from American companies. In order to 
effectively coordinate their response to this crisis, a 
‘Steel Group’ chaired by the Commissioner for Industry 
and attended by the Commissioners concerned with 
steel industry policy started to meet. The Steel Group 
acted together with the various DGs concerned. In DG 
Industry the contact was the Steel directorate headed 
by Jacques Fauré and then Pedro Ortún. There were 
also working dinners attended by the Commissioners, 
the officials concerned, Eurofer and the European 
Independent Steelworks Association, to allow direct 
negotiations to be held with industry.

This plan to deal with the crisis ended prematurely in 
1994 when the economy improved (4). From that time 
on the European steel industry returned to the market 

(1) Interview with Pedro Ortún, 10 January 2017.
(2) HAEC, SEC(90) 2080, ‘Future of the ECSC Treaty’; HAEC, 

COM(90), Minutes No 1034, second part, meeting of 7 Novem-
ber 1990; HAEC, BAC 180/1991/12, ‘Minutes of the Council 
meeting of 29 April 1991’.

(3) Interview with Guido Vanderseypen, 19 January 2017.
(4) Vanderseypen, G., ‘La politique de restructuration sidérurgique: 

un bilan nuancé’, Revue du Marché commun et de l’Union euro-

and free trade. The arrival of the Santer Commission 
did not change the fundamental policy in this area. It 
focused on incorporating measures based on the ECSC 
Treaty into the Treaty on European Union, support for 
restructuring and regional and social conversion in 
central and eastern Europe (5) and the negotiation of 
trade agreements with countries in the 
Commonwealth of Independent States. Moreover, this 
period saw measures to reinforce sustainable 
development and the recycling of equipment in order 
to bring the sector into line with the objectives of 
European environmental policy. 

Dimitri Zurstrassen

péenne, No 386, Editions techniques et économiques, Paris, 
1995, pp. 160-168.

(5) COM(98) 220 final, ‘A global approach to promote regional and 
social conversion and to facilitate industrial restructuring in the 
central and eastern European countries: the case of steel’.

◀
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 concentration of structures around a single defence 
industries market yet to be created; and reference 
to an American industry in a dominant pos ition 
and supported by its government through mili
tary  orders, thereby legitimising significant  action 
on the part of the European public authorities. As 
 stated by Abraão de Carvalho, senior official in 
DG III for the aeronautical industry: ‘The Ameri
cans … supported Boeing by military orders. They 
were giving money, subsidies, indirectly through 
military  orders’ (1).

Thus, even though the Commission did not reject 
sectoral action where this might have a significant 
impact, it tried above all to promote an approach 
that took into account the wider economic consider
ations at stake, and sought to address both public 
and private stakeholders and to foster the econom
ic competitiveness of the EU (2). This approach did 
not break with the previous objectives but  focused, 
through the promotion of benchmarking, on the 
search for the best resources and practices defined 
by and for all stakeholders. The Commission was 
encouraged in this approach by the reflections since 
1993 even among employers, resulting in November 
1994 in the publication by the ERT of Euro pean 
competitiveness: The way to growth and jobs, just 
 prior to the Essen European Council (3). This all led 
to the creation in early 1995 of a highlevel group on 
competitiveness, chaired by Carlo Azeglio Ciampi, 
former Prime Minister of Italy, bringing together 
leading manufacturers, representatives from the 
trade unions and public stakeholders (4).

Even if it was simply through discussions within the 
directorates concerned, benchmarking became the 

(1) Interview with Abraão de Carvalho, 26 May 2017.
(2) Micossi, S., ‘New industrial policy orientations in the European Union’, 

Revue du marché commun et de l’Union européenne, No 396, Éditions tech
niques et économiques, Paris, 1996, pp. 158164. 

(3) HAEC, BAC 61/2000/530, ‘Note from the Solvay Group, Secretariat 
General, to Giovanni Ravasio, DG II’, 22 November 1995.

(4) HAEC, BAC 345/1999/14, ‘Note from DG  III on the Competitiveness 
Advisory Group (14 February 1995)’, 28 June 1995.

norm (5). Bangemann presented it as the instrument 
for implementing industrial and competition pol icy, 
proposing its extensive use in businesses, individual 
sectors and entire national economies. To his mind, 
‘improving the competitiveness of European indus
try essentially involves identifying examples of good 
practice all over the world and promoting them. 
We think that performance benchmarking offers 
an  effective and invaluable means of doing so’  (6). 
However, he also saw its introduction in 1995 as a 
way of ensuring the accountability of the Member 
States in a context in which the Commission wished 
to link the implementation of EMU, and the disci
pline it required, to the essential structural reforms 
of relevance to industrial policy: ‘Some countries 
are lagging behind the average rate of progress in 
the Union, a situation for which they themselves are 
primarily responsible’ (7).

The analyses by the Commission over the last 2 years 
of the Santer presidency consolidated DG III’s pri
orities around the concept of ‘global competitive
ness’ and enterprise  (8). ‘Entrepreneurial culture’ 
took centre stage, underpinning all the compo
nents of industrial policy: research; promotion of 
risk capital intended to encourage the development 
of research (with, for example, the creation of the 
 European Investment Fund under the auspices of 
the European Investment Bank); protection of in
tellectual property; State aid designed to encourage 
intangible investments; and projects of European 
interest promoting cooperation between the various 
types of stakeholder. It was a global vision, linked 
to the external action of the EU, ‘preparing coher
ent frameworks for Europe while at the same time 

(5) Interview with Jörn Keck, 27 March 2017.
(6) Press release IP/97/314, ‘Commission takes steps to promote industrial 

benchmarking’, Brussels, 16  April 1997 (http://europa.eu/rapid/press 
release_IP97314_en.htm).

(7) HAEC, BAC 345/1999/14, Press conference by Martin Bangemann, ‘The 
competitiveness of industry: based on the Communication adopted today 
by the Commission’, Brussels, 9 October 1996.

(8) COM(1998) 718 final, 20 January 1999, ‘The competitiveness of European 
enterprises in the face of globalisation— How it can be encouraged’.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-97-314_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-97-314_en.htm
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 negotiating with its partners in order to guarantee 
the greatest degree of compatibility worldwide’ (1).

This active policy for global market access also 
involved stricter monitoring of rules and regu
lations. It entailed interlinking the roles of the 
 public  authorities and industry (2). In addition, this 
 approach called for a competition policy able to ac
commodate to agreements on cooperation and aid 
for research and development, including ‘projects 
of Community interest’; it also raised the question 
of how Europe’s competitors dealt with aid for 
 research (3).

The Lisbon strategy, published at the start of 
2000, represented the culmination of the progress 

(1) Ibid.
(2) HAEC, BAC 345/1999/16, ‘Draft communication on the competitiveness 

of European industries in the face of globalisation’, 14 September 1998.
(3) HAEC, BAC 345/1999/16, ‘Note from Stefano Micossi for the head of cab

inet of Martin Bangemann concerning the discussion paper on Euro pean 
competitiveness and access to technology in a global context’, July 1998.

achieved in the Delors and Santer years. Industrial 
policy as seen in the strategy was the result of the 
consideration given to social developments and their 
many implications, as initiated by the White Paper 
in 1993 and accelerated since 1998, and the defini
tive establishment of EMU, which consolidated the 
economic model of the 1990s. The proposed strate
gy was necessarily focused on the key players, name
ly businesses (SMEs and European multi nationals), 
through the factors that determined both their own 
competitiveness and the general competitiveness of 
the economy.

However, one aspect lends a certain nuance to 
this unity of vision: the need to define a policy in 
the context of an EU in which the weight of na
tional and even regional particularities remained 
important for performance and competitiveness, 

On 11 June 2000 Romano Prodi (third from left) met the federations of European and Belgian employers, UNICE and the Federation  
of Enterprises in Belgium, at the European Business Summit on innovation and responsibility.
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and therefore also as a policy framework (1). Con
sequently, in addition to the need to influence all 
common policies affecting industry and European 
businesses, two changes to the policy framework 
were made to deal with this twofold challenge: first, 
the institutional reform of 2000 brought to gether 
the former DG III and DG XXIII into one DG En
terprise, thus placing all buinesses, from SMEs to 
large companies (2), in a pos ition of key importance; 
second, the open method of coordination was im
plemented in a bid to coord inate national policies 
around objectives and actions defined at Commu
nity level in the extended ana lyses developed in DG 
Industry since 1993. 

Éric Bussière

(1) COM(1999) 465 final, 5 October 1999, ‘Structural change and adjustment 
in European manufacturing’.

(2) Interview with Magnus Lemmel, 19 June 2017.

13.2. European research 
policy

The European treaties initially mentioned research 
only in three specific sectors: coal and steel (Euro
pean Coal and Steel Community), nuclear energy 
(European Atomic Energy Community) and agri
culture (European Economic Community).  Other 
research activities were launched on the basis of 
Art icle  235 of the EEC Treaty, which basically 
allowed the Community to enter, after a unani
mous vote of the Council, research and technol ogy 
domains that could be seen as being necessary for 
achieving its overall goals. While these limitations 
restricted the chances of the European Commu nity 
(EC) embarking on comprehensive research en
deavours, by the mid 1980s its research policy had 
evolved from a panoply of diverse plans, discussions 
and proposals into a more coherent and robust set of 
activities. Major leaps were the first framework pro
gramme for research and the novel high technology 
programmes, such as Esprit and BRITE (basic re
search in industrial technologies for Europe). These 
aimed in particular to foster precompetitive re
search in areas in which Europe was considered to 
be lagging behind its main commercial competitors. 
Consequently, the focus of EC research increasingly 
shifted from energy research (notably nuclear fission 
and thermonuclear fusion), which in the early 1980s 
still took up a thick slice of the EC research budget, 
towards activities aimed at ensuring the Commu
nity’s economic success (3). In the subsequent years 

(3) On the development of the Community research policy before 1986 see 
for example Guzzetti, L., A brief history of European Union research policy, 
‘Nuclear Science and Technology’ collection, Vol.  VI, Office for  Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1995;  Jourdain, 
L., Recherche scientifique et construction européenne  — Enjeux et usages 
 nationaux d’une politique communautaire, L’Harmattan, Paris, 1995; Sand
holtz, W., High-tech Europe  — The politics of international cooperation, 
University of California Press, BerkeleyLos Angeles, 1992; Van Laer, A., 
‘Vers une politique industrielle commune — Les actions de la Commission 
européenne dans les secteurs de l’informatique et des télécommunications 
(19651984)’, PhD thesis, Catholic University of Louvain, Louvainla
Neuve, 2010; Van Laer, A., ‘Research: towards a new common policy’, in 
Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — 
History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European 
Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp.  277290; Dickson, D., ‘EEC: uniting to 
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During the negotiation of the Maastricht Treaty the United Kingdom 
held up progress on research policy, and it was not until the 
Amsterdam Treaty that the research framework programme  

could be adopted by the Council by qualified majority.

the EC’s research budget and activities further ex
panded, and research policy acquired an increasing
ly prominent place on the Community’s political 
agenda.

The rise of research policy was closely tied to the 
Euro pean Commission’s single market initiative 
and the strong commitment to boosting the EC’s 
economic competitiveness. The Commission suc
ceeded in convincing the governments of the Mem
ber States of the necessity of increased research 
cooperation and spending to create a powerful 
economic area, in response to accelerating techno
logical change and intensifying worldwide compe
tition in research and development (R & D). These 
arguments drew on earlier debates on research as a 
tool for achieving greater economic growth, which 
in the previous years had strongly shaped the Com
mission’s approach to research policy. By the 1980s 
these views had been fully adopted by the ‘epi
stemic community’ of national and independent re
searchpolicy influencers and Commission officials 
that had emerged through regular meetings in vari
ous Community committees and working groups 
dedicated to research (1).

Strengthening the treaty basis

An important milestone in the evolution of the 
EC’s research policy was the inclusion of research 
in the Single European Act, signed in 1986. After 
the Act, with its new Articles  130F to 130Q, the 
research policy in areas other than nuclear or coal 
and steel stood on firmer legal ground. Moreover, 
the new procedure for cooperation between the 
European Parliament and the Council granted the 
former a greater say in research policy. Yet the for
mulation of these articles on research was narrow. 

meet hightech’s challenge: the Commission of the EEC has made a shift in 
its research priorities toward efforts to improve European competitiveness’, 
Science, Vol. 237, No 4819, 1987, pp. 11031104.

(1) Mitzner, V., European Union research policy — Contested origins, Palgrave 
Macmillan, New York (forthcoming 2019).

Research  policy was, in practice, subordinated to in
dustrial policy and the creation of the single market. 
Furthermore, under Article 130Q(1), the adoption 
of the EC’s multiannual research framework pro
grammes still required unanimity, although Art
icle 130Q(2) allowed qualified majority voting for 
the adoption of specific programmes (2).

The legal basis for the Community’s research policy 
was further strengthened in the 1992 Maastricht 
Treaty, which granted the European Parliament 
rights of scrutiny over the research budget.  However, 

(2) Article  130F of the Treaty establishing the European Economic Com
munity (OJ L 169, 29.6.1987, p. 10); according to Laurence Jourdain this 
outcome was possible due to the lack of consultation with the research 
community during the preparation of the treaty text: Jourdain, Recherche 
scientifique et construction européenne, p. 146.
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the European Commission, which had been hoping 
for qualified majority voting for all decisions on re
search, considered this to be only a partial victory. 
What made the outcome particularly disappointing 
was that this time the Commission had come very 
close to reaching its goal: it failed only in the clos
ing minutes of the 2day Maastricht Summit, when 
the UK Prime Minister John Major vetoed the 
Commission’s proposal, and none of the other EC 
Heads of State or Government had the stamina to 
start another battle with the United Kingdom (1). 
As had often happened in the past, research policy 
was overridden by broader battles within the Com
munity. The requirement for unanimity for adopt
ing the codecision on the framework programme 
was only abandoned with the 1997 Amsterdam 
 Treaty (2). 

The first five framework programmes 
(1984-2002)

While the legal context for EC/EU research was 
strengthened, the programme  areas were gradually 
widened and the budget was expanded  — gener
ally as a result of hardfought political battles. In 
1984 the Commission had launched its first multi
annual framework programme for research, which 
aimed at bringing scattered research activities  under 
one administrative umbrella. With a budget of 
ECU 3.3 billion the framework programme became 
the EC’s main researchfunding instrument. The 
success of the programme made it clear that there 
would be a successor, and in March 1986 the Com
mission submitted a communication to the Council 
on a new framework programme of technological 
research and development for 19871991 (3), which, 

(1) Aldhous, P., ‘EC research faces another poor year’, Nature, Vol.  355, 
No 6355, Nature Publishing Group, London, 1992, p. 3.

(2) Novak, P., European Parliament, ‘The Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties’, 
Fact sheets of the European Union — 2018: http://www.europarl. europa.eu/
ftu/pdf/en/FTU_1.1.3.pdf

(3) COM(86)  129 final, 17  March 1986, ‘The science and technology com
munity  — Guidelines for a new Community framework programme of 
technological research and development 19871991’.

after examination in the Parliament and the Coun
cil, was followed by a formal proposal (4).

Yet reaching agreement on the next framework pro
gramme proved difficult. The Commission’s quest 
to increase joint research spending by an average of 
20 % a year over the next 5 years turned out to be 
too much for the ministers of the three largest con
tributors to the EC’s budget  — Germany, France 
and the United Kingdom. The most vehement  critic 
was the UK Research Minister Geoffrey Pattie, 
whose approach was in line with the United King
dom’s domestic policy of keeping research spend
ing flat for the next few years. Much of Germany’s 
opposition, on the other hand, stemmed from the 
reservations of its powerful telecommunications in
dustry, which feared that Communitylevel public 
funding in the sector would weaken its own com
petitive position. France, on the other hand, was 
keen to focus on Eureka, a new European scheme 
for hightechnology cooperation, which President 
François Mitterrand had established outside the EC 
structures only a year earlier (5). The change of gov
ernment in March 1986 also affected priorities and 
led to cuts in the national research budget (6). In a 
heated Council meeting on 21  October 1986 the 
three Member States not only challenged the Com
mission’s budget proposal but also made an attempt 
to control it by asking for a detailed outline of the 
planned activities. Alain Devaquet, the French Re
search Minister, summarised his country’s position 
saying: ‘The Commission’s approach is enthusias
tic, but what we want is rigour’ (7). The discussion 
dragged on in Research Council meetings on 9 and 
10 December 1986 (which lasted 17 hours) and on 
23 and 24 February 1987 (8).

(4) European Commission, Twentieth General Report on the Activities of the 
European Communities  — 1986, Office for Official Publications of the 
Euro pean Communities, Luxembourg, 1987, point 358.

(5) Dickson, D., ‘EEC research program in jeopardy’, Science, Vol.  235, 
No 4785, 1987, p. 158.

(6) Jourdain, Recherche scientifique et construction européenne, p. 151.
(7) Scotto, M., ‘La CEE compte ses ECU’, Le Monde, 23 October 1986.
(8) Jourdain, Recherche scientifique et construction européenne, pp. 152155.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ftu/pdf/en/FTU_1.1.3.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ftu/pdf/en/FTU_1.1.3.pdf
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Launched at the end of 1985, the International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor programme was one of the largest research 
programmes in the world, involving the European Community, Canada, Japan, the Soviet Union and the United States, among others. 
Work started in 1988 to design an international thermonuclear fusion reactor which would be validated by the programme members  

in 2001.

The Commission’s bid, however, found supporters 
in the European Parliament and smaller Member 
States, which saw the initiative as an effort to ensure 
a more equitable spread of Europe’s research capa
cities (1). The second framework programme (1987
1991) was finally approved in September 1987, with 
a significantly more modest budget than origin
ally suggested  — a budget that the Commission 
called ‘just acceptable’ (2). It included programmes 
in eight separate areas: quality of life; information 
technology and telecommunications; industrial 
modernisation; use of biological  resources;  energy; 
science and technology for development; seabed 
and marine resources; and improvement of  scientific 

(1) Dickson, ‘EEC: uniting to meet hightech’s challenge’.
(2) European Commission, Twenty-first General Report on the Activities of 

the European Communities — 1987, Office for Official Publications of the 
 European Communities, Luxembourg, 1988.

 cooper ation  (3). There were also novelties, such as 
a 5year, ECU  65  million programme on medical 
research, focused on cancer and AIDS ( acquired 
immune deficiency syndrome), along with an effort 
to reform the EC’s Joint Research Centre so as to 
increase its institutional autonomy. In addition, 
cooperation with nonmember countries reached 
a new level with the Council’s formal approval of 
the cooper ation agreements with the five European 
Free Trade Association countries; the expansion of 
the work with developing countries; and the agree
ment with Japan, the Soviet Union and the United 
States on the start of the engineering design activ
ities for the future International  Thermonuclear 

(3) Dickson, ‘EEC: uniting to meet hightech’s challenge’; interview with 
 Herbert J. Allgeier, 11 October 2016.
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 Experimental Reactor  (1), following the comple
tion of the previous conceptual design activities 
phase  (2). The agreements in 1990 with the cen
tral and east European countries on economic and 
commercial cooperation formed a legal basis for 
research cooperation with that region, cooper ation 
that rapidly expanded in the early 1990s. There 
were also openings towards other countries (3), and 
the trend of intensifying international cooperation 
would strengthen with the next framework pro
grammes (4). 

As was the case with its predecessor, reaching 
agreement on the third framework programme 
(19901994) turned out to be a tough task. The pro
gramme, which the Council finally adopted in De
cember 1989 (5), was put back a year from its sched
uled start date in 1990, and Research Commissioner 
Filippo Maria Pandolfi (19891993) had to accept 
a 25 % cut in the proposed budget  (6). Again, the 
main opponents to expanding the Community’s re
sources were the British. In 1992 Nature magazine 
explained the United Kingdom’s stance by referring 
to the accounting practices of the UK Treasury: ‘To 
a greater extent than in other EC countries, an in
crease in British spending on the EC’s framework 
programme means a reduction of the amount of 
money available for research at home’ (7). This kind 
of thinking, however, might appear strange in light 
of statistics showing how greatly the UK  profited 

(1) European Commission, Twenty-first General Report on the Activities of the 
European Communities  — 1987; European Commission, Twenty-second 
General Report on the Activities of the European Communities  — 1988, 
 Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem
bourg, 1989.

(2) Ibid.
(3) European Commission, Twenty-first General Report on the Activities of the 

European Communities — 1987; European Commission, Twenty-fifth Gen-
eral Report on the Activities of the European Communities — 1991, Office for 
Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1992.

(4) Ibid. The third framework programme offered the opportunity to east 
Euro pean companies and institutions to access cooperation in certain 
domains (such as nonnuclear energy, nuclear security, environment and 
 biotechnology).

(5) European Commission, Twenty-third General Report on the Activities of 
the European Communities — 1989, Office for Official Publications of the 
 European Communities, Luxembourg, 1990.

(6) Aldhous, ‘EC research faces another poor year’, p. 3.
(7) Ibid.

from EU research: a 1992 survey of more than 900 
scientists, commissioned by the UK Office of Sci
ence and Technology and DG Research, demon
strated that virtually all academic institutions in 
the United Kingdom received money from Brus
sels. Furthermore, four fifths of academics receiving 
EU funds said that the EU had made a significant 
or critical contribution to their research (8). In the 
third framework programme the United Kingdom 
produced more participating teams than any other 
Member State (9).

The third framework programme nevertheless 
brought a significant increase in the EU’s research 
budget, although the final amount was less than the 
Commission had been hoping for. With the new 
programme the budget jumped from ECU 5.4 bil
lion to ECU  6.6  billion. One of the sectors bene
fiting from this increase was life sciences. In 1990 
the share of funds devoted to life sciences more than 
doubled, rising from 5 % to 12.6 % (10). Other sectors 
with a significant budget increase were environmen
tal research, biotechnology and agroindustrial re
search, with the mobility of researchers also seeing 
a large rise in funding. The latter gained a special 
emphasis in the Commission’s 5year human capital 
and mobility programme, which aimed at allocating 
grants to 5 000 young researchers to help them join 
prominent research teams in centres or networks of 
excellence across the continent (11).

(8) Dickson, D., ‘Britain goes for collaboration in Europe’, Nature, Vol. 360, 
No 6405, 1992, p. 619.

(9) The House of Lords Select Committee on Science and Technology, ‘ Second 
report: EU framework programme for European research and techno
logical development’, Session 1996-7, UK Parliament, London, 25 February 
1997: https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199697/ldselect/
ldsctech/049ii/st0203.htm

(10) Williams, N. and Hellemans, A., ‘Cracks in Europe’s framework?’, Science, 
Vol. 276, No 5310, 1997, pp. 188190.

(11) European Commission, Twenty-fourth General Report on the Activities 
of the European Communities — 1990, Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1991. The programme also had 
its critics: the disproportionately large stipends, the small time window 
between the release of the application forms and the deadline for applica
tions, the cumbersome bureaucratic rules and the application assessment 
process, which required the reviewers to visit Brussels for several days to 
read and comment on the proposals, were considered problematic by some 
commentators. In addition, there was a fear that this massive influx of fel
lowship support could make some governments reluctant to provide funds 

https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199697/ldselect/ldsctech/049ii/st0203.htm
https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199697/ldselect/ldsctech/049ii/st0203.htm
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The third framework programme was broadly de
signed to meet six major objectives: improving in
dustrial competitiveness; attaining large market 
objectives via norms and standards; encouraging 
transnational industrial initiatives; introducing a 
Euro pean dimension into the training of R & D staff; 
increasing economic and social cohesion while ensur
ing the scientific and technical excellence of research 
projects; and taking into account environmental 
protection and the quality of life (1). Commissioner 
Pandolfi also attempted to bring research closer to 
the market, and made determined efforts to boost 
 activities in fields such as renewable energy (2).

The terms of the researchpolicy debate within 
the EC/EU in the early 1990s were outlined in 
the Commission communication ‘Research after 
Maastricht’, which advocated a significant increase 
in resources for research activities. It envisaged 
the growth of the annual research budget from 
ECU  2.5  billion in 1992 to ECU  4.2  billion by 
1997 (3). For the Commission, the extension of the 
EC’s competences resulting from the Maastricht 
Treaty justified this dramatic expansion of the re
searchpolicy budget.

The document also suggested three main objectives 
for future Community activities: the unification 
of the research and technological development 
policies; the concentration of the resources on a 
few large themes; and the extension of the interna
tional dimension. The first goal had its foundation 
in the Maastricht Treaty: according to the treaty, 
all EU R & D activities would now be covered by 

for fellowships to other, smaller, European organisations: Philipson, L., ‘A 
polarity in European research’, Nature, Vol. 360, No 6400, 1992, p. 102.

(1) European Commission, Five-year assessment of the European Community 
RTD framework programmes  — Report of the Independent Expert Panel 
chaired by Viscount E. Davignon and the Commission’s comments on the 
panel’s recommendations, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, 1997.

(2) Interview with Paola Testori Coggi, 18 January 2017.
(3) European Commission, Twenty-sixth General Report on the Activities of 

the European Communities — 1992, Office for Official Publications of the 
European Communities, Luxembourg, 1993; SEC(92)  682 final, 9  April 
1992, ‘Research after Maastricht: an assessment, a strategy’, Bulletin of the 
European Communities Supplement, No 2, 1992.

the framework programme. The second objective 
 outlined a thematic focus on two main areas: science 
and technology for industrial innovation; and sci
ence and technology for society and for Europe. The 
explicit extension of research beyond the needs of 
industry stemmed from the new wording of a treaty 
article, which referred to the use of research to help 
resolve a whole range of wider problems, including 
the social needs for which the Maastricht Treaty 
‘legitimately foresees a Community intervention’. 
Finally, since Article l30G of the Maastricht Treaty 
explicitly mentioned the promotion of cooperation 
in the field of R & D with nonmember countries 
and international organisations, the Commission 
estimated that ‘scientific and technical cooperation 
with industrialized countries, developing countries 
and Central and East European countries, includ
ing the new republics of the exSoviet Union, is set 
to develop and intensify’ (4). 

Taking stock of the Community’s past efforts on 
research policy, the document listed several achieve
ments: EC action had not only expanded to certain 
less technologically developed regions, ‘R&TD ac
tivities have also made decisionmakers, practition
ers and users of research conscious of the European 
dimension of the problems on the agenda.’ More
over, they ‘have significantly accelerated the tenden
cy to build and progressively extend transnational 
R&TD networks, generating a specific valueadded. 
New synergies have developed: useless and expensive 
duplications have been avoided; the implementation 
of networks has increased the potential and actual 
benefits of research activities.’ In addition, the port
folio of firms’ clients and suppliers had ‘expanded 
beyond the national base and taken on a European 
character’, while ‘[i]nitiatives on a Community scale 
have multiplied.’ Also, ‘Community actions have 
contributed strongly to ensuring the penetration of 
new technologies into the tissue of different sectors 
of European industry’ (5).

(4) SEC(92) 682 final.
(5) Ibid.
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But ‘Research after Maastricht’ also confessed 
that ‘the Community research, none the less, has 
less healthy aspects as well.’ These areas included 
choices and concrete orientations for programmes 
and projects; administrative methodologies; and 
legislative and institutional mechanisms. The lack 
of selectiv ity, the tendency to disperse rather than 
concentrate (encouraged by the length of legislative 
procedures and the tendency towards compromise), 
the tendency to design programmes behind closed 
doors and the rigidity of the administrative chain 
of command were all mentioned as challenges in 
relation to Community action. These discoveries 
were not new but reflected the 1989 conclusions 
of an evalu ation report by a group of independent 
experts, which had already stressed the proprietary 
mentality of the services, the tendency of the pro
grammes to selfperpetuate, the lack of mobility and 
the low level of personnel rotation (1). 

While the Commission’s new selfcriticism was 
appreciated in the Member States, it took a series 
of marathon Research Council sessions before the 
EU Heads of State or Government endorsed the 
proposal for the fourth framework programme 
(19941998) in the December 1993 Brussels Sum
mit  (2). For the most part the reluctance of the 
Member States to accept the Commission’s price 
tags stemmed from the reductions in spending on 
domestic research due to the recession of the early 
1990s. In Germany the costs of reunification made 
it particularly difficult to agree to the proposed 
increase in EU funding. In addition, the ongoing 
belief that the quality of joint research projects 
was lower than that in national programmes made 
supporting Brusselsfunded research less attract
ive  (3). The programme was finally adopted by the 

(1) Ibid.
(2) Peterson, J. and Sharp, M., Technology policy in the European Union, ‘Euro

pean Union’ collection, Macmillan Press, Basingstoke, 1998, pp. 118119; 
Twenty-seventh General Report on the Activities of the European Communi-
ties — 1993, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 
Luxembourg, 1994.

(3) Butler, D., ‘German opposition may delay framework’, Nature, Vol.  365, 
No 6449, 1993, p. 775.

 Parliament and the Council in April 1994, with a 
budget of ECU 12.3 billion over a 5year period (4).

The fourth framework programme reflected the 
Commission’s suggestions for improvement and 
aimed at ensuring greater integration between na
tional and EU activities, along with adopting a more 
selective approach to R & D activities (5). In addi
tion, cooperation with central and east European 

(4) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
 Union — 1994, Office for Official Publications of the European Commu
nities, Luxembourg, 1995. The budget was increased by ECU 800 million 
in 1996 following the accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden. European 
Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European Union  — 
1996, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Lux
embourg, 1997.

(5) European Commission, Twenty-seventh General Report on the Activities of 
the European Communities — 1993.

The Maastricht Treaty set out new ambitions for research policy. 
The report ‘Research after Maastricht’ proposed a strategy  

to meet these ambitions, based on the objective  
of competitiveness, the principle of subsidiarity,  

the priority of technological progress and consistency  
with other Community policies.
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countries was extended (1). An important forum for 
this work was the mainly EUfunded International 
Association for the Promotion of Cooperation with 
Scientists from the Newly Independent States of 
the Former Soviet Union. In 1995 the association 
implemented 332 projects involving a total amount 
of ECU 19 million. The International Science and 
Technology Centre, on the other hand, helped with 
the redeployment of military scientists in Russia 
and certain other independent states of the former 
Soviet Union. EU funding for civil projects total
led ECU 13.5 million in 1997, supporting 19 000 
scientists (2).

Furthermore, the fourth framework programme 
was the first of the Commission’s framework pro
grammes that included socialscience research. In 
December 1994 the Council adopted a specific 
programme on targeted socioeconomic research, 
with a modest budget of ECU 138 million, to cover 
evaluation of science policy options, research into 
education and training, and research into social in
tegration and social exclusion (3). The Commission 
also continued with efforts to engage researchers 
in the EU’s activities. In 1993 it convened the first 
European Science Summit, bringing together more 
than 600 scientists, heads of research departments 
and representatives of European industry to discuss 
the future of research in Europe (4). In November 
the Commission launched a European Week of Sci
entific Culture to draw attention to the importance 
of scientific culture and education in Europe and to 
promote European cooperation in this field (5).

(1) Peterson and Sharp, Technology policy in the European Union, p. 117.
(2) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 

 Union — 1997, Office for Official Publications of the European Communi
ties, Luxembourg, 1998.

(3) Abbott, A., ‘Framework budget finds its level’, Nature, Vol. 362, No 6423, 
1993, p. 778; European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the 
European Union — 1994.

(4) European Commission, Twenty-seventh General Report on the Activities of 
the European Communities — 1993.

(5) Press release IP/93/776, ‘Inauguration of the “European Week for  Scientific 
Culture”’, 21  September 1993: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_IP
93776_en.htm

The new framework programme brought some ad
ministrative changes. The European Science and 
Technology Assembly, a highlevel advisory body 
of 100 European scientists, was established in Sep
tember 1994. Besides advising the Commission on 
scientific and technological matters, the purpose 
of the new body was to improve the coordination 
between the EU and national research programmes 
and to stimulate debate on science and technology 
at European level  (6). Also, allowing the assembly 
to scrutinise all research programmes was thought 
to strengthen the Commission’s position in the ne
gotiations with the Council (7). But later, in 1998, 
Commissioner Édith Cresson revamped the old 
advisory structure  — the European Science and 
Technology Assembly and the Industrial Research 
and Development Advisory Committee, set up in 
1984  — and created a new entity, the European 
Research Forum  (8), to improve the management 
of the fifth framework programme and to enhance 
the relationship between researchers and those who 
would use the knowledge produced through EU 
 research activities (9).

Despite the Commission’s efforts to remedy the 
weaknesses of the earlier framework programmes, 
many of the challenges remained. In preparation 
for the fifth framework programme (19982002) it 
ordered a report by a review panel headed by former 
EU Commissioner Étienne Davignon. The commit
tee found the framework programme ‘un focused’ 
and ‘underachieving’, and called for  changes in the 
way research topics were chosen; the introduction of 
qualified majority voting in ministerial meetings to 

(6) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
 Union — 1994.

(7) Butler, D., ‘Brussels seeks panel’s help to link European research’, Nature, 
Vol. 371, No 6494, 1994, p. 190.

(8) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
 Union — 1998, Office for Official Publications of the European Communi
ties, Luxembourg, 1999.

(9) Abbott, A., ‘Framework programme to get new advisory system’, Nature, 
Vol. 393, No 6685, 1998, p. 501. The decision came as a surprise to Euro
pean Science and Technology Assembly members, who had been appointed 
only a few months earlier for a 3year period. Nobel laureate Carlo Rubbia 
even resigned in protest: Abbott, A., ‘Rethink urged on framework pro
gramme’, Nature, Vol. 394, No 6696, 1998, p. 817.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-93-776_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-93-776_en.htm
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reduce the influence of national interests; increased 
flexibility; stronger management and external 
moni toring of the Commission; and more active 
promotion of technology diffusion and commercial 
exploitation. ‘None of the Member States would 
agree to carry out their own research policy in the 
conditions which govern the Union’s research pol
icy’, Davignon summarised (1).

The Commission was determined to address these 
criticisms. In her preface to the Davignon Inde
pendent Panel report Commissioner Édith Cresson 
(19951999) assured readers that ‘the fifth frame
work programme could not be conceived as a  simple 

(1) European Commission, Five-year assessment of the European Community 
RTD framework programmes; Williams and Hellemans, ‘Cracks in Eur
ope’s framework?’, pp. 188190.

continuation of its predecessors’ and underlined 
that ‘merely doing what we have done in the past is 
tantamount to taking a step backwards’  (2). After 
about 9 months of preparation, which included con
sultations with about 50 different bodies represent
ing government, scientists and industry, as well as 
with its advisory panels representing academic and 
industrial researchers, the Commission adopted a 
formal proposal for the fifth framework programme 
in April 1997 (3). The proposal involved a budget of 
ECU 16.3 billion, which in terms of the EU’s gross 
national product represented a 3 % increase over 
the fourth framework programme, and which the 
Commission justified through Agenda 2000, an 

(2) European Commission, Five-year assessment of the European Community 
RTD framework programmes.

(3) Williams and Hellemans, ‘Cracks in Europe’s framework?’, pp. 188190.

The fourth framework programme (1994-1998) supported research projects to improve the quality of life of citizens in various areas,  
such as the environment, health, employment and transport. In Spain the Cohesion Fund invested, in particular, in a service for maritime 

transport, the coordination of rescue operations and combating maritime pollution.
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 informal communication covering the 20002006 
period published in the summer of 1997  (1). The 
new programme also attempted to tackle criticism 
of the excessive bureaucracy, and simplified the 
lines of action (2). To increase the framework pro
gramme’s focus, Commissioner Cresson also resur
rected the old idea of task forces as a mechanism 
to bring together different national and EU activ
ities (3). The first six target areas were ‘car of tomor
row’, ‘multimedia educational software’, ‘new gen
eration aircraft’, ‘vaccines and viral diseases’, ‘train 
of the future’ and ‘transport intermodality’ (4). The 
number of task forces was soon increased.

The Parliament and the Council adopted the fifth 
framework programme in December 1998 with an 
overall budget of ECU 14.96 billion (5). This time 
opposition to the budget increase came from south
ern Europe. Even before the Commission had put a 
proposed price tag on the new programme, Spain, 
supported by Portugal, had asked for an explicit 
link between its budget and the continued exist
ence of the EU Cohesion Fund (6). The opening of 
accession negotiations with several central and east 
Euro pean countries in 1998, and the suggestion in 
Agenda 2000 that Structural Funds could be made 
available to the new members even before joining, 
had made the Spanish and Portuguese govern
ments worried about losing access to these funds, 
which they needed to join the European monetary 
 union (7). 

(1) COM(97) 2000, 15 July 1997, ‘Agenda 2000 — For a stronger and wider 
Union’.

(2) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
 Union — 1999, Office for Official Publications of the European Communi
ties, Luxembourg, 2000.

(3) Peterson and Sharp, Technology policy in the European Union, p. 136.
(4) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 

 Union — 1995, Office for Official Publications of the European Communi
ties, Luxembourg, 1996.

(5) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
 Union — 1998.

(6) Peterson and Sharp, Technology policy in the European Union, p. 159.
(7) Abbott, A., ‘Spain blocks new framework programme’, Nature, Vol.  391, 

No 6667, 1998, p. 519.

Cohesion became a charged issue in discussions on 
EU research policy. According to John Peterson and 
Margaret Sharp, ‘part of the unwritten Davignon 
agenda in the early 1980s had been to find some 
mechanism for channelling Community resources 
back towards the richer countries, particularly Ger
many and the UK, who were large net contributors 
to the Community’s general budget.’ The idea of the 
EC research programmes as the ‘rich man’s club’ 
was not that far from the truth. A report issued 
in the early 1990s revealed that 75 % of all public 
expenditure on research and technology was spent 
in 10 ‘islands of innovation’ located in Germany, 
France, Italy and the United Kingdom. However, 
the EC/EU also created mechanisms to smooth out 
these differences. A slice of the Structural Funds, 
consolidated in 1987 to help lesscompetitive Mem
ber States to absorb the shocks of the 1992 intern
al market project, was earmarked for building up 
science and technology capabilities. Between 1994 
and 1999 total research and technology commit
ments under the Structural Funds comprised over 
25 % of the  total budget of the fourth framework 
programme (8).

The fifth framework programme was also geograph
ically broader than its predecessors. In addition to 
the countries associated with the programme (Euro
pean Economic Area countries, along with Cyprus, 
Israel and Switzerland), the 10 countries that were 
candidates for membership also had access to it, 
bringing the number of countries participating in 
the programme to 31  (9). Whereas the previous 
framework programmes had allowed the partici
pation of researchers from some postcommunist 
countries only on a projectbyproject basis, the fifth 
framework programme granted full access to EU re
search programmes, enabling researchers from such 
countries to form their own collaborations if at least 
one partner came from a Member State. Becoming 

(8) Peterson and Sharp, Technology policy in the European Union, pp. 142145.
(9) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 

 Union — 1999.
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full participants in the framework programme pre
sented major opportunities to these countries, but it 
also constituted a highstakes gamble: governments 
were supposed to pay for participation up front and 
hope that the admission costs, which were estimat
ed to consume up to a tenth of the already limited 
national research budgets, would be won back in 
grants. Yet in many central and east European cap
itals access to the Euro pean Union’s research activ
ities, however costly, was considered a critical step 
towards EU membership (1).

Simultaneously with the openings towards the east, 
the EU also made a visible step towards strength
ening its transatlantic relations: the 1997 US–EU 
Agreement on Science and Technology covered 
most areas of natural sciences and engineering, and 
was expected to considerably expand jointly funded 
R & D (2). This was a novelty. Until the early 1990s 
American interest in EC science had been modest: 
in the end, the Community’s research efforts repre
sented only a fraction of national research budgets, 
and engaging in cooperation with the Community 
had often been seen as a deviation from tradition
al bilateral research agreements  (3). However, dur
ing the 1990s attitudes in Washington started to 
change. In 1990 the White House Science Adviser 
Allan Bromley endorsed Commissioner Pandolfi’s 
proposal for a joint research policy task force. A 
new body, known as the US–EC Joint Consultative 
Group on Science and Technology, was also cre
ated. All of this was in addition to the interagency 
working group on EU science and technology issues 
that had already been established a year earlier (4). 
In December 1995, therefore, US President Bill 
Clinton, European Commission President Jacques 
Santer and Spanish Prime Minister and President 
of the European Council Felipe González agreed 

(1) Koenig, R., ‘Eastern Europe’s research gamble’, Science, Vol. 283, No 5398, 
1999, pp. 2224.

(2) Peterson and Sharp, Technology policy in the European Union, p. 124.
(3) Interview with Manfredo Macioti, 24 March 2016.
(4) Anderson, C., ‘Prospects improve for USEuropean collaboration’, Nature, 

Vol.  349, No  6306, 1991, p.  182; Anderson, C., ‘Faltering steps towards 
Euro pean/US cooperation’, Nature, Vol. 344, No 6263, 1990, p. 181.

to negotiate ‘a new comprehensive EC–US science 
and technology cooperation agreement by 1997’ (5). 
The agreement was signed in Washington DC in 
December 1997, and allowed American scientists 
to participate in key elements of the EU frame
work programme. While the agreement improved 
cooper ation across the Atlantic, the EU failed to 
gain concessions that would have allowed corres
ponding access by European scientists to US pro
grammes (6). 

In addition to bolstering bilateral cooperation with 
nonmember countries, another clear trend dur
ing these years was the strengthening of links with 
other European and international research organ
isations, such as European Cooperation in Science 
and Technology, the European Organisation for 
Nuclear Research, Eureka and the European Space 
Agency (ESA). In particular, cooperation with the 
ESA on space research evolved rapidly towards the 
late 1990s (7). The Commission’s 1988 communica
tion on space had already established the principle 
of EU involvement in Europe’s space activity and 
outlined its role, which would be complementary 
to that of the ESA (8). However, research on space 
received significant attention only in the following 
decade. In 1998 the Council invited the Commis
sion to implement practical measures to promote 
synergy between the ESA and the EU (9), and in the 
same year the ESA approved a resolution agreeing to 
work more closely with the EU in developing strat
egies in telecommunications, navigation and Earth 
observation (10). By 2000 the development of an EU 

(5) MacIlwain, C., ‘EUUS cooperation talks may hinge on access to research 
programmes’, Nature, Vol. 379, No 6560, 1996, p. 3.

(6) MacIlwain, C., ‘US wins access to framework programme’, Nature, 
Vol. 390, No 6660, 1997, p. 543.

(7) SEC(1999) 789 final, 7 June 1999, ‘Towards a coherent European approach 
for space’.

(8) COM(88) 417 final, 26 July 1988, ‘The Community and space: a coherent 
approach’.

(9) Council Resolution of 22 June 1998 on the reinforcement of the synergy 
between the European Space Agency and the European Community (OJ 
C 224, 17.7.1998, pp. 12).

(10) Abbott, A., ‘Space agency to work closely with EU’, Nature, Vol.  394, 
No 6688, 1998, p. 5. See also interview with Herbert J. Allgeier, 11 October 
2016.
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space strategy had become one of the Commission’s 
R & D priorities. Two of the early EU initiatives in 
this field were Galileo, a civil satellite navigation 
and positioning system (1), and GMES, an endeav
our to build a coherent capacity in Europe in global 
monitoring for environment and security (2). 

The European research area

During the late 1980s the EC/EU’s research budget 
had increased significantly. Although EU research 
spending represented just a fraction of the sums that 
the Member States spent on research in national 

(1) See the text box on Galileo in Chapter 12.1.
(2) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 

 Union  — 2000, Office for Official Publications of the European Com
munities, Luxembourg, 2001; COM(1999)  54 final, 10  February 1999, 
‘ Galileo  — Involving Europe in a new generation of satellite navigation 
services’.

contexts (3.5 % of all public research and develop
ment expenditure in the EU area in 1997) (3), the 
trend was clear: compared with the ECU  3.3  bil
lion budget of the first framework programme 
(19841987), the ECU  14.9  billion budget of the 
fifth framework programme (19982002) marked 
a significant expansion. However, for the European 
Commission  — keen to promote joint European 
efforts in research, the allocated research budgets 
and the various programmes being launched, or 
already under way — more was still to be done to 
provide true ‘European added value’ to the research 
and innovation landscape in the EU. In 2000 the 
Commission revived the previously formulated idea 
of a European research area. The concept of a Euro
pean space for research had been floating around 
since the early 1970s, when Commissioner Ralf 

(3) European Commission, Five-year assessment of the European Community 
RTD framework programmes.

On 11 December 1997 Commissioner Édith Cresson (centre) signed an agreement on the aerospace industry.
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Dahrendorf (19731977) suggested that the EC 
‘could and ought to make its contribution to over
come the limits of national thinking in the devel
opment of science and to create an effective single 
area for European science in which cooperation and 
competition complement each other in a sensible 
way’ (1). Twenty years later, in 1994, Commission
er Antonio Ruberti (19931995), an Italian politi
cian and engineer, who also launched the Socrates 
and Leonardo da Vinci educational programmes, 
picked up Dahrendorf ’s concept and mentioned it 
on numerous occasions. Only the 2000 Commis
sion communication ‘Towards the European re
search area’, however, led to concrete steps towards 
avoiding duplication and granting the Commission 
a prominent role as a catalyser and coordinator of 
European research (2).

Commissioner Philippe Busquin (19992004) has 
explained the success of the initiative by the propi
tious circumstances: at that time, the Commission 
was working on the Lisbon strategy, which aimed 
to improve European competitiveness as an infor
mation society, and research and innovation were 
generally considered as essential tools for reaching 
that target. Furthermore, Commission President 
 Romano Prodi (19992004), along with the Portu
guese Prime Minister António Guterres, who pre
sided over the European Council in the first half of 
2000, became strong supporters of the European 
research area. The initiative was also backed by Por
tugal’s Science Minister José Mariano Gago, and by 
a coalition of central research institutions and influ
encers, including the European Science Foundation, 
and the heads of Europe’s national research funding 
agencies. After a long gestation period the project 
moved fast: the paper that the Commission pre
sented in September 1999 was embraced as a part of 

(1) SEC(73) 2000/2, 23 May 1973, ‘Working program in the field of “research, 
science and education”’.

(2) COM(2000) 6 final, 18 January 2000, ‘Towards a European research area’; 
André, M., ‘L’espace européen de la recherche: histoire d’une idée’, Journal 
of European Integration History, Vol.  12, No  2, Nomos Verlag, Baden
Baden, 2006, pp. 131150.

the Lisbon agenda as early as March 2000 (3). Three 
months later the European research ministers gave 
their unanimous approval to the resolution on es
tablishing a European area of research and innova
tion (4). ‘Science has visibly moved up the European 
agenda,’ Nature magazine noted in the aftermath of 
the meeting (5).

The research area had two main objectives: to 
 increase the coherence and hence the impact of 
 research activities conducted in Europe through the 
better coordination of national research activ ities; 
and to reconcile citizens in the EU with science 
and technology (6). The initiative also included the 
cre ation of two new largescale instruments — In
tegrated Projects and Networks of Excellence  — 
aimed at establishing selforganised, longerterm 
cooperation across Europe, which would replace 
the existing practice centred on shortterm, small
scale, centrally managed projects. Moreover, the 
European research area involved initiatives beyond 
the confines of the framework programme, such as 
the benchmarking of national best practices, better 
crossnational research mobility and improvements 
in research infrastructure. According to Research 
Commissioner Busquin the overall goal of the area 
was to make it ‘in the research sector what the single 
market has been for commercial exchanges’ (7).

Another new feature of the late 1990s was increased 
sensitivity to gender issues in research. In 1999 the 
Commission published a report titled ‘“Women 
and science”: mobilising women to enrich Euro
pean research’, aiming at encouraging debate be
tween the Member States on national initiatives to 
increase the role of women in research. Recognising 

(3) Interview with Philippe Busquin, 23 March 2016.
(4) Council Resolution of 15  June 2000 on establishing a European area of 

 research and innovation (OJ C 205, 19.7.2000, p. 1).
(5) ‘A significant time for Europe’, Nature, Vol. 405, No 6789, 2000, p. 869.
(6) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 

 Union — 2000.
(7) Quoted in: Banchoff, T., ‘Political dynamics of the ERA’, in Edler, J., 

Kuhl mann, S. and Behrens, M. (eds), Changing governance of research and 
technology policy  — The European research area, Edward Elgar, Chelten
hamNorthampton, 2003, p. 82.
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that women are ‘currently underrepresented in this 
field’, and that a ‘greater involvement of women in 
research would enrich European science, in terms of 
its methods, the subjects on which it focuses and the 
objectives assigned to scientific research’, the Com
mission set a target of achieving 40 % representation 
for women on average throughout the fifth frame
work programme, in advisory groups, assessment 
panels and Marie Curie scholarships. In addition, 
a working group on ‘Women and Science’ was set 
up to coordinate action and promote women in 
Euro pean research. These efforts were a followup 
to a conference on ‘Women and Science’, which the 
 Parliament and the Commission had jointly organ
ised in Brussels in April 1998 (1). 

The favourable conjuncture of 19862000 for Euro
pean integration was reflected in research policy. 
During those years the EU became a powerful  actor 
in this field, gaining recognition both within Eur
ope and beyond. The European Commission’s re
flective approach to its activities contributed to bet
ter programmes and a more open dialogue between 

(1) European Commission, General Report on the Activities of the European 
Union  — 1999; COM(1999)  76 final, 17  February 1999, ‘“Women and 
 science” — Mobilising women to enrich European research’.

EC/EU institutions and the main beneficiaries of 
its work: researchers across the continent. It is in
teresting, however, that the Commission’s efforts to 
create tangible institutional structures for Euro pean 
research were often driven by the same debates on 
economic growth and Europe’s unsatisfactory per
formance in the global economic and technological 
competition that had guided its action in previous 
decades. For example, a 1988 Commission report 
on the state of science and technology in Europe not 
only considered Community efforts to be imbal
anced and fragmented (two thirds of the research 
expenditure in the EC was spent by three Member 
States alone: Germany, France and the United King
dom), but it also pointed out that Europe was in an 
inferior position compared to the two  other indus
trialised regions — Japan and the United States — 
and that this position was threatened by newly in
dustrialised countries  (2). In a simi lar fashion, the 
1992 communication ‘Research  after Maastricht’ 
called Europe’s position ‘worrying’ and  noted that 
‘calculating the ratio between total R&TD expend
iture and gross national product shows that the EC 
has a relatively much lower level of R&TD overall 
than its two major competitors.’ Moreover, Europe 
was seen as lagging behind the other industrialised 
regions in ‘critical’ technologies (3).

The paradox is that while Europe, in the aftermath 
of the Cold War, was stronger than it had been since 
the end of World War II, the top decisionmakers 
were still worrying about its performance. This con
cern supported the case for research policy, which 
by the new decade had moved to the core of the 
EU’s activity.

Veera Mitzner 

(2) European Commission, Twenty-second General Report on the Activities of 
the European Communities — 1988.

(3) SEC(92) 682 final.

Research policy placed special emphasis on the position of women 
in science.
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13.3. Towards a European 
public health policy

Threats to public health transcend national borders, 
be they infectious diseases, contaminated food or 
dangerous goods such as illegal drugs. Responses to 
such threats have largely been regulated by nation 
states, though international provisions have existed 
since the 19th century. In theory, public health was 
therefore a potential area for Community action. 
However, the EEC Treaty did not formally contain 
any provisions on public health, while the Euratom 
Treaty only touched upon health in its section on es
tablishing uniform safety standards for workers and 
the general public and protecting them from health 
hazards (Article  2b). In spite of the silence of the 
EEC Treaty, the EC subsequently had to deal with 
healthrelated issues and broached the subject of 
public health indirectly, through  other policies man
aged by different directorates general of the Euro
pean Commission, such as DG III ( Internal Market 
and Industrial Affairs), DG V (Employment, Indus
trial Relations and Social Affairs), DG  VI (Agri
culture), DG XI (Environment, Nuclear Safety and 
Civil Protection), DG  XII (Science, Research and 
Development) and the Con sumer Policy Service 
(later DG  XXIV  — Consumer Protection). This 
was the case, for instance, when the Community had 
to flesh out certain prin ciples such as the freedom of 
movement of workers or the freedom of establish
ment, both of which also  covered health profession
als, thus indirectly benefiting  people living in the 
EC (Art icles 4858, EEC  Treaty). Moreover, based 
on Art icle 235 of the treaty, indirect breakthroughs 
were registered in domains such as environmental 
policy (e.g. the prevention of major industrial haz
ards with the 1982 Seveso directive (1)) or research 
policy (e.g. the 1982 research and development pro
gramme in medicine and public health  (2)). Such 

(1) Council Directive 82/501/EEC of 24 June 1982 (OJ L 230, 5.8.1982, p. 1).
(2) Council Decision 82/616/EEC of 17 August 1982 (OJ L 248, 24.8.1982, 

p. 12).

 initiatives based on Art icle 235, requiring unanim
ity in the Council, were however opposed by the 
Council when the matter directly concerned pub
lic health. For instance, the proposal for a directive 
concerning the protection of kidney dialysis patients 
by minimising their exposure to aluminium (3) was 
transformed by the Council into a simple and non 
binding reso lution  (4). This succinct chapter will 
focus on a small number of examples to illustrate 
both the problems the Community faced in putting 
in place a Euro pean public health policy and some 
of the successful public health programmes it devel
oped and implemented during the 1980s and 1990s.

The European Council in Milan in June 1985 prop
erly launched the EC’s activities in the field of pub
lic health. Following up on the commitments made 
at the Fontainebleau European Council in the 
previous year to create a citizens’ Europe, French 
President François Mitterrand and Italian Prime 
Minister Bettino Craxi (following the advice of two 
worldrenowned cancer experts, Maurice Tubiana 
and Umberto Veronesi) convinced their colleagues 
to launch ‘a European action programme against 
cancer’. It was also at this European Council that 
the decision was taken to set up an intergovernmen
tal conference to draft a new treaty (the Single Euro
pean Act of 1987) that would introduce more qual
ified majority voting (with the new Article  100A 
replacing the old Article 100, which required unan
imity) in order to reach the objective of setting up 
a true single European market by 1992. This had a 
direct effect on European public health policy, as 
creating an economic level playing field in the sin
gle market required harmonisation and gave rise to 
more healthrelated legislation. 

(3) COM(83) 368, 17 June 1983, ‘Proposal for a Council directive relating to 
the protection of dialysis patients by minimizing the exposure to alumini
um’.

(4) Resolution of the Council and the representatives of the governments of the 
Member States, meeting within the Council, of 16 June 1986, concerning 
the protection of dialysis patients by minimizing the exposure to alumin
ium (OJ C 184, 23.7.1986, p. 16).
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Under the Maastricht Treaty public health became a Community competence for the first time.

Towards a citizens’ Europe:  
Europe against cancer (1)

Commission VicePresident Manuel Marín, in 
charge of Social Affairs, Employment, Education and 
Training (19861988), was instrumental in launch
ing the Europe against cancer programme  (2). He 
appointed a member of his cabinet, Michel Richon
nier, to draft the first Europe against cancer action 
plan (19871989). The drawing up of this action plan 
involved Commission officials from eight DGs and 
a committee of leading cancer experts chaired by 
Professors Tubiana and Veronesi. In December 1986 

(1) The author is grateful for the useful information provided by Michel 
Richonnier on the Europe against cancer programme. See also Richonnier, 
M., ‘Following the US example: how the EC went into public health’, in 
Fahey, L. (ed.), Winning in the new Europe: taking advantage of the single 
market, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 1992; Richonnier, M., ‘Comment 
l’Europe des citoyens (éducation et santé publique) estelle née en 1987?’, 
L’Europe en formation, Vol. 3, No 365, Centre international de formation 
européenne, Nice, 2012, pp. 163194.

(2) On 13 December 1985, at the initiative of Commissioner Peter Sutherland, 
the European Commission adopted a draft resolution inviting the Council 
to vote in favour of the launch of Europe against cancer. This proposal was 
adopted on 7 July 1986 (OJ C 184, 23.7.1986, p. 19).

the Commission approved the action plan (3). It con
tained 75 actions in four domains: cancer prevention, 
including screening; information and health educa
tion in cancer; training in cancer for health profes
sionals; and cancer research  (4). In December 1986 
the European Council in London also reemphasised 
its interest in the European fight against cancer by de
claring 1989 the European Cancer Information Year.

In view of the strong interest of the European Coun
cil and President Delors in Europe against cancer, 
the unit set up to run this pioneering programme 
was directly attached to VicePresident Marín’s 
cabinet (under the supervision of Santiago Gómez 
Reino Lecoq, his head of cabinet) rather than being 
attached to the Health and Safety directorate in 
Luxembourg. This unusual move was also justified 

(3) COM(86)  717 final, 17 December 1986, “‘Europe against cancer” pro
gramme — Proposal for a plan of action, 1987 to 1989’.

(4) Vermorken, A. J. M. and Schermer, F. A. J. M. (eds), Towards coordination 
of cancer research in Europe — Results of the 4th EC biomedical and health 
research programme, IOS Press, Amsterdam, 1994.
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by the fact that the programme required the close 
coordination of eight DGs, seven of which were 
based in Brussels  (1). The Europe Against Cancer 
unit was run by Richonnier, and its task was both 
to follow up the implementation of the 19871989 
action plan by all of the eight DGs involved and to 
directly implement most of the actions planned in 
tobacco control (Stelios Christopoulos), in nutri
tion and screening (Alain Vanvossel) and in health 
information and education (David Sweet and 
JacquesRené Rabier). 

The heart of the information and health education 
domain was the European Code against Cancer. 
This code emphasised that:

(a) certain cancers can be prevented, notably by 
adopting a healthy lifestyle (Don’t smoke! 
Limit your alcohol intake! Eat plenty of 
fresh fruit and vegetables! Aim for a healthy 
weight!), which incidentally also helps prevent 
other major chronic diseases such as cardio
vascular diseases;

(b) a larger number of cancers could be cured 
thanks to early detection and regular screen
ing.

The code was finalised by the Committee of Cancer 
Experts in 1987. It was presented to the European 
Council in December 1987 in Copenhagen and, 
from 1988, was widely disseminated through cam
paigns led in all 12 Member States by the leagues 
against cancer and the leagues against smoking, as 
well as through half a dozen TV programmes, espe
cially during the European Weeks Against Cancer 
that have taken place in May every year since 1988. 
Finally, 1989, the last year of this first action plan, 
was declared the European Information Year on 

(1) Moreover, in 1987, several other groups of partners were also involved: 
senior officials in public health, representatives of general practitioners, 
nongovernmental organisations active in the fight against cancer (leagues 
against cancer and leagues for smoking prevention) and producers of 
 medical television programmes.

Cancer, and it concluded with Eurovision against 
Cancer, broadcast on 9  January 1990 by 11 TV 
channels across the Community. The impact of 
these innovative information and healtheducation 
actions was measured through Eurobarometer sur
veys. Thus, for instance, the percentage of people in 
the EU who knew about the 1987 European Code 
against Cancer climbed rapidly to reach 18 % in 
1988 and 25 % in 1990.

One of the issues the Commission tackled in the 
context of cancer prevention was smoking, which 
led to the adoption of several directives. All forms 
of television advertising for cigarettes and other to
bacco products were prohibited by the directive on 
television broadcasting activities  (2). Furthermore, 
two other key directives were adopted thanks to 
the qualified majority of Article  100A of the Sin
gle European Act, and against the fierce opposition 
of the tobacco industry and some Member States: 
the compulsory labelling of tobacco products with 
health warnings such as ‘Smoking kills’ (3); and the 
banning of hightarcontent cigarettes by the direct
ive on maximum tar yields — 15 milligrams by the 
end of 1992, 12 milligrams by the end of 1997 (4). 
A Council recommendation to prohibit smoking in 
public places was also adopted (5).

(2) Council Directive 89/552/EEC of 3 October 1989 (OJ L 298, 17.10.1989, 
p. 23).

(3) Council Directive 89/622/EEC of 13 November 1989 (OJ L 359, 8.12.1989, 
p. 1).

(4) Council Directive 90/239/EEC of 17  May 1990 (OJ L  137, 30.5.1990, 
p. 36). However, binding tobaccocontrol legislation relying on the internal 
market competences meant that rules had to be fully compatible with the 
concept of the internal market (i.e. circulation of products or images across 
borders). When, on 6  July 1998, the Council adopted a directive forbid
ding all kind of advertisement for tobacco products (Directive 98/43/EC 
(OJ L 213, 30.7.1998, p. 9)), the directive was subsequently challenged by 
the German government and four tobacco companies, and annulled by the 
Court of Justice of the European Communities. A new proposal had to be 
drafted by the Commission. This directive prohibiting advertisement and 
sponsorship of tobacco products was adopted on 26 May 2003: Directive 
2003/33/EC (OJ L 152, 20.6.2003, p. 16). See interview with David Byrne, 
13 October 2016.

(5) Resolution of the Council and the ministers for health of the Member 
States, meeting within the Council of 18  July 1989 on banning smoking 
in places open to the public (OJ C 189, 27.7.1989, p. 1). A balance sheet of 
Europe against cancer (19871989) can be found in ‘Europe against cancer’, 
Social Europe, No 1, 1991, pp. 5164. 
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This first Europe against cancer action plan (1987
1989) was renewed four times (1). Action on  cancer 
is still part of the EU health programme today. 
In 1989 Commissioner Vasso Papandreou joined 
the Delors  II Commission (19891993) and took 
over the portfolio from VicePresident Marín. The 
unit in charge of Europe against cancer remained 
in Brussels and was then directly attached to Jean 
 Degimbe, DirectorGeneral for Employment and 
Social Affairs. 

(1) A 2003 study coordinated by the International Agency for Research against 
Cancer (World Health Organisation) evaluating the programme for the 
year 2000 concluded that 92 500 deaths from cancer were avoided, a reduc
tion of 9.2 % — a considerable success if similar figures can be assumed for 
the years 19872003. Not quite the 15 % reduction in cancer cases set as a 
target by the European Code against Cancer, but almost.

The Committee of Cancer Experts comprised various professors and physicians: C. de Duve and T. Boon (Belgium); 
C. Schmidt and E. Grundmann (Germany); O. Møller Jensen (Denmark); J. Estape (Spain); M. Tubiana (France); S. Vassilaros (Greece); 

M. Moriarty (Ireland); U. Veronesi (Italy); M. Dicato (Luxembourg); R. Kroes (Netherlands); J. Conde (Portugal); N. Bleehen (United Kingdom). 
Photo of the committee with Margaret Thatcher (centre) at 10 Downing Street in London in July 1986.

The Committee of Cancer Experts

In January 1986 a Committee of Cancer Experts 
was set up to direct the work of the Europe 
against cancer programme. The committee 
played a key role, not only in providing scientific 
advice to the European Commission but also in 
mobilising the European Council. Thus it met 
twice outside of Brussels, in Bonn and London, 
before meeting German Chancellor Helmut Kohl 
and Prime Minister Thatcher to inform them 
directly about Europe against cancer.
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In its meeting of 8 and 9 December 1989, in Stras
bourg, the European Council took note of the 
achievements of Europe against cancer (19871989) 
and ‘indicated its satisfaction at the conduct of the 
Europe against cancer programme’. There is no 
doubt that this success was the EC’s ‘entry ticket’ 
into the public health domain, and similar pro
grammes followed, for instance Europe against 
drugs in 1990 and Europe against AIDS in 1991 (1). 
In 1988 a Public Health unit was created  within 
the Health and Safety directorate, the director 
of which, William Hunter, was a former member 
of the Europe against cancer task force. This unit 
 covered other domains of public health in accord
ance with Council conclusions (concerning cardio
vascular diseases or AIDS), resolutions (on nutrition 
and health or against doping in sport) and decisions 
(on other targeted health programmes mentioned 
above) (2). In 1993 Europe against cancer moved to 
Luxembourg, to the Public Health unit then run by 
Georgios Gouvras.

Thus it was the European Council in Milan and 
the Single European Act that gave momentum to 
the Community’s role in public health and often 
enabled the Commission to initiate actions in this 
field, including binding directives. The Maastricht 
Treaty, moreover, underscored the aim of creating a 
citizens’ Europe, putting issues such as health and 
consumer protection high on the EU’s agenda (3). 
The new Article 129 dealt specifically with public 
health but set clear guidelines and, crucially, limits 
on the actions of the EU in that field. While Mem
ber States wished for closer cooperation in public 
health, harmonisation of Member States’ health 
policies remained out of bounds as the funding and 
provision of healthcare itself was seen as a national 
prerogative.

(1) Richonnier, ‘Comment l’Europe des citoyens (éducation et santé publique) 
estelle née en 1987?’, p. 185.

(2) ‘Events and documents — Public health: initiatives and texts adopted in 
1990’, Social Europe, No 1, pp. 165216.

(3) See interview with Marina ManfrediMagillo, 22 June 2016.

Responding to the mandate from the Maastricht 
Treaty, in December 1993 Commissioner Pádraig 
Flynn, in charge of Social Affairs (19931999), 
presented the Commission communication on 
the framework for action in the field of public 
health  (4). This document identified a range of 
healthrelated challenges in the EU and eight prior
ity areas: health promotion, information, education 
and training; an action plan to combat cancer; pre
vention of AIDS and other communicable  diseases; 
prevention of drug dependence; health data and 
indicators, and monitoring and surveillance of 
diseases; accidents and injuries; rare diseases; and 
pollutionrelated diseases. In 1994 the Health and 
Safety directorate was renamed Public Health and 
Safety at Work, thus demonstrating that public 

(4) COM(93) 559 final, 24 November 1993, ‘Commission communication on 
the framework for action in the field of public health’. 

Posters designed as part of the ‘Europe against cancer’ programme.
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health was now a formal domain of competence of 
the EU.

External shocks such as the bovine spongiform en
cephalopathy (BSE or ‘mad cow disease’) crisis in 
1996 facilitated further developments in European 
public health policy. In March 1997, in the after
math of the crisis, European Commission Presi
dent Jacques Santer appealed for the creation of 
‘L’Europe de la santé’. This was only partially real
ised in the Treaty of Amsterdam signed in 1997: 
Article 152 (former Article 129) brought together 
the EU competences in the field in a more coherent 
manner, but in terms of the scope and the powers it 
conferred upon the EU in public health it did not 
go much beyond the Treaty of Maastricht. In 1997 
a new DG for Consumer Policy and Consumer 
Health Protection was set up (renamed DG Health 

and Consumer Protection in 1999), with Horst 
Rei chenbach as its first DirectorGeneral. DG 
Health and Consumer Protection united the four 
Public Health units located in Luxembourg (1) with 
DG XXIV (Consumer Protection) in  Brussels.

In 1998 the European Commission drew up a bal
ance sheet for the first years of European public 
health policy, indicating that a new health strategy 
and programme was needed  (2). The Commission 
proposed three generic objectives for the EU’s pub
lic health policy: improving information for the 
development of public health; reacting rapidly to 
health threats; and tackling health determinants 

(1) On the creation of DG Health and Consumer Protection see interviews 
with Spyros A. Pappas, 21 March 2016; Horst Reichenbach, 8 June 2017; 
and Paola Testori Coggi, 18 January 2017.

(2) COM(1998) 230 final, 15 April 1998, ‘The development of public health 
policy in the European Community’.

David Byrne (right) was the Commissioner responsible for Health and Consumer Protection in the Prodi Commission.



341Chapter 13 — Industrial and research policy 

through health promotion and disease prevention 
instead of adopting a targeted approach with eight 
individual programmes. In 2000 this resulted in a 
proposal by David Byrne, Commissioner for Health 
and Consumer Protection from 1999 to 2004, for 
a new integrated public health programme. This 
proposal was adopted on 23  September 2002 as 
the Community action programme in the public 
health sector (20032008) (1). 

In the period from 1986 to 2000 the European 
Commission took on an important coordinating 
role, running committees of national civil servants 
and health experts and thus contributing to forging 
public health networks in a vast range of areas. The 
EU also forged links with international organisa
tions such as the World Health Organisation and 
the United Nations Drug Control Programme. In 
the early 1990s the European Monitoring Centre 
for Drugs and Drug Addiction developed a close 
relationship with the UN programme and set up a 
very active network, DrugNet Europe (2). The cen
tre participated as an observer in the Commission 
on Narcotic Drugs, the UN’s policymaking body 
in this field. Finally, a number of public health 
related EU agencies began operating in the 1990s, 

(1) COM(2000) 285, 15 June 2000, ‘Proposal for a decision of the Euro pean 
Parliament and of the Council adopting a programme of Community 
 action in the field of public health (20012006)’ (OJ C 337 E, 28.11.2000, 
p. 122), leading to Decision No 1786/2002/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 23 September 2002 (OJ L 271, 9.10.2002, p. 1).

(2) See EMCCDA bimonthly newsletter DrugNet Europe, published from 
1996 onwards, which gives an overview of the many activities of the centre 
and its transnational network.

such as the European Medicines Agency (London), 
the Euro pean Agency for Safety and Health at 
Work (Bilbao) and the Food and Veterinary Office 
( Dublin). The European Food Safety Authority 
(Parma) was set up in 2002 following the BSE and 
other food crises in the 1990s.

In conclusion, European public health policy 
experi enced rapid development after the Milan 
Euro pean Council in 1985 and the launch of the 
Europe against cancer programme. In particular, 
thanks to the Single European Act, several  binding 
directives were adopted, notably to fight  tobacco 
consumption, at the time the leading cause of avoid
able death worldwide. In the 1990s public health 
formally became an official domain of competence 
for the EU with the 1992 Maastricht  Treaty (Art
icle  129) and the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty (Art
icle 152), which led to the broader 1993 and 2002 
public health programmes. In administrative terms 
it became more unified with the creation of DG 
Health and Consumer Protection, uniting many, 
but by no means all, of the relevant competences 
under one roof.

Katja Seidel
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Chapter 14 
The common agricultural policy 
and the common fisheries policy

The common agricultural policy (CAP) and the 
common fisheries policy (CFP) were created in the 
1960s and 1970s respectively. Both are highly inte
grated European Community (EC) policies man
aged by the European Commission. They owe their 
existence to the same clauses in the EEC  Treaty: 
Articles 3847. Article 38 stated that the common 
market for agricultural products shall extend to 
fisheries products as well. Before the creation of the 
DirectorateGeneral for Fisheries (DG  XIV), in 
1977, both policies were administered by the Dir
ectorateGeneral for Agriculture (DG VI).

While the common agricultural policy is the more 
important of the two, not least in terms of its budget, 
both policies have similar aims in terms of creating 
and managing a common market for agriculture 
and fisheries products, ensuring supply for consum
ers and, crucially, securing the income of farmers 
and fishers. In addition both the agricultural policy 
and the fisheries policy have an important interna
tional dimension, and the Commission has been in 

charge of negotiating trade agreements or access to 
fishing grounds, for example within the framework 
of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade or 
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation. In 
recent years both policies have acquired an increas
ingly important dimension relating to sustainabil
ity. As the following chapter will show, both policies 
were challenged for multiple reasons in the period 
under investigation and underwent important 
 reforms in the 1990s.

14.1. The common 
agricultural policy

During the 1980s and 1990s the pressures on the 
CAP were considerable, from both within and 
without the Community. The period between 1986 
and 2000 resulted in a major overhaul of the pol
icy, guided by the desire to find a different and less 
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controversial way (though not necessarily a less 
costly one) to continue supporting the agricultural 
sector. Broader societal concerns linked to the sec
tor, such as its environmental impact, along with 
issues of food safety and animal welfare, were also 
starting to have an impact on the CAP. Equally, the 
acceleration of the reform process could help un
lock international negotiations in the form of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) 
Uruguay Round. In this quest for a ‘new CAP’ the 
Commission took the lead and in 1991 proposed 
an important reform known as the MacSharry re
form, setting in motion a paradigm shift from price 
support to direct income support for farmers. This 
reform has resulted in a significant change in the in
struments used by the European Union to support 
the farming community, including shifting the cost 
from consumers (via the indirect highprice effect) 
to taxpayers (via the more direct and transparent 
farm support).

Agenda 2000 took the principles of the reform 
even further. At the end of the period the CAP had 
changed almost beyond recognition. Four Com
missioners were working to keep the CAP on course 
through challenging times: Frans  Andriessen 
(19851989), Ray MacSharry (19891992), René 
Steichen (19921995) and Franz Fischler (1995
2004), supported by the directorsgeneral of the 
Directorate General for Agriculture (DG VI), Guy 
Legras (19851999) and his successor José Manuel 
 Silva Rodríguez (19992005 and 20112013).

Provided for in Articles 3847 of the EEC Treaty, 
the common market for agricultural products had 
become a reality by the late 1960s. One of the basic 
premises of the CAP was to guarantee farmers’ in
comes through comparably high commodity prices 
and purchase guarantees. Soon this premise, along 
with technical progress, incentivised farmers to pro
duce more than was needed to satisfy consumer de
mand. Market mechanisms of supply and demand 
ended up playing very little role in the common 
agricultural market. Community preference was 

achieved through sheltering domestic production 
using a system of variable import levies at the bor
ders. Export subsidies paid for the difference be
tween EC prices and, usually lower, world market 
prices.

As the EC was seen as dumping subsidised surplus 
production on the world market, the CAP made 
the Community vulnerable to criticism from non 
member countries. As production increased and 
the EC became a net exporter of agricultural pro
duce, these export subsidies weighed heavily on the 
Community purse, as did the requirement to take 
agricultural surpluses into storage if they could not 
be sold to the market. Finally, financial solidarity 
was implemented through the European Agricul
tural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF), 
with Member States sharing responsibility for the 
costs of the CAP. A modest structural policy for 
the agricultural sector was also added in the 1970s, 
funded by the EAGGF ‘Guidance’ section (the 
‘Guarantee’ section funded mainly price, market 
and  incomesupport measures).

The CAP suffered from two main problems: first, 
high costs to the EC budget due to surplus produc
tion — the socalled food mountains; and second, 
stagnating agricultural incomes, especially for small 
and mediumsized farms. In addition to these ser
ious economic, financial and social issues, the CAP 
had what one could call an ‘image problem’: a rela
tively small economic sector was seen to mono polise 
the largest portion of the EC budget and made 
headlines with scandalous food mountains. The 
CAP had yet to undergo a major reform to tackle 
these issues (1).

(1) For the history of the CAP in the 19731986 period see Seidel, K., ‘Ad
justing a flagship policy: the common agricultural policy in the 1970s and 
1980s’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 
1973-86 — History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of 
the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 313327. See also interview 
with JeanLouis Giraudy, 31 March 2016.
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The common agricultural policy and the 
budget crisis in the late 1980s

With the Single European Act the activities of the 
Community expanded. In spite of this, and the 
soaring costs and surpluses, reforming the CAP 
remained a notoriously difficult enterprise in the 
1980s and 1990s. Farm lobbies, farm ministers and 
even Heads of State or Government constituted a 
formidable obstacle to changes to the CAP. The 
burden of CAP spending, on which there was no 
limit, had however led to the first alterations to the 

policy in the late 1970s to mid 1980s, for example 
the dairy quota introduced at the Fontainebleau 
European Council in 1984.

However, the Fontainebleau agreement failed to 
provide any effective incentives, or penalties, for 
farmers to reduce production and thus contain 
costs. By 1987 the budget deficit had reached a cri
sis point, and funds threatened to run out during 
1988 if nothing was done. The Commission even 
took the Council to court on grounds of failure 
to establish a draft budget for the 1988 financial 

‘Agriculture — Subsidies.’ 
In 1986 the cartoonist Hanel highlighted the need to reform the CAP, depicting the difficulties in the agricultural market as a heavy burden 

on the budget of the EAGGF.
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year  (1). At the same time CAP budget expend
iture on EAGGF Guarantee payments exploded, 
exceeding ECU  28  billion  (2). The uncontrollable 
nature of CAP spending meant that other Com
munity endeavours, including the single market 
programme and the reform of the Structural Funds, 
were in danger. President Delors was keen to elim
inate obstacles to the single market, and pursued a 
threepronged approach of reforming the budget, 
the Structural Funds and the CAP.

The package, tied together in a special meeting of 
the Commission on 15  February 1987, included 
budget stabilisers as additional control mechanisms, 
differing from one product to another but all aim
ing to limit agricultural expenditure. For cereals, for 
instance, they entailed an automatic cut of up to 3 % 
in support prices for the following year if produc
tion exceeded a specified volume (3). 

CAP reform was considered so politically sensitive 
that such major decisions were usually taken by the 
European Council. In December 1987 the Copen
hagen European Council failed to reach an overall 
agreement on the future financing of the Commu
nity and CAP reform, mainly due to German Chan
cellor Helmut Kohl’s objections to the measures on 
agriculture (4). Agreement on the stabiliser reform 
was finally reached at the Brussels Euro pean Coun
cil on 13 February 1988 (5). The package included 
broader budgetary reform, increasing the revenues 
available to the EC and creating a new fourth 

(1) Judgment of 12  July 1988 in Case 383/87, Commission v Council (ECR 
1988, p.  4051). See also Moyer, W. and Josling, T., Agricultural policy 
 reform — Politics and process in the EC and the USA, Harvester Wheatsheaf, 
New YorkLondon, 1990, p. 79.

(2) ‘EC agricultural policy for the 21st century’, European Economy, No  4, 
 Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem
bourg, 1994, p. 61.

(3) HAEC, COM(87), Minutes No  862, second part, meeting of 15  Febru
ary 1987; COM(87) 100 final, 15 February 1987, ‘Making a success of the 
Single Act: a new frontier for Europe’; COM(87) 410 final, 3 August 1987, 
‘Review of action taken to control the agricultural markets and outlook for 
the common agricultural policy’.

(4) Conclusions of the Copenhagen European Council, ‘1.1.7. Budgetary disci
pline and agriculture’, Bulletin of the European Communities, No 7/8, 1987, 
p. 11.

(5) ‘Brussels European Council’, Bulletin of the European Communities, 
No 1/2, 1988, p. 8.

budget ary resource based on gross national product 
shares (6). CAP spending increases were limited to 
74 % of the increase in gross national product per 
annum.

The stabilisers were politically uncontroversial as 
they meant that agricultural prices could stay high, 
thus satisfying farmers and farm ministers. How
ever, their effectiveness was limited, and agricul
tural production continued to increase in the early 
1990s  (7). Crucially, production quotas did noth
ing to challenge the original design of the CAP, 
namely conducting income policy through price 
policy, which by the 1970s and 1980s had led to 
huge agri cultural surpluses. Any subsequent reform 
would need to be more substantial, as it had to both 
 address the ongoing budgetary problems and help 
unlock the GATT Uruguay Round negotiations 
by responding to pressure from the Community’s 
 trading partners.

The GATT Uruguay Round

Since the 1950s agriculture had in practice been 
largely exempted from general GATT rules at the 
explicit request of the United States. Additional
ly, in earlier GATT rounds the Community had 
successfully insisted on the ‘special status’ of agri
culture, justifying the sector’s special protection. 
In September 1986 a new GATT round opened 
in Punta del Este, Uruguay. This time the United 
States and a group of 14 agricultural exporters, the 
socalled Cairns Group, brought pressure to bear 
on the EC. Following 7 years of long and protract
ed negotiations the Uruguay Round led to a funda
mental revision of the trade rules on agriculture in 
the Agreement on Agriculture of 1994. The success 

(6) See Chapter 9 ‘The budgetary revolution: from near bankruptcy to 
 stability’.

(7) Agra Europe, No 1429, 1 May 1992, p. 1.
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of the Uruguay Round was inextricably linked to 
the reform of the CAP in 1992, and vice versa (1).

The passage on agriculture in the Punta del Este 
Declaration was kept deliberately vague: ‘to achieve 
greater liberalization of trade in agriculture and 
bring all measures affecting import access and 
 export competition under strengthened and more 
operationally effective GATT rules and disci
plines  …’  (2). Indeed, at first the Community be
lieved that negotiations in agriculture could remain 
sheltered from the drive to liberalise trade in other 
sectors. 

The Commission’s position was to agree to limited 
concessions regarding subsidies and export aids and 
obtain a ‘rebalancing’ of the cereals market. Rebal
ancing was an important issue for the Commu nity, 
as in the 1960s it had agreed to allow tarifffree 
imports of oilseeds, such as soy, along with tapioca 
or corngluten feed, in return for the United States 
accepting the variable levy system of the CAP  (3). 
Community farmers used these cheap cereals sub
stitutes as animal feed instead of the pricier domes
tically produced cereals, thus harming the cereals 
market, which was suffering from surplus produc
tion. The aim was thus to rebalance transatlantic 
trade in agricultural products and impose tariffs on 
oilseeds. However, according to Rolf Möhler, the 
former DG VI official in charge of the GATT nego
tiations, this objective very quickly became obsolete 
when, in 1987, in its offer on agriculture, the United 
States demanded the complete dismantling of bor
der protection and export subsidies for agricultural 
products and the phasing out of all domestic subsi
dies such as price support and direct payments (4).

(1) See also Chapter 21.1 ‘Managing globalisation: the European Commission 
and the Uruguay Round’.

(2) GATT, Ministerial Declaration on the Uruguay Round, 20  September 
1986, p. 6. 

(3) European Commission, Disharmonies in EC and US agricultural policies: a 
summary of results and major conclusions, Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1988, pp. 45.

(4) Interview with Rolf Möhler, 4 April 2017.

This confirmed that the United States under Presi
dent Ronald Reagan, a neoliberal advocate of free 
trade, was leading an attack on the CAP. Not sur
prisingly, the Community rejected this offer as a 
 basis for negotiations. Its own offer on agriculture 
was much more modest, proposing agreements to 
limit agricultural production  — something the 
stabiliser reform then under discussion tried to 
achieve — along with reducing support if this had 
an effect on trade (5).

The conclusion of the GATT round was set for 
 December 1990. The lack of progress on agriculture 
caused frictions with the Commission’s  External 
Relations team in Geneva, and also among Com
missioners. When the Commission prepared the 
Community’s final offer on agriculture in the au
tumn of 1990, Trade Commissioner Frans Andries
sen appealed to Ray MacSharry that the GATT 
negotiations should not be held hostage by the 
 agriculture dossier: ‘We therefore have to find a 
compromise between these interests and those of 
the Community as a whole’ (6).

For the Commission, and the Community as a 
whole, the negotiations raised the more fundamen
tal issue of whether free trade in agriculture was 
even desirable, and whether the CAP should be 
‘sacrificed’ on the altar of free trade. The Commis
sion’s proposals for the Community’s final offer sug
gested, among other things, that it agree to reduce 
its internal support for the main products by 30 % 
and to transform the variable levy system into tariffs 
(tariffication), and then to reduce these tariffs by an 
average of 30 % by 1995/1996, subject to the United 
States agreeing to rebalancing (7).

(5) HAEC, BAC 600/2007/992, ‘Proposal of the European Communities for 
multilateral trade negotiations on agriculture’, 26 October 1987.

(6) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No  1027, second part, meeting of 19  Sep
tember 1990, paragraph XV. On the tensions between DG Trade and DG 
Agriculture over the GATT negotiations see interviews with Eckart Guth, 
3  March 2016; Roderick Abbot, 9  November 2016; and Sylvain Bisarre, 
18 November 2016.

(7) HAEC, BAC 600/2007/146, SEC(90)  1845 final, 4  October 1990, ‘The 
European Community offer in agriculture’.
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On 15 December 1989 the Commissioner responsible for Agriculture and Rural Development, Ray MacSharry (left), met US Secretary  
of State James Baker (right) in the context of a visit by the US government to the European Commission.

The Council of Ministers only agreed to this  after 
the Commission proposed that income losses for 
farmers could be compensated through direct in
come aids. In fact, Commissioner MacSharry men
tioned the necessity for further CAP reform to 
cushion the impact the proposals would have on 
small farmers in particular  (1). The Community’s 
offer was rejected as insufficient by the Americans 
and their allies  (2). The differences could not be 
overcome at the final ministerial meeting in Heysel 
on 37 December 1990. The fact that the US gov
ernment was still demanding a 75 % reduction in 
aggregate measures of internal farm support (over 
10 years) and a 90 % reduction in export subsidies 
demonstrates how far apart positions still were.

(1) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No  1027, second part, meeting of 19  Sep
tember 1990; HAEC, BAC 600/2007/146, ‘GATT: Pas de répartition 
commune au conseil agricole du 8 octobre à Luxembourg’, Agra Europe, 
No 1615, 12 October 1990.

(2) HAEC, BAC 600/2007/146, ‘U.S. views on the EC Uruguay Round 
 proposal in agriculture’, 1 October 1990.

The MacSharry reform

The failure of the final ministerial meeting in De
cember 1990 had made it very clear that without a 
compromise on agriculture there was no chance of 
bringing the GATT round to a successful conclu
sion. The MacSharry reform, announced in Febru
ary 1991, facilitated the final compromise reached 
in late 1993. While the reform is thus inextricably 
linked with the Uruguay Round, it was rather more 
motivated by internal problems with the CAP. 
Following the stabiliser reform, the costs of the 
CAP had remained stable at first, but by late 1990 
700 000 tonnes of surplus beef were languishing un
sold in intervention stores. The cereals market was 
also in difficulties  (3). Previous reforms had failed 
to tackle the underlying problems of the CAP: the 
incentives to increase production, particularly 
through price and purchase guarantees, benefiting 

(3) HAEC, BAC 600/2007/148, ‘Évolution et avenir de la PAC’,  Argumentaire, 
No 1, 26 February 1991, p. 3. 
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particularly large and efficient farmers while the in
comes of smaller and mediumsized farms were lag
ging behind. Irrespective of the GATT negotiations 
the CAP therefore required further reform.

Former Irish Finance Minister Ray MacSharry ar
rived at the Commission in early 1989 to take over 
the Agriculture portfolio. In April 1990 he author
ised a small group of DG VI officials led by Direct
orGeneral Legras to discuss CAP reform, giving 
them free rein to explore innovative solutions  (1). 
President Delors supported CAP reform, and his 
cabinet was involved in preparing the proposals. Ac
cording to JeanLuc Demarty, a member of  Delors’s 
cabinet, Delors ‘had a very emotional idea of agri
culture and considered farmers to be somewhat 
poverty  stricken’ (2). The social aspects of the reform 
proposals, which placed the burden on large and 
 efficient farms by proposing to modulate compensa
tion payments for price cuts according to farm size, 
were therefore strongly supported by Delors (3).

When preparing the reform, the Commission fol
lowed a different process compared to previous re
forms. First, it was using its right of initiative and 
was not acting on request of the Council. Second, 
economic model analysis played a large part in 
calculating and substantiating the Commission’s 
proposals for price cuts and direct income aid pay
ments. This analytical work formed the basis for 
the MacSharry proposals, and DG  VI was able to 
show what effect dramatically reducing the prices 
for cereals would have, namely to make European 
cereals more competitive, not least against imported 
oilseeds from the United States, something which 
promised to solve the rebalancing problem (4).

(1) Interviews with Guy Legras, 23  February 2016; and JeanLouis Giraudy, 
31 March 2016.

(2) Interview with JeanLuc Demarty, 8 October 2016. 
(3) Interview with Jacques Delors, 20 June 2017.
(4) Interview with Dirk Ahner, 16 December 2016. On the preparation of the 

reform see also interview with MichelJean Jacquot, 21 February 2017. 

In a special meeting in late January 1990 the Com
mission tied the reform package together, launching 
the reform process on 1 February with the publica
tion of its reflections paper (5). In this document the 
Commission proposed that prices for cereals and 
beef be substantially reduced and that farmers be 
paid compensation for income losses through dir
ect income payments that took into account actual 
production levels, but contained prospects for pro
duction expansion by freezing area, yields and the 
number of animals receiving support. The direct 
payments were modulated according to the size 
of the farms, benefiting small and mediumsized 
farms more. The proposal also included compulsory 
 setaside of cultivated areas.

On 9 July 1991 the Commission published the nu
merical details of the reform, proposing a substantial 
reduction in the prices of a range of products. Farm
ers were to be compensated for the price reductions 
through direct payments on a perhectare basis. To 
benefit from the payments farmers had to set aside 
15 % of the area under cereals, oilseeds and protein 
crop production. Small and mediumsized farms 
should be exempt from some of the requirements. 
In addition, agrienvironmental programmes such 
as extensive production methods and programmes 
to reduce damage to the environment and to pro
tect countryside, flora and fauna were proposed. 
The proposal also emphasised the positive effects of 
more extensive agriculture on the environment and 
on rural areas more generally (6).

The external context of the interrupted GATT talks 
came to the aid of MacSharry. The EC was under 
immense pressure to overcome the deadlock in the 
Uruguay Round so that politically the need to re
form the CAP was quickly recognised in the Mem
ber States. The reforms were adopted in the first 

(5) COM(91) 100 final, 1 February 1991, ‘The development and future of the 
CAP — Reflections paper of the Commission’.

(6) COM(91)  258 final/3, 22  July 1991, ‘The development and future of the 
common agricultural policy — Followup to the reflections paper’, pp. 56.
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At the margins of the Maastricht European Council, farmers demonstrate against the reform proposals of Commissioner MacSharry,  
9 December 1991.

half of 1992 under the Portuguese Presidency, on 
30 June 1992, 10 minutes after midnight. The  final 
compromise included a 29 % reduction in cer eals 
prices (as opposed to the 35 % initially proposed), 
phased in over 3 years, with fully compensated com
pulsory setaside of 15 %. Large farmers were there
fore not penalised as the United Kingdom had been 
opposed to this idea.

However, the main aims were achieved: to substan
tially cut cereals prices to restore competitiveness, 
partly decouple farm subsidies from prices and, thus, 
give new impetus to the GATT negotiations  (1). 
 Indeed, reducing the costs of the CAP had not been 
the aim of the reform. Only by fully compensating 
the price cuts were Member States able and willing 
to agree to the reform, which was heavily opposed 
by farmers’ unions. 

(1) Moyer, W. and Josling, T., Agricultural policy reform — Politics and process 
in the EU and US in the 1990s, ‘Global Environmental Governance’ collec
tion, Ashgate Publishing, Farnham, 2002, p. 102. 

Concluding the GATT Round

While the MacSharry reform had brought the CAP 
support system closer to the one used by the United 
States, reaching a final agreement depended on the 
Community and the United States coming to an 
agreement over the compatibility of the Mac Sharry 
reform with the GATT and finding a solution to 
the oilseed issue. To protect its exports the United 
States wanted a commitment from the EC on a sub
stantial reduction in oilseed production (2).

These bilateral negotiations were extremely difficult, 
and came to a head in the autumn of 1992. A first 
round of talks with the Americans in Chicago had 
broken down, and a row between MacSharry and 
Delors over whether to accept a compromise had be
come public. MacSharry was ready to accept a deal 
that would have limited the production  volume of 

(2) HAEC, BAC 317/1994/412, ‘Internal support’  — new paragraph in 
 Annex 2 to the Agreement on Agriculture, Rev. 2, 15 April 1992.
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oilseeds in the Community rather than the cultivat
ed surface, but Delors opposed it. 

Following the breakdown of talks the United States 
threatened to impose 200 % duties on a range of 
imports from the Community. The Commission 
thus came under great pressure to bring this issue 
to a close (1). The issue was finally resolved in a sec
ond bilateral meeting at Blair House, Washington 
DC on 20  November 1992 in the socalled Blair 
House Agreement, negotiated by Andriessen and 
MacSharry. In this agreement, hailed as a break
through in the agriculture negotiations of the 
Uruguay Round, the EC accepted a reduction of 
21 % of its export subsidies in volume and of 36 % 
in budget ary support. Tradedistorting support 
should be reduced by 20 % on an aggregated level. 
The United States conceded that the direct pay
ments introduced by the CAP reform would not be 
subject to these subsidy reductions. A ‘peace clause’ 
protected the MacSharry reform’s direct payments 
for 9 years. The oilseeds compromise saw the Com
munity agreeing to limit the area in which it provid
ed support for oilseeds production. The rebalancing 
request was abandoned, with the safeguard that if 
imports of cereals substitutes rose considerably there 
would be consultations with the US government to 
find a solution (2). However, the impact of the agri
cultural reform made this scenario unlikely, as the 
considerably lower EC cereals prices gave a boost to 
sales in domestic cerealsbased feed. At Blair House 
MacSharry and Andriessen had obtained a more 
favourable deal, but they resented the meddling of 
Delors, who had also involved the French minister 
of agriculture (3). One publication called it a ‘bitter 
struggle in the European Commission’ (4).

(1) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1127, second part, meeting of 11 Novem
ber 1992, paragraph XIII.

(2) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1128, second part, meeting of 20 Novem
ber 1992, paragraph XVI.

(3) Interviews with JeanLuc Demarty, 8 October 2016; Rolf Möhler, 4 April 
2017; Horst Reichenbach, 8 June 2017; and Jacques Delors, 20 June 2017.

(4) HAEC, BAC 97/1994/171, ‘An EC showdown over GATT’, The Journal of 
Commerce, 17 November 1992. 

The MacSharry reform had facilitated the Blair 
House Agreement, which itself opened the path 
to the successful conclusion of the Uruguay nego
tiations, leading to the Agreement on Agriculture. 
Negotiations in Geneva were wound up in Decem
ber 1993. In the end the CAP survived, but it did so 
within a new GATT framework imposing limits on 
agricultural support and within a reformed support 
system. 

The BSE crisis in 1996

During the 1990s the Community was confront
ed by an animal disease that undermined con
sumer confidence in food safety: the BSE crisis. 
Bovine spongiform encephalopathy, or ‘mad cow 
 disease’, posed a threat not only to animals but also 
to  humans. Outbreaks of BSE have been recorded 
since 1986 in the United Kingdom. The disease 
was able to spread due to a change in the industrial 
process (decrease of the cooking temperature) ap
plied to meatandbone meals used in animal feed. 
While at first BSE was not thought to be trans
ferrable to  humans, in March 1996, following a 
number of cases of people dying from a variant of 
Creutzfeldt–Jakob disease (vCJD  — an encephal
opathy affecting humans) in the United Kingdom, 
the UK government made statements that the most 
likely explanation for the appearance of vCJD was 
exposure to the BSE agent through consumption of 
contaminated bovine products.

Once the news was out, panic spread. Big chain 
restaurants stopped offering British beef, and EC 
Member States such as Germany pressed for it to be 
banned. This put the Commission in a difficult pos
ition, as the consumption of beef and dairy products 
was still considered safe and the Commission was 
keen to contain the anxiety (5).

(5) On the BSE crisis see interviews with Franz Fischler, 9 February 2016; and 
JeanLouis Giraudy, 31 March 2016.
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The Scientific Veterinary Committee, on 22 March 
1996, concluded that there was no clear evidence of 
a link between BSE and vCJD. Generally not much 
was known about either of the diseases or about the 
potential for transfer between animals and  humans. 
However, this was deemed not good enough for 
consumer organisations and some Member States. 
Three days later the beef market collapsed,  making 
measures to restore consumer confidence in the 
product necessary. From 27  March onwards the 
Commission, and in particular Commissioner 
Fischler, took on a more proactive role and adopt
ed a package of emergency measures, among them 
a ban on the export of all live cattle, beef and beef 
products from the United Kingdom to other EU 
Member States and the rest of the world. This in
cluded bovinederived products for pharmaceutical 
use as well as meatandbone meal (1). At the same 
time Fischler stressed that the Commission would 
be ready to assist the United Kingdom in terms of 
support to stabilise the beef market, aimed at safe
guarding farmers’ incomes, and further control 
measures against BSE (2).

Special requirements were imposed on the  United 
Kingdom such as additional inspections by the 
UK’s official veterinary services and its obligation to 
select herds for slaughter. In collaboration with the 
United Kingdom the Commission was to organise a 
team of specialists, including Member State experts, 
to check on the implementation of the measures 
taken in that country. A culling scheme for animals 
over 30  months of age was also put in place, with 
the Community contributing to compensation for 
farmers. The measures triggered a conflict between 
the Community and the UK government. The gov
ernment made the partial lifting of the embargo, or 
at least a timescale for lifting it, a precondition for 

(1) Commission press release IP/96/265 of 27  March 1996, ‘Commission 
adopts measures to protect against bovine spongiform encephalopathy 
(BSE)’: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_IP96265_en.htm; Com
mission Decision 96/239/EC of 27 March 1996 (OJ L 78, 28.3.1996, p. 47).

(2) Commission press release IP/96/265; Commission Regulation (EC) 
No 716/96 of 19 April 1996 (OJ L 99, 20.4.1996, p. 14).

constructive participation and decisionmaking in 
other Community policies. Effectively it pursued a 
noncooperation policy. The UK government also 
immediately challenged the legality of the Commis
sion’s ban in the Court of Justice of the European 
Communities, but the Court decided in favour of 
the Commission (3).

In early May the Commission proposed that the 
Commission decision on emergency measures be 
modified to protect against BSE and that gelatine 
and tallow be taken off the list of prohibited export 
products  (4). The Permanent Veterinary Commit
tee supported the Commission’s proposal, but the 
Council of Ministers was not able to agree to it. 

The Commission had hoped ministers would do so 
to allow the UK government to return to business 
as usual (5). The Commission then took a  decision 
unilaterally, deciding to lift the export ban on 
 bovine semen. On other products, gelatine and tal
low, the lifting of the ban was made subject to the 
application of certain manufacturing measures and 
Community inspections. However, the decision 
was controversial  (6). Generally the Commission 
was keen not to be seen to be entering into polit ical 
horsetrading — British cooperation for agreeing to 
a timetable for a stepbystep lifting of the ban (7). 
It wanted to be seen to be sticking to proposals and 
decisions backed by scientific advice. In June 1996 
the Commission set out actions the UK govern
ment needed to take as a precondition for a stepby
step relaxation of the export ban. At the Florence 
European Council in June the Heads of State or 
Government agreed on this package, and the UK 

(3) On 5  May 1998 the Court of Justice confirmed the validity of the emer
gency measures against BSE: Judgments of 5 May 1998 in Case C157/96, 
National Farmers’ Union and  others (ECR 1998, p.  I2211) and in Case 
C180/96, United Kingdom v Commission (ECR 1998, p. I2265).

(4) HAEC, COM(96), Minutes No 1292, second part, meeting of 8 May 1996, 
paragraph XIX.

(5) HAEC, COM(96), Minutes No  1295, second part, meeting of 29  May 
1996, paragraph F.

(6) HAEC, COM(96), Minutes No 1296, second part, meeting of 5 June 1996, 
paragraph XIII.

(7) HAEC, COM(96), Minutes No 1295, paragraph F.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-96-265_en.htm
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government abandoned its noncooperation policy 
in exchange for this reassurance of the possible and 
progressive lifting of the export ban  (1). The first 
part of the crisis was over. 

During the summer of 1996 the Commission came 
under increased pressure over its handling of the 
BSE case, both during that year and historically, 
 going back to 1990. In July the European Parlia
ment launched a temporary enquiry into ‘alleged 
contravention or maladministration in the imple
mentation of Community law in relation to BSE’.

The report delivered severe judgments, for example 
accusing the Commission, in particular DG VI, of 

(1) Presidency conclusions of the Florence European Council, 21 and 22 June 
1996, paragraph VI: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21158/flor
enceeuropeancouncil.pdf 

having downplayed the risk of BSE in 1990, not 
wanting to alarm consumers and risk disrupting 
the beef market. The investigation also targeted 
Member States for noncompliance with earlier 
measures and the export ban imposed by the Com
mission on 27 March. The Parliament’s temporary 
inquiry commission concluded that three parties 
were at fault: the UK government (which refused to 
cooper ate with the inquiry) was the main culprit for 
not preventing contaminated animals from being 
processed into animal meatandbone meal, which 
was where the disease originated, and for generally 
mismanaging the crisis; the Council for being partly 
complicit with the UK government; and the Com
mission for mismanaging and underestimating the 

‘Group photo with cow.’ 
‘Mad cow disease’ dominated the agenda at the Florence European Council on 21 and 22 June 1996.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21158/florence-european-council.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21158/florence-european-council.pdf
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Following the bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) crisis  
the European Commission stepped up its involvement  

in the areas of plant and animal health.

BSE crisis (1). A group of 70 MEPs even proposed a 
motion of censure against the Commission, but this 
was not adopted.

In the European Parliament resolution the Commis
sion was asked to put in place a range of measures. 
One of the demands was that phytosanitary and 
veterinary control and inspection be removed from 
DG VI and put under the remit of the newly cre
ated DG XXIV (Consumer Policy and  Consumer 

(1) European Parliament, PE 220.544/fin, ‘Report on alleged contraventions 
or maladministration in the implementation of Community law in relation 
to BSE’, 7  February 1997: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.
do?pubRef=//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A419970020+0+DOC+XM
L+V0//EN. On relations with the Parliament during and Commission 
measures following the BSE crisis see interview with Horst Reichenbach, 
8 June 2017.

Health Protection), thus moving inspection from 
the producer to the consumer side to avoid a poten
tial conflict of interest. Another issue was the lack 
of transparency of the scientific committees, whose 
recommendations were seen as being made behind 
closed doors. Opinions from the scientific com
mittees were thus to be made public. In late 1997 
the Food and Veterinary Office was established in 
 Dublin.

The role of the Parliament during the BSE crisis 
was crucial  — the institution captured the public 
mood at the time and held the main actors to ac
count (2). The different outcomes of the crisis, such 
as the reconsideration of the conditions of agricul
tural production and consumer safety, contributed 
to changing the CAP and the Community’s role in 
food safety and consumer protection  (3). In 2000 
the Commission published a White Paper on food 
safety, proposing the establishment of a European 
Food Authority, announcing a new legal framework 
covering the whole of the food chain, including ani
mal feed production and consumer health protec
tion, and clearly attributing primary responsibility 
for safe food production to industry, producers 
and suppliers  (4). However, it was only in January 
2001, during the second BSE crisis that had start
ed the previous year, that the Community imposed 
a permanent ban on the use of animal proteins in 
feed for all farmed animals  (5), with some limited 
 derogations. 

Agenda 2000

In 1995 Sir Leon Brittan, Commissioner for 
 External Trade, commissioned four studies on pro
spective enlargement to central and east Euro pean 

(2) See Chapter 8.3 ‘From love affair to stand off: relations with the European 
Parliament.

(3) Interviews with JeanLouis Giraudy, 31 March 2016; and Corrado Pirzio 
Biroli, 18 April 2016.

(4) COM(1999) 719 final, 12 January 2000, ‘White Paper on food safety’.
(5) Zwanenberg, P. (van) and Millstone, E., BSE: risk, science and governance, 

Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2005, pp. 204206.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A4-1997-0020+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A4-1997-0020+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A4-1997-0020+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
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countries. Their rather alarmist conclusion (which 
according to one DG  VI official was strongly op
posed by the Commission services and later dis
proved by the budgetary facts) was that the financial 
costs of integrating those countries into the CAP 
without further reforms would be impossible  (1). 
Enlargement thus became one of the driving  forces 
behind the agricultural changes launched in July 
1997 at the Cardiff European Council.  Agenda 
2000 included the reform of the budget for 2000
2007, the Structural Funds and the CAP (2). 

However, the CAP reform proposals were also mo
tivated by other factors: first, the reform built on 
Commissioner Fischler’s work on rural develop
ment; second, it was to continue along the lines of 
the MacSharry reform and target anticipated mar
ket imbalances to alleviate pressure on the budget; 
third, the reform should prepare the CAP for a 
new World Trade Organisation round (due to be 
launched in 1999)  (3); finally, Fischler also aimed 
at a less bureaucratic and more decentralised pol icy, 
given the heterogeneity of the agricultural  sector (4). 

The centrepiece of the Agenda 2000 proposals was 
the lowering of cereals prices, along with reduc
tions in support for the dairy and beef sector. This 
would make export subsidies largely superfluous, 
thus making it easier to conform to the Uruguay 
Round agreement and putting the Community in 
a good position in the new World Trade Organ
isation round. As had been the case with the Mac
Sharry reform, economic analysis and modelling 
played an important role in convincing Member 
States of the need for the Agenda 2000 reforms. 
Decision making in agriculture therefore became 

(1) Moyer and Josling, Agricultural policy reform — Politics and process in the 
EU and US in the 1990s, pp. 174175; and comment by former DG VI civil 
servant Tomas Garcia Azcarate.

(2) COM(97) 2000 final, 15 July 1997, ‘Agenda 2000 — Vol. I: For a stronger 
and wider Union’.

(3) HAEC, PV(97), Minutes No 1350, second part, meeting of 30 July 1997, 
paragraph 3.

(4) CSE(95) 607, 12  December 1995, ‘Study on alternative strategies for the 
development of relations in the field of agriculture between the EU and the 
associated countries with a view to future accession of these countries’.

more  evidence based during the 1990s than it had 
been before. On 17  March 1998 the Commission 
adopted the Agenda 2000 package of proposals (5).

The rural development regulation was one of the 
most innovative aspects of the reform. Rural de
velopment eventually became the ‘second pillar’ of 
the CAP, uniting all measures linked to the devel
opment of rural areas financed under the EAGGF 
Guarantee in one regulation to create a simplified 
and ‘coherent and sustainable framework  … to 
 reinforce the economic and social fabric of rural 
 areas’ (6).

Another original element of the reform was the 
horizontal regulation, which was to apply to all agri
cultural sectors and regulated payments granted dir
ectly to farmers under the various support schemes. 
It included, first, environmental crosscompliance 
requirements, leaving it to the Member States to 
choose which measures to take; second, modula
tion, allowing Member States to limit the amounts 
paid to, for example, very efficient farms employing 
only a small labour force; and third, a cap on aid 
payments (beyond a given amount of direct aid per 
holding, payments would be digressive), which was 
optional for Member States.

In spite of the pressure on Member State govern
ments to agree to the next budgetary cycle and CAP 
proposals, the adoption of Agenda 2000 was polit
ically difficult. In Gerhard Schröder Germany elect
ed a new Chancellor in September 1998 whose first 
priority was to reduce Germany’s net contribution 
to the EU budget. Heads of State or Government 
imposed strict limits on CAP spending, having 
agreed to ‘freeze’ CAP costs at 1999 levels. Crucial
ly, Germany and France disagreed over key elements 

(5) HAEC, BAC 203/2010/26, ‘Communication from the President on 
 Agenda 2000: overview of legislative proposals’, 16 March 1998. See also 
interview with Franco Milano, 11 November 2016.

(6) HAEC, BAC 203/2010/25, ‘Agenda 2000 — Commission proposal for a 
regulation on rural development’, undated. See also interviews with Ronald 
Hall, 6 April 2016; and Corrado PirzioBiroli, 18 April 2016.
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With a view to the accession of the central and east European countries, Agenda 2000 finalised the reform of the CAP and introduced  
new rules on rural development.

of the reform. To reduce costs, and thus its own 
budgetary contributions, Germany was in favour 
of Member States cofinancing certain measures, 
something France and other net beneficiaries of the 
CAP opposed. In contrast the French government 
advocated a gradual reduction in payments compen
sating for the price cuts, something the Germans 
 rejected (1).

An agreement between agricultural ministers 
was finally reached on 10 and 11 March 1999, but 
France vetoed the package. The agreement consider
ably watered down the Commission’s proposals. 

(1) HAEC, BAC 203/2010/25, Eurinco, ‘Agenda 2000  — the final stages’, 
 undated.

For example, instead of the 30 % proposed by the 
Commission, the Council decided to cut the beef 
support price by only 20 %, phased in in two steps. 
The agreement was criticised for not solving the 
budget problems and falling far short of a ‘real’ re
form of the CAP (2). However, this agreement was 
not the end of the story. On the initiative of French 
President Jacques Chirac the CAP reform was dis
cussed at an extraordinary summit meeting on 24 
and 25  March in Berlin, which was supposed to 
deal with the budgetary side of Agenda 2000. In the 
 final negotiations Chirac succeeded in  convincing 
the other Heads of State or Government to  weaken 

(2) ‘The CAP still grows’, The Times, 12 March 1999, p. 23. 
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the  reform by postponing the reform of the milk 
market. However, Fischler managed to obtain a 
compromise that, at the time, looked insignificant: 
to monitor the reforms a number of midterm re
views would be undertaken around 20022003. 
This would give rise to Fischler’s substantial mid
term review reform in 2003 (1). 

Agriculture, rural development and the 
environment

During the 1980s and, particularly, the 1990s there 
was a marked drive, both within the Commission 
and in the Member States, to integrate the agricul
tural sector more closely into the general develop
ment of rural areas. As such agriculture increasingly 
came to be seen as part of a rural economy alongside 
other economic sectors. Ideas for rural develop
ment found their first expressions in Commission 
reports such as the Green Paper ‘Perspectives for 
the common agricultural policy’ in 1985 and, more 
importantly, the ‘Future of rural society’ report in 
1988  (2). Southern enlargement in the 1980s had 
moreover increased the proportion of rural areas to 
80 % of Community territory and 50 % of its popu
lation.

At the same time the role of agriculture in rural  areas 
was generally diminishing, its share of employment 
falling from 11.2 % in 1975 to 7.7 % in 1988 in the 
Community of 12, with the area used for agricul
ture also declining. This posed the question of the 
future of rural areas, many of which suffered from 
an exodus of people resulting in depopulation and 
desertification. Dirk Ahner, who was instrumental 
in this area, explains the motivation: 

‘I think there was at that time a growing 
recognition that one could not help the 

(1) See Chapter 9 ‘The budgetary revolution: from near bankruptcy to 
 stability’.

(2) COM(85) 333 final, 15 July 1985, ‘Perspectives for the common agricultur
al policy’; COM(88) 501 final, 28 July 1988, ‘Future of rural society’.

development of rural areas through the 
traditional agricultural policy alone. Helping 
the development of rural areas implied 
rather to look for multi-sectorial approaches 
[to] promote growth and jobs. This pushed 
the concept of rural development closer to 
the concepts of regional development 
policy’ (3).

Rural development measures were financed through 
the Structural Funds on the one hand (Objective 1, 
5(a) and 5(b)), and actions through the CAP and 
other Community policies with implications for 
 rural areas on the other. Following the ‘Future of 
 rural society’ report, the Commission prepared 
regular updates on rural development actions  (4). 
In July 1989, for the first time, the Commission se
cured the budgetary authority’s agreement to fund, 
out of the EAGGF Guarantee (normally reserved 
for market support), certain rural development 
measures linked to the agricultural markets  (5). 
Member States were, however, reluctant to move 
funds away from market support to rural develop
ment, which often implied longerterm investments 
where the results were not immediately tangible.

In the 1990s concepts such as the ‘multifunctional
ity’ of agriculture, which included the service farm
ers provided to society when looking after the coun
tryside, came to the forefront of debates about the 
CAP and attempts to change the policy. An other 
incentive to integrate the agricultural sector into a 
more general rural development policy came with 
the Maastricht Treaty’s Article 130a, providing that 
‘the Community shall aim at reducing dispar ities 
between the levels of development of the various 
regions and the backwardness of the leastfavoured 
regions, including rural areas’ (6).

(3) Interview with Dirk Ahner, 16 December 2016.
(4) HAEC, BAC 223/2004/236, ‘Guy Legras to Commissioner MacSharry — 

Progress report on rural development’, 16 October 1989.
(5) HAEC, BAC 223/2004/236, ‘Communication of Mr MacSharry to the 

Commission on guidelines for rural development actions linked to the 
functioning of agricultural markets’, 10 October 1989.

(6) Treaty on European Union (OJ C 191, 29.7.1992, p. 26).



358 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

Franz Fischler was the Commissioner responsible for Agriculture 
and Rural Development from 1995 to 2004.

When Commissioner Fischler took over the Agri
cultural Policy portfolio in early 1995 he brought 
with him a strong interest in rural development 
from Austria, where agricultural policy and rural 
development policy were closely linked. Immedi
ately after his arrival Fischler started preparations 
for the European Conference on Rural Develop
ment in Cork (1). The conference took place from 
7 to 9 November 1996, assembling over 1 000 na
tional, regional and local participants, along with 
non governmental organisations and international 
organisations. Fischler’s opening speech empha
sised the heterogeneous nature of rural areas and 
the multitude of services they provided, for the 
econ omy, for society and for the environment. He 

(1) HAEC, BAC 223/2004/236, ‘Note for the file of Dirk Ahner’, 4 December 
1995. 

 defined rural areas as an independent socioeconom
ic  model that needed to be preserved. Fischler there
fore pleaded for a multisector approach, tailored to 
the individual regions. His aim was nothing less 
than an integrated rural development policy bene
fiting both agriculture and the rural economy more 
generally (2). 

These aims were reflected in the Cork Declaration 
on Rural Development  (3). Fischler failed to get 
Member States’ endorsement for the Cork Declar
ation, some of them thinking that it went too far. 
Fischler’s initiative was also considered diplomat
ically unwise, as it caused conflict with Commis
sioner Monika WulfMathies, in charge of Regional 
Policy. The Cork conference thus did not lead to 
any immediate changes, but was part of a learning 
process on how to integrate rural development into 
the CAP: not in the form of an ambitious new over
all rural development policy but in terms of a rural 
development programme that was closely linked to 
the agricultural sector. Indeed, with the Agenda 
2000 reform the structural measures of the CAP 
were converted into the second (rural development) 
pillar of the CAP (4). Moreover, the second reform 
of the Structural Funds in the late 1990s introduced 
a new ‘Objective 2’ for rural development measures, 
among other objectives. The strengthening of  rural 
development was thus gradual, and was more suc
cessful when tightly linked to the CAP rather than 
in its more general and radical form proposed at 
Cork. Finally, the territorial angle of the second 
pillar of the CAP, strongly advocated in the Cork 
Declaration, was realised through the Leader (links 
between actions for the development of the rural 

(2) HAEC, BAC 231/2002/3, ‘Europa und seine ländlichen Gebiete im Jahr 
2000: Integrierte ländliche Entwicklung als Herausforderung für die 
Politik. Eröffnungsrede von Dr. Franz Fischler. Europäische Konferenz 
über ländliche Entwicklung ‘Ländliches Europa  — Perspektiven für die 
 Zukunft’, Cork, 79 November 1996.

(3) European Conference on Rural Development, ‘The Cork Declaration — A 
living countryside’, 79 November 1996; HAEC, BAC 231/2004/21, Agra 
Europe, December 1996.

(4) Interview with Franz Fischler, 9 February 2016.
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economy) programmes, first trialled in the early 
1990s, which support local initiatives in rural areas.

The environmental consequences of farming, par
ticularly of the intensive kind, were given increasing 
attention in this period. Environmental problems 
caused by technical progress and use of agrochem
icals in farming were acknowledged. The first meas
ures were taken with Council Regulation (EEC) 
No 797/85, which allowed Member States to offer 
premiums to farmers who used environmentally 
friendly farming practices and for land set aside. 
The Single European Act established the prin
ciple that environmental protection (Article 130r) 
should become a matter for all policy areas. In 1988 
the Commission published a communication on en
vironment and agriculture arguing that ‘all future 
progress in the sector is achieved in harmony with 
environmental requirements’ (1).

The MacSharry reform proposals had also explicitly 
mentioned environmental protection as one object
ive. In order to avoid adding even more controversy 
to the reform package, the new agrienvironmental 
measures were presented as one of the three ‘accom
panying measures’ of the reform, with a limited 
budget, albeit one that increased in the following 
years. When they were first proposed the measures 
were generally unpopular in the farming commu
nity, with farmers fearing they would be no more 
than guardians of the countryside.

Additional pressure came from general initiatives 
within the Community. For example, the Amster
dam Treaty in 1997 established the principle of 
sustainable development (Article  2) and environ
mental protection (Article  6) as part of all policy 
 areas. Commissioner Fischler acted on this, not 
least  because the expected indirect environmen
tal benefits of the MacSharry reform from lower 
inputs, especially agrochemicals, had remained 

(1) COM(88) 338 final, 8 June 1988, ‘Environment and agriculture’.

 below  expectations (2). Agenda 2000 integrated the 
agrienvironmental measures into the new second 
pillar of the CAP, and its framework regulation 
decreed: ‘…  in the coming years, a prominent role 
should be given to agrienvironmental instruments 
to support the sustainable development of rural 
 areas and to respond to society’s increasing demand 
for environmental services’  (3). Agenda 2000 also 
introduced new environmental policy instruments, 
such as crosscompliance allowing Member States 
to make direct payments conditional on environ
mental, animal welfare and consumer protection 
standards, to be applied where real environmental 
problems existed. The following modestly termed 
midterm review reform of 2003 was more radical, 
decoupling payments from production and transfer
ring them into a ‘single farm payment’. The reform 
included mandatory ‘crosscompliance’ with envir
onmental aims, animal protection and food safety.

Designation of origin and organic 
farming

In 1989 the Commission announced that it would 
propose measures relating to controlled origin desig
nations (4). It did so in the 1990s with three schemes 
and quality logos: the protected designation of origin 
(PDO), to enable producers to obtain recognition at 
Community level of the specific character of their 
products; the protected geographical indication 
(PGI), aimed at establishing a system of protection 
for agricultural products and foodstuffs the quality 
and characteristics of which were due to their geo
graphical origin; and the traditional speciality guar
anteed (TSG), protecting  traditional ingredients or 

(2) Lowe, P. and Baldock, D., ‘Integration of environmental objectives into 
 agricultural policy making’, in Brouwer, F. and Lowe, P. (eds), CAP regimes 
and the European countryside — Prospects for integration between agricul-
tural, regional and environmental policies, CABI Publishing, Wallingford, 
2000, pp. 3152.

(3) Council Regulation (EC) No  1257/1999 of 17  May 1999 (OJ L  160, 
26.6.1999, p. 80).

(4) HAEC, BAC 223/2004/236, ‘Communication of Mr MacSharry to the 
Commission on guidelines for rural development actions linked to the 
functioning of agricultural markets’, pp. 45.
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production techniques. Cheeses such as Roquefort 
or Serrano ham were granted PDO status, for ex
ample (1). The aims of these quality logos were both 
social and economic, namely to strengthen the rural 
economy and encourage qual ity production, and 
to increase sales of a product by attributing to it a 
unique selling point for which consumers were pre
pared to pay more. According to Ahner: ‘The pro
ducers of local or regional speci alities are often too 
small and do not have the economic power to build 
themselves their protection through trademarks … 
At the same time, they are meant to give a guaran
tee to the consumers that a designated product ef
fectively comes from the area of origin and fulfils 
certain quality requirements’ (2). 

In a similar vein the Community supported organ
ic farming. The first regulation establishing com
mon standards and guidelines for plant, and later 

(1) Commission press release IP/90/983, 5 December 1990: http://europa.eu/
rapid/pressrelease_IP90983_en.htm 

(2) Interview with Dirk Ahner, 16 December 2016, pp. 1415.

also livestock, production was established in 1991 
in the context of the MacSharry reform. Organic 
farming would serve the aims of less intensive and 
more envir onmentally friendly production, while 
also potentially generating higher incomes through 
the higher prices such products commanded (3). An 
EUwide organic logo and labelling rules were in
troduced in 1999 (4). No doubt the public mood had 
been affected by the food crises of the 1990s, and 
consumer demand for ‘clean food’ had increased.

Conclusion

During the 1990s the CAP underwent radical 
changes. Internal and external pressures on the pol
icy made a major reform inevitable. According to 

(3) Council Regulation (EEC) No  2092/91 of 24  June 1991 (OJ L  198, 
22.7.1991, p. 1).

(4) ‘The Commission shall, not later than 24 August 2001, propose a regula
tion in accordance with the procedure in Article 14 providing for labelling 
requirements as well as inspection requirements and precautionary meas
ures for products mentioned in paragraph 1(c).’ Council Regulation (EC) 
No 1804/1999 of 19 July 1999 (OJ L 222, 24.8.1999, p. 1). 

Three types of quality label were adopted in 1992: protected designation of origin, protected geographical indication  
and traditional speciality guaranteed.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-90-983_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-90-983_en.htm
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Commissioner Fischler’s head of cabinet, Corrado 
PirzioBiroli: ‘if we wanted to preserve the CAP, 
we needed to change it’ (1). This is true in particular 
for the MacSharry reform, which initiated the para
digm shift of the CAP by decoupling farm support 
from production. Direct income aids were, more
over, increasingly linked to rewarding more exten
sive and environmentally friendly farming  methods. 
The quality of agricultural produce became more 
important to consumers, a trend reinforced by the 
BSE crisis. The emergence of designations of origin 
and organic labels for farm produce in the 1990s 
further underscores this development.

Rural development became the CAP’s second pillar, 
alongside the first pillar of market support. How
ever, rather than the more general rural develop
ment policy initially envisaged by Fischler at the 
Cork conference, rural development became closely 
linked to the CAP and was funded to a large extent 
through the EAGGF Guarantee: in order to be ac
ceptable to the farming community, the Commis
sion needed to demonstrate that funds remained 
allocated to agriculture and were benefiting the 
sector.

In this period agriculture remained the single most 
expensive policy in the budget. In the face of inter
national pressure by the US government and the 
Cairns Group, the Community resisted calls for the 
full liberalisation of agricultural trade. At the same 
time the Commission developed a discourse on the 
multifunctionality of agriculture and the Euro
pean model of agriculture, which underpinned the 
MacSharry and Agenda 2000 reforms and rural de
velopment policy. These concepts would justify the 
continued support of the farm sector.

Katja Seidel

(1) PirzioBiroli, C., ‘An inside perspective of the political economy of the 
Fischler reforms’, in Swinnen, J. (ed.), The perfect storm — The political econ-
omy of the Fischler reforms of the EU’s common agricultural policy, Centre for 
European Policy Studies, Brussels, 2008, p. 103.

14.2. The common fisheries 
policy

The CFP is one of the EC’s most integrated and 
regu lated common policies. Under the CFP the 
Euro pean Union is entrusted with the management 
of Community waters and an entire economic sec
tor (and some would say a way of life) encompass
ing fishing, processing, marketing and aquaculture. 
During the period from 1986 to 2000 the CFP con
sisted of five pillars: market management, conserva
tion, control, structural policy and international af
fairs. While this made the CFP quite wideranging 
in its scope, it also created difficulties for the Com
mission and its initiatives in administering and re
forming the policy, as its aims and instruments were 
partly conflicting. For instance, strict conservation 
measures to manage the resource, that is fish, were 
not necessarily conducive to increasing the incomes 
of fishers, at least not in the short term. Social and 
economic problems in communities depending on 
fishing were widespread, as this was often the dom
inant activity for the working population in remote 
coastal regions where alternative employment was 
scarce. Last but not least, the period under inves
tigation was characterised by dramatic reductions 
in fish stocks, mainly due to overfishing. The main 
challenge the Commission had to address within 
the CFP framework was therefore to balance sus
tainable management of the shrinking fish resour
ces, for example through conservation measures 
and fleet reduction, with maintaining a livelihood 
for fishing communities. Both objectives were only 
realised to a certain extent. This short section aims 
to cover some of the main trends, transformations 
and debates concerning the CFP in the period from 
1986 to 2000, putting more emphasis on some 
 aspects and necessarily neglecting others.

Treaty provisions to establish a CFP were mentioned 
for the first time in the clauses on the common agri
cultural policy, particularly Article 38(1) of the EEC 
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Treaty. The origins of the CFP date back to 1970, 
and coincided with the opening of accession nego
tiations with Denmark, Ireland, Norway and the 
United Kingdom, which were, with the exception 
of Ireland, all important fishing nations  (1). While 
addressing market organisation and structural aid, 
the first regulation on fisheries also introduced the 
principle of equal access of Community vessels to all 
Member States’ fishing grounds. Equal access there
fore entered the acquis communautaire before the 
new Member States had had a say in the matter. This 
contributed to the CFP becoming a source of conflict 
and resentment for some Member States, particularly 
the United Kingdom  (2). In the basic regulation of 
1983  (3) Member States were granted an exclusive 
zone of up to 12 nautical miles (nm) off their coasts 
as fishing grounds for their nationals, but the histor
ic fishing rights of fishers from other Member States 
were preserved. Waters beyond 12 nm were adminis
tered as a Community resource, in theory with equal 
access for all Member States. In practice access to fish 
was highly regulated through total allowable  catches 
(TACs) for most species. The TACs were agreed 
annually by the Council of Ministers. These TACs 
were distributed to Member States in the form of 
quotas based on ‘relative stability’, corresponding to 
their historic fishing activity. The basic provisions 
of the policy also provided for technical conserva
tion measures, such as mesh size, fishing gear and 
 limits on fishing activities in certain areas, such as 
the Shetland Box. 

(1) For the origins of the CFP see Seidel, K., ‘Creating a “blue Europe”: the 
common fisheries policy’, in Bussière et al., The European Commission 1973-
86, pp. 328335.

(2) The CFP also contributed to the rejection of EC membership in a referen
dum by the Norwegian population in September 1972 and motivated 
Greenland to seek withdrawal from the European Community in 1982. 
Spanish demands for fishing quotas in Icelandic and Norwegian waters also 
meant that fisheries policy did not become part of the European Economic 
Area Agreement concluded in 1994 after Norwegian citizens had rejected 
EU membership in a second referendum. On enlargement negotiations on 
fisheries with Norway in the 1990s see interview with Ioannis Paleokrassas, 
29 March 2016. 

(3) Council Regulation (EEC) No  170/83 of 25  January 1983 (OJ L  24, 
27.1.1983, p. 1).

The period between 1986 and 2000 promised to be 
eventful for several reasons. First, Regulation (EEC) 
No  170/83 merely contained a 10year derogation 
on the principle of equal access to the zone beyond 
12  nm. A review of the policy before the end of 
1992 was thus inbuilt. Second, Spain, a large fishing 
 nation, entered the Community in 1986 (smaller 
Portugal posed less of a problem). Third, declining 
fish stocks made decisive action by the Community 
a necessity, resulting in a reform in 1992 and further 
adjustments to the policy throughout the period. 
Pol itical, economic and social considerations were 
decisive factors in the negotiations leading to reforms 
and adjustments, however, often limiting the effects 
of measures geared towards conserving the resource.

The CFP was first administered by the DG for Agri
culture before a DG for Fisheries (DG XIV) was set 
up in 1977. Claiming merely between 1 % and 1.5 % 
of the Community budget, the Fisheries portfolio 
was not seen as one of the most prestigious ones in 
the Commission. Commissioners often acquired it 
alongside other responsibilities. António Cardoso 
e Cunha (19861989), Manuel Marín (19891993), 
Ioannis Paleokrassas (19931995), Emma Bonino 
(19951999) and Franz Fischler (19992004) each 
held the portfolio.

Several committees were involved in the manage
ment of the CFP, the two most important of which 
were the Advisory Committee for Fisheries and 
Aquaculture, created in 1971, and the Scientific 
and Technical Committee for Fisheries (STCF), 
created in 1979. The former represented producers 
(i.e. fishers), processors and other interests linked to 
the fishing sector, but its influence on the policy was 
arguably limited, as the Commission relied heavily 
on the advice given by the STCF. The STCF drew 
up annual reports regarding the development of fish 
stocks. The STCF’s opinion, and the advice given by 
the International Council for the Exploration of the 
Sea, a nongovernmental marine research organisa
tion, was at the basis of the Commission’s proposals 
for TACs submitted annually to the Council. In 



363Chapter 14 — The common agricultural policy and the common fisheries policy 

general DG  XIV tended to see its role as promot
ing the sustainable exploitation of fish stocks  (1). 
Scientific expertise was thus used to underpin and 
justify conservation measures such as annual TACs 
and quotas, and multiannual fleetreduction pro
grammes. The lack of close involvement of the fish
ers themselves in the policy and the perceived dis
tance of ‘Brussels’ from their daily struggle with the 
elements gave rise to criticism of the Commission 
and may explain some fishers’ lack of compliance 
with the policy’s rules. The CFP addressed this issue 
only gradually, in particular through the introduc
tion of stakeholder consultation bodies in the con
text of the reform of 2002.

Enlargement and reform:  
the 1986-1992 period

The challenge of the Iberian enlargement

Within the fisheries sector the accession of Spain 
and Portugal proved to be a thorny issue. Spain had 
the largest fishing fleet in the EC, and the Iberian 
enlargement doubled the number of fishers in the 
Community, increased the fishing capacity of its 
fleet by 75 % and increased tonnage by 65 % (2). At 
the same time the Spanish fleet consisted largely 
of older vessels and equipment requiring modern
isation and restructuring at considerable cost. The 
waters off Spain and Portugal did not add much in 
terms of exploitable resources to the Community 
pool, so existing Member States were opposed to 
giving the Iberian fleet equal access to the Com
munity fishing grounds in the North Sea and At
lantic, fearing their fishers would lose part of their 
share. The Act of Accession of 1985 therefore placed 
limitations on the Iberian fleet, for example limit
ing access to Community waters to 300 Spanish 

(1) Interviews with François Benda, 12  April 2016; and JeanClaude Cueff, 
13 March 2017.

(2) European Commission, The new common fisheries policy, Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1994, p. 9.

 vessels and excluding Spanish vessels from the Irish 
Box (a 50mile conservation zone around the Irish 
coast created in 1985) and the North Sea  altogether 
(Article 158 of the Treaty of Accession). Unless re
vised sooner, these limitations were to be in place 
for 17 years.

The Commission’s challenge with regard to Spain 
was threefold: first, dealing with Spain’s large and 
partly dated fishing fleet; second, securing fishing 
grounds in nonCommunity waters for Spanish 
fishers; and third, handling the partial exclusion 
of the Iberian fleet from Community waters. As 
part of the multiannual guidance programmes 
(MAGPs — see below), between 1986 and 1991 the 
Commission granted ECU 77 million in Commu
nity aid for the construction of new fishing vessels 
and ECU  37.6  million for the modernisation of 
existing vessels. At the same time it granted a total 
of ECU 59.1 million for the permanent withdrawal 
and laying up of Spanish vessels (3). As was generally 
also the case with the first MAGP in other Member 
States, rather than decreasing the size of Spain’s fleet 

(3) HAEC, BAC 553/2007/8, ‘Note from Emilio Mastracchio to Laurent Van 
Depoele’, 18 March 1992, p. 2.

As of 1990 the Commission drew the attention of the  
European Parliament and the Council to the growing imbalance  

between the capacity of the fleet and the smaller potential  
catch as a result of overfishing.
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and bringing about a better balance between fish
ery resources and the fishing capacity, this injection 
of funds increased the capacity of the Spanish fleet. 
At the same time the Commission stepped up its 
efforts to negotiate agreements with non member 
countries, both to replace agreements Spain and 
Portugal had had before accession and to secure new 
fishing opportunities for these two Member States.

The third challenge, Spain and Portugal’s access 
to Community waters, proved the most difficult. 
Ireland and the United Kingdom in particular 
were very concerned about the Spanish fleet fishing 
in ‘their waters’  (1). In late 1992 the Commission 
undertook a review of the access regime  (2). In its 
recommendations it argued against opening up 
new fishing opportunities for Spain and Portugal 
in Community waters due to dwindling resources. 
However, it recommended integrating Spain and 
Portugal further into the CFP by bringing them 

(1) HAEC, COM(93), Minutes No 1182, second part, meeting of 21 Decem
ber 1993, paragraph XXIII. 

(2) SEC(92) 2340 final, 23 December 1992, ‘Report (1992) by the Commission 
to the Council and Parliament on the application of the Act of  Accession of 
Spain and Portugal in the fisheries sector’.

under the TAC and quota regime  (3). Only with 
the reform of the CFP in 2002, coinciding with the 
end of the 17year transition period, were Spain and 
Portugal fully integrated into the CFP, but they still 
had de facto limits imposed on their fishing effort. 
In practice, therefore, the principle of equal access 
was never fully realised.

Spain’s partial exclusion from Irish and UK waters 
in particular gave rise to a number of litigations and 
conflicts. ‘Quota hopping’ was a particularly thorny 
issue, a practice whereby enterprises from other 
Member States bought up British vessels or fishing 
licences to fish in UK waters and for the UK  quota 
but without any genuine link with that state  (4). 
Spanish fishers in particular, but also those from 
other Member States, were involved in this practice. 
The Court of Justice played a key role in adjudicat
ing such cases, notably through the Factortame  I 
and Factortame II rulings, establishing that Mem
ber States cannot discriminate on the basis of na
tionality and that EU law prevails over national law. 

The reform of 1992: conservation of the resource 
as a priority

For the Commission the accession of Spain and 
Portugal and the single market were significant 
game changers; this and the alarming diminution 
of fish stocks motivated the Commission to propose 
a farreaching reform of the CFP in 1991. In the 
‘Report 1991’ the Commission presented a damn
ing balance sheet of the CFP (5). The failure of the 
conservation policy was evident, with stocks of the 
main demersal species (cod, haddock, saithe and 
whiting) having reached historic lows by the early 

(3) Council Regulation (EC) No 1275/94 of 30 May 1994 (OJ L 140, 3.6.1994, 
p. 1). A followup legislative act was Council Regulation (EC) No 685/95 of 
27 March 1995 (OJ L 71, 31.3.1995, p. 5).

(4) For example HAEC, SEC(89) 542, 30 March 1989, ‘Communication from 
the President and VicePresidents Bangemann and Marín on the phenome
non of “Quotahopping”: economic dimension and solution elements’.

(5) HAEC, SEC(91)  2288, 18  December 1991, ‘Report from the Commis
sion to the Council and the European Parliament on the common fisheries 
 policy’. 

Between 1986 and 1989 António Cardoso e Cunha was 
the Commissioner responsible for Fisheries, an important 

policy area for his country, Portugal 
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1990s. The scandalous practice of discarding fish 
caught outside of the quota, ‘accounting for hun
dreds of thousands of tons and billions of individ
uals’, was among the policy’s worst sins. Commis
sioner Marín’s aim with this reform was therefore to 
achieve a better balance between available resources 
and fishing effort (1). Only the sustainable manage
ment of the resource would ensure the survival of 
the fishing sector in the long term. The Commis
sion therefore made the radical proposal that the 
fishing effort needed to be reduced by 40 % (2). Not 
surprisingly the Advisory Committee on Fish eries 
and Aqua culture found that the Commission’s 
judgement on the achievements of the policy was 
‘too negative’ and was ‘dramatising’ the state of 
fish stocks (3). These reactions to the Commission’s 
report show the diverging interests of the various 
stakeholders involved in the policy and the difficul
ty of catering for all of them.

Many of the Commission’s suggestions made their 
way into the amended basic regulation (Regula
tion (EEC) No 3760/92), agreed on 20 December 
1992 (4). This regulation was also valid for 10 years, 
therefore necessitating another reform by 2002. 
Crucially it established a formal link between con
servation measures (TACs and quotas) and struc
tural measures (overcapacity reduction) to achieve 
equilibrium between resources and fishing effort. 
But the regulation also carried over key elements of 
Regulation (EEC) No 170/83: the derogation from 
equal access to the 12  nm zone, the Shetland Box 
and the system of TACs and quotas based on the 
notion of ‘relative stability’ remained untouched.

(1) HAEC, BAC 553/2007/10, ‘Note from Laurent Van Depoele to Jose 
Almeida Serra on the preparation of the new regulation amending Regula
tion (EEC) No 170/83 of 25 January 1983’, 19 June 1992, p. 3. 

(2) HAEC, SEC(90) 2244 final, 6 December 1990, ‘Common fisheries policy’.
(3) HAEC, BAC 553/2007/7, ‘Opinion of the Advisory Committee for Fish

eries on the report from the Commission to the Council and the European 
Parliament on the common fisheries policy (1991)’, 25 May 1992.

(4) Council Regulation (EEC) No 3760/92 of 20 December 1992 (OJ L 389, 
31.12.1992, p. 1).

The 1993-2000 period  
of implementation

Crisis and consolidation

By the mid 1990s a crisis in the fisheries sector and 
the continued decrease in fish stocks amply demon
strated that the measures of the 1992 regulation 
were not having the desired effect, and that new 
instruments provided for in the regulation, such as 
multiannual and multispecies TACs, were not used 
by the Member States. This led to a further adjust
ment of the CFP between 1994 and 1996. Commis
sioner Bonino in particular drove forward a reform 
agenda, which she was not shy to defend in direct 
meetings with fishers. She was perceived as straight 
talking and frank, something that grudgingly 
earned her the respect of fishers and led even the UK 
press to give a rare compliment to a representative of 
‘Brussels’: ‘Emma Bonino is rare phenom enon  — 
she is a European Commissioner who can commu
nicate’ (5). Among the adjustments during her term 
in office were, for example, the introduction of a 
system of managed fishing effort on 1 January 1996 
in waters where access had been restricted by the 
Act of Accession, establishing a maximum annual 
effort that each Member State could employ to take 
the quotas available to it under the TAC and quota 
system  (6). Regulations leading to more technical 
measures were also introduced: Regu lation (EC) 
No 850/98 relating to gear type, minimum landing 
size, closed seasons and closed  areas; and Regulation 
(EC) No 894/97 dealing with drift nets, setting a 
maximum length and banning the use of drift nets 
for certain species al together (such as various tuna 
species) (7).

(5) See Helm, S., ‘The fishermen’s unlikely friend?’, The Independent, 1  June 
1996: https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/thefishermensunlikely 
friend1334915.html

(6) Churchill, R. and Owen, D., The EC common fisheries policy, Oxford Uni
versity Press, Oxford, 2010, p. 15.

(7) Council Regulation (EC) No  850/98 of 30  March 1998 (OJ L  125, 
27.4.1998, p. 1); Council Regulation (EC) No 894/97 of 29 April 1997 (OJ 
L 132, 23.5.1997, p. 1).

https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/the-fishermens-unlikely-friend-1334915.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/the-fishermens-unlikely-friend-1334915.html
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Structural policy and the multiannual guidance 
programmes

Since 1983 (Regulation (EEC) No  2908/83) the 
Community had reinforced its efforts on structur
al policy for the fisheries sector and had made this 
policy more comprehensive, in particular regarding 
restructuring the fleet. The Commission also estab
lished a fleet policy (particularly fleet reduction) 
that, by reducing the fishing effort, was partly seen 
as a means of contributing to the conservation of the 
resource. MAGPs became an important instrument 
to achieve this aim. They set out objectives for the 
development of the Member States’ fishing fleet over 
a period of 5 years and provided the framework for 
granting financial aid for its restructuring, for ex
ample for construction and modernisation, reorien
tation of fishing activities, adjustment of capacity 
(laying up and permanent withdrawal of vessels), 
fishing port equipment and specific measures, along 

with the development of aquaculture (1). The Com
munity conducted four generations of MAGPs. The 
effectiveness of the first two, MAGPs I and II (run
ning between 1983 and 1991), was limited (2).

MAGP  III (19921996) contained stricter targets 
on reducing the fishing capabilities of the Com
munity. For the first time the Commission based 
its recommendations for this programme on a 
 report by scientific experts, the Gulland report. The 
 report recommended that the capacity of the fleet 
be reduced by at least 40 %  (3). Discussions in the 
Council of Ministers in October 1992 showed that 
this target would be impossible to achieve  given 

(1) Council Regulation (EEC) No 4028/86 of 18 December 1986 (OJ L 376, 
31.12.1986, p. 7).

(2) Interviews with François Benda, 12  April 2016; and JeanClaude Cueff, 
13 March 2017.

(3) HAEC, BAC 103/2009/41, ‘Report of an independent group of experts 
on guidelines for the preparation of multiannual guidance programmes in 
 relation to the fishing fleet for the period 19921996’, 19 November 1990.

The third multiannual guidance programme for the fishing fleet (1992-1996) substantially reduced the overcapacity of the EU fleet.



367Chapter 14 — The common agricultural policy and the common fisheries policy 

the effect it could have on fishing communities. 
Agreement was reached on a 20 % reduction  (1). 
MAGP III was adopted in December 1992, and a 
year later the Council set binding targets on redu
cing fishing effort for different types of fishing ves
sels (2). By the end of the programme a real decrease 
in the overcapacity of the Community fishing fleet 
was achieved, amounting to a 15 % reduction in ton
nage and a 10 % reduction in power (3). MAGP IV 
(19972001) proposals were again based on a report 
by marine scientists recommending a reduction in 
fishing effort of 40 % (4). However, the objectives set 
by the Council once more fell short of the Commis
sion’s proposals  (5). According to the Commission 
the fleet objectives of MAGP IV had already been 
fulfilled by 1997. After the fourth instalment the 
MAGPs were discontinued, as the Commission felt 
the programmes had not been a success due to the 
low target reductions set by the Council. In 2002 
fishingcapacity adjustments were included in the 
new basic regulation instead. 

In addition to fleet policy, regional policy measures 
played an important role in the CFP as regions de
pendent on fishing were often among the poorest 
in the Community  (6). Fisheries was an economic 
sector in crisis: between 1990 and 1998 there was a 
loss of 66 000 jobs in the catching sector, an overall 
decrease of 22 % (7). After 1988 the sector was part
ly integrated into the Structural Funds, as about 
20 % of its initiatives came  under the new Object
ive 5a (adaptation of fisheries structures), financed 
by the EAGGF Guidance for fisheries. Many of the 

(1) HAEC, BAC 553/2007/10, ‘Draft minutes of the 1608th session of the 
Council (Fisheries) held at Luxembourg, Monday 19  October 1992’, 
18  December 1992, paragraph 5.

(2) Council Decision 94/15/EC of 20 December 1993 (OJ L 10, 14.11.1994, 
p. 20).

(3) COM(2001) 135 final, 20 March 2001, ‘Green Paper on the future of the 
common fisheries policy’, p. 11.

(4) Summary of the ‘Lassen report’ in Annex IV to COM(96) 203 final, 30 May 
1996, ‘Communication from the Commission relating to manage ment 
guidelines for the 4th generation of multiannual guidance programmes or 
MGPs’.

(5) Council Decision 97/413/EC of 26 June 1997 (OJ L 175, 3.7.1997, p. 27).
(6) See Chapter 17 ‘Regional policy: a new source of Europeanisation’.
(7) COM(2002) 181 final, 28 May 2002, ‘Communication from the Commis

sion on the reform of the common fisheries policy (“roadmap”)’, p. 3.

Community’s fishing regions also fell under Object
ive  1. In 1993 a separate Structural Fund for fish
eries, the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guid
ance (FIFG), was created  (8). The FIFG became 
one of four Structural Funds, and now also covered 
the MAGPs, the fleet, aquaculture, fishingport 
investments, transformation and marketing. For 
the 19941999 period the fund was provided with 
around ECU  2.7  billion  (9). This reform was also 
geared towards strengthening the socioeconomic 
aspects of the CFP, which policymakers, the Euro
pean Parliament and the fishing community had 
long felt were neglected in the policy. In addition, 
in 1994 the Community launched the Community 
ini tiative concerning the restructuring of the fish
eries sector (PESCA) as one of several Community 
ini tiatives to supply structural aid to regions over a 
per iod of 6 years. PESCA was  given ECU 250 mil
lion between 1994 and 1999 (via the European 
Regional Development Fund, the European Social 
Fund and the FIFG) to finance early retirement 
schemes, joint ventures and training (10).

Control and enforcement

The enforcement of the limits on fishing efforts 
through TACs and quotas was generally not very ef
fective. In the late 1980s the Community had put in 
place a system of enforcement that relied on nation
al authorities to control landings and effect controls 
at sea. The thoroughness and effectiveness differed 
from Member State to Member State, as did the use 
and application of sanctions  (11). The Commission 
itself only had a very small inspection service con
trolling the work of national agencies and not the 
fishers themselves. Some improvements, such as a 

(8) Council Regulation (EEC) No  2080/93 of 20  July 1993 (OJ L  193, 
31.7.1993, p. 1).

(9) HAEC, BAC 261/1997/187, ‘Emilio Mastracchio to directors of 
DG XIV — IFOP guide’, 16 March 1994, p. 3.

(10) Commission press release IP/94/128, 16  February 1994, ‘PESCA: new 
Community initiative for fisheries and fisherydependent zones’: http://
europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_IP94128_en.htm

(11) Interview with François Benda, 12  April 2016.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-96-265_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-96-265_en.htm
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new licensing system (1) and better efforts at moni
toring and inspecting fishing activities, were made 
in the mid 1990s, but Member States often did not 
make use of the new provisions and were reluctant 
to impose penalties and sanctions.

The external dimension

The CFP had an important external dimension. 
First, the CFP had a trade aspect, as the Commu
nity was far from selfsufficient in the production 
of fish and depended on imports from non member 
countries. Fisheries products were moreover part 
and parcel of international agreements such as the 
GATT and the Lomé Conventions.

Second, the Community fleet fished extensively 
in international and nonmembercountry waters 
and vessels from nonmember countries fished 
in Community waters. The Commission was in 
charge of negotiating such fishing agreements with 
nonmember countries. The enlargement encom
passing Spain and Portugal enhanced the Com
mission’s role in negotiating such agreements, not 
least to ensure continued access by Spanish and 
Portuguese vessels to the waters of nonmember 
countries with which they had agreements before 
accession. According to Véronique Arnault, who 
worked on these agreements, ‘Spain was one of 
the countries with most fishing activities, every
where in the world’, with agreements worth up to 
EUR 200 million per year (2).

Finally, the Commission represented the Commu
nity as a member or observer in various interna
tional and regional bodies related to fisheries. For 
example, in the United Nations International Law 
of the Sea Convention the Commission contributed 

(1) Council Regulation (EC) No  3690/93 of 20  December 1993 (OJ L  341, 
31.12.1993, p. 93); Commission Regulation (EC) No 109/94 of 19 January 
1994 (OJ L 19, 22.1.1994, p. 5); Council Regulation (EC) No 1627/94 of 
27 June 1994 (OJ L 171, 6.7.1994, p. 7).

(2) Interviews with Véronique Arnault, 30 November 2016; and JeanClaude 
Cueff, 13 March 2017.

to shaping international rules and norms, including 
in terms of conservation obligations and manage
ment of fish stocks. These applied to international 
but also national waters, and therefore provided a 
framework for the development of the CFP. Most 
of the CFP’s provisions on conservation and man
agement concerned the North Sea and the Atlantic. 
However, within the period under discussion the 
policy was extended step by step to the Baltic Sea 
and the Mediterranean, not least with a view to en
largement to central and east European countries.

Conclusion

The CFP did not prevent the decrease of fish stocks 
over the period studied, nor did it result in the es
tablishment of a balanced relationship between fleet 
size and availability of resources. The Commission 
put the blame squarely at the feet of the Council of 
Ministers for not being ambitious enough and for 
watering down the Commission’s recommenda
tions. In part this was due to different priorities — 
Member States’ politicians putting more emphasis 
on factors such as social, economic or regional issues 
when taking decisions on TACs, quotas or indeed 
aims for fleet reduction. Facing angry fishers was 
something they were keen to avoid. However, one 
should not disregard the discrepancy between rules 
and compliance with these rules, as this was perhaps 
the most important factor as to why the CFP failed 
to fulfil its conservation objective. JeanClaude 
Cueff, a civil servant in DG XIV, agreed:

‘We don’t need to bring in a reform every 
10 years. If we just put into practice what 
has already been decided, there would be 
no need to reform the system every 
10 years’ (3).

Among the fishing communities the CFP suf
fered from a lack of legitimacy, which could lead to 

(3) Interview with JeanClaude Cueff, 13 March 2017.
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 infringement of rules and fraud. Together with a 
weak enforcement and control system this also con
tributed to overfishing. However, even the greatest 
critics of the policy were unable to come up with a 
viable alternative to the CFP.

The attempts at change and reform mean that the 
1980s and 1990s can be considered a period of ad
aptation and of slow evolution of the policy  towards 
the conservationist paradigm, better control and 
enforcement. The social, regional and economic 

 dimension of the policy also came to the fore. A 
more thorough reorientation of the CFP only came 
with the reforms of 2002 and 2014, which also 
addressed the legitimacy issue. However, with the 
increased emphasis on conservation and reaching 
a balance between the available resources and the 
fishing fleet, the period from 1986 to 2000 certainly 
prepared the ground for this reorientation. 

Katja Seidel

On 20 July 2000 the Commissioner for Fisheries Franz Fischler visited fish processing and packaging plants in Germany, along with  
a fisheries surveillance and protection vessel.
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Chapter 15 
Environmental policy

Introduction

By the late 1980s and 1990s environmental policy 
had become a wellestablished area of Euro pean 
Community (EC) and European Union (EU) 
policy. The Single European Act of 1986 officially 
recognised environmental policy as an area of EC 
policymaking in its Article 130r, although the act 
qualified its reference to Community competence 
in a fashion that foreshadowed the idea of subsidiar
ity (1). The Maastricht Treaty introduced qualified 
majority voting for most environmental issues and, 
in its opening articles, listed the environment and 
sustainability as core objectives of European inte
gration.

Indeed, these one and a half decades can be con
sidered a very propitious time for the development 
of European environmental policy. The fourth 
(19871992) and fifth (19922000) environmental 
action programmes were increasingly ambitious in 

(1) See the text box on subsidiarity in Chapter 6.

scope, with the latter being influenced by the Earth 
Summit held in Rio in 1992. Among other things 
the EU started to tackle the issue of climate change, 
reformed citizen and civilsociety participation in 
envir onmental matters and pushed for the estab
lishment of the European Environment Agency to 
provide a sound basis for policymaking by assem
bling comparative environmental data. Not only 
did academic observers highlight the role of the EU 
as a leading actor in international environmental 
policy, it was also the declared ambition of the in
stitutions, notably the European Commission, to 
present the EU as an important promoter of the 
environment, and an international leader  (2). This 
chapter will offer an account of how the European 
Commission contributed to the development of 
European envir onmental pol icy between 1986 and 
2000. To this end the chapter describes and  assesses 
its activities,  initiatives and achievements, but also 

(2) Zito, A. R., ‘The European Union as an environmental leader in a global 
environment’, in Oosthoek, J. and Gills, B.  K. (eds), The globalization of 
 environmental crisis, Routledge, Abingdon, 2008, pp. 8194. Interview with 
Margaret BrusascoMackenzie, 22 March 2017.
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the  administrative and political changes within the 
Commission, notably Dir ectorateGeneral (DG) XI 
(Envir onment, Nuclear Safety and  Civil Protec
tion). The chapter thus seeks to combine policy and 
institutional history, along with import ant insights 
from numerous interviews conducted with some of 
the DG’s leading officials. However, in order to situ
ate the Commission’s environmental politics and 
pol icies in their historical and political context, it 
is important to begin with a discussion of the main 
trends in general international environmental  policy.

International contexts

When the environment emerged as a new area of 
policymaking in the early 1970s, both at national 
level and in international organisations, the EC also 
established its own environmental policy, despite 
the lack of an explicit treaty base. The Commis
sion proposed farreaching rules on various aspects 
of environmental policy, including the new areas 
of pollution control  — water, air, chemicals and 
waste. Even the most reluctant Member States pre
ferred common, uniform European environmental 
rules to a maze of national rulemaking that would 
have created new obstacles in the common market. 
However, the Commission also established itself in 
the second, more traditional area of environmental 
policy, namely nature conservation, previously the 
turf of the Council of Europe. The birds directive 
of 1979 was the first piece of EC natureprotection 
le gislation. Along with the Community’s partici
pation from 1982 onwards in international conven
tions on nature protection, such as the Berne Con
vention on the Conservation of European Wildlife 
and Habitat Protection and the Bonn Convention 
on Migratory Species of Wild Animals of 1979, it 
formed the basis for the more comprehensive habi
tats directive of 1992, the most farreaching piece of 
supranational nature protection law achieved during 

the period discussed in this chapter (1). Despite the 
need to achieve unanimous support in the Coun
cil a substantial body of environmental legislation 
exist ed by 1985: 120 directives, 14 regulations and 
27 decisions  (2). Initially the EC institutions took 
up key policy ideas discussed internationally, such 
as the ‘polluterpays’ principle, from other interna
tional organisations such as the Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), 
and redefined them for their own institutional con
text (3). ‘We borrowed from wherever we could get 
and where it was valuable’, said a former official 
highlighting this practice  (4). This continued even 
after the EC had increasingly become a selfdeclared 
international leader in this policy area. However, 
the Community also started exporting norms and 
principles to the international level: for instance the 
impact assessment directive of 1985, itself heavily in
fluenced by US legislation from the 1970s, in turn 
became a model for the United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe (UNECE) Espoo Conven
tion on Environmental Impact Assessment in 1991. 
The directive’s citizenparticipation rules laid the 
 basis for the 1998 UNECE Aarhus Convention.

Input for policy projects also came from national gov
ernments. This often provided a window of oppor
tunity for the Commission to act. Responding to the 
domestic debate on dying forests (Waldsterben)  (5), 
the West German government promoted catalytic 
converters and new European emissions standards 
for cars and, from 1983, lifted its resistance to stricter 

(1) Meyer, J.H., ‘Saving migrants: a transnational network supporting supra
national bird protection policy in the 1970s’, in Kaiser, W., Leucht, B. 
and Gehler, M. (eds), Transnational networks in regional integration  — 
 Governing Europe 1945-83, ‘Palgrave Studies in European Union Politics’ 
collection, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2010, pp.  176198; Council 
Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 (OJ L 206, 22.7.1992, p. 7). See also 
interview with Richard Wainwright, 7 April 2017.

(2) Garner, R., Environmental politics — Britain, Europe and the global envir-
onment, second edition, ‘Contemporary Political Studies’ collection, Pal
grave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2000, p. 104.

(3) Meyer, J.H., ‘Who should pay for pollution? The OECD, the Euro pean 
Communities and the emergence of environmental policy in the early 
1970s’, European Review of History: Revue européenne d’ histoire, Vol.  24, 
No 3, Routledge, Abingdon, 2017, pp. 377398.

(4) Interview with Margaret BrusascoMackenzie, 22 March 2017.
(5) Metzger, B., „Erst stirbt der Wald, dann du!“. Das Waldsterben als west-

deutsches Politikum (1978-1986), Campus Verlag, Frankfurt, 2015.
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EC rules on power stations. Thus it encouraged and 
supported Commission proposals to this effect in the 
mid 1980s, and the Commission’s international work 
on longrange air pollution within the framework of 
UNECE, where the issue had been discussed since 
the late 1960s (1). 

The latter half of the 1980s saw important changes 
in international debates on the environment, in the 
central issues, problem definition and instruments. 
First, from the mid 1980s onwards climate change 
was increasingly becoming the most prominent 

(1) Zito, A. R., Creating environmental policy in the European Union, Palgrave 
Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2000, pp.  4987; Wurzel, R.  K.  W., Environ-
mental policy-making in Britain, Germany and the European Union — The 
Europeanisation of air and water pollution control, ‘Issues in Environmen
tal Politics’ collection, Manchester University Press, Manchester, 2006, 
pp. 115154.

 issue in international environmental policy. Ini
tially many international experts and policymakers 
were optimistic that the threat to global climate 
could be successfully tackled. The ban on chloro
fluorocarbons (CFCs), which were causing the hole 
in the ozone layer, along with the Vienna Conven
tion of 1985 and the subsequent Montreal Protocol, 
provided an important model and impetus for this 
policy (2).

Second, the new concept of ‘sustainable develop
ment’ sought to resolve the environment’s uneasy 

(2) Hirst, D.  G., ‘Controlling the agenda: science, policy and the making of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’, in Kaiser, W. and Meyer, 
J.H. (eds), International organizations and environmental protection  — 
Conservation and globalization in the twentieth century, ‘Environment in 
History: International Perspectives’ collection, Vol.  11, Berghahn, New 
York, 2017, pp. 293316.

Gro Harlem Brundtland (right), Prime Minister of Norway, presented her report on the environment and development to Commissioner 
Stanley Clinton Davis (left) in front of the environment monument on 5 May 1987.
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relationship with the aim of economic development 
for the world’s poorer nations. At the first UN Con
ference on the Human Environment, in Stockholm 
in 1972, governments of developing countries, such 
as Brazil, had criticised the environmental agenda 
as a concern of rich countries, and an attempt to 
prevent the developing world from catching up. In 
1987 the Brundtland Commission, with its report 
Our common future  (1), introduced the term ‘sus
tainable development’ to overcome the seeming 
opposition between environment and development, 
or economy and ecology. Instead, in line with the 
increasingly popular idea of ecological modernisa
tion, the report endorsed the integration of envir
onmental objectives across all policies — socalled 
policy integration (2). This new tenet caught on, and 
sustainable development became the leading theme 
of the 1992 Rio United Nations Conference on 
Environment and Development  (3). The Rio con
ference also marked a definitive breakthrough for 
the climate change agenda, the safeguarding of bio
diversity and the adoption of Agenda 21.

Third, resonating with the economically more liberal 
or neoliberal zeitgeist of the 1980s, in some Member 
States, notably the Netherlands, and international 
organisations, notably the OECD, the tradition
al instruments of environmental policymaking by 
binding legislation came under attack. Legal pre
scriptions, emissions targets and quality standards 
were increasingly criticised as ‘command and control’ 
measures. They were considered to be ineffective and 
inferior to marketbased instruments, which offered 
economic incentives to consumers and industry to 

(1) World Commission on Environment and Development, Our common 
 future, UN Documents, 1987: http://www.undocuments.net/our 
commonfuture.pdf; Borowy, I., Defining sustainable development for our 
common future — A history of the World Commission on Environment and 
Development (Brundtland Commission), Routledge, Abingdon, 2014.

(2) Weale, A. and Williams, A., ‘Between economy and ecology? The single 
market and the integration of environmental policy’, in Judge, D. (ed.), 
A green dimension for the European Community  — Political issues and 
 processes, Frank Cass, London, 1993, pp. 4564.

(3) Macekura, S., Of limits and growth — The rise of global sustainable develop-
ment in the twentieth century, ‘Global and International History’ collection, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2015; Borowy, Defining sustain-
able development for our common future.

avoid pollution. Rather than forcing them to change 
their behaviour by law, consumers and industry were 
to be induced by economic instruments to consume 
and produce in a more environmentally friendly 
manner. This idea was not altogether new to the EC. 
In the mid 1970s it had informed some of the first 
pieces of environmental legislation  — the (though 
nonbinding) recommendations on the polluterpays 
principle  (4). In the face of visible implementation 
deficits and the discourse on sustainability, and not 
least in the context of the single market programme, 
a younger generation of EC officials, often trained 
in economics  — such as Jos Delbeke, subsequent
ly the leading architect of the EU emissions trad
ing scheme  — developed and promoted the use of 
ecotaxes and other economic instruments (5).

Two international events external to the Commu
nity nevertheless had an important impact on the 
EC’s environmental policy during this period. In 
1986 the fallout from the Chernobyl nuclear power 
plant heightened awareness of environmental and 
health impacts across borders. The catastrophic ac
cident in the Soviet Union revived the controversy 
about nuclear power, and environmental problems 
more generally, across many Member States, notably 
West Germany. Given its responsibility for nuclear 
safety, the Commission’s DG  XI had to respond 
both through shortterm measures and by introdu
cing new legislation, notably a directive in 1989 on 
how best to inform citizens in case of nuclear acci
dents in the future (6).

The collapse of socialism in central and eastern Eur
ope in 1989 opened the door for new opportunities 
for cooperation and support in the area of environ
mental policy. German reunification meant the 
 extension of EC rules to the former East Germany, 
but also shifted the German government’s attention 

(4) Meyer, ‘Who should pay for pollution?’.
(5) Zito, Creating environmental policy in the European Union, pp.  8994; 

 interview with Marius Enthoven, 27 September 2016.
(6) Interview with Marius Enthoven, 27 September 2016; Council Directive 

89/618/Euratom of 27 November 1989 (OJ L 357, 7.12.1989, p. 31).

http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-future.pdf
http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-future.pdf
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and priorities to domestic issues, rather than Euro
pean leadership. The collapse of Eastern industries 
drastically reduced pollution and carbon dioxide 
emissions, but at the cost of record levels of unem
ployment and economic distress. In the 1990s, across 
Europe, more traditional security and economic 
concerns again gained precedence over environmen
tal issues, particularly as many European countries 
suffered from economic problems. Former Director 
General Marius Enthoven summarised the spirit of 
the time as follows: 

‘The disappearance of the Cold War brought 
a feeling that “we now have to give more 
attention to other problems that are of 
major importance to us, as Europeans”. 
Unfortunately, the environment wasn’t one 
of them at that time’ (1).

Nevertheless, Phare (the programme of aid to cen
tral and east European countries) had an important 
environmental component (2). At the same time, the 
end of the Cold War also removed political obstacles 
to northern enlargement. Three wealthy nations — 
Austria, Finland and Sweden, all of which supported 
ambitious environmental policies — joined the Euro
pean Union in 1995 (3). 

Internal developments

Between 1986 and 2000 five different Commission
ers — two of them women — were responsible for 
environmental issues. Except for the Greek Com
missioner Ioannis Paleokrassas (19931995), who 
was a member of the conservative Nea Dimokratia, 
all the Commissioners for the Environment were 
members of parties of the left. Often their portfolios 
also included other policies. Between 1985 and 1989 

(1) Interview with Marius Enthoven, 27 September 2016.
(2) See Chapter 20.3 ‘The opening of accession negotiations with the countries 

of central and eastern Europe’.
(3) See Chapter 20.2 ‘The accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden (1995)’.

Stanley Clinton Davis, a British Labour politician, 
was Commissioner for Transport, the Environment 
and Nuclear Safety, and initially also responsible 
for Consumer Protection. While apparently he 
originally prioritised transport and consumer pro
tection over the environment, he increasingly grew 
to support the environmental cause, and when he 
had to give up one of his portfolios he retained the 
environment and gave up con sumer protection (4). 
In the heyday of the single market programme, 
which encouraged European trade, the improve
ment of transport routes frequently clashed with 
environmental objectives. In an emerging  European 

(4) Interview with Ludwig Krämer, 19 September 2017.

‘Road traffic today is a major problem in every town and city.’ 
In October 1990 the Courrier du personnel staff newsletter 
described the problems caused by congestion and pollution  

in urban areas.”
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public sphere  (1) the news media highlighted such 
contradictions and criticised the Commissioner 
for prioritising free trade in the single market over 
national and local environmental policy (2). At the 
same time, much to the dismay of the German car 
industry, but praised by environmentalists, Clinton 
Davis, along with his successor, advocated speed 
limits for vehicles (3).

In 1989 Carlo Ripa di Meana, a ‘flamboyant Ital
ian’  (4) socialist and previously Commissioner for 
Communication, Culture and Tourism, took over 
the Environment, Nuclear Safety and Civil Protec
tion portfolio. Formerly a journalist and director 
of the Venice Film Festival, Ripa di Meana strong
ly promoted ambitious environmental policies  (5). 
Some of his officials praised his ‘fine political judge
ment’ combined with a ‘flair for publicity’  (6). The 
Commissioner supported DG  XI’s legal action 
against Member States that failed to implement en
vironmental legislation (7). A major advocate of the 
carbontax proposal of 1992, he saw this measure as 
an instrument to promote the role of the EC — and 
the Commission — as a leader in international en
vironmental policy in the runup to the Rio confer
ence. When he found his proposals severely watered 
down by fellow Commissioners and the Member 
States, however, he refused to attend the Rio meet
ing, leaving it to his DirectorGeneral Laurens Jan 
Brinkhorst to represent the Commission’s environ
mental policy (8). Ripa di Meana then left the Com
mission to become Minister for the Environment in 

(1) Meyer, J.H., The European public sphere — Media and transnational com-
munication in European integration 1969-1991, ‘Studies on the History of 
European Integration’ collection, No  10, Franz Steiner Verlag, Stuttgart, 
2010.

(2) Schreiber, M., ‘Dieses Europa, nein danke. Wirtschaftskommentar’, Der 
Spiegel, 24 October 1988, p. 121.

(3) ‘Endzeit für Raser. Ein Tempolimit auf deutschen Autobahnen ist längst 
überfällig’, Die Zeit, 19 July 1991.

(4) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.
(5) Schreiber, M. and Schumann, H., ‘„Die Industrie schadet sich selbst“. 

EGKommissar Carlo Ripa di Meana über seinen neuen Umweltkurs für 
Europa’, Der Spiegel, 12 June 1989, pp. 130139.

(6) Johnson, S. P. and Corcelle, G., The environmental policy of the European 
Communities, second edition, ‘International Environmental Law and 
 Policy’ collection, Kluwer Law International, The Hague, 1995.

(7) Interview with Ludwig Krämer, 19 September 2017.
(8) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.

Italy. Subsequently he continued his European car
eer as a Member of the European Parliament, where 
he returned to his original interest in culture,  joining 
the relevant committee. However, immediately after 
the 1994 election he served as a deputy member of 
the Environment Committee for about a year (9).

For a brief period in 1992/1993 the Flemish socialist 
Karel Van Miert, the Commissioner for Transport, 
took over the Environment portfolio. Apparently he 
had already previously been interested in taking on 
environmental policy, and was known for his anti 
nuclear views (10). Between 1993 and 1995 the for
mer Greek Minister of Finance  Ioannis Paleokrassas 
became Commissioner both for the Environment 
and for Fisheries, a Community policy much criti
cised for its problematic environmental consequen
ces. Officials described Commissioner Paleokrassas 
as ‘workmanlike’, with a practical approach to push
ing forward the environmental  agenda (11).

During the Santer Commission (19951999) the 
Commissioner for the Environment and Nuclear 
Safety was no longer responsible for further, poten
tially conflicting policy areas. For the first time the 
Environment portfolio was held by a woman Com
missioner, the Danish social democrat politician 
Ritt Bjerregaard, a former Minister for Education 
and for Social Affairs, and leader of the parliamen
tary party in Denmark. Starting out on the tradi
tionally Eurosceptic left of her party, she became a 
supporter of European integration only after 1989. 
As party spokesperson for agriculture and the envir
onment in the 1980s, she was known for her envir
onmentalist views, such as her critique of intensive 
agriculture. Furthermore, she hailed from a coun
try that was, at the time, among the most ardent 
 advocates of an active environmental policy in Eur
ope. At the Commission she acquired a reputation 

(9) Martens, H. and Schreiber, M. ‘„Die Hohe Schule der Heuchelei“’, Der 
Spiegel, 13 July 1992, pp. 8487.

(10) Schreiber and Schumann, ‘„Die Industrie schadet sich selbst“’.
(11) Interview with Margaret BrusascoMackenzie, 22 March 2017.
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for promoting a greater share of women to leading 
 positions (1).

Bjerregaard’s successor, the Swedish social demo
crat Margot Wallström, took over in 1999. She had 
a similar profile, having previously served as Minis
ter for Culture and Social Affairs, and as a woman 
social democrat politician from Scandinavia. Offi
cials highlighted her interest in the environment, 
her ‘readiness to learn’ and her ability to ‘convince’ 
‘ministers of the environment and others with 
whom she came into contact’  (2). She was respon
sible only for the Environment portfolio, shedding 
responsibility for nuclear safety, which had been 

(1) Possing, B., ‘Ritt Bjerregaard (1941 )’, Dansk Kvindebiografisk Leksikon: 
http://www.kvinfo.dk/side/170/bio/149/; interview with Marius Ent
hoven, 27 September 2016.

(2) Interview with Margaret BrusascoMackenzie, 22 March 2017.

a very controversial and divisive issue in Sweden 
in the aftermath of Chernobyl  (3). Nuclear safety 
 remained the  responsibility of DG Environment, 
but was traditionally located in Luxembourg.

DG XI (Environment, 
Consumer Protection and 
Nuclear Safety)

DG  XI (Environment, Consumer Protection 
and Nuclear Safety) had been established in 1981, 
building on the Service for the Environment and 

(3) Kaijser, A., ‘Redirecting power: Swedish nuclear power policies in histor
ical perspective’, Annual Review of Energy and the Environment, Vol.  17, 
 Annual Reviews, Palo Alto, 1992, p. 437462.

The Prodi Commission joined in with Car-Free Day by cycling to the Parc du Cinquantenaire in Brussels on 22 September 1999.  
From left to right, first row: Margot Wallström, Commissioner for the Environment; Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission;  

and Isabelle Durant, Deputy Prime Minister of Belgium and Minister for Transport.

http://www.kvinfo.dk/side/170/bio/149/
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 Consumer Protection created in 1973. From 1989 
onwards it was renamed Environment, Nuclear 
Safety and Civil Protection, and shed its respon
sibility for consumer protection, which became a 
separate service. In 2000 the Roman numerals were 
abolished and the DG was simply named the Envir
onment DG, even though it still comprised nuclear 
safety and civil protection. 

During this period the DG expanded drastically, 
from two directorates in 1986 — only one of which 
was devoted to the environment, the other to con
sumer protection  — to two directorates devoted 
to environmental issues  — Nuclear Safety, Waste 
Management, Prevention and Control of Pollution; 
and Protection of Water and the Air, and Conserva
tion — in 1987. In the autumn of 1990 its respon
sibilities were reshuffled into three direct orates  — 
Nuclear Safety, Industry and the Environment, 
Civil Protection; Environmental Quality and Nat
ural Resources; and Environmental Instruments 
and International Affairs — to tackle the growing 
debate about new instruments in environmental 
pol icy and the increasing international role of the 
Commission in the runup to Rio. A fourth direct
orate was added in 1995, separating Environmental 
Instruments from General and International Mat
ters, some of which had also previously been under 
the direct responsibility of the director general. 
 Finally, a fifth directorate, Industry and Environ
ment, was established in 1996, removing the re
sponsibility for industry from the Nuclear and Civil 
Protection directorate. The number of administra
tive units also grew steeply, from five (plus four dir
ectly under the purview of the directorgeneral) in 
1986 to 18 (plus five reporting directly to the direct
orgeneral) in 2000 (1).

(1) Directory of the Commission of the European Communities, Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, issues 19861993; 
Directory of the European Commission, Office for Official Publications of the 
European Communities, Luxembourg, issues 19931994; Interinstitutional 
directory — European Union, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, issues 19941996; Who’s who in the European 
Union? Interinstitutional directory, Office for Official Publications of the 
 European Communities, Luxembourg, issues 19972000.

Despite this expansion there was strong continuity 
in the senior staff, many of whom had started their 
careers in the original Service for the Environment 
and Consumer Protection established in the early 
1970s, and stayed on well into the 1990s. A number 
of those officials who had joined early rose through 
the ranks to become heads of unit, special advisers 
and directors. What could be described as the Com
mission’s ‘first green generation’ (2), those joining in 
the early 1970s, had been able to shape the content 
of the new policy right from the beginning. They 
had gained special expertise, and were frequently 
personally committed to the environmental cause, 
therefore they were eager to return to DG XI after 
stints in other DGs or the European Parliament (3). 
Some of the leading officials effectively spent their 
entire Commission career in the service and sub
sequently in DG  XI  — such as nuclear engineer 
and later director Claude Pleinevaux, recruited 
by founding director Michel Carpentier from the 
Commission’s Joint Research Centre in Ispra as one 
of the four officials to work with him to prepare the 
new Community policy in 1971 (4). 

A number of those national officials who joined 
later in leadership positions — such as Jørgen Hen
ningsen, recruited to become a director, or even the 
DirectorGeneral Marius Enthoven — were part of 
their respective countries’ ‘first green gener ation’. 
They had worked in  — and effectively helped to 
build up — national environment  ministries. They 
therefore brought crucial external expertise in the 
field of the environment and awareness of national 
practices. This helped in tackling implementation 
problems and in dealing with national perspectives 
and preferences in policy making. Coming from 
some of the leading countries in environmental 
policy in Europe  — Denmark and the Nether
lands  — these officials helped to introduce new 

(2) Rome, A., The genius of Earth Day  — How a 1970 teach-in unexpectedly 
made the first green generation, Hill & Wang, New York, 2013.

(3) Interviews with Margaret BrusascoMackenzie, 22  March 2017; and 
 Stanley Johnson, 9 June 2017.

(4) Interview with Claude Pleinevaux, 24 March 2017.
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practices and ideas, such as experiments with eco
nomic instruments familiar to Enthoven from the 
Dutch administration (1).

Enthoven (19941997) was one of the two Dutch 
directorsgeneral who managed the enormous pro
cess of change and growth in the DG. As Direct or
General of the Dutch Environmental Ministry he 
had already been a candidate for this position in the 
Commission in the 1980s. However, the first Dutch 
directorgeneral was Laurens Jan Brinkhorst (1987
1994). Two British nationals preceded and followed 
the two Dutchmen: Anthony John Fairclough, who 
was directorgeneral until 1986; and James Currie, 
who took over from Enthoven.

Brinkhorst had arrived at the position of direct or
general as a ‘generalist’, a lawyer with a background 
in politics, without much preparation for this specific 
portfolio:

‘I was not a specialist on environmental 
issues. My specialty is more Europe as a 
general structure’ (2).

Trained in law in Leiden and at Columbia Univer
sity, he briefly worked for a law firm in New York 
City in the early 1960s. Back in Leiden, from 1962 
onwards he was one of the young lawyers establish
ing the academic field of European law  (3). He was 
one of the founding editors of the Common Market 
Law Review and director of the Europe Institute. 
In 1967, aged 27, he became the first Chair of Euro
pean Law in Groningen. By that time Brinkhorst had 
 already started a career in politics, joining the new 
liberal party D66 upon its foundation in 1966. He 

(1) Interviews with Jørgen Henningsen, 29  September 2017; and Marius 
 Enthoven, 27 September 2016.

(2) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.
(3) Brinkhorst, L. J., ‘Het Europees Parlement en de voorrang van het Ge

meenschapsrecht’, Sociaal Economische Wetgeving, Vol. 13, Tjeenk Willink, 
Zwolle, 1965, pp. 633644. See for example Rasmussen, M., ‘Establishing 
a constitutional practice: the role of the European law associations’, in 
Kaiser, W. and Meyer, J.H. (eds), Societal actors in European integration — 
 Polity-building and policy-making 1958-1992, ‘Palgrave Studies in Euro
pean Union Politics’ collection, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2013, 
pp. 173196.

was Dutch Minister for European Affairs for D66 
in the 1970s, and leader of the parliamentary party 
until the early 1980s. In 1982 he was offered the pos
ition of European Commission ambassador to Japan. 
It was from this position that he arrived in 1987 as 
 Direct orGeneral for Environment, Consumer Pro
tection and Nuclear Safety.

He was thus well versed in politics and policymak
ing, including international politics. He travelled 
frequently to take part in international  negotiations. 
During his time as directorgeneral four major in
ternational conventions were concluded with sig
nificant Commission involvement: ‘Biodiversity, 
climate change, the Basel Chemical Convention on 
dangerous waste and the Montreal Protocol on the 
ozone layer’ (4).

Brinkhorst sought to build bridges with national 
governments and ministries, to facilitate the ex
change of expertise and to help lawmaking and 
implementation. For instance, he established the 

(4) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.

The fourth action programme (1987-1992) established the link 
between environmental protection, economic growth and job 

creation. The environmental dimension was integrated into all 
economic and social policies.
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 opportunity for national officials to serve for a num
ber of years as national experts within the Commis
sion. Brinkhorst also started the socalled Environ
ment Policy Review Group, consisting of national 
direct orsgeneral from environmental ministries 
and the Commission, which met three to four times 
a year. This served to coordinate policies more close
ly and to build trust. Upon his departure from the 
Commission, in 1994, Brinkhorst was elected to the 
Euro pean Parliament. He left environmental policy 
behind and moved to a new field, as a member of 
the Budgetary Committee. Ironically, as Minister 
of Agriculture in the Netherlands (19992002), 
a country with ‘an enormous surplus of manure 
 because of its intensive farming’, he was responsible 
for the implementation of the nitrates directive (1). 
Along with the urban waste water directive (2) this 
was one of the two important pieces of water pro
tection legislation Brinkhorst had helped to enact 
as directorgeneral in 1991 (3). 

By contrast, Marius Enthoven had devoted his en
tire career to the environment and was clearly part 
of his country’s first green generation. ‘I came rather 
as an expert, someone who had an experience in en
vironmental management not so much yet in Euro
pean policymaking and I came with a very personal 
agenda, so to say, to help develop a sustainable envir
onmental policy for Europe’ (4). While Brinkhorst 
had excelled in politics and international relations, 
Enthoven’s strength lay in his specific policy expert
ise and his focus on administration and effective 
bureaucratic management. Originally trained in 
aerospace engineering at the Technical University 
of Delft, Enthoven, like Brinkhorst, had also spent 
some time at an Ivy League university in the United 
States, as a researcher at Princeton. After 5 years of 
research at the Dutch National Aerospace Research 

(1) Council Directive 91/676/EEC of 12  December 1991 (OJ L  375, 
31.12.1991, p. 1).

(2) Council Directive 91/271/EEC of 21  May 1991 (OJ L  135, 30.5.1991, 
p. 40).

(3) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.
(4) Interview with Marius Enthoven, 27 September 2016.

Centre he joined the nascent Dutch Environment 
Ministry in 1972, the year of the UN Stockholm 
Conference on the Human Environment. He start
ed out as director of technology, dealing with issues 
such as noise, nuclear energy and industrial safety. 
From 1980 he was chief inspector for environmental 
protection, thus becoming very familiar with issues 
of implementation. In 1986 he served as national 
coordinator for the Chernobyl accident, and then 
in 1988 he was promoted to the rank of director 
general in the Dutch Environmental Ministry. Thus 
he was part of the directorsgeneral group estab
lished by Brinkhorst, and hence quite familiar with 
European environmental lawmaking. This was a key 
role at a time when Denmark, West Germany and 
the Netherlands were joining forces to advance en
vironmental policy in the EU (5). Enthoven brought 
bestpractice experience in terms of both policy con
tent — the push for economic instruments — and 
administrative practice. Based on his experience in 
the Dutch civil service, where he had carried out 
an administrative reform, but also in line with the 
Commission’s SEM 2000 (sound and efficient man
agement) recommendations  (6), Enthoven engaged 
in a thorough reform of the DG’s management (7). 
Supported by external management consultants, 
in a process that involved substantial engagement 
with staff, Enthoven introduced the MOVE (im
proved management, efficient organisation, clearer 
vision for a better environment) programme  (8), 
which was to ‘seek improved synergies, rationalise 
planning and operational decisions to the resources 
available, improve communication networks, make 
attribution of responsibility clear and unambigu
ous, and  develop notions of service and interchange, 
these  being essential elements of a broadly appre
ciated corporate plan’  (9). Apart from  enhancing 

(5) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.
(6) European Commission, DG XI, DG XI action plan, 1997-1999: improved 

management, efficient organisation, clearer vision for a better environment, 
1996, p. 3. This DG XI action plan was finalised on 19 November 1996 and 
officially presented to all DG XI staff later that year.

(7) Interview with Marius Enthoven, 27 September 2016.
(8) European Commission, DG XI, DG XI action plan, 1997-1999.
(9) Ibid., p. 2.
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 management and communication, MOVE also 
specified priority issues — derived from the fifth en
vironmental action programme and presented in the 
five I’s: ‘Integration, Instruments, Implementation, 
 Information and International’ (1). This more struc
tured approach to management was also a response 
to the quick growth of the DG during these years. 
At the same time, Enthoven emphasised: ‘I must say 
that the people in DG XI were generally very com
mitted and motivated for the environment’ (2).

Consultation and 
cooperation in 
policymaking

In order to be effective in policymaking, from the 
very beginning the Commission’s environmen

(1) Ibid., p. 33.
(2) Interview with Marius Enthoven, 27 September 2016.

tal policymakers engaged in consultation so as to 
 gather expertise and to produce proposals that 
would be supported by national governments in 
the decisionmaking process. The Environment and 
Consumer Protection Service, and subsequently 
DG  XI, sought to build alliances across the insti
tutions, for example with the relevant committee 
of the Euro pean Parliament and with the relevant 
 departments at national level, but also with civil 
society, including environmental groups  (3). This 
was also reflected in the organisational structure 
of DG XI. A unit directly attached to the director 
general was responsible not only for environmental 
information and education, but also for relations 
with the other Community institutions, includ
ing the Economic and Social Committee, which in 
the EC’s institutional system represented capital, 
labour and, increasingly, civil society. Its head of 
unit, Claude Pleinevaux, was also responsible for 
the Euro pean Year of the Environment in 1987, 

(3) Meyer, ‘Saving migrants’.

The European Union invests in wind energy, among other sources of clean, renewable energy.
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which was accompanied by a broad range of aware
nessraising activities. Relations with the European 
Parliament, particularly its Environment Commit
tee, became increasingly important in providing 
an ally for DG  XI, as the European Parliament 
gained a greater say in the decisionmaking process 
with the Single European Act and the Maastricht 
 Treaty, along with its traditional role in the budget
ary procedure  (1). The abovementioned Environ
ment Policy Review Group introduced by Brink
horst, consisting of national directorsgeneral from 
envir onmental ministries and the Commission, 
helped the DG to keep in touch with the Member 
States (2). 

From the mid 1980s onwards DG  XI also 
met with a growing number of environmental 
nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) pres
ent in  Brussels. In 1974 the Commission had 
helped to establish the European Environmental 
Bureau  (3), and until 1986, when Friends of the 
Earth set up shop — followed by the World Wide 
Fund for Nature (WWF) in 1987, Greenpeace in 
1988 and Climate Network Europe in 1989, along 
with further groups subsequently — this venerable 
single  European umbrella environmental NGO 
enjoyed a virtual monopoly as an interlocutor for 
the Commission. Environmental groups started 
coordinating and dividing up their work to offer 
specific kinds of expertise to the Commission. 
Environmental NGOs had always found it more 
difficult to organise at the European level than 
business, with its more material interests. At the 
same time such NGOs were important allies for 
the Commission, as legitimate representatives of 
general citizens’  interests and with their expertise 
and role as watchdogs, notably concerning the 

(1) For example Directory of the Commission of the European Communities 
(January 1988), p. 57; interviews with Claude Pleinevaux, 24 March 2017; 
and Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017. See also Chapter 8.3 ‘From love 
affair to stand off: relations with the European Parliament’.

(2) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.
(3) Meyer, J.H., ‘Greening Europe? Environmental interest groups and the 

Euro peanization of a new policy field’, Comparativ, Vol. 20, No 3, Univer
sität Leipzig, Leipzig, 2010, pp. 83104.

 implementation of national  legislation. To balance 
the financial clout of business interests the Com
mission offered financial support for environmen
tal NGOs. In the late 1990s, as part of the  growing 
debate about and the attempt to help create a 
Euro pean civil society  (4), the European Union 
provided almost EUR 3 million of annual funding 
to EUlevel environmental NGOs. Such NGOs re
ceived money for three types of activities: first, for 
their work in ‘information on the environment’, 
including providing Community institutions, 
professionals and policymakers with documenta
tion on the environment; second, for an ‘analysis 
of environmental activities’, which was effectively 
research work on EUrelevant issues; and third, for 
‘cooperation between actors in the environment 
and NGOs active at the European level’. 40 % of 
the funding was allocated for each of the first two 
activities, while the remaining 20  % was for the 
last area, the cooper ation work (5).

A similar kind of cooperation between different 
types of interest groups had already been pioneered 
in 1993, when DirectorGeneral Enthoven start
ed the General Consultative Forum on the Envir
onment  (6). The forum consisted of 32 members 
‘ appointed on a personal basis by the Commission’, 
‘eminent personalities from European industry, the 
business world, regional and local authorities, pro
fessional associations, union, environmental protec
tion and consumer organizations’. While the forum 
was remarkably inclusive, fossilfuel companies, not
ably gas and oil interests, were disproportionately 
represented among the businesses, for example by 
the President of Statoil, the Norwegian oil produ
cer, by Dansk Naturgas, the Danish gas provider, 
and by representatives of ENI from Italy and  British 

(4) COM(2001)  428 final, 25  July 2001, ‘European governance  — A White 
Paper’; also footnote 9 on page 14 of the White Paper providing a definition.

(5) Council Decision No  97/872/EC of 16  December 1997 (OJ L  354, 
30.12.1997, p. 25).

(6) HAEC, BAC 549/1998/50, ‘Note for the attention of all directors general 
on the first meeting of the General Consultative Forum (13 January 1994)’, 
22 December 1993.
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 Petroleum from Germany (1). Working closely with 
such a broad range of interests, and encouraging 
them to agree on a common vision, provided the 
Commission with a consensual basis for developing 
 further legislation  (2). The Commission thus also 
laid the basis for ‘transversal lobbying’, as it is referred 
to by research on interest representation: lobbying 
based on the cooperation of different interests  (3). 
This approach further reflected the sustainability 
agenda, which sought to integrate environmental 
and economic development ambitions, rather than 
highlighting the conflicts between them.

(1) European Commission, Statements on sustainable development  — The 
 General Consultative Forum on the Environment, 1993-96, Office for 
 Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1997, 
p. 5; list of participants (12 November 1996).

(2) See also the text box on the major professional and employer organisations 
in Chapter 10.

(3) Kaiser, W. and Meyer, J.H., ‘Beyond governments and supranational 
 institutions: societal actors in European integration’, in Kaiser and Meyer, 
Societal actors in European integration, p. 10.

Establishing the European 
Environment Agency

In addition to these bodies, used to gather political 
and expert views from European society and insti
tutions, the Commission also attempted to improve 
its own basis of expertise and comparative scientific 
and technical information about the environment. 
While the idea for a European Environment Agen
cy goes back to the early days of European environ
mental policy, in the late 1980s reliable information 
seemed an ever more important prerequisite for ef
fective policymaking. It also helped to reinforce the 
credibility and legitimacy of environmental policy. 
At the time DG Environment was routinely  facing 
attacks from within the Commission, such as DG 
Industry, and from industry interest groups, which 
claimed that environmental policy was  largely 

Ritt Bjerregaard, Commissioner for the Environment and Nuclear Safety (right), met the Executive Director of Greenpeace 
International Thilo Bode (left), at the European Commission on 11 September 1995.
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 driven by ideology and irrationalism  (1). Hence 
more comprehensive data provided an important 
argu ment that DG  XI’s policies were based on 
sound scientific evidence.

The Rhodes European Council of 1988 discussed 
this aspect and recognised, in a ‘Declaration on the 
environment’, that ‘Effective action will in many 
cases require better scientific research and under
standing’ (2). In January 1989, with this green light 
from the governments, Commission President 
Jacques Delors — whose views on the environment 
were slowly evolving and becoming more positive 
throughout his period of office, notably as the envir
onment was embedded in a broader sustainability 
agenda, also including socioeconomic issues  (3)  — 
personally supported this aim in a speech to the 
Euro pean Parliament. He highlighted the Com
mission’s ambition that ‘Europe must clearly give 
a lead’ on environmental issues, and specified the 
tasks of such an agency: ‘The Commission will pro
pose the introduction of environmental measure
ment and verification which could be the precursor 
of a European environmental agency. The object of 
the exercise will be to create and then establish links 
between regional and national systems, whether 
public or private, to give us a network responsible 
for measurement, verification, certification, infor
mation and sounding the alert. Our neighbours 
would obviously be free to join in the venture and 
the system could even be linked with world systems 
or networks in due course’ (4).

Indeed, as the 1990 regulation that established 
the agency also made clear  (5), the European 

(1) Interview with Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, 24 April 2017.
(2) Conclusions of the Presidency of the European Council, Rhodes, 2 and 3 De

cember 1988, Annex I: ‘Statement on the Environment’, p. 11: http://www.
consilium.europa.eu/media/20597/1988_december__rhodes__eng_.pdf

(3) Interview with Geneviève Pons, 21 June 2017.
(4) European Commission, ‘Statement on the broad lines of Commission 

 policy presented by Jacques Delors, President of the Commission, to the 
European Parliament’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, 
No 1, 1989, p. 14.

(5) Council Regulation (EEC) No  1210/90 of 7  May 1990 (OJ L  120, 
11.5.1990, p. 1).

 Environment Agency did not conform to the US 
model of the Environmental Protection Agency es
tablished by Richard Nixon in 1969, with its strong 
executive powers. Rather it was a body coordinat
ing and bringing together research from across the 
Member States and the neighbouring countries, the 
ecologies of which were very obviously interlinked. 
Its ‘network’ structure and devotion to research and 
information collection made it clear that the agen
cy’s task was to help improve policymaking, rather 
than making policy itself. Accordingly, the head of 
the task force to establish the agency did not hail 
from DG XI, but from DG XII (Science, Research 
and Development). Philippe Bourdeau, a Belgian 
who had obtained a PhD in ecology in the 1950s in 
the United States, had built up biological research at 
the European Communities’ joint Nuclear Research 
Centre at Ispra in the 1960s. Since 1971, as head of 
division and subsequently director in DG  XII, he 
was one of the leading officials in establishing envir
onmental research. Due to intergovernmental dis
agreement about where to locate the agency it only 
opened its doors in Copenhagen in 1993 (6). 

One of the agency’s first activities was the Dobríš 
assessment, named after the expert group’s first 
meeting place: a palace near Prague. It was an un
precedented stocktaking exercise on the European 
environment, bringing together environmental in
formation from almost all European countries, in
cluding both Member States and nonmembers. The 
initiative for this assessment goes back to UNECE, 
in the wake of the Rio conference. The report was 
prepared in cooperation with other international 
organisations, including the Council of Europe, 
the OECD, the International Union for Conserva
tion of Nature and Natural Resources and various 
UN bodies. In order to evaluate change over time, 
the Euro pean Environment Agency subsequently 

(6) Bourdeau, P., ‘The European Environmental Agency in the context of the 
European Community environmental policy’, Columbia Journal of World 
Business, Vol. 27, No 3/4, Elsevier, New York, 1992, pp. 112119; interview 
with Philippe Bourdeau, 15 September 2016.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20597/1988_december_-_rhodes__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20597/1988_december_-_rhodes__eng_.pdf
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 repeated this assessment exercise — which included 
a stocktaking of the different environmental media, 
such as air, water, soil, etc.  — in 1998, 2003 and 
2007 (1). 

Environmental action 
programmes and policy

The guidelines for environmental policymaking were 
laid down in environmental action programmes, 
starting with the first such programme, drawn up in 
1973. The period covered by this chapter coincides 
with the fourth and fifth action programmes. The 
action programmes set out policy principles, policy 
priorities and a draft programme of lawmaking.

The fourth environmental action programme, for 
19871992, coincided with the single market pro
gramme, which sought to abolish obstacles to trade 
in order to eventually realise the common market 
that the original treaties had envisioned. Clearly, 
encouraging crossborder trade would lead to in
creased transport, thus implying negative environ
mental consequences. At the same time the single 
market programme led to a huge boost in Com
mission activism that also spilled over into DG XI, 
which grew substantially at the time.

In the wake of Chernobyl, which raised environ
mental awareness across Europe, the action pro
gramme emphasised the need for a high level of 
protection and inserted the preventive principle 
into the list of policy principles. The programme 
placed substantial emphasis on the need to imple
ment environmental policy more effectively. En
vironmental education  — a prominent issue since 
the beginning of the policy, and even dating back 

(1) Bourdeau, P. and Stanners, D. (eds), Europe’s environment  — The Dobříš 
assessment, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 
Luxembourg, 1995; interview with Philippe Bourdeau, 15 September 2016.

to the UN’s Stockholm Declaration of 1972 (2) — 
was also emphasised, with the expectation that this 
would change citizens’ behaviour. Given the flurry 
of lawmaking activities in the context of the single 
market programme, the action programme high
lighted the need to integrate envir onmental object
ives into other policy areas, including agriculture. 
The programme also emphasised the growing role 
of the Communities, and the Commission, in inter
national environmental policy (3).

The subsequent fifth environmental action pro
gramme of 1993, which covered the years until 
the millennium, fully reflected the Commission’s 
prominent involvement in Rio and the rise of the 
sustainability agenda  — already referred to in its 
title  (4). This programme was the application, at 

(2) Meyer, J.H., Appropriating the environment: how the European  institutions 
received the novel idea of the environment and made it their own, ‘KFG Work
ing Paper’ collection, No 31, KollegForschergruppe, ‘The  Transformative 
Power of Europe’, Berlin, 2011.

(3) Resolution of the Council of the European Communities and of the repre
sentatives of the Governments of the Member States, meeting within the 
Council of 19 October 1987 on the continuation and implementation of a 
European Community policy and action programme on the environment 
(19871992) (OJ C 328, 7.12.1987, p. 1).

(4) Resolution of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of 
the Member States, meeting within the Council of 1 February 1993, on a 
Community programme of policy and action in relation to the environ
ment and sustainable development (OJ C 138, 17.5.1993, p. 1).

On 21 November 2000 Margot Wallström, Commissioner for the 
Environment, attended the sixth Conference of the Parties (COP6) 
to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) in The Hague, Netherlands.
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European level, of Agenda 21. This meant a consid
erable departure from previous action programmes, 
with a notable emphasis on policy instruments 
 other than legislation, namely ‘marketbased and 
other economic instruments, research and develop
ment, information, education and training, finan
cial support mechanisms, voluntary schemes’ (1). In 
response to the debate on subsidiarity the  proposal 
also flagged areas for priority European action, 
namely industry, energy, transport, agriculture and 
tourism  (2). This involved, as a starting point, in
creased cooperation with other directorates general 
on better integration of environmental concerns 
into their policies, which was not always easy.

The Commission’s efforts to enhance European 
environmental law resulted in major successes, 
such as in nature protection with the 1992 habitats 
dir ective, which grew both out of the earlier birds 
directive and also out of the boost that the World 
Conservation Strategy of the International Union 
for Conservation of Nature and Natural  Resour ces 

(1) Ibid.
(2) ‘Towards sustainability — A European Community programme of policy 

and action in relation to the environment and sustainable development’ (OJ 
C 138, 17.5.1993, p. 5).

had brought about at the international level  (3). 
Other legislative efforts, notably the proposal for 
a carbon tax, were not successful, not least because 
some governments, notably that of the United 
Kingdom, wanted to preserve their sovereignty over 
tax affairs (4). More positively, this period also saw 
the ratification, at European level, of numerous in
ternational conventions, notably conventions on 
global climate change and biodiversity, along with 
the Basel Convention on waste. 

LIFE — the financial instrument for 
the environment

During the 1990s the EU, for the first time, 
began to provide substantial funding to 
environmental policy initiatives, as part of the 
diversification of EU funding away from its 
primary orientation towards agricultural 
spending. In 1991-1992 a first short-term 
instrument, ACNAT (action by the Community 
relating to nature conservation), funded 
measures to support the birds directive and the 
introduction of the 1992 habitats directive, and 
the EU launched LIFE as a more permanent 
funding structure to support environmental 
policy measures. The initial LIFE I framework 
(1992-1995) supported 731 projects ranging 
from waste reduction and recycling to the 
modernisation of environmental monitoring. 
LIFE II (1996-1999) had a much larger budget 
of EUR 3.4 billion, and a more complex tripartite 
structure: ‘LIFE nature’ financed the network of 
Natura 2000 sites and the study of biodiversity 
in Europe; ‘LIFE environment’ focused on actions 
in the field of pollution control and waste 
management; and, given the cross-border 
connections of Europe’s environment and the 
preparation for enlargement, ‘LIFE third 
countries’ funded the implementation of 
environmental measures in neighbouring 
countries (such as the Mediterranean and Baltic 
states).

(3) Resolution on the continuation and implementation of a European Com
munity policy and action programme on the environment (19871992), 
p. 30, paragraph 5.1.4.

(4) Interview with Geneviève Pons, 21 June 2017; for a very thorough analysis 
see Zito, Creating environmental policy in the European Union, pp. 88120.

Via the LIFE instrument, the Community provided financial 
assistance to pilot projects in the area of the environment.  

In Italy, algae-based paper was manufactured.
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Conclusion

European environmental policy in the late 1980s 
and 1990s was in many respects substantially dif
ferent from the policy development during the first 
one and a half decades from the early 1970s, when 
a European environmental policy had first been put 
in place. Its contexts  — international, European 
and domestic — were rapidly changing. The policy’s 
guiding concepts and material content focused on 
what could be described as a ‘second generation’ of 
environmental issues: sustainability, climate change, 
biodiversity, the use of new economic instruments 
and policy integration. Arguably, this redefined 
what environmental policy meant. Despite certain 
continuities in policymaking and policy evolution, 
for example from the birds directive to the habitats 
directive, in many cases the new legislation looked 
substantially different. Of course, old problems 
persisted, such as problems of implementation, but 
these were more proactively addressed by the Com
mission, which took Member States to court in 
 infringement procedures (1) and which, throughout 
the 1990s, used funding tools to encourage more 
economically sound policies, notably via the LIFE 
programme and the European Regional Develop
ment Fund. The more comprehensive inclusion 
of nationallevel policymakers by Brinkhorst and 
his successors was also useful in this respect, since 
 national officials were able to alert the Commission 
early on in the process of European lawmaking of 

(1) Interview with Ludwig Krämer, 19 September 2017.

potential future implementation problems, those 
which political scientists have described as being 
due to a lack of legal and institutional ‘fit’ (2). 

What also persisted was the transnational connec
tion of agendas, and the links and cooperation with 
international organisations: the United Nations En
vironment Programme, the OECD and  UNECE. 
These were even strengthened, since in the wake 
of the Single European Act the Commission was 
more actively involved in international negotiations 
regarding climate change, biodiversity, chemicals, 
waste, etc.

At the same time it is remarkable that despite the 
enormous growth of DG XI, and this shift in and 
redefinition of environmental policy, there was a 
high level of continuity in the senior staff. Europe’s 
‘first generation’ of environmental policymakers — 
those who had been shaped by the ‘environmental 
revolution’  (3), i.e. the emergence of environmen
tal policy in the early 1970s  — continued to be 
involved in environmental policymaking. By the 
1980s and 1990s, due to age and progression, they 
had advanced to senior positions, where they imple
mented the new ‘second generation’ policy tenets 
and instruments, while also remaining personally 
committed to environmental policy as an import
ant European achievement.

JanHenrik Meyer

(2) Börzel, T. A. et al., ‘Obstinate and inefficient — Why Member States do 
not comply with European law’, Comparative Political Studies, Vol.  43, 
No  11, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, 2010, pp.  13631390; Börzel, 
T. A.,  Environmental leaders and laggards in Europe — Why there is (not) a 
‘southern problem’, ‘Ashgate Studies in Environmental Policy and Practice’ 
collection, Ashgate, Aldershot, 2003.

(3) See Nicholson, M., The environmental revolution  — A guide for the new 
 masters of the world, Penguin, London, 1970.
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Jacques Delors

By 1986, when this volume begins, the Delors Commission was only a year old, 
but already it had identified its initial targets — the establishment of a single mar
ket by 1992 and a push to reform the institutional system in order to reach this 
goal — and had taken substantial strides towards achieving them. The early course 
had thus been agreed to by Member States, and a crucial institutional reform in 
the shape of the Single European Act had been negotiated before that first year 
was out. Also well under way was a highly beneficial transformation in the Com
mission’s morale from gloom and despondency to exhilarating optimism, and a 
virtuous cycle of improving relations and successful outcomes in the interaction 
between the European Commission and other European Community institu
tions, notably the Parliament and the European Council.

Jacques Delors was President of the European Commission from 1985 to 1995. Over those 10 years he used his leadership  
and good relations with Heads of State or Government to give a real boost to European integration.
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What this profile of Delors from 1986 onwards needs to do, therefore, is to ex
plain how this initial surge forward evolved over time, how the front of Commu
nity advance broadened considerably and how its own internal dynamic of change 
became caught up with the broader transformation of Europe’s political position 
in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Then it must also briefly capture the manner 
in which this period of rapid forward progress slowed from about 1992 onwards. 
This meant that while Delors’s later years in Brussels were not devoid of achieve
ment, they were much less productive in the sense of launching big new initiatives 
than the initial period had been.

As many of the other chapters in this volume make clear, the great strength of 
the internal market project as an instrument for transforming Europe was that 
the apparently simple notion of removing barriers to the continent’s internal trade 
had implications that extended far beyond commercial policy. The 1992 project 
thus rapidly ceased to be just about facilitating crossborder business within the 
European Community and instead became a catalyst for much more extensive 
change encompassing Europe’s wider economy, its approach to borders and do
mestic security, and its position in the world. And one of Delors’s great strengths 
was his ability quickly to perceive these potential knockon effects and to position 
himself and the institution he ran fully to exploit them. Five key examples illus
trate this phenomenon, although the final two serve as reminders that, even at the 
apogee of his power, Delors was constrained by deeply entrenched Member State 
preferences.

The first instance is monetary union. The connections between the push for a 
working internal market and the renewed quest for a single currency are explored 
in detail elsewhere in this volume. What matters in the context of a character 
sketch of Delors is the manner in which the Commission presidency seized upon 
the opportunities available and used them to secure for itself a key position in 
the debate about economic and monetary union. Delors’s expertise on the subject 
and commitment to the idea of monetary union was thus sufficient for his fellow 
members of the European Council to decide that he should be asked to chair the 
expert committee established in 1988 to investigate the subject. Once the work 
of what became known as the Delors Committee got under way, furthermore, 
he was able to hold his own among its members, helping to steer the final report 
in a congenial direction. And when the initiative reverted to Europe’s Heads of 
State or Government themselves, he was at home enough in the shifting power 
dynamics of the European Council to contribute significantly to rapid progress 
towards his goal (1). There were many architects behind the building of the euro, 
but Delors had done more than enough to justify a prominent place among them.

(1) Interview with Anthony Teasdale, 11 April 2017.
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In 1988 Jacques Delors paid tribute to Jean Monnet in the preface to the work by Pascal Fontaine (Jean Monnet, l’inspirateur), describing 
him as a man who knew how to ‘deal with the world as it was, including any external constraints’ and a ‘visionary, with a clear view of the 

world to come, anxious to prepare for the inevitable, planning for the Europe of tomorrow’. In many regards this description could also apply 
to Jacques Delors’s time as President of the Commission.
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The second theme was institutional change, to which cause the Commission 
President showed similar commitment. Here too his determination was apparent 
from his very arrival in Brussels, with Delors playing a crucial role in the shaping 
of the Single European Act. But he was not content with this early success and did 
not allow himself to be distracted by the very real tasks of implementing this first 
round of treaty change and exploiting the policy opportunities it opened up, press
ing instead for further institutional progress. The budgetary changes proposed in 
1987 and approved the following year were in themselves an institutional revolu
tion, even though they stopped short of actual treaty change (1). But, in parallel, 
Delors went on making the case for additional treaty reform, notably the exten
sion of majority voting and increased powers for the European Parliament (2). In 
so doing he helped sustain a powerful constituency in favour of the expansion of 
European Community powers, thereby creating the conditions in which a further 
big push in this direction could occur during the early 1990s.

The third thread running through Delors’s lengthy term is his struggle to ensure 
that the quest to create a single market, from which the wealthier Member States 
in northern Europe were likely to benefit disproportionately, was accompanied 
by a substantial increase in the redistributive aspect of European integration. If 
sufficient money could be channelled  — initially through the increased Struc
tural Funds agreed to as part of the Delors I budgetary package (3), then through 
the Cohesion Funds agreed to as part of the Maastricht Treaty — towards the 
less wealthy parts of the European Community/Union a much more level playing 
field could be created, and the intraEuropean income and prosperity gaps could 
begin to be closed (4). On this issue the Commission President was able to make 
common cause with several of the newer Member States — Greece, Spain and 
Portugal all had strong interests in seeing a more substantial flow of funds towards 
the poorer regions of the Community — and to benefit from the willingness of 
Chancellor Helmut Kohl’s Germany to shoulder a significant portion of the extra 
costs.

A fourth example of Delors’s opportunism and determination is apparent in his 
push for the European Community in general, and the European Commission 
in particular, to become foreign policy players of note. Like economic and mon
etary union and institutional change, the ambition itself was not particularly 
original, but something he shared with most Commission Presidents stretching 
back to Walter Hallstein. The combination of the European Community’s inter
nal success, which in itself guaranteed international interest in what the Brussels 

(1) Interestingly Delors contemplated trying to enshrine the alteration of the budgetary procedure in treaty change, but 
was persuaded, notably by Henning Christophersen, that as much could be accomplished through an  interinstitutional 
agreement: HAEC, COM(87), Minutes No 862, meeting of 15 February 1987.

(2) Many of his speeches to the European Parliament were particularly forceful in this respect, although the same basic 
point was reiterated to many other audiences.

(3) See Chapter 9 ‘The budgetary revolution: from nearbankruptcy to stability’.
(4) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016.

Jacques Delors was also a 
football fan, according to the  

Courrier du personnel in 1989.
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 institutions did and said, and a favourable geopolitical constellation, however, 
allowed Delors to make much more of a mark in this field than any of his prede
cessors. Ultimately, it is true that Delors would fall some way short of the level of 
foreign policy influence to which he seemed to aspire in the late 1980s and early 
1990s. But, as the succession of highlevel visitors trooping through his office dur
ing the early 1990s demonstrates, he was able to make his voice one that mattered 
in the discussions about Europe’s future shape and architecture in the postCold 
War world, as well as contributing to other international debates, such as that 
about the Middle East (1).

A fifth constant theme of Delors’s energies as he sought to exploit the huge 
 internal dynamism built up by the European Community during the late 1980s 
was his drive to ensure that the Europe open for business that was being built as 
part of the 1992 project was also a Europe with a strong social dimension. Here, 
as with foreign policy, his success was patchy, many of his aspirations colliding 
with the rather different priorities of several of western Europe’s governments. But 
the extent to which he succeeded in persuading a generation of European trade 
unionists that the Community/Union could be a progressive force acting in the 
interests of workers as well as employers was nevertheless remarkable, and did 
much to ensure that the 1992 project, which could easily have been seen simply as 
a liberalising and probusiness venture, was perceived as something of interest to 
the political left as well as the political right.

He was also very surefooted in his reaction to the geopolitical earthquake brought 
about by the fall of the Berlin Wall, the reunification of Germany and the end of 
the Cold War. His optimistic reading of the situation stood in stark contrast to 
the much more pessimistic interpretations of many of his fellow leaders. And his 
unflinching advocacy of pressing ahead with the European integration process, 
and indeed accelerating it to cope with the transformed context, played a central 
role in persuading his European Council colleagues to make a strengthened Eur
ope their main collective response to the continent’s vastly altered geopolitical 
 circumstances. The Maastricht Treaty is an enduring monument to this approach.

With time, however, Delors’s push for greater European integration began to pro
duce diminishing returns. 1992 was probably the turning point, as the former 
President himself acknowledges (2). After this point the popular backlash against 
the Maastricht Treaty adversely affected both the Commission’s own morale and 
the readiness of Member State governments to be seen to be signing up to further 
integration. In such circumstances Delors’s ability to use his expertise and gift of 
persuasion to coax national leaders towards ever greater union ebbed away. To the 
extent that more Europe was needed, Member State governments were tempted 

(1) See the notes kept by Bernhard Zepter from 1990 onwards and preserved in Jacques Delors’s personal archive.
(2) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
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by intergovernmental expedients rather than the extension of the Community 
method. And the President’s own grip within the European Commission was less 
secure. In part this reflected the dissipation — whether through burnout or the 
desire for new horizons — of his original and formidable cabinet team. But it also 
reflected the growing size and scope of the institution — which made tight central 
control ever harder — and the emergence of a new generation of Commissioners 
less deferential to their leader. The fact that the final 2 years were also a truncated 
‘halfmandate’, rather than a full third term, did not help matters either. Delors’s 
years as President thus ended somewhat in a minor key, despite the success consti
tuted by the passing of the Delors II package in late 1992.

Overall, however, the Delors presidency looks even more remarkable in hindsight 
than it did at the time. His 10 years in Brussels were an extraordinary  period of 
change, whether in the overall European institutional system or in the  policy 
 remit of the integration process. And while Delors shared responsibility for 
this with various others, notably the key national leaders, his centrality to this 
 process is beyond dispute. Both the plaudits and the criticisms he attracted as the 
 personification of European integrations during its most dynamic period have 
much justification in reality.

Piers Ludlow



Part three

Solidarity policies  
and measures



From his arrival as President of the European Commission Jacques Delors placed the 
idea of ‘solidarity’ at the heart of Community policy as a counterweight to the single 
market. The idea was for solidarity between Member States to bring people together 
and promote the development of a European identity and citizenship.
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Introduction

At the end of the 1970s, mainly owing to the  efforts 
made by the French President Valéry  Giscard 
 d’Estaing and the West German Chancellor 
 Helmut Schmidt, the European Community (EC) 
was able to achieve two important goals. First, it 
launched the European Monetary System (EMS), a 
bold step towards stability among the currencies of 
some of the EC Member States. Second, in 1979 the 
first real European Parliament elections were held, 
giving greater legitimacy to the Strasbourg assem
bly created with the Treaties of Rome, although the 
Parliament enjoyed no real power (1). The cre ation 
of the EMS was the outcome of the continuing 
turbulence in the field of international monetary 
policy; it also reflected German and French doubts 
about the attitude of the US administration, which 
seemed to believe itself able to solve the econom
ic and financial problems besetting the Western 

(1) For a general view of the integration process in the 1970s see Hiepel, C. 
(ed.), Europe in a globalising world  — Global challenges and European 
 responses in the ‘ long’ 1970s, ‘Publications of the European Union Liaison 
Committee of Historians’ collection, Vol. 15, Nomos Verlag, BadenBaden, 
2014; on the role played by the Commission see Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et 
al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — History and memories of an 
institution, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014.

world since the early 1970s  (2). Direct elections to 
the Euro pean Parliament were an early attempt to 
modify the strong ‘topdown’ character of the EC’s 
decisionmaking process (3). While the EMS could 
be regarded as a success, the setting up of the new 
Strasbourg assembly elected by citizens of the Mem
ber States seemed mainly to be a promise of future 
democratisation of the EC that, however, had still to 
be fulfilled. Moreover, in spite of the radical changes 
to societies in western Europe since the late 1960s, 
with greater calls for democratic participation by 
citizens in every aspect of politics (4), the Commu
nity, its structures and policies were not yet a major 
concern for the average citizen of the first nine EC 

(2) On the creation of the EMS see Ludlow, P., The making of the European mon-
etary system — A case study of the politics of the European  Community, ‘But
terworths European Studies’ collection, Butterworth Scientific,  London, 
1982; MourlonDruol, E., A Europe made of money — The emergence of the 
European monetary system, ‘Cornell Studies in Money’ collection, Cornell 
University Press, Ithaca, 2012.

(3) On the European Parliament see European Parliament, Building Parlia-
ment: 50  years of European Parliament history 1958-2008, Publications 
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2009; Pasquinucci, D., Uniti 
dal voto? Storia delle elezioni europee (1948-2009), ‘Storia internazionale 
dell’età contemporanea’, No 13, FrancoAngeli, Milan, 2013; Tulli, U., Un 
Parlamento per l’Europa — Il Parlamento europeo e la battaglia per la sua 
elezione (1948-1979), Le Monnier, Florence, 2017.

(4) On the social changes that took place during the 1970s see Chassaigne, 
P., Les années 1970  — Fin d’un monde et origine de notre modernité, ‘U’ 
 collection, Armand Colin, Paris, 2008; Ferguson, N. et al., The shock of the 
global  — The 1970s in perspective, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 
2011.
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Member States. Public opinion still regarded na
tional governments as the bodies best able to influ
ence everyday life. Last but not least, when citi zens 
of the Member States looked to world affairs they 
were more concerned with international phenom
ena and dynamics, such as the East–West confron
tation or the rising role played by oil producer states, 
than with the activities of the EC (1). What was de
cided in Brussels appeared to be of concern mainly 
to interest and pressure groups, the representatives 
of economic organisations and the still tiny Euro
pean elites committed to the Euro pean ideal (2). It 
was only in public opinion within some applicant 
countries, such as Greece, Spain and Portugal, that 
the debate on joining the EC had a strong and wide
spread impact; this option was perceived as the 
means for these nations to strengthen the process of 
democratisation and economic and social progress 
after years of dictatorship and isolation from the 
 international community (3). 

The early 1980s did not seem likely to change this 
gloomy picture. The paralysis experienced by the EC 
was mainly the outcome of two different but inter
locking processes. Domestically, first, the four major 
Member States experienced radical political change, 
creating new national equilibria that were destined 
to last for the next decade/15 years (the move from 
Callaghan to Thatcher in the United Kingdom; 
from Giscard d’Estaing to Mitterrand in France; 
from Schmidt to Kohl in West Ger many; and from 
the governments of national unity to the Craxi/

(1) On the characteristics of the international system in the 1970s see  Varsori, 
A. and Migani, G. (eds), Europe in the international arena during the 
1970s — Entering a different world, ‘Euroclio’ collection, Vol. 58, PIE Peter 
Lang, Brussels, 2011; Baroncelli, E. et al (eds), Crisi, trasfomazioni, continu-
ità  — Il sistema internazionale negli anni Settanta, Rubbettino, Soveria 
Mannelli, 2012.

(2) On this issue see Seidel, K., The process of politics in Europe  — The rise of 
Euro pean elites and supranational institutions, ‘Library of European 
 Studies’, No  14, Tauris Academic Studies, London, 2010; Preda, D. and 
Pasquinucci, D. (eds), Consensus and European integration — An historical 
perspective, ‘Euroclio’ collection, Vol. 68, PIE Peter Lang, Brussels, 2012.

(3) Trouvé, M., L’Espagne et l’Europe  — De la dictature de Franco à l’Union 
européenne, ‘Euroclio’ collection, Vol. 43, PIE Peter Lang, Brussels, 2008. 
On Portugal see Teixeira, N. S. and Pinto, A. C. (eds), The Europeanisation 
of Portuguese democracy, Social Science Monographs, Boulder, 2012.

Andreotti era in Italy)  (4). On the international 
scene the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan marked 
the beginning of a ‘new’ Cold War; after years of 
détente this renewed confrontation directly in
volved Europe as a consequence of the euro missiles 
issue and the growing tensions in some countries of 
the communist bloc, especially Poland. As for the 
international economic system there was growing 
awareness of the socalled shock of the global: in 
spite of early scepticism the doctrine and practice 
of neoliberalism advocated by Margaret Thatcher 
and Ronald Reagan quickly gained popularity. It 
was not only adopted by the economic and finan
cial elites of the Western world but became a sort of 
societal model, a new way of life that began to influ
ence large strata of opinion in western Eur ope  (5). 
The crisis of both the Sovietstyle planned economy 
and the Keynesian solutions, along with the emer
gence of new, fastgrowing economic  actors — such 
as the ‘Asian tigers’ — and the early consequences of 
technological innovations — the computer revolu
tion — pointed to the beginning of the new era of 
the globalised economy (6). 

In the early 1980s the European Community, as it 
had done in the past, was able to provide tools to 
help adapt both European societies and European 
economies to the first waves of globalisation  (7). 
sSuch a project, however, needed strong and effect
ive leadership. Between 1983 and 1985 a renewed 

(4) See for example Judt, T., Postwar — A history of Europe since 1945, Penguin 
Books, London, 2006, pp. 504558.

(5) On neoliberalism see for example EagletonPierce, M., Neoliberalism  — 
The key concepts, ‘Routledge Key Guides’ collection, Routledge, Abingdon, 
2016; and Harvey, D., A brief history of neoliberalism, Oxford University 
Press, Oxford, 2007. On Margaret Thatcher see for example Vinen, R. C., 
Thatcher’s Britain  — The politics and social upheaval of the 1980s, Pocket 
Books, London, 2010. On Reagan see Rossinow, D. C., The Reagan era — A 
history of the 1980s, Columbia University Press, New York, 2015.

(6) Laursen, J. (ed.), The institutions and dynamics of the European  Community 
1973-83, ‘Publications of the European Union Liaison Committee of 
 Historians’ collection, Vol. 14, Nomos Verlag, BadenBaden, 2014.

(7) On globalisation see for example Hopkins, A.  G. (ed.), Globalization in 
world history, Norton, New YorkLondon, 2002; Osterhammel, J. and 
 Petersson, N. P., Storia della globalizzazione — Dimensioni, processi, epoche, 
‘Universale Paperbacks’ collection, Vol.  491, Il Mulino, Bologna, 2009; 
Turner, B. S. and Holton, R. J. (eds), The Routledge international handbook 
of globalization studies, ‘Routledge International Handbooks’ collection, 
Routledge, Abingdon, 2016.
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and stronger German–French cooperation began to 
emerge, which helped to resolve the socalled BBQ 
(British budgetary question) and led to the appoint
ment of Jacques Delors as President of the Euro pean 
Commission  (1). The first initiative of the Delors 
Commission was the launching of the White Paper 
on the creation of a true single market, with free 
movement of goods, services, capital and persons. 
This choice demonstrated that the Community was 
ready to accept the challenge of globalisation. It was 
obvious to Delors and to the Commission that such 
a choice would have a dramatic and revolutionary 
impact on both the economy and the society of the 
Member States. If the White Paper’s goals were im
plemented the Community would become a real 
presence in the everyday life of EC citizens. The 
neoliberal trend had, then, to be mitigated by cer
tain ideas and values from the traditional Keynes
ian approach (2). One early solution was to launch 
European social dialogue in addition to the White 
Paper. Financial and industrial interests would ob
viously benefit from the free movement of goods, 
services, capital and people. The Community, how
ever, in particular the Commission, would hold out 
the promise of European rules to avoid the worst 
consequences of unbridled liberalisation, especially 
the dismantling of the welfarestate system (3). This 
EC strategy seemed to achieve results, in particular 
through the drafting, in 1988, of the Community 
Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Work
ers, a major Commission achievement, which won 
the support of the unions, in particular those in the 
European Trade Union Confederation (4). 

(1) See Delors, J. and Arnaud, J.L., Mémoires, Plon, Paris, 2004.
(2) See Chapter 16 ‘European social policy’.
(3) On the close ties between the European economic response to globalisation 

and some forms of social regulation see the interesting remarks in Warlou
zet, L., Governing Europe in a globalizing world  — Neoliberalism and its 
alternatives following the 1973 oil crisis, ‘Routledge Studies on Government 
and the European Union’ collection, Vol. 8, Routledge, Abingdon, 2018.

(4) Ibid. On the relationship between the Delors Commission and the Euro
pean Trade Union Confederation see also Degimbe, J., La politique sociale 
européenne  — Du traité de Rome au traité d’Amsterdam, ETUI, Brussels, 
1999; Ciampani, A. and Gabaglio, E., L’Europa sociale e la Confederazione 
Europea dei Sindacati, Il Mulino, Bologna, 2010.

This broad strategy aimed to place the European 
Community at the centre of developments in west
ern Europe, with a major role for the Commission. 
The decisions taken in June 1985 by the Milan 
Euro pean Council led to an intergovernmental 
conference, which gave birth to the idea of the 
Single European Act. This, the first important re
form of the Treaties of Rome, was the instrument 
through which the Commission would gain a 
stronger political role in defining the patterns and 
goals of the Community. In 1986 the accession of 
both Spain and Portugal offered the opportunity 
for a significant change in the balance among the 
Member States, now that southern Europe, with its 
significant social and economic needs, had  taken 
on a major role. It also favoured a radical change 
in the Community budget, mainly based on the 
Structural Funds and a new idea of EC regional 
policy  (5). This development could not be  purely 
economic in nature and aims, but, once again 
 owing to the initiatives of the Delors Commission, 
had to be based on a set of positive political values. 
‘Solidarity’ became the watchword, justifying the 
increased EC budget and the growing allocation of 
economic resources to southern Europe, favouring 
a process of ‘social and economic cohesion’ (6). The 
Community’s solidarity with its lessdeveloped 
areas, together with a process of modernisation 
of societies in southern Europe, quickly defined as 
‘Europeanisation’, would enhance the Euro pean 
public’s positive view of the EC. The major infra
structure projects completed in Spain, Ireland, 

(5) See Chapter 9 ‘The budgetary revolution: from nearbankruptcy to stabil
ity’; and Chapter 17 ‘Regional policy: a new source of Europeanisation’.

(6) The concept of solidarity is sometimes vague and has different meanings, 
nevertheless see for example: Van Vugt, J. P. A. and Peet, J. M. (eds), Social 
security and solidarity in the European Union, ‘Contributions to Econom
ics’ collection, Phisica Verlag, Heidelberg, 2000; Giubboni, S., Diritti e 
solidar ietà — I modelli sociali nazionali nello spazio giuridico europeo, ‘Studi 
e ricerche’ collection, Vol. 631, Il Mulino, Bologna, 2012; Madeira Froude, 
P., Silveira, A. and Canotilho, M., Citizenship and solidarity in the Euro-
pean Union — From the Charter of Fundamental Rights to the crisis, the state 
of the art, ‘Euroclio’ collection, Vol.  77, PIE Peter Lang, Brussels, 2013; 
Grimmel, A., Solidarity in the European Union  — A fundamental value 
in crisis, Springer, Cham, 2017; Mechi, L. and Pasquinucci, D. (eds), Inte-
grazione  europea e trasformazioni socio-economiche — Dagli anni Settanta 
a oggi, ‘Storia internazionale dell’età contemporanea’ collection, Vol.  31, 
FrancoAngeli, Milan, 2017.
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Greece, southern Italy and Portugal with the sup
port of the EC were clear symbols to millions of 
Europeans of the important role played by Brussels 
in the economic and social transformation of what 
were once the most backward areas of the Euro
pean continent (1).

This positive trend confirmed that the Community 
could, through its policies, have a positive impact 
on the life of the ordinary citizen. Along with the 
willingness to implement the White  Paper, this led 
to stronger involvement of the Community in the 
field of education, an area that had not been dealt 
with in the Treaties of Rome, with the exception of 
the initiatives to favour the development of voca
tional education and training  (2). Once again the 
Single European Act was a useful instrument in this 
process, as it also strengthened the Commission’s 
influence. During the late 1980s, des pite oppos
ition from some Member States, the Commission 
encouraged the setting up of a series of Commu nity 
programmes to support the ‘Euro peanisation’ of 
the Community’s university system. One outstand
ing success was the Erasmus programme, which 
started out by offering Commu nity university stu
dents the opportunity of spending several months 
at a different EC university. Strong economic mo
tives lay behind the Erasmus programme, for a real 
single market needed graduates with a better know
ledge of foreign languages and some international 
experience. The Commission, however, also real
ised that such a programme could garner support 
for the Community and help to create ‘European 
citizens’, committed to the further enhancement 
of the integration process. Other initiatives by the 
Commission in this field included the Jean  Monnet 
action, aimed at strengthening the ties between 
Brussels and academia. This was a further tool to 

(1) See Chapter 17 ‘Regional policy: a new source of Europeanisation’.
(2) In general see European Commission, The history of European cooperation 

in education and training — Europe in the making — an example, Office for 
Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 2006; 
Paoli, S., Il sogno di Erasmo — La questione educativa nel processo di inte-
grazione europea, ‘Storia internazionale dell’età contemporanea’ collection, 
Vol. 4, FrancoAngeli, Milan, 2010.

help form a European elite, and to develop experts 
and practitioners who would become an influential 
group of supporters of the policies and ideals of the 
Euro pean Community (3).

The fall of the Berlin Wall, the prospect of a quick 
German reunification, the collapse of the com
munist regimes in central and eastern Europe 
and the ensuing end of the Cold War appeared to 
open up a new era in international relations. The 
1990s were characterised by an optimistic mood: 
the ‘free market’ and Westernstyle liberal democ
racy seemed to be the unchallenged victors across 
the globe. The creation of a new international and 
more peaceful order, based on democracy and the 
respect of human rights, was perceived as a feasible 
goal in a smaller and globalised world  (4). These 
dramatic and quick changes posed new challen ges 
to the Community, which aimed to become one 
of the leading actors in a globalised economy and 
a major factor of political and social stability and 
prosperity. This model, it was hoped, could be the 
catalyst for the former communist nations in cen
tral and eastern Europe, which aspired,  after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, to become members 
of the European Community  (5). The Maastricht 
Treaty was the early, most significant response to 
these demanding aims and tasks. Although the 
pol itical aspect, i.e. the creation of the Euro pean 
Union, was one of the main issues on the nego
tiating agenda, the setting up of economic and 
monetary union perhaps had a stronger impact 
on the economic and social features of the Mem
ber States — the creation of a single currency and 
of a European Central Bank being a vital step 

(3) See Chapter 18 ‘European education policy’.
(4) Judt, p. 637 ff. See also Arcidiacono, B. et al. (eds), Europe twenty years after 

the end of the Cold War — The new Europe, new Europes?, ‘Euroclio’ collec
tion, Vol. 65, PIE Peter Lang, Brussels, 2012.

(5) Loth, W. and Păun, N. (eds), Disintegration and integration in east- central 
Europe 1919-post 1989, ‘Publications of the European Union Liaison 
 Committee of Historians’ collection, Vol. 16, Nomos Verlag, BadenBaden, 
2014.
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towards supranationality  (1). In order to achieve 
a ‘social counterbalance’ to these economic as
pects, the Maastricht Treaty was equipped with a 
‘ social chapter’. During the 1990s these provisions 
resulted in a renewed social dialogue and a new 
social action programme. During the Maastricht 
nego tiations the ‘social chapter’ was not the main 
concern of the European governments, and the 
 United Kingdom was able to achieve an optout 
clause. On the signing of the Amsterdam Treaty 
in 1997, however, the United Kingdom (by now 
under the Labour government of Tony Blair) also 
accepted the ‘social chapter’, which, mainly owing 
to initiatives from the new Santer Commission, 
was partially strengthened (2).

The free movement of people went hand in hand 
with the dismantling of border controls between 
the Member States. This goal, however, created a 
security issue, especially with regard to drug traf
ficking, illegal immigration and supervising the 
Community’s external borders. Such questions 
were dealt with at an intergovernmental level 
through the Schengen Agreement, signed in 1985. 
The progress towards a single market and the fall 
of the communist regimes in central and eastern 
Europe — with the prospect of waves of migrants 
moving from these nations, and from northern 
Africa, to EC Member States — led the Member 
States to deal with the problem of abolishing bor
der controls in a more coordinated way. Contacts 
and negotiations resulted in a series of intergov
ernmental agreements, and in the creation, in the 
Maastricht Treaty, of the pillar dealing with co
operation in the field of justice and home affairs, 
which, however, was of a mainly  intergovernmental 

(1) Dyson, K. and Featherstone, K., The road to Maastricht  — Negotiating 
 economic and monetary union, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1999; 
Preda, D. (ed.), The history of the European monetary union — Comparing 
strategies amidst prospects for integration and national resistance, ‘Euroclio’ 
collection, Vol. 99, PIE Peter Lang, Brussels, 2016.

(2) See Chapter 16 ‘European social policy’. See also Dolvik, J. E., An emerging 
island — ETUC, social dialogue and the Europeanisation of the trade unions 
in the 1990s, ETUI, Brussels, 1999; Kowalsky, W., Focus on European social 
policy — Countering Europessimism, ETUI, Brussels, 2000.

nature. Both the second Delors Commission and 
the Santer Commission tried to exert some influ
ence in this area: in 1997 the Schengen Agreement 
became part of the Amsterdam Treaty. One  year 
later Europol was created, although with limited 
powers (3).

Most of the initiatives and achievements related to 
the concept of ‘solidarity’ were linked to the  changes 
and developments that had shaped the Euro pean 
continent as a consequence of the fall of the Berlin 
Wall and of German reunification. Never theless, 
the EC/EU leaders and the Commission could 
not overlook broader international political devel
opments, especially the apparent creation of a new 
international world order due to the collapse of the 
Soviet Union and the ‘end of Communism’. In this 
context the EC/EU aimed to become a political, 
economic and social model. This ambitious goal was 
also linked to the prospect of enlargement to the 
former communist nations. But the EC/EU needed 
to demonstrate that the European project was not 
only an economic concept, but was based on certain 
declared ideals, representing its best shared demo
cratic traditions. Such an objective would give the 
EU stronger legitimacy in the eyes of its citizens 
and the peoples of the applicant former communist 
countries. In this context the Commission, which 
had already been very active in shaping the Com
munity Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights 
of Workers, played a leading role in the drafting of 
the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union. Following an ad hoc ‘convention’ created in 
1999, the final version of the charter was approved 
at the Nice European Council in December 2000. 
The charter would become one of the main refer
ence points for the European Convention chaired 
by Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, which would develop a 
draft European constitution in 2004 (4).

(3) See Chapter 19 ‘Justice and home affairs’.
(4) See the box on ‘The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union’ 

in Chapter 19.
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During the second half of the 1980s and the 1990s 
the social dimension played an important role 
in shaping European integration. However, this 
progress was not the outcome of a coordinated 
 effort or a clearcut policy pursued by the Member 
States. Rather it was the result of ad hoc solutions 
to deal with specific problems, often following on 
from sudden political events or worldwide eco
nomic changes. In this context the Commission, 
under the leadership of Delors, Santer and Prodi, 
made every effort to develop consistent initiatives 
that could enhance the supranational approach 
and  create a European identity, based on com
mon  ideals. In areas with a significant impact on 

 European citizens’ everyday lives, such as the EC/
EU’s social policy, regional policy, education pol
icy, justice and home affairs policy, etc., the Com
mission’s activities therefore shared the unifying 
concept of ‘solidarity’ among Member States, insti
tutions and citizens. The Commission hoped that 
this positive ideal would help to shape a  proper, 
conscious idea of EU citizenship. The realisation 
that economic shocks could test the concept of 
‘solidarity’ to its limits would emerge dramatically 
only a decade later (1).

Antonio Varsori

(1) See Loth, W., Building Europe  — A history of European unification, De 
Gruyter Oldenbourg, Berlin, 2015, p.  372  ff.; Meurs, W. (van) et al., The 
unfinished history of European integration, Amsterdam University Press, 
Amsterdam, 2018, pp. 263280.
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Chapter 16 
European social policy

The origins and early 
developments of a 
European social policy

The European Coal and Steel 
Community

We can trace the origins of a European social policy 
back to the Schuman Plan and to a number of initia
tives by the High Authority of the European Coal 
and Steel Community. During the 1950s the Com
munity made important efforts to improve working 
conditions (safety, health, etc.) in both the steel in
dustry and the mines. Through programmes related 
to vocational training, moreover, the High Author
ity encouraged the retraining of workers who had 
lost their jobs. Last but not least, the Community fi
nanced the construction of new houses for coal and 

steel workers and their families (1). These initiatives 
were also influenced by the need to counter the anti 
European propaganda from both the communist 
parties and the unions under their control. In this 
context, some forms of cooperation developed with 
the anticommunist unions, especially the Catholic 
unions, which usually supported the integration 
process (2).

The Treaties of Rome and first 
initiatives

In the negotiations that led to the signature of the 
Treaties of Rome the social aspects attracted far 
less attention than issues such as agriculture or the 

(1) Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., Histoire de la Haute Autorité de la 
Communauté Européenne du Charbon et de l’Acier  — Une expérience 
supra nationale, Bruylant, Brussels, 1993; on the European Coal and 
Steel Community social policy see Mechi, L., ‘Le politiche sociali della 
CECA’, in Ranieri, R. and Tosi, L. (eds), La Comunità Europea del Car-
bone e  dell’Acciaio (1952-2002) — Gli esiti del trattato in Europa e in Italia, 
 CEDAM, Padua, 2004, pp. 105126. 

(2) Ciampani, A. (ed.), L’altra via per l’Europa — Forze sociali e organizzazione 
degli interessi nell’ integrazione europea (1947-1957), ‘Fondazione Giulio 
Pastore’ collection, No 6, FrancoAngeli, Milan, 1995.
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 customs union. As the main goal of the Euro pean 
Economic Community was economic growth 
for its six Member States, the idea of a general 
harmon isation of social standards was rapidly dis
carded; therefore, the only specific issues raised 
aimed at ensuring a level playing field between na
tional economies and operators. The French dele
gation, then, brought pressure to bear in order to 
achieve some ‘defensive’ harmonisation in the field 
of social legislation, to avoid distortions of compe
tition (e.g. supporting equal wages for female and 
male workers and health and safety in the work
place), while the Italian delegation insisted on the 
creation of a European Social Fund (ESF), the 
most important goal of which was to help, mainly 
through retraining, those workers who would lose 
their jobs as a consequence of the establishment of 
the common market. On the other hand, follow
ing the Italian authorities’ interest in new labour 
markets for Italian unemployed workers, mainly 
from the Mezzogiorno, and the readiness of other 
countries  — especially West Germany  — to em
ploy them, a consensus was also reached on the 
need to promote free mobility of workers by build
ing appropriate bridges between national security 
and pension systems (1).

The Economic and Social Committee of the Euro
pean Communities was created to build rela
tionships with the social partners. This body had 
tripartite membership (representatives from na
tional business organisations, unions and ‘other 
interest’ categories such as associations with social 
goals and cooperatives), but had a mere consulta
tive character  (2). During the late 1950s and the 
1960s, therefore, European social policy was a sort 
of ‘Cinderella’, especially compared to the com
mon agricultural policy or the creation of a  unified 

(1) See documents published in Ministero degli Affari Esteri e della Cooper
azione Internazionale, Documenti sulla politica internazionale dell’Italia, 
Serie A: ‘Europa occidentale e Unione Europea. Il rilancio dell’Europa dalla 
Conferenza di Messina ai Trattati di Roma 19551957’, Lefebvre D’Ovidio, 
F. and Varsori, A. (eds), Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato, Rome, 2017.

(2) Varsori, A. (ed.), Il Comitato Economico e Sociale nella costruzione europea, 
‘Ricerche’ collection, Marsilio, Venice, 2000.

 market. However, the Community did adopt 
 rather rapidly the legislation needed to guarantee 
the rights of the Community’s migrant workers 
(pension schemes, schools for the children of mi
grant workers, reunion with families, etc.) (3). In
deed, Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68 on freedom 
of movement for workers within the Commu
nity (4) and Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 on the 
application of social security schemes to employed 
persons and their families moving within the 
Community were fundamental texts (5). The ESF 
was set up in 1958, but its financial resour ces were 
scant (6). As for the Economic and Social Commit
tee, after some early enthusiasm, especially from 
the members of the national unions, in a period 
when the European Parliament itself was merely 
an appointed assembly, it gradually  became clear 
that its power was limited, and that the Commis
sion was taking less and less account of its  reports 
and opinions.

A radical change in attitude, especially in the 
Commission, towards the development of an ef
fective Community social policy took place be
tween the late 1960s and the mid 1970s, partly 
due to the economic, social and political changes 
affecting western Europe in those years. A new 
sensitivity to the issue of social rights surfaced, 
and the shift to the left that inf luenced European 
society had a significant impact on Community 
policies.

(3) Varsori, A. and Mechi, L. (eds), Lionello Levi Sandri e la politica sociale 
 europea, ‘Temi di storia’ collection, FrancoAngeli, Milan, 2008.

(4) Regulation (EEC) No  1612/68 of the Council of 15  October 1968 (OJ 
L 257, 19.10.1968, p. 2).

(5) Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 of the Council of 14 June 1971 (OJ L 149, 
5.7.1971, p. 2).

(6) Mechi, L., ‘Les États membres, les institutions et les débuts du Fonds social 
européen’, in Varsori, A. (ed.), Inside the European Community  —  Actors 
and policies in the European integration 1957-1972, ‘Publications of the 
 European Union Liaison Committee of Historians’ collection, No  9, 
 Nomos Verlag, BadenBaden, 2006, pp. 95116.
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The Paris Summit (1972) and its 
consequences

In 1972 the Paris European Summit declared: ‘Eco
nomic expansion is not an end in itself: its first aim 
should be to enable disparities in living conditions 
to be reduced. It must take place with the partici
pation of all the social partners. It should result 
in an improvement in the quality of life as well as 
in standards of living’  (1). It also stated that social 
equality was a fundamental goal of the Commu
nity. Consequently, the Commission focused its at
tention on new rights, on protecting the more vul
nerable categories of persons (migrants, the young, 
the elderly and disabled workers) and on actions 
to achieve equality between men and women as 
regards access to employment, equal pay and work
ing conditions, and vocational training. The first 
social action programme was therefore launched 
and a Standing Committee on Employment  created 
with the involvement of the unions  (2). The first 
two Euro pean Community agencies, dealing re
spectively with working and living conditions and 
vocational education and training, were created 
in 1975/1976. Last but not least, the ESF was re
formed and proposals tabled, such as a directive on 
the approximation of Member States’ legislation on 
collective dismissal.

In spite of that, from the mid 1970s until the mid 
1980s the commitment towards a more effective 
and more structured European social policy weak
ened, with the exception of some legislative meas
ures dealing with the issue of equal opportunity. In 
particular, the legislative proposals put forward by 
the Commission remained pending in the Coun
cil, due to the need for a unanimous decision in 
Council, as per its legal basis, and the opposition of 

(1) Declaration of the Council of the European Communities and of the 
representatives of the Governments of the Member States meeting in the 
Council of 22 November 1973 on the programme of action of the European 
Communities on the environment (OJ C 112, 20.12.1973, p. 1).

(2) Varsori, A., ‘Alle origini di un modello sociale europeo  — La Comunità 
Europea e la nascita di una politica sociale (19691974)’, Ventunesimo Secolo, 
Vol. 5, No 9, Rubbettino Editore, Soveria Mannelli, 2006, pp. 1747.

some Member States, notably the United Kingdom. 
The blocking of the proposal for a 1980 directive 
on the information and consultation of workers, 
known as the Vredeling directive (named after the 
European Commissioner responsible for Social 
Affairs), was symbolic in this regard  (3). As stated 
by Patrick Venturini, a former member of Delors’s 
cabinet and SecretaryGeneral of the Economic 
and Social Committee: ‘there was zero social action 
by the Commission at European level in the early 
1980s’ (4).

The turning point of the 
mid 1980s and Delors’s 
social dialogue

The mid 1980s saw a dramatic turning point. This 
was also a consequence of the renewed efforts to
wards a relaunching of Europe, which began in 
1984 with a strengthened German–French part
nership and, above all, with the appointment of a 
new Commission under the presidency of Jacques 
Delors. The new President of the Commission, who 
enjoyed the support of both President Mitterrand 
and Chancellor Kohl, was a socialist and a former 
MEP, and had been Mitterrand’s finance minister, 
but an important aspect of his life was his experi
ence as a leading member of the French Christian 
trade unions (5).

The White Paper

By launching the Commission White Paper advo
cating the establishment of a true single  market, 

(3) Interview with Jean Degimbe, 16 February 2016.
(4) Interview with Patrick Venturini, 20 October 2016.
(5) On Delors, see Delors, J. and Arnaud, J.L., Mémoires, Plon, Paris, 2004. 

See also interview with Jacques Delors, 25 February 2016. Delors had been 
a member first of the Confédération française des travailleurs chrétiens, and 
later on of the Confédération française démocratique du travail.



406 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

based on the socalled four freedoms, Jacques 
 Delors appeared to accept the challenge posed by 
the neoliberal trend coming from the United States 
and from Thatcher’s Britain, and that posed by 
emerging globalisation. But in his intentions and in 
his longterm strategy a balanced approach was the 
key to success, as shown by his address to the Euro
pean Parliament in January 1985. The large single 
market would imply strengthening some supra
national aspects  — in particular the powers and 
competences of the Commission — and safeguard
ing some of western Europe’s best traditions, such as 
strong welfarestate systems, which required effect
ive dialogue among the social partners at Euro pean 
level. Delors was aware that most social policies in 
the Community were still national policies, and that 
there were different welfare systems, but the Com
munity could favour a European social dialogue by 
involving the major European social partners. That 
meant that the unified market would also, to some 
extent, require European legislation on social issues. 
As Delors declared: ‘To come back to the major 
areas covered by employment and  labourmarket 
policies, our success will depend on two conditions 
being met: reforms must be negotiated by the two 
sides of industry — in other words, collective bar
gaining must remain one of the corner stones of our 

economy  — and efforts must be made to secure 
some harmonization at Community level’ (1). 

The launching of the Val Duchesse 
social dialogue

The early steps in this ambitious strategy were not 
easy. Both the unions, especially the European Trade 
Union Confederation (ETUC), and the body rep
resenting European entrepreneurs, the Union of In
dustrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe 
(UNICE), were sceptical, although for different 
reasons, about the outcome of the Commission’s 
 efforts. The Commission would require greater 
 powers, which implied a prior reform of the Treaties 
of Rome. In January 1985, i.e. at the very beginning 
of his mandate, Delors organised the first of a series 
of meetings, known as the Val Duchesse dialogue, 
with representatives from the ETUC, UNICE and 
the European Centre of Public Enterprises (CEEP). 
 After a long period of sterile debate between the 
 social partners throughout the first half of the 1980s, 
this generated a positive change in the attitudes of the 
social partners (2). Delors and the Commission were 
convinced that the achievement of a European social 
dialogue was of paramount importance, not only as a 
way to relaunch European social policy, but also as an 
important part of the wider scheme for the establish
ment of a ‘unified single market’. Last but not least, 
Delors’s initiative led to increased commitment on 
the part of officials in the DirectorateGeneral (DG)
for Employment, Social Affairs and Education, who 
sensed a ‘new beginning’ (3).

(1) ‘19841985 session — Report of proceedings from 14 to 18 January 1985’, 
Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the 
European Parliament, No 2321, p. 8.

(2) See the evaluations by Patrick Venturini: interview with Patrick Venturini, 
20 October 2016.

(3) Interview with Fay Devonic, 8 April 2016.

In 1985, at the invitation of Jacques Delors, the European social 
partners met at Val Duchesse. Social dialogue was considered  

an essential element of the completion of the single market.
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The Single European Act

The next milestone was the Single European Act. 
The text of this act  (1), completed in 1986, intro
duced two new fundamental social provisions to 
the EEC Treaty: Articles  118a (concerning im
provements, especially in the working environ
ment, as regards health and safety of workers) and 
118b (by which the Commission shall endeavour 
to develop the dialogue between management and 
labour at European level, which could, if the two 
sides considered it desirable, lead to relations based 
on agreement). In this context the Commission was 
able to achieve some important results. Pursuant to 
Article  118b, a framework directive on the safety 
and health of workers at work was adopted by the 
Council in 1989, and then completed by several spe
cific directives (workplaces, 1989; work equipment, 
1989; personal protective equipment, 1990; manual 
handling of loads, 1990; display screen equipment, 
1990) (2). The ETUC regarded these results as posi
tive achievements and usually supported the Com
mission’s efforts, as it had full confidence in Delors’s 
intentions. Nevertheless, it was worried about the 
wider consequences of the single unified market, 
which several union leaders perceived as the triumph 
of a neoliberal approach (3). In general, despite ob
stacles and tensions, the Val Duchesse dialogue, at 
the end of its first phase (19851988), obtained some 
positive first results in the form of the adoption of 
several joint opinions. In the late 1980s most social 
and political players in the European Community 
were quite optimistic, mainly due to positive eco
nomic trends and the end of the Cold War.

(1) Articles 21 and 22 of the Single European Act (OJ L 169, 26.6.1987, p. 9).
(2) Interview with Patrick Venturini, 20 October 2016.
(3) On the position of the ETUC see Dolvik, J. E., An emerging island? ETUC, 

social dialogue and the Europeanisation of the trade unions in the 1990s, 
ETUI, Brussels, 1999.

From the Charter of Social 
Rights to the Maastricht 
social chapter

Following the adoption of the Single European Act 
the Commission’s momentum in the social field ap
peared strong and steady, with broad support from 
the European Parliament. It fell to the President of 
the Commission to give firm assurance as to the ser
ious intentions of the Commission and the import
ant content of the European social dialogue.

The Community Charter of the 
Fundamental Social Rights of Workers 
(1989)

In May 1988 Delors was invited to take part in the 
official congress of the ETUC, held in Stockholm. 
On this occasion he delivered an important speech 
in which he confirmed the close bond linking the 
completion of the single market with the launching 
of an effective social dialogue. He stated the Com
mission’s goal of singling out some fundamental so
cial rights, which would be regarded as the reference 
points for a Community vision of Europe’s social 
policy  (4). This vision was confirmed in Septem
ber of the same year in a Commission report (the 
 Degimbe report) on the social dimension of the in
ternal market, which described the acquis and paved 
the way for future initiatives and action (5). 

Two months later Delors entrusted the Economic 
and Social Committee with the task of drafting a 
tentative text of a Community charter of workers’ 
fundamental rights (6). This move gave rise to some 

(4) The text of this important speech can be found in HAEU, DORIE 577, 
‘Speech by Jacques Delors to the ETUC congress’, Stockholm, 12  May 
1988.

(5) On the role played by Delors and his advisers see interview with Jacques 
Delors, 25 February 2016.

(6) HAUE, DORIE 297, ‘Letter from Manuel Marín and Jacques Delors 
(Euro pean Commission) to Alberto Masprone, President of the Ecosoc’, 
9 November 1988.
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doubts, for during the previous years there had been 
serious scepticism about the effectiveness of the 
Committee, and even suggestions to abolish the 
body. It had been perceived as useless, especially  after 
the strengthening of the European Parliament  — 
which was elected by the citizens of the Euro pean 
Community, could boast that it represented the will 
of the European public and was striving to gain more 
powers and wider competences. Delors hoped that 
the Committee would respond quickly and positive
ly to this opportunity; the Commission could then 
point out that the project had been the outcome 
of the common will of the represen tatives — trade 
unions, business associations and  organisations 

 representing ‘other  interests’ (1). On the other hand, 
Delors realised that the Commission had a chance 
to impose a bolder European social policy, since 
only a few months earlier the Council had entrusted 
it with developing a plan for economic and monet
ary union. As usual for Delors and most Commis
sioners, closer European integration would follow 
a doubletrack approach: on the one hand a wider 
and deeper market, based on the four freedoms; on 
the other the establishment of a European social di
mension. This policy naturally faced some powerful 
obstacles, and in December 1988, at the Rhodes 
European Council, the UK delegation led by Mar
garet Thatcher opposed the plan for the  creation of a 

(1) See the speech given by Delors on 23 November 1988 to the members of 
the Economic and Social Committee, in HAEU, Jacques Delors Fonds 
(JD) 771. On the role played by the Economic and Social Committee see 
Magone, J., ‘The Economic and Social Committee and social Europe  — 
Structuring a European civil society’, in Leonardi, L. and Varsori, A. (eds), 
Lo spazio sociale europeo, ‘Atti’ collection, No 18, Firenze University Press, 
Florence, 2005, pp. 3156. This interpretation was confirmed in the inter
view with Patrick Venturini, 20 October 2016.

Social dialogue was particularly important to the European Commission. On 7 June 1989 a Social Contract for Progress (1989-1992)  
was signed with the representatives of the trade unions and professional organisations. It set out a new dimension to personnel policy, 

reinforced institutional dialogue and provided for a work programme.
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European social space, advocated by other Member 
States, especially by the French President François 
Mitterrand (1). In the meantime, in 1989 the Eco
nomic and Social Committee completed its study. 
Its report, which had been approved by the major
ity of its organisations, represented the basis of the 
future Community charter of social rights, which 
was drafted in the following months by Delors him
self with the help of the Commission’s DG  V  — 
Employment, Industrial Relations and Social Af
fairs (2). The ETUC naturally supported this move 
through publicity initiatives and demonstrations. 
The situ ation in Europe was propitious for the social 

(1) The United Kingdom’s opposition to a strengthened social Europe had been 
announced in the wellknown speech given by Prime Minister Margaret 
Thatcher on 20  September at the College of Europe in Bruges, when she 
affirmed: ‘We have not successfully rolled back the frontiers of the state in 
Britain, only to see them reimposed at a European level with a European 
superstate exercising a new dominance from Brussels.’ The complete text 
of the ‘Bruges speech’ is available on the website of the Margaret Thatcher 
Foundation: http://www.margaretthatcher.org

(2) HAUE, DORIE 297, COM(89) 471 final, 2 October 1989, ‘Community 
Charter of Fundamental Social Rights’.

 initiatives launched by the Commission. The fall of 
the Berlin Wall, the end of the communist regimes 
and the prospect of quick German reunification 
were a boost to the strengthening of integration in 
every field. Moreover, the end of the clash between 
the communist and noncommunist trade unions 
strengthened the position of the ETUC. In Decem
ber 1989, at the Strasbourg European Council, the 
Community Charter of the Fundamental Social 
Rights of Workers was adopted by a declaration of 
all Member States with the exception of the United 
Kingdom. Once again the UK government opposed 
what was perceived as Community interference in 
national social legislation.

The Council decision adopting the charter allowed 
the Commission to launch a further, bolder social 
action programme (the principle of such a pro
gramme had already been presented as an annex 
to the agreed charter). This action programme en
visaged almost 50 new initiatives, including  several 

Informal discussion between Margaret Thatcher (centre left) and Jacques Delors (centre right)before the Rhodes European Council  
on 3 December 1988.

http://www.margaretthatcher.org/
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 legislative proposals  (1). The Commission imple
mented this programme immediately and very 
 actively. 

A new context

The dramatic international changes connected 
with the end of the Cold War led the European 
leaders to launch two intergovernmental confer
ences: one dealing with the implementation of 
economic and monetary union  — the plan for a 
European currency; the other dealing with the 
transformation of the European Community into 
a European Union, with a stronger supranational 
character. In the context of the two conferences the 
Member States were to play a major role, although 
the Commission made significant efforts to exert 
influence. The social issue was not perceived as the 
most important aspect in the negotiations, which 
involved other sensitive political issues. But the 
Commission and some Member States wished to 
show the European public that social needs were 
not neglected, although the fall of Communism 
was usually portrayed as the triumph not only of 
democratic ideals, but also of the capitalist system 
and globalisation.

Social dialogue: a new phase

In early 1989, at the very beginning of his second 
mandate, Delors had relaunched some meetings 
in the context of the European social dialogue, 
with positive results (2). In January 1991, with the 
support of the Commission and on the basis of 
experience with the previous European social dia
logue, representatives of the ETUC, UNICE and 
CEEP decided to set up an ad hoc working group 
to prepare a contribution for the intergovernmental 

(1) See the documents in HAEU, DORIE, 297.
(2) HAEU, JD507, ‘Note for the file of Patrick Venturini on the UNICE

CEEPCES social dialogue meeting’, 13 January 1989.

conference. At the end of October 1991 the social 
partners were able to reach an agreement on points 
that would later become part of the Treaty on Euro
pean Union. In short, as proposed by the social 
partners, they could now decide whether to open 
a collective bargaining process on any given initi
ative of the Commission. If they did so the action of 
the Commission would be delayed. In other words, 
this agreement, included in the Maastricht Treaty, 
would provide a fundamental opportunity: a double 
subsidiarity principle specific to the social field. In 
addition to the classic subsidiarity principle, prior
ity would be given to collective bargaining discus
sions between social partners on social issues, over 
and above the legislative powers of the Commission. 
In retrospect, this fundamental result shows the 
impact of the methodological change fostered by 
Delors with the launching of the European social 
dialogue as part of the drive towards 1992.

Overall, the Maastricht Treaty did include a signifi
cant social chapter  (3). During the negotiations, 
however, the UK delegation strongly opposed this 
prospect, as London feared that Brussels could 
influence the radical changes in social legislation 
decided upon by the Thatcher governments. The 
 final decision of the Member States was to offer the 
 United Kingdom an optout clause on the Maas
tricht Treaty’s social chapter. The social chapter 
was an intergovernmental agreement and was not 
part of the EU Treaty, but the contracting partners 
agreed on some important issues: the desire of the 
Member States to pursue a European social policy 
was confirmed; the social partners were entitled to 
declare their intention to start a bargaining pro
cess on an  issue, which ipso facto would prevent the 
Commission from taking any further action until 
the end of the process; the Commission had the 
task of promoting European social dialogue; con
tracts could be developed at European level; and 

(3) The Commission’s position was stated by Delors in a speech given at the 
ETUC congress held in May 1991. See HAEU, JD587.
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the Council could decide on the basis of qualified 
majority voting.

The follow-up to the 
Maastricht social chapter

The second social action programme

After Maastricht, and until the end of the 1990s, 
the situation appeared quite favourable for further 
development of the European social dimension. The 
rest of the decade saw the fulfilment of the ideas 
contained in the 1989 charter and the Maastricht 
social chapter, with the launch of new social action 
programmes and the adoption of several new direct
ives in the social field. Ambitious new projects were 
also launched, aimed at consolidating and strength
ening the social dimension of the European Union.

As mentioned above, the second social action pro
gramme was prepared and tabled by the Commis
sion as a rapid followup to the adoption of the 
charter, taking advantage of the particular social 
sensitivity shown by the governments of the Mem
ber States at the Council meetings of the late 1980s. 
It resulted in the approval, during the first half of 
the 1990s, of around 20 directives on topics con
nected with the different chapters of the charter — 
working conditions, equal opportunities, youth 
unemployment, etc.  — each of which brought a 
substantial improvement to European legislation. 
In this context the adoption of 10 new directives on 
health and safety at work was particularly remark
able, since these added to existing legislation on 
controversial matters such as exposure to biological 
agents and safety in dangerous environments such 
as mines and fishing boats. Thus, in the words of 
the then DirectorGeneral of DG V, Jean Degimbe, 
they went on to form ‘a true labour code in the 

field’ (1). Moreover, 1994 saw the institution of the 
European Agency for Safety and Health at Work in 
Bilbao, which, similarly to the agencies created in 
the mid 1970s, aimed at collecting, analysing and 
disseminating information within its field of com
petence (2). 

Other significant directives adopted under the new 
social action programme concerned the protection 
of pregnant workers  — with a ban on night work 
and other potentially risky activities and the estab
lishment of a minimum period of maternity leave — 
and the transnational posting of workers for the 
provision of services (a topic which after more than 
20 years is still politically controversial), subject to 

(1) Degimbe, J., La politique sociale européenne — Du traité de Rome au traité 
d’Amsterdam, ETUI, Brussels, 1999, pp. 143150.

(2) See the website of the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work: 
https://europa.eu/europeanunion/abouteu/agencies/euosha_en

Jean Degimbe was Director-General of DG V (Employment, 
Industrial Relations and Social Affairs) until 1992.

https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/agencies/eu-osha_en
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the same conditions as local workers (1). Finally, the 
adoption of the directive on European works coun
cils, in 1994, was also particularly significant  (2). 
This, the culmination of a process that began in the 
late 1970s with the Vredeling directive, aimed at 
establishing a mechanism to guarantee the provi
sion of information to and consultation of workers 
in multinational companies. After long discussions 
and several stopandgo incidents, the principle of 

(1) On the preparation of these two directives see interviews with Georgette 
Lalis, 8 June 2016, pp. 1011; and Odile Quintin, 24 March 2017, pp. 2123. 
A revised version of the posting of workers directive, aimed at adapting it 
to the dynamics of a wider European market, was adopted by the European 
Parliament and the Council in June 2018, after more than 2 years of nego
tiations: Directive (EU) 2018/957 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 28 June 2018 (OJ L 173, 9.7.2018, p. 16).

(2) Council Directive 94/45/EC of 22 September 1994 (OJ L 254, 30.9.1994, 
p. 64).

worker participation in companies’ decisions, en
shrined in the 1989 charter, provided the Commis
sion with an opportunity to resume work on the 
initiative along these lines. However, the adoption 
of a new directive requiring every large company in 
the EU to establish a specific body for the consult
ation of employees was only possible after the entry 
into force of the Maastricht Treaty, when the social 
chapter made it possible to overcome the opposition 
of the UK government (3). 

It must be said that this new activism in the field of 
social affairs was also an opportunity for the Com
mission to raise its profile. This was particularly true 
for DG V, which, under the leadership of Degimbe, 
played a key role in drafting the 1989 charter and 
the social action programme. For this reason, the 
 directorategeneral, in those years, launched a num
ber of initiatives aimed at increasing the external 
visi bility of the Commission’s social affairs work, 
such as the creation of audiovisual material on the 
topic and the publication of the magazine  Social 
Europe and the annual Employment in Europe 
 report (4). 

Meanwhile, the new rules on social dialogue in
troduced by the Maastricht Treaty saw their first 
tangible results. In October 1992 the leaders of the 
ETUC, UNICE and CEEP set up a Social Dia
logue Committee aimed at identifying the topics to 
be debated by the social partners, organising their 
discussions and maintaining regular contacts with 
the European Commission. Within a few years this 
led to the adoption of the first framework agree
ments on issues such as parental leave and parttime 
work, which, under the new procedures introduced 

(3) This directive concerned the setting up of European work councils in com
panies with at least 1 000 employees on the territory of the EU and with 
seats in at least two Member States, each of which employed at least 150 
workers. Leboutte, R., Histoire économique et sociale de la construction euro-
péenne, ‘Europe plurielle’ collection, No 39, PIE Peter Lang, Brussels, 2008, 
pp. 668673.

(4) Interviews with Fay Devonic, 8 April 2016, especially pp. 1820; and Julie 
de Groote, 29 January 2018. See also European Commission, Employment 
in Europe — 1989, Office for Official Publications of the European Com
munities, Luxembourg, 1989.

The journal Social Europe was published by DG V starting in 1983, 
with the objective of discussing subjects of concern to European 

citizens, such as unemployment, social security, vocational training, 
etc. There were three editions a year, sometimes complemented by 

special editions, until 1995.
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by the Maastricht Treaty, were then transposed into 
European directives. In relation to the first issue, in 
particular, Directive 96/34/EC introduced some 
important new measures, extending to male work
ers the right to a 3month period of parental leave 
for the birth or adoption of a child, in order to en
courage fathers to play a more active role in the care 
and upbringing of their children (1). 

Structural Funds

Further strengthening of the European social 
dimension came, in the same period, from the 
 changes to the Structural Funds decided on in 1988 
and 1993, in the wider context of the Commu nity 
budget reforms adopted in the Delors packages  I 
and II. The resources of the ESF, the European Re
gional Development Fund and the Guidance Funds 
for Agriculture and Fisheries, which up to that mo
ment had been managed separately, were brought 
into synergy and focused on specific crosscutting 
ob jectives identified as priorities  (2). Two of these 
objectives  — the fight against longterm unem
ployment and the inclusion of young people in the 
labour market — were under the exclusive compe
tence of the ESF. These reforms were also accom
panied by a considerable increase in the available 
resources. Within this framework the Social Fund 
received the remarkable sum of ECU 20 billion for 
the 19891993 programming period, an amount 
that was doubled (to ECU 42 billion) for the 1994
1999 period, and tripled (to ECU  60  billion) for 
20002006. A substantial part of the resources of 
the ESF was devoted to financing edu cation and 
training projects, in line with an approach that in
creasingly saw the traditional distinction between 
the two dimensions as obsolete, and considered 

(1) Council Directive 96/34/EC of 3 June 1996 (OJ L 145, 19.6.1996, p. 4). 
See for example the official website of the European Trade Union Institute: 
http://www.workerparticipation.eu/EUSocialDialogue/Interprofes
sionalESD/Outcomes

(2) For more details on the reform of the Structural Funds see Chapter 9 ‘The 
budgetary revolution: from nearbankruptcy to stability’; and Chapter 17 
‘Regional policy’.

both of them as essential tools for the achievement 
of high employment levels (3). This was an approach 
that, stimulated by the persistence of unemploy
ment in most of the Member States, reflected the 
increasing attention paid by the EU to employment 
problems during the rest of the decade and, as we 
will see, increasingly inspired its actions and long
term strategies.

The new socioeconomic 
strategies and initiatives 
of the second half of the 
1990s

The White Paper

In response to these problems of unemployment the 
European Commission published its White Paper on 
growth, competitiveness and employment in Decem
ber 1993 (4). Drafted 1 year before the end of their 
mandate (which would expire on 1 January 1995), the 
White Paper was a sort of political testament drawn 
up by Jacques Delors and his Commission, aiming 
to equip the European Union with a balanced long
term strategy that would allow it to address the un
employment crisis and, at the same time, to respond 
to the new global economic and political challenges 
of the postCold War era. It also aimed at relaunch
ing the role of the European Commission by placing 
it at the heart of an initiative that, especially in view 
of the stringent rules established for economic and 

(3) European Commission, The European Social Fund: an overview of the pro-
gramming period 1994-1999, Office for Official Publications of the Euro
pean Communities, Luxembourg, 1998; European Commission, Annual 
report on the implementation of the reform of the Structural Funds — 1989, 
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem
bourg, 1991; Brine, J., The European Social Fund and the EU — Flexibility, 
growth, stability, ‘Contemporary European Studies’ collection, No 11, Shef
field Academic Press, London, 2002.

(4) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘Growth, competitiveness, employ
ment — The challenges and ways forward into the 21st century — White 
Paper’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 6, 1993.

http://www.worker-participation.eu/EU-Social-Dialogue/Interprofessional-ESD/Outcomes
http://www.worker-participation.eu/EU-Social-Dialogue/Interprofessional-ESD/Outcomes
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The trade unions and the European Community/Union — from Delors to Prodi

The Schuman Plan and the creation of the European 
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) offered the High 
Authority an opportunity to launch an early European 
social policy. The Community would have a strong 
impact on the everyday life of the workers employed 
in the coal mines and the steel factories, in a period of 
strong opposition to any form of European integration 
by the communist parties and the powerful 
communist-controlled unions such as the French 
Confédération générale du travail and the Italian 
Confederazione Generale Italiana del Lavoro. The 
social provisions adopted by the ECSC (better health 
and safety at work, the construction of new houses for 
coal and steel workers, etc.) held a strong appeal for 
the non-communist unions, especially the Catholic 
unions, which began to support the integration 
process, also owing to the close contacts between the 
Catholic parties and the original six Member States of 
the ECSC (1). The importance of union support for 
European integration was grasped by Jean Monnet, 
who worked closely with numerous union leaders in his 
project to establish the Action Committee for the 
United States of Europe during the second half of the 
1950s. In spite of Monnet’s efforts and the unions’ 
hopes, the politicians, diplomats and experts who 
contributed to the ‘relaunching of Europe’ paid scant 
attention to the potential role of the unions in the 
future European Economic Community and European 
Atomic Energy Community. Only on the eve of the 
treaties’ completion did the negotiators decide to 
create an Economic and Social Committee of the 
European Communities, modelled on the French 
Conseil économique and the Italian Consiglio 
Nazionale dell’Economia e del Lavoro. The Committee, 
however, was just a consultative body, the main 
structure of which was an assembly with members 
appointed with the approval of the national 
governments on a tripartite basis (the national 
business associations, the trade unions and ‘other 
interests’). During the early days of the Economic and 
Social Committee the unions seemed strongly 
committed to and involved in its activities, as the 
Committee was the only Community body in which the 
unions were officially represented. But the Economic 
and Social Committee limited its activities to the 
drafting of reports, which the Commission often did not 

(1) Ciampani, A. (ed.), L’altra via per l’Europa — Forze sociali e or-
ganizzazione degli interessi nell’integrazione europea (1947-
1957), ‘Fondazione Giulio Pastore’ collection, Vol. 6, Franco-
Angeli, Milan, 1995.

even take into consideration; moreover, social policy 
was a sort of ‘Cinderella’ compared with the setting up 
of a customs union and the common agricultural 
policy. The obvious consequence was significant 
disillusionment with the European Community among 
the unions (2).

In the late 1960s and the early 1970s, due to a radical 
change in the social, economic and political balance in 
most nations of western Europe, the European 
Community began to be interested in developing a 
wider and more effective European social policy (3). In 
the same period European workers’ movements 
became stronger and more powerful; there were, 
moreover, growing appeals to workers’ unity, which led 
to a renewed dialogue between the non-communist 
and communist unions, especially in France and in 
Italy. This development also had a significant impact 
on the international workers’ organisations: in 1973 
the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) was 
set up, and in 1974 the powerful Italian 
Confederazione Generale Italiana del Lavoro joined 
this new organisation (4). But by the mid 1970s the 
dialogue between the European Community and the 
workers’ unions had lost momentum. Social policies 
(health, pensions, education, housing, etc.) were still, 
moreover, mainly in the national domain, and the ETUC 
appeared to lose any interest in developing relations 
with the Community, the social policy of which, in spite 
of some efforts by the Commission, was still a minor 
aspect of its activities (mainly involving vocational 
training, worker mobility, some legislative provisions 
dealing with equal opportunities, and health and 
safety at work). There was also growing awareness 
that the business associations, especially UNICE, 
exerted a strong, though indirect, influence on the 
Community’s decision-making process, especially 

(2) Varsori (ed.), Il Comitato Economico e Sociale nella costruzione 
europea — especially Varsori, A. ‘Per una storia del  Comitato 
Economico e Sociale’, pp. 3-23, which clearly describes the 
 Committee’s difficulties in playing a role in the decision- making 
process of the Community.

(3) Varsori, A., ‘The emergence of social Europe’, in Dumoulin, 
M. (ed.), The European Commission, 1958-72 — History and 
 memories of an institution, Office for Official Publications of the 
 European Communities, Luxembourg, 2007, pp. 427-441.

(4) For a description of the founding moment of the confeder-
ation and its history see Degryse, C. and Tilly, P., 1973-2013 — 
40 years of history of the European Trade Union Confederation, 
ETUI, Brussels, 2013. The foundation of the European Feder-
ation of Public Service Unions, the largest of the federations 
affiliated to the ETUC, is reconstructed: Fischbach-Pyttel, C., 
Building the European Federation of Public Service Unions — 
The history of EPSU (1978-2016), ETUI, Brussels, 2017.
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through their effective lobbying and the role played by 
experts in the various ad hoc committees created by 
the Commission. Last but not least, the neo-liberal 
‘revolution’ of the early 1980s was perceived as a 
serious threat to the unions’ power, and the defeat of 
the British Trades Union Congress due to Margaret 
Thatcher’s policies was an ominous and negative 
example of what could happen to workers’ 
organisations in the Western world (1).

The turning point in the unions’ attitude towards the 
European Community was the appointment of Jacques 
Delors as President of the European Commission. 
Although the Delors Commission’s first goal was the 
creation of a real and effective single European 
market, based on a neo-liberal approach, Delors was 
convinced that such a policy had to be 
counterbalanced by a European social dialogue, which 
would involve the Commission, the business 
associations (UNICE and CEEP) and the ETUC (2). 
When, in 1985, the so-called Val Duchesse social 
dialogue was launched, it was the first official meeting 
since 1978 between the Commission, the 
entrepreneurs’ organisations and the European 
workers’ association. The union leaders especially felt 
that something was radically changing in the 
Commission’s attitude, and they did not forget Delors’s 
experience as an influential member of the French 
Christian trade unions. One of the early results of 
Delors’s new policy was the recognition by the Single 
European Act of the European social dialogue (3). In the 
unions’ opinion this attitude was not enough, but in 
1988 Delors launched the initiative that would lead to 
the Community Charter of the Fundamental Social 
Rights of Workers. During the early 1990s this 
document offered the Commission the opportunity to 
adopt a series of important directives on social 
issues (4). The confirmation of the Commission’s 
commitment to a European social policy and the 
growing contacts between some Commission 
members and officials — including President Delors — 
and the ETUC were important stimuli for the 
confederation. As a result its members not only 
showed growing confidence in Delors, but also led the 
ETUC to feel that its role had been strengthened, and 

(1) Schirmann, S. and Tilly, P., ‘Free movement of workers, social 
rights and social affairs’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), 
The European Commission 1973-86 — History and memories 
of an institution, Publications Office of the European Union, 
 Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 351-368.

(2) Interview with Ludwig Schubert, 12 July 2017.
(3) Kowalsky, W., Focus on European social policy — Countering 

Euro pessimism, ETUI, Brussels, 2000, pp. 23-35.
(4) Degimbe, La politique sociale européenne, pp. 27-35.

to regard the Community, especially the Commission, 
as an important partner. In 1991, at its Luxembourg 
conference, the ETUC appointed a new General 
Secretary: Emilio Gabaglio, an Italian Catholic union 
leader and a strong supporter of the integration 
process (5). During the negotiations that would lead to 
the Maastricht Treaty, the Delors Commission worked 
hard to have a European social chapter included in the 
future agreements, to transform social policy into a 
pillar of the new European structure. During those 
months the ETUC strongly supported the Commission 
through continuous contacts with some of its 
influential members, both Commissioners and officials, 
and by putting pressure on the more forthcoming 
Community governments. Although Maastricht’s social 
chapter was a compromise, and allowed the UK 
authorities to apply the so-called opt-out clause, the 
ETUC was partially satisfied with the results of the EU 
negotiations (6). In the aftermath of the Maastricht 
Treaty the relationship between the Commission and 
the ETUC was further strengthened: on the initiative of 
the Commissioner for Social Affairs, Pádraig Flynn, a 
Green Paper and a White Paper on social Europe were 
drafted by the Commission. Moreover, the Amsterdam 
Treaty formally strengthened the EU social chapter, 
which became part of the new treaty and was also 
accepted by the new Labour government of the United 
Kingdom led by Tony Blair (7). The creation of effective 
and independent trade unions was one of the EU’s 
goals in its policy towards the former communist 
countries that had applied for full EU membership.

At the end of the 1990s most European Union leaders 
and the leaders of the ETUC seemed happy with the 
results of both the social dialogue and the role played 
by the Commission (8). Nevertheless there was growing 
fear among union leaders: at national level the unions 
were losing ground, and the European Union was 
increasingly committed to the implementation of 
economic policies that were mainly shaped by a 

(5) Ciampani, A. and Gabaglio, E., L’Europa sociale e la Confeder-
azione Europea dei Sindacati, Il Mulino, Bologna, 2010. In this 
book Gabaglio describes the fruitful relationship between the 
ETUC and the Commission during the 1990s.

(6) Dolvik, J. E., An emerging island — ETUC, social dialogue and 
the Europeanisation of the trade unions in the 1990s, ETUI, 
 Brussels, 1999.

(7) Goetschy, J., ‘Les nouveaux éléments sur l’emploi et le social — 
Rattrapage, consolidation ou percée’, in Telò, M. and Magnette, 
P. (eds), De Maastricht à Amsterdam — L’Europe et son nouveau 
traité, Complexe, Brussels, 1998, pp. 139-162. 

(8) For a history of the European social dialogue and its outcomes 
in the years covered by this chapter see Lapeyre, J., Le dialogue 
social européen — Histoire d’une innovation sociale (1985-
2003), ETUI, Brussels, 2017.

▶
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monetary union, suggested a possible way to combine 
the pursuit of competitiveness with an energetic em
ployment policy, or, in other words, to reconcile new 
economic needs with the safeguarding of the Euro
pean social model (1). Based on a wide consultation 
with representatives of the Member States and the 
social partners, the White Paper stressed the need 
to introduce more flexibility into the labour market, 
but most of all it saw the strengthening of education 
and training systems — and particularly the develop
ment of lifelong learning mechanisms — as the key to 
adapting the EU economy to the challenges coming 
from new technologies and from growing interna
tional interdependence, allowing, at the same time, 
the creation of quality jobs (2).

As was perhaps the intention of its authors, the 1993 
White Paper immediately became an essential ref
erence point, and its principles inspired most of the 
EU’s major projects and initiatives in the follow
ing years. In 1994 for example, at the initiative of 
Pádraig Flynn, the Commissioner for Social Affairs, 
the Commission published a new White Paper spe
cifically dedicated to social policy, which included 
some of the elements of the document published the 
previous year. Centred on the objective of relaunch
ing employment, it reiterated some of the elements 
traditionally supported by the Commission, such 
as social dialogue and equal opportunities for men 
and  women, but accompanied them with some of 
the key prin ciples of the 1993 White Paper. It pre
sented, for example, ‘competitiveness and social pro
gress’ as ‘two sides of the same coin’, and identified 
the  improvement of the quality of education and 

(1) See for example Drake, H., Jacques Delors  — Perspectives on a European 
leader, Routledge, Abingdon, 2000, pp. 113143. References to the need to 
develop, at the same time, solidarity and competitiveness (the abovemen
tioned ‘balanced approach’) characterised the whole debate that led to the 
adoption of the White Paper. See, on this, the minutes of the discussions of 
the European Commission of OctoberDecember 1993: HAEC, PV(93), 
Minutes Nos 1170 to 1182.

(2) COM(93) 700 final. An explanation of the focus on education and train
ing, with a particular reference to its role as a tool for fighting inequalities, 
is provided by Delors: interview with Jacques Delors, 25  February 2016, 
pp. 3132.

neo-liberal approach. At the same time the 
differing impact of economic and monetary union 
rules on the economic and employment situation 
in the Member States started to loosen the bonds 
between the national trade unions within the 
ETUC. This potential contradiction between the 
perspective of a strong European social dimension 
and the negative effects of economic and 
monetary union rules did not immediately affect 
the general attitude of the ETUC, which remained 
substantially optimistic for a few more years. The 
economic troubles of the new decade and, most of 
all, the consequences of the financial crisis that 
started in 2007 changed the situation, and 
contributed to partially replacing optimism with 
the feeling of disillusionment that still 
characterises the attitude of the confederation 
today (1).

Antonio Varsori

(1) See for example the dozens of resolutions, declarations 
and statements of all sorts adopted in recent years by the 
ETUC calling for the end of austerity policies and for a total 
change in the EU system of economic governance based on 
the development of a stronger European social dimension, 
available on the ETUC website: http://www.etuc.org

◀

http://www.etuc.org/


417Chapter 16 — European social policy 

 training systems as the strategic element to pursue 
both aims (1). 

Once again, the search for a balanced approach that 
had characterised the Delors Commission since the 
beginning was perfectly evident, and it inspired, the 
following year, the launch of a new mediumterm 
 social action programme, which scheduled a new 
series of initiatives to be implemented over the next 
2 years. Itself focused on the creation of jobs as ‘the top 
priority’, the new programme envisaged a mechanism 
whereby the Commission would constantly monitor 
employment trends in the Member States, and aimed 
to relaunch the social dialogue on employment issues 
(through the revitalisation of the Standing Commit
tee for Employment, a tripartite body set up in 1970 

(1) COM(94) 333 final, 27 July 1994, ‘European social policy — A way  forward 
for the Union — A White Paper’. 

that had never played an important role) (2). The 1995 
programme also paid much attention to the develop
ment and improvement of cooperation in education 
and training, which were explicitly mentioned as ‘key 
factors for social stability in the community’, in line 
with the idea that ‘increased investment in the devel
opment of human resources [was] a central element 
of the Union strategy to strengthen mediumterm 
growth, improve competitiveness of the European 
economy, create more jobs and promote solidarity.’ 
Among the numerous projects included in the social 
action programme — which ranged from proposals 
to widen social security schemes for migrant workers, 
to initiatives for improving public health, to a new 
programme on equal opportunities for women and 
men — it is worth recalling its focus on the external 

(2) On the reform of the Standing Committee see the documents in HAEU, 
DORIE 954.

The European Trade Union Confederation organised a demonstration in front of the institutions on the European Day of Action  
for Employment, 28 May 1997.



418 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

dimension of social policy. This was an attempt to re
spond more consistently to some of the difficult chal
lenges the EU was to face in those years, such as the 
association of central and east European countries, a 
forerunner of the 2004 enlargement, and the battle 
for the socalled social clause within the newborn 
World Trade Organisation, which the Commission 
was to fight, albeit unsuccessfully, in the following 
years (1).

The Treaty of Amsterdam and  
the European employment strategy

The peak of this propitious phase for European  social 
policy was reached in 1997 with the signature of 
the Treaty of Amsterdam, which, especially under 
pressure from Lionel Jospin’s French socialist gov
ernment, included high levels of employment among 
the official objectives of the European Union. To this 
end it introduced a new title specifically devoted to 
employment policy into the EU Treaty, by which it 
established a genuine European employment strat
egy based on coordination between the EU and the 
Member States. Moreover, it charged the Council and 
the Commission with submitting annually a joint 
report on the employment situation in the EU and 
with identifying the lines around which the Mem
ber States should activate their cooperation (2). It is 
worth recalling that a major contribution to shaping 
this part of the new treaty came from the European 
Commission, which designed many of the new fea
tures that were then discussed by the intergovern
mental conference and included in the  employment 
chapter (3).

In consideration of the high levels of unemploy
ment existing in the EU, a few months later the 

(1) COM(95) 134 final, 12 April 1995, ‘Medium term social action programme 
19951997’.

(2) See Title VIa of the original version of the Treaty of Amsterdam, avail able 
at: https://europa.eu/europeanunion/sites/europaeu/files/docs/body/
treaty_of_amsterdam_en.pdf

(3) Interview with Patrick Venturini, 20 October 2016, pp. 2729.

 Luxembourg European Council decided to activate 
the mechanisms of the new strategy even before the 
entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam. The 
launch of the new procedures, commonly referred 
to as the Luxembourg process, further fuelled the 
gen eral optimism as to the prospect of developing a 
strong European social dimension. This optimism 
was also boosted by the fact that in Amsterdam, fol
lowing the electoral victory of the Labour Party, the 
new UK government led by Tony Blair agreed to sign 
the Maastricht social chapter, which could then for
mally become part of the treaty (4).

The social action programme  
of 1998-2000 and the Lisbon strategy

In 1998, against this background, the Council stated 
that the new employment strategy would be based on 
the development of ‘four pillars’: ‘employability’ of 
workers through the further strengthening of educa
tion and training; improved ‘entrepreneurship’ based 
on increased flexibility; enhanced ‘adaptability’ of 
companies and workers to technological changes; 
and an increased effort to guarantee ‘equal oppor
tunities’ between men and women in the labour 
market. A new social action programme, focused 
again on promoting employment, was immediately 
launched by the Commission for the next 2  years, 
although it interpreted the abovementioned four pil
lars with stronger emphasis than in the past on busi
ness deregulation and the flexibilisation of the labour 
market (5). 

However, the most meaningful expression of the ap
proach launched by the Delors Commission, and ex
plicitly described by the 1993 White Paper, was seen 
in March 2000, when the European Council meet
ing in Lisbon officially adopted the  socioeconomic 

(4) Degimbe, La politique sociale européenne, pp. 177178.
(5) COM(1998)  259 final, 29  April 1998, ‘Social action programme (1998

2000)’. For a similar summary of the programme see for example Johnson, 
D. and Turner, C., European business — Policy challenges for the new com-
mercial environment, Routledge, Abingdon, 2005, pp. 239245.

https://europa.eu/european-union/sites/europaeu/files/docs/body/treaty_of_amsterdam_en.pdf
https://europa.eu/european-union/sites/europaeu/files/docs/body/treaty_of_amsterdam_en.pdf
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 strategy of the EU for the following decade. The 
Lisbon strategy, drawn up mostly in the directorates 
general of the European Commission, in the wake of 
the optimism generated by the achievements of the 
previous years and by the encouraging prospects of 
economic growth, had a dual objective: to promote 
economic competitiveness and, at the same time, to 
enhance the levels of social protection. To this end 
it again identified the development of education 
and training as key elements, and focused explicitly 
on transforming the EU, over the next decade, into 
‘the most competitive and dynamic knowledgebased 
economy in the world’, capable of stimulating lasting 
economic growth and ensuring full employment (1).

(1) Presidency conclusions of the Lisbon European Council, 23 and 24 March 2000: 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisboneuropeancouncil 
presidencyconclusions.pdf. On the contribution of certain direct orates
general to the drafting of the Lisbon strategy see for example the interview 
with Achilleas Mitsos, 11 May 2017.

The Commission, a few months later, presented its 
social agenda, in which it undertook to enact, over 
the following 5  years, a wide range of initiatives 
aimed at implementing the Lisbon strategy, through 
an increase in employment opportunities, the en
couragement of workers’ adaptability and a general 
improvement in social protection levels (2). However, 
despite some appreciable results in terms of employ
ment growth, the Commission’s ambitions coincided 
with the sudden change in the economic situation 
following the events of 11 September 2001 and the 
consequent increased international political instabil
ity, which destroyed the optimism of previous years 
and prevented the implementation of many of the 
projects included in the social agenda (3).

(2) COM(2000) 379 final, 28 June 2000, ‘Social policy agenda’.
(3) COM(2003) 312 final, 2 June 2003, ‘Midterm review of the social policy 

agenda’.

‘The euro, a sound basis for growth and employment’.  
Watercolour published by the Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs in 1998.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
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Conclusion

The events described in this chapter clearly demon
strate how the years of the Delors presidency were a 
key moment in the life of the EC/EU, including from 
the point of view of social policy. The foundations of 
a tentative, balanced approach, seeking equilibrium 
between the search for economic competitiveness 
and the need for social protection and stability, were 
laid in those years. This new approach first became 
evident in the late 1980s and early 1990s  — when 
the launch of the single market and economic and 
monetary union programmes were accompanied by 
the adoption of the 1989 social charter and the Maas
tricht social protocol — but it peaked with the 1993 

White Paper, the true manifesto of the Delors Com
mission and a key reference point for the following 
decades  (1). This was an approach that, also thanks 
to the influence of the Commission itself, character
ised all the major EU developments in the following 
years — from the new social action programmes to 
the Treaty of Amsterdam and the Lisbon strategy — 
but the application of which eventually clashed with 
the worsening international economic conditions of 
the turn of the century and, later, with the conse
quences of the financial crisis that began in 2007. 

Lorenzo Mechi
Antonio Varsori

(1) References are constantly made to the White Paper in the documentation 
and debates regarding all the subsequent developments. See for example the 
report on the Round Table on Employment organised by the Commission, 
with the participation of the European social partners, during the prepara
tory phase of the Treaty of Amsterdam: HAEU, DORIE 956, ‘Summary 
report of the Table Ronde sur l’Emploi’, Brussels, 28 and 29 April 1996.

Visit by a delegation from the Confédération générale du travail-Force ouvrière to the Commission, 17 October 1990.
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Chapter 17 
Regional policy: a new source 
of Europeanisation

Introduction

With the signing of the Single European Act in 
1986 the European Economic Community (EEC) 
took on an explicit objective of economic and so
cial cohesion between its members. From this time 
onwards regional policy would have a more prom
inent role, as would the ad hoc directorategeneral 
(DG  XVI) responsible for this policy. Liberalisa
tion, the elimination of nontariff barriers and free 
circulation of goods  — as envisaged by the 1985 
White Paper on completing the single market (1) — 
helped not only to foster the economic development 
of the EEC as a whole, but also to tackle the ques
tion of disparities among the regions and to sustain 
those lagging behind.

(1) COM(85)  310 final, 14  June 1986, ‘Completing the internal market  — 
White Paper from the Commission to the European Council (Milan, 28
29 June 1985)’.

To achieve this goal the Commission pushed for 
stronger internal cooperation, fought against the 
compartmentalisation of the different directorates 
general and committed itself to increasing the co
ordination between its activities and those of the 12 
Member State governments. Cohesion and social 
policies were not perceived by the Member States 
in the same way; they instead triggered a series of 
interconnected concerns in both the old and the 
new members. On the one hand, Greece, Spain and 
Portugal strongly advocated the implementation of 
measures to protect their weaker economies from 
the aggressive competition resulting from the elim
ination of nontariff barriers and the establishment 
of the single market. On the other, more economic
ally developed countries such as Germany, France 
and the United Kingdom were afraid that Euro
pean policies aimed at sustaining the growth of the 
new members would damage their economies.
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From 1985 to 1994 the Commission, headed by 
Jacques Delors, tried to show that economic and 
social progress were strongly intertwined (1).  Delors 
himself underlined this concept during official 
 visits to the Member States and bilateral meetings 
with national representatives. The Commission 
President repeatedly claimed that economic growth 
and social cohesion were two sides of the same coin, 
and argued that linking them would, besides com
pleting the single market and economic and monet
ary union, also favour the development of a shared 
European identity.

The instrument used to promote cohesion was 
the European Regional Development Fund 
(ERDF) (2). This was not a new fund, but had been 
set up in 1975. Since its inception it had aimed to 
correct regional imbalances in regions dependent 
on agriculture or affected by industrial restruc
turing and with a high unemployment rate  (3). 
Over the period from its creation until the mid 
1980s the ERDF was mainly used to pay some of 
the costs of national investment in the regions of 
the Member States that did not share the Euro
pean vision of regional development. From the 
mid 1980s the Commission relaunched and re
structured ERDF funding, advocating both closer 
collaboration with the national governments of 
the EEC Member States and greater visibility for 
the projects funded  (4). In order to provide more 
balanced assistance it requested a detailed account 
of the impact of the Community policies already 
implemented, a list of the priority areas for inter
vention — according to national plans — and the 
establishment of very precise rules governing eli
gibility for these funds. Furthermore, it promoted 

(1) HAEU, Fonds Jacques Delors (JD) 44, ‘Commission work programme for 
1986’.

(2) The ERDF was created by Regulation (EEC) No 724/75 of the Council of 
18 March 1975 (OJ L 73, 21.3.1975, p. 1).

(3) HAEU, Georges Rencki Fonds (GR) 114, COM(79)  290, 15  May 1979, 
‘Regional development programmes’. 

(4) Varsori, A., ‘European regional policy: the foundation of solidarity’, in 
Dumoulin, M. (ed.), The European Commission 1958-72  — History and 
memories of an institution, Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, Luxembourg, 2007, pp. 411426.

the introduction of multiannual programmes and 
asked for detailed reports on financial transfers 
from the national to the subnational level. The 
ERDF became the instrument used by the Com
mission to check compliance with the abovemen
tioned requirements and to identify more precisely 
where to allocate EEC resources.

One of the cornerstones of the Delors Commission’s 
vision for Europe was that Community regional 
policy should not replace national regional policy 
but complement it. Since 1985 the Commission 
has recognised the ERDF as the most appropriate 
framework for coordination between national and 
Community efforts in this field.

The Community’s regional 
programmes

Over the period under consideration in this chap
ter (19862000) the Community’s regional policy 
under went three successive reforms, adopted in 
1989, 1993 and 1999. From the beginning of the 
Delors presidency the Commission progressively 
shifted the allocation of its funding from the na
tional to the subnational level, focusing more on 
support for those regions that were least developed, 
according to a synthetic index (made up of the per 
capita gross domestic product (GDP) and the un
employment rate, measured in relation to the Com
munity average) (5). Industrial reconversion and job 
losses in industry, a recovery plan for both agricul
ture and rural life and the relaunching of some areas 
through tourism were the key aspects to be tackled. 
In order to do so the Commission launched a series 

(5) Tilly, P., ‘Regional policy: a tangible expression of European solidarity’, in 
Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. (eds), The European Commission 1973-86 — 
History and memories of an institution, Publications Office of the European 
Union, Luxembourg, 2014, pp. 337350. 
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of new initiatives geared towards meeting the needs 
of the newly identified areas.

Depending on the geographical areas in which 
they were implemented, Community actions were 
divided into Community programmes, national 
programmes of Community interest, integrated 
Mediterranean programmes and integrated devel
opment operations. The Community programmes 
were aimed at specific sectors, in regions in both 
the north and south of Europe, such as in Ireland, 

Greece, Spain, Italy (especially the  Mezzogiorno), 
Portugal, the United Kingdom (in particular 
Northern Ireland) and a number of French terri
tories, including Corsica and the French overseas 
departments. Among these, two of the best known 
aimed respectively to extend advanced telecommu
nication services (STAR, 1985) and to make best 
use of local energy potential (Valoren, 1985). They 
were followed by other programmes devoted to 
creat ing alternative sources of employment in those 
Community areas most affected by job losses in the 

In 1988 five priorities were defined for the Structural Funds: (1) promoting the development and structural adjustment of regions in 
which development is lagging behind; (2) finding new options for regions seriously affected by industrial decline; (3) combating long-term 

unemployment; (4) helping to integrate young people into the workplace; and (5) speeding up the adjustment of agricultural structures and 
promoting the development of rural areas. The map shows the regions where the various objectives were to be implemented.
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steel industries (Resider, 1986) and in shipbuilding 
(Renaval, 1986)  (1). For the Member States that 
joined after the 1973 enlargement the Community 
launched national programmes of Community in
terest. These were mainly geared towards develop
ing areas in a peripheral position. Their goals were 
to support small businesses and firms, to introduce 
new technologies and to improve road networks and 
promote tourism. For southern Europe more par
ticularly the Commission launched the integrated 
Mediterranean programmes. These were designed 
to protect southern regions, especially in Greece, 
France and Italy, from the competition in agricul
ture and tourism caused by the Spanish and Portu
guese accession. Their priorities were to strengthen 
the agriculture and fishing sectors, to encourage the 
development of small firms in order to respond to 
changes in the market, and to boost the potential 
for tourism.

In both the north and the south the Commission 
launched integrated development operations tar
geted at regions suffering from geographical isola
tion, desertification of rural areas and population 
decline. During 1986, 99.3 % of the appropriations 
available, i.e. ECU 3 186 million, were committed 
to the ERDF’s various operations, to which was 
added ECU  142  million for specific Community 
measures (2). 

Coping with the accession 
of Spain and Portugal

The Community initiatives described above played 
an important role in reducing regional  disparities. 

(1) Spain and Portugal benefited greatly from these, especially during the 
launch of their industrial reconversion plans. Resider provides assistance in 
Asturias, Álava and Viscaya; and Reneval does so in Pontevedra and Cadiz 
in Spain and Setúbal in Portugal.

(2) ‘European Regional Development Fund’, Bulletin of the European Commu-
nities, No 4, 1986, pp. 5354.

However, the accession of Spain and Portugal 
in 1986 increased the population of the EEC by 
48 million people, and affected the ongoing process 
of real convergence of income between Member 
States. The rise in the Community population by 
one fifth also made the unemployment rate grow by 
a third and doubled the number of underdeveloped 
regions. Facing this new situation became a major 
challenge for the Community, requiring the Com
mission, in particular, to demonstrate the effective
ness of its new approaches.

Under the first Delors presidency, Grigoris Varfis, 
Commissioner for Regional Policy (19851988), 
tried to limit the increasing imbalances through the 
abovementioned sectoral programmes. However, 
there was another Commissioner strongly commit
ted to dealing with European internal dispar ities — 
especially in the field of employment: Peter Schmid
huber, Commissioner for Economic Affairs and 
Employment from 1985 to 1988. He followed two 
major strategies to address the problem. First, he 
focused on improving employment and productiv
ity to generate income in those regions that already 
possessed the necessary human resources and poten
tial for economic development. Second, he tried to 
establish more direct contact with the subnational 
level, bypassing the national authorities, by involv
ing in programme financing the most representa
tive organisations of regional and local authorities 
in the Community, such as the Council of Regions 
in Eur ope, the Council of European Municipalities 
and Regions (CEMR) and the International Union 
of Local Authorities.

In April 1987 the Commission submitted a com
munication to the Council designed to tackle the 
challenge of enlargement and the consequences of 
the Single European Act (3). It summarised the ac
tivities planned by the two Commissioners referred 
to above and set six primary tenets that were to 

(3) ‘Coordination of structural instruments’, Bulletin of the European Commu-
nities; No 4, 1987, pp. 3335.
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shape Community regional policy over the follow
ing years: securing the growth and adjustment of 
the lessdeveloped regional economies, converting 
declining industrial regions by helping them to de
velop new activities, tackling longterm unemploy
ment, creating jobs for young people, promoting the 
adjustment of agricultural structures and encour
aging rural development.

The 1989 reform and the 
bringing together of funds 
under a single budgetary 
resource

The discussion launched in 1987 on a possible re
form of the ERDF took as its starting point the issue 
of how to cope with the consequences of the latest 
enlargement by fostering direct contacts with the 
subnational levels in order to maintain employment 
in spite of industrial conversion plans and company 
restructuring. The reform was finally approved in 
the following year and entered into force in January 
1989. It had a significant impact on the role of the 
Commission itself, which became an equal partner 
with the Member States in setting regional object
ives and greatly increased its ability to coordinate 
regional policy initiatives. The allocations per sec
tor remained unchanged: industrial development 
and environmental plans would be financed by the 
ERDF; jobmarket reclassification and the valorisa
tion of new skills would come under the European 
Social Fund (ESF); and both programmes related to 
employment and the diversification of production 
in rural areas would fall under the European Agri
cultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF).

In order to increase efficiency the Commission 
decided to centralise the management of the three 
funds and to bring together the ERDF, the ESF 
and the EAGGF Guidance section under a single 

budgetary resource over a period of 5  years. Until 
then the implementation of the funds had been 
monitored by the Member States, but the new role 
of the Commission implied a change to the former 
situation. Starting in 1989 the Community began 
to draw up operational programmes not only with 
national but also directly with regional and local 
authorities; expressed preferences as to their finan
cing; and advocated more flexibility to vary the rate 
of assistance according to the kind of intervention 
that was to take place. The result was that in many 
Member States, especially the larger ones, actors at 
subnational level increased their political power, in 
particular visàvis the national authorities, while 
this new procedure offered the Commission the 
 opportunity to further strengthen its role.

Besides the unified budgetary provision, the 1989 
reform concentrated the activities on a limited num
ber of objectives and increased the Structural Funds 
to one third of the EEC’s overall budget. In particu
lar, the contribution of the Structural Funds was 
planned to double in real terms in 1992. Bruce Mil
lan (the Commissioner for Regional Policy between 
1989 and 1994) and Eneko Landáburu (Dir ector
General of DG  XVI from 1986 to 2000) worked 
closely together to increase the share of funds allo
cated to the ERDF, reducing the share going to agri
culture (1). The list of regions to be financed under 
Objective  1 (underdeveloped regions) was mostly 
determined according to the rule that regional per 
capita GDP should be below the threshold of 75 % 
of the Community average, although some flexi
bility was allowed as an acknowledgement of the 
problems faced by more prosperous regions. As for 
eligibility for Objective 2 (areas affected by indus
trial decline), the rule remained unchanged, there
fore regions were eligible if their unemployment 
rate was 15 % higher than the Community average 
over the previous 3 years (2). However, the rules also 
 allowed access to Objective 2 when these areas were 

(1) Interview with Eneko Landáburu, 10 October 2016.
(2) Interview with Ronald Hall, 6 April 2016.
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The Peace programme for Northern Ireland

One of the more distinctive features of EU regional 
policy during the 1990s was the special support 
programme for peace and reconciliation in Northern 
Ireland. This was not only an expression of satisfaction 
at European level at the ending of violence within the 
province, but also highlighted the extent to which EU 
financial support, and the fact that both Ireland and 
the United Kingdom were members of the Union, could 
play an important role in cementing a lasting peace.

The origins of the initiative go back to 1994 and the 
announcement on 31 August by the Irish Republican 
Army (IRA) that it intended to make permanent the 
‘temporary’ ceasefire that it had announced that April. 
Commission President Jacques Delors was one of 
many to react positively, affirming the EU’s ‘support for 
the ongoing peace process’ and stating a willingness 
to consider additional financial measures to help 
Northern Ireland (1). These would be in addition to the 
ECU 25 million the Community had already been 
contributing to the International Fund for Ireland set up 
in response to the 1986 Anglo-Irish Agreement (2).

Both the Irish government and that of the United 
Kingdom were quick to respond to Delors’s 
announcement. John Major, the UK Prime Minister, 
replied within 2 days, and by early September the 
Commission had been encouraged to push ahead at 
an informal meeting of EU foreign ministers (3). In 
response Delors asked the Deputy Secretary-General, 
Carlo Trojan, who already had some knowledge of 
Northern Ireland from his involvement with the 
International Fund for Ireland, to form a task force on 
the question comprising a number of Northern Irish 
officials from across the Commission, along with 
representatives of those parts of the Commission 
likely to be involved in delivering a regional aid 
package and members of the cabinets of Sir Leon 
Brittan, Bruce Millan and Pádraig Flynn (4). After a 
preliminary meeting on 3 October its first formal 
session took place on 14 October 1994 (5).

The European Parliament was also keen to get 
involved, and the three Northern Irish MEPs in 

(1) See Europe in Northern Ireland, No 89, European Commission 
Office, Belfast, September-December 1994.

(2) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017.
(3) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/1, ‘Letter from John Major to Jacques 

 Delors’, 2 September 1994.
(4) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017.
(5) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/4, ‘Summary records of the five meetings 

of the task-force “Northern Ireland”’.

particular (6). Ian Paisley, John Hume and Jim 
Nicholson met with Delors on 13 October and 
thereafter involved themselves closely with the work 
of the task force and the implementation of the 
Commission programme (7). Crucially though, neither 
the Commission nor the MEPs felt it appropriate for 
the scheme to be devised primarily in Brussels. 
Instead, as Trojan underlined, it was ‘the result of 
widespread consultation with the British and Irish 
governments, the Northern Irish authorities, MEPs, 
local authorities, the voluntary sectors, and many 
other committed people on the ground’ (8). To this end, 
three Northern Irish Commission officials were sent to 
the province in October to consult as widely as 
possible (they met over 300 people in 4 days), Trojan 
himself visited Belfast in November and a large 
number of written submissions were considered by the 
task force (9). Both the programme and its subsequent 
implementation were hence as much bottom-up 
processes as top-down. Indeed, a 1997 report drawn 
up on behalf of the three Northern Irish MEPs 
assessing the programme identified the dialogue it 
had fostered among and with local-level ‘partnerships’ 
as one of the most positive outcomes of the whole 
process (10).

By late November the task force had completed its 
report, and the Commission won budgetary approval 
from the Parliament and Council to cover the 
additional expenditure planned (11). On 7 December the 
Commission adopted a communication on the 
programme in time for it to be considered by the Essen 

(6) The Parliament passed a resolution on the peace process in 
Northern Ireland on 27 September 1994.

(7) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/1, ‘Boyd note for the file on Delors’s meet-
ing with the NIRL MEPs’, 14 October 1994.

(8) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/4, ‘Investment Conference dinner speech 
by Carlo Trojan, Belfast’, 13 December 1994.

(9) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/11, ‘Note to Carlo Trojan from special ad-
visers to Delors Task Force: H. Logue, H. McNally and R. Ramsey 
on the programme to support peace and reconciliation’, 31 Oc-
tober 1994.

(10) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/10, ‘Special support programme for peace 
and reconciliation in Northern Ireland and the border counties 
of Ireland — Revisited: report to Jacques Santer, President of 
the European Commission’, 1 October 1997.

(11) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/1, SEC(94) 9013, Rev. 1, ‘Report of the Task 
Force on Northern Ireland’, 29 November 1994; BAC 74/2000/4, 
‘Letter from President Jacques Delors to Klaus Hänsch’, 16 No-
vember 1994; and BAC 74/2000/4, ‘Trilogue on the adaption of 
financial perspectives in view of the enlargement of the Euro-
pean Union (Brussels, 29 November 1994) — Statement of con-
clusions’, 29 November 1994.
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European Council, where it met a positive response (1). 
The package of measures was to amount to 
ECU 300 million (then equivalent to about 
GBP 240 million) of additional funding for the province 
and was to cover a period of 5 years.

The task of turning this agreement in principle into a 
working scheme fell to the Santer Commission. By 
February a draft proposal was ready to be transmitted 
to the European Parliament (2). In order to sustain the 
political momentum behind the programme — and to 
underline the commitment of the new Commission — 
the new Commissioner for Regional Policy, Monika 
Wulf-Mathies, travelled to Ulster in late February, and 
then again in April. On the second occasion she was 

(1) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/1, COM(94) 607 final, 7 December 1994, 
‘A special support programme for peace and reconciliation 
in Northern Ireland’; PV(94), Minutes No 1226, second part, 
meeting of 7 December 1994; Presidency conclusions of the 
Essen European Council, 9 and 10 December 1994: http://www. 
consilium.europa.eu/media/21198/essen-european-council.pdf

(2) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/7, SEC(95) 279 final, 14 February 1995, 
‘Draft notice to the Member States laying down guidelines for 
an initiative in the framework of the special support programme 
for peace and reconciliation in Northern Ireland and the border 
counties of Ireland’.

accompanied by Jacques Santer and Neil Kinnock (3). 
Finally, on 28 July 1995 the Commission was able to 
approve the initiative and start organising its 
implementation.

In substantive terms the vast majority of the 
ECU 300 million provided by the package was to be 
spent in Northern Ireland itself, although up to 20 % 
could be directed towards the border counties in 
Ireland. Much of the money would actually be spent by 
a number of intermediary funding bodies, independent 
of both national governments, and by a series of newly 
developed local partnerships involving representatives 
from district councils, community and voluntary groups 
and the private sector. Monika Wulf-Mathies was 
instrumental in ensuring that the resources would be 
used as far as possible for individual projects 
conceived or implemented with the involvement of 
both communities in Northern Ireland. Targets included 
urban regeneration, social-inclusion projects and the 
development of tourism infrastructure. Also funded 
were innovative projects that were outside the 

(3) HAEC, BAC 74/2000/7, ‘Note to file on Commissioner Wulf-
Mathies’ visit to Northern Ireland 27-28 February 1995’, Brus-
sels, 3 March 1995; the same file contains extensive paperwork 
on Santer’s visit.

Meeting between Commission President Jacques Santer and a delegation of new parliamentarians from Northern Ireland. 
From left to right: Jim Nicholson MEP; Seamus Mallon, Deputy First Minister of Northern Ireland; Jacques Santer;  

David Trimble, First Minister of Northern Ireland; and John Hume, Leader of the Social Democratic and Labour Party.

▶

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21198/essen-european-council.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21198/essen-european-council.pdf
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important for sectors such as coal, steel, textiles and 
shipbuilding, which had experienced substantial 
job losses.

Under the 1989 reform the Commission increased 
the emphasis placed on harmonising data collec
tion, not only through national statistical agencies 
but also through Eurostat, its own statistical ser
vice. This service was used in particular to collect 
Community data on regional GDP and unemploy
ment rates, so that the Commission evaluation used 
for the allocation of future supranational funding 
became more independent with respect to data 
 delivered by Member States.

The Commission also tackled the low profile of 
Community actions. From 1989 Member States 
were required to show, in their public accounts, 
the ‘additional’ resources from the Community, 
to demonstrate that the funding that made invest
ments possible came on top of existing national re
sources rather than replacing them (1). 

Further Community initiatives were also intro
duced. Some of the wellknown projects launched 
during 19891990 were Rechar, for the conversion of 
coalmining areas; Envireg, for sustainable  regional 
development on environmental issues; REGIS, for 
the most remote regions; REGEN, designed to de
velop networks for the transmission of natural gas 
and the distribution of electricity; Stride, devoted 
to initiatives to boost regional capacity in the field 
of research and technological development; and 
 Interreg, which addressed crossborder develop
ment. The last of these was the most enduring, and 
today it is one of the three pillars of EU regional 
policy.

(1) Hall, R., ‘The development of regional policy in the process of European 
integration: an overview’, in Bischof, G. (ed.), Regional economic develop-
ment compared: EU-Europe and the American south, ‘Interdisziplinäre 
Forschung’ collection, Innsbruck University Press, Innsbruck, 2014, 
pp. 1333.

normal scope of EU regional policy 
programmes, for example to address the complex 
needs of ex-prisoners. And, vitally, all of the money 
was additional to the sums that London, Dublin 
and the EU were already spending in the province. 
As such it would represent a very tangible ‘peace 
dividend’ and a symbol of European solidarity. As 
the UK government would later acknowledge, ‘EU 
support, and especially the Peace programme, 
made a vital contribution to securing the Good 
Friday Agreement’ (1).

Piers Ludlow

(1) HAEC, BAC 312/1999/128, ‘UK aide-mémoire’, 19 March 
1999.

◀
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The major criticisms made of this reform concerned 
the relatively high share of resources devoted to 
 infrastructure investments and the inability of 
these policies to reduce regional disparities in the 
short term. The European Parliament underlined 
that infrastructure and services still received more 
financing than the other priority areas. The reason 
why this trend was consolidated, instead of being 
corrected, was connected to the reform itself and, in 
particular, to the establishment of one single budget 
for the ERDF, the ESF and the EAGGF, distributed 
between the three funds. The portion of the budget 
to be allocated to each fund was decided on the basis 
of the priorities established by Member States and 
regions in their programming  documents. In order 

to use the resources as quickly as possible Mem
ber States tended to prioritise regional funds for 
 infrastructure projects. This mechanism created a 
connection between regional policy and infrastruc
ture investments, so that a large share of the total 
budget was effectively allocated to the latter (1). This 
share tended to increase over time and caused new 
tensions between the directoratesgeneral respon
sible for the different funds.

As far as the persistence of disparities between 
 regions was concerned, it must be noted that as soon 

(1) Interview with Dirk Ahner, 16 December 2016.

FIGURE 1

CHANGE IN COMMUNITY EXPENDITURE FROM 1986 TO 2000 — STRUCTURAL FUNDS
Between 1986 and 2000 the Community budget devoted to the Structural Funds increased (almost) exponentially

(*)  1999 budget.
(**) Preliminary draft budget 2000.

Source: European Commission, The Community budget: the facts in figures, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxem-
bourg, 1999, pp. 30-31.
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The Committee of the Regions

The Treaty on European Union of 7 February 1992 
provided that a new Community body, the Committee 
of the Regions, be established to represent the local 
and regional bodies of the Member States of the EU in 
the same way as the Economic and Social Committee 
represented the interests of civil society. This new 
advisory body first came together on 9 and 10 March 
1994 in Brussels. The European Commission — 
though neither the first nor the only force behind the 
conception of this body — certainly played a decisive 
role in providing the impetus for its creation, assisting 
its institutional set-up and guiding its activities.

The origins of the Committee of the Regions go back 
to 9 May 1960, when the Parliamentary Assembly of 
the European Economic Community called, in a report 
on European regional policy, for the creation of a 
‘consultative committee on regional economies’, to be 
established alongside the European Commission (1). 
But it was only on 24 June 1988 that the European 
Commission made this idea a reality, creating the 
‘Consultative Council of Regional and Local 
Authorities’, a body that lacked official status but that 
may be considered to be the ‘Community ancestor’ of 
the Committee of the Regions (2). The context for the 
Commission’s decision to do this was the Single 
European Act of 1986, with its planned single market 
and the reform of regional policy to involve territorial 
authorities through a new partnership principle. 
Another decisive factor for the Commission was the 
scope to benefit from the local knowledge and 
expertise of the territorial authorities. 

When discussions on creating the Committee of the 
Regions were begun as part of negotiations for the 
Treaty on European Union, the European Commission 
suggested to the intergovernmental conference on 
14 June 1991 that its existing Consultative Council be 
used for this purpose. Thus, the Committee of the 
Regions could address the need to strengthen the 
democratic legitimacy of the Community institutions 
and their link to European citizens (3). But other 
interests came into play. With the widening of the 
European Economic Community’s powers, discussions 

(1) Committee of the Regions, Milestones in the history of the 
 Committee of Regions, 1994-2014, Brussels, 2014, p. 7.

(2) Féral, P.-A., Le Comité des régions de l’Union européenne, ‘Que 
sais-je?’ collection, No 3369, Presses universitaires de France, 
Paris, 1998, p. 9.

(3) Neshkova, M. I., ‘The impact of subnational interests on supra-
national regulation’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 17, 
No 8, Routledge, Abingdon, 2010, p. 1195.

sprang up on the principle of subsidiarity and the 
participation of the regions in the Community decision-
making process. Supported by Belgium and Italy, 
Germany wanted an independent body, to satisfy the 
demands of the German Länder. The same was also 
true of local and regional interest groups, including the 
Assembly of European Regions (AER) and the CEMR, 
which championed the idea of a ‘Europe of the 
Regions’. However, the Luxembourg Presidency of the 
Council — with the support of the Netherlands — had 
a different solution in mind, suggesting that the 
Economic and Social Committee include 
representatives of territorial authorities. It was thanks 
to the joint intervention of the European Parliament 
and the Commission that this proposal was discarded, 
with the Treaty of Maastricht (Title I, Articles 198a, 
198b and 198c) ultimately providing for a Committee 
of the Regions, consisting of 189 representatives of 
regional and local bodies, that could be consulted by 
the European Commission on certain subjects 
(economic and social cohesion; public health; 
transport, energy and telecommunication networks; 
education; youth; and culture) and could also involve 
itself on its own initiative where it considered that 
regional interests were involved. The Committee was 
neither attached to the Commission nor subordinate to 
the Economic and Social Committee, but it shared a 
common organisational structure with the latter. Its 
name was also a compromise. It was called the 
‘Committee of the Regions’, but the treaty specified 
that it should also include local bodies.

The European Commission was one of the parties 
involved in setting up the new body. According to 
Eneko Landáburu, Director-General for Regional Policy 
and Cohesion at the Commission, ‘Delors and I myself 
were very much in favour of this idea of involving the 
regions in the European process in this way’ (4). Within 
the Secretariat-General, Jean-Claude Eeckhout’s team 
put itself at the disposal of the Council of the 
European Union, which was responsible for appointing 
the 189 members and alternate members for a 4-year 
term (5). The Committee of the Regions held its first 
session in March 1994 at the premises of the 
European Parliament in Brussels. Both the President of 
the Commission, Jacques Delors, and the President of 
the Parliament, Egon Klepsch, were present. As Delors 
saw it, the task of the Committee was ‘to enhance the 

(4) Interview with Eneko Landáburu, 10 October 2016, p. 21.
(5) Interview with Jean-Claude Eeckhout, 27 April 2017.
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democratic legitimacy of the Union’, but he also made 
the point that it should not be forgotten that ‘the 
European Union is the creation of nation states that 
have freely chosen to transfer to it some of their 
powers in certain areas’ and that ‘the European Union 
has no say in what the nature of relations between 
central and regional authorities is to be’ (1). He was 
thus careful with his words: the Commission supported 
the Committee of the Regions but avoided advocating 
a ‘Europe of the Regions’ that would call into question 
the legitimacy of the Member States. Nonetheless, the 
members of the Committee were ‘fascinated and 
proud’ to be in ‘direct contact with the President of the 
European Commission’ (2). During this first session a 
political deal was struck balancing the different 
political orientations (left/right) and the different 
administrative levels (local/regional), with the 
Committee electing Jacques Blanc, a representative of 
France’s Languedoc-Roussillon region and member of 
the European People’s Party (EPP), as President and 
the Spanish socialist mayor Pasqual Maragall as First 

(1) HAEC, BAC 57/1995/197, ‘Speech by Jacques Delors’.
(2) Interview with Pierre-Alexis Féral, 8 September 2016.

Vice-President (3). This principle of alternating power 
would continue, with Pasqual Maragall becoming 
President in 1996, followed in 1998 by Manfred 
Dammeyer, who was a member of the Party of 
European Socialists and Minister of European Affairs of 
the German federal state of North Rhine-Westphalia.

The European Parliament had supported the creation 
of the Committee of the Regions. However, relations 
between these two institutions were not always 
friendly. Some Members of the European Parliament 
disliked Jacques Blanc’s assertive political style. After 
his election, in the European Parliament building, he 
made a ‘fundamental mistake’, stating that ‘Europe’s 
true democratic legitimacy’ lay in the Committee of 
the Regions (4). The Parliament might thus fear 
competition from a kind of ‘potential second 
parliamentary chamber’ with greater legitimacy as it 
was closer to citizens, although it was in reality clear 
that the Committee of the Regions had neither the 
status nor the means to become a true ‘European 

(3) Christiansen, T., ‘Second thoughts on Europe’s “third level”: 
the European Union’s Committee of the Regions’, Publius: The 
 Journal of Federalism, Vol. 26, Issue 1, Oxford University Press, 
Oxford, 1996, p. 98.

(4) Interview with Philippe Burghelle-Vernet, 8 September 2016.

▶

First plenary session of the Committee of the Regions with Jacques Delors (front row, second from right), Brussels,  
10 March 1994.
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senate of the regions’. The European Commission, 
on the other hand, had a more positive attitude and 
developed a very close relationship with this newly 
created body.

The Secretariat-General put a lot of work into its 
internal organisation. Indeed, it was Jean-Claude 
Eeckhout who managed the drawing up of the 
Committee’s rules of procedure, which were adopted 
by the Council of the European Union in May 1994, 
following a draft joint proposal from the Assembly of 
European Regions and the CEMR. The Commission also 
closely followed proceedings for the appointment of 
the Committee’s first Secretary-General, the German 
Dietrich Pause, who was appointed by the Council in 
August 1994, and the institutional development of the 
new body. From 1995, when Austria, Finland and 
Sweden joined the EU, the number of Committee 
members was increased from 189 to 222, although in 
reality observers from these countries had been on the 
Committee from the start. Thus the Austrian 
representatives provided strong support for the 
Committee’s work from its inception (1).

The Commission participated actively and at the 
highest level in the Committee’s plenary sessions. In 
1994 President Jacques Delors made comments there 
on the state of the EU, sparking a veritable policy 
debate with members, and the Commissioner for 
Regional Affairs, Bruce Millan, presented the document 
Europe 2000+ (2). In 1995 the new Commission 
President, Jacques Santer, attended to present his 
work programme, and the Commissioner for Regional 
Affairs, Monika Wulf-Mathies, developed the habit of 
attending every session of the Committee. 

The support provided by the Commission for the 
Committee’s work went beyond political symbolism. 
Thanks to the Commission, interinstitutional relations 
gradually developed in an effective way, giving rise to 
cooperative working methods and arrangements and 
helping to channel the Committee’s often not very 
targeted legislative activity (3). On 19 April 1995 the 
Commission published a communication on its 
relations with the Committee of the Regions. Initially 
this had even included a reference to the Commission’s 
responsibility ‘towards this body whose establishment 
it advocated’ (4). Based on this document, cooperation 
between the two institutions was set on a more 

(1) Interview with Andreas Kiefer, 23 May 2017.
(2) HAEC, BAC 57/1995/197, ‘Speech by Bruce Millan’.
(3) Interview with Philippe Burghelle-Vernet, 8 September 2016.
(4) HAEC, SEC(1995) 594, ‘Communication from Monika Wulf-

Mathies on relations with the Committee of the Regions’.

concrete footing, with the Commission undertaking to 
provide the Committee with a forward programme of 
mandatory and voluntary consultations, and also to 
report back to the Committee regularly on the 
follow-up given to the Committee’s opinions (5). In 
addition, in order to ensure that this interinstitutional 
dialogue was efficient, the Commission put in place its 
own structure, creating within its Secretariat-General a 
unit headed by Philippe Burghelle-Vernet with 
responsibility for relations with the Committee of the 
Regions. Furthermore, each directorate-general was 
tasked with designating someone to coordinate 
relations with this new unit of the Secretariat-General. 
Lastly, at the request of Wulf-Mathies, the Commission 
set up a policy group made up of members of the 
European Commissioners’ cabinets (6). With this 
mechanism in place, close, amicable relations 
developed between the two institutions.

In practice the Commission went well beyond what 
was required by the treaty in order to inform the 
Committee of the Regions in advance of the measures 
upon which it would be consulted. Progressively, the 
Commission also advised the Committee as to the 
legislative initiatives in which it should involve itself 
and how to do so. For example, in 1995 Wulf-Mathies 
discouraged the Committee from making a resolution 
on the controversial question of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, because she considered that this did not 
come within the Committee’s remit (7). Similarly, the 
Commission recommended that the Committee limit 
the number of opinions it issued on its own initiative, 
believing that this could constitute a Trojan horse in 
the Council’s eyes (8). The Committee of the Regions’ 
output was indeed impressive, increasing from 
27 opinions in 1994 to 70 opinions in 1999. Generally, 
approximately half of the Committee’s opinions were 
issued on its own initiative (with 18 such opinions in 
1996 and 30 in 1999) (9). The Committee did 
therefore work on the areas where its involvement was 

(5) HAEC, BAC 586/2004/42, ‘Establishment and framing of rela-
tions with the Committee of the Regions’.

(6) Levrat, N., ‘Les relations du Comité des regions à l’intérieur du 
système institutionnel communautaire’, in Bourrinet, J. (ed.), Le 
Comité des régions de l’Union européenne, Economica, Paris, 
1997, pp. 133-134.

(7) McCarthy, R. E., ‘The Committee of the Regions: an advisory 
body’s tortuous path to influence’, Journal of European Public 
Policy, Vol. 4, No 3, Routledge, Abingdon, 1997, p. 443.

(8) Loughlin, J., ‘“Europe of the regions” and the federalization of 
Europe’, Publius: The Journal of Federalism, Vol. 26, Issue 4, 
 Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1996, p. 143.

(9) Piattoni, S. and Schönlau, J., Shaping EU policy from below: EU 
democracy and the Committee of the Regions, ‘New Horizons in 
European Politics’ collection, Edward Elgar Publishing, Chelten-
ham, 2015, p. 70.

◀
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mandatory (Structural Funds, urban regeneration, 
trans-European networks), but it also sought to assert 
itself through position statements on subjects of its 
own choice. In 1994, for example, the Committee 
adopted a highly controversial opinion on the reform of 
the wine market (1). And in 1995 the President of the 
region of Catalonia, Jordi Pujol, presented an opinion 
on the revision of the Treaty on European Union, which 
was then submitted to the 1996-1997 
intergovernmental conference (2). This opinion called 
for more autonomy for the Committee of the Regions, 
including the right to set its own rules of procedure 
and an expansion of its areas of activity. The European 
Commission was not necessarily in favour of this 
stance, its priority at the time being to harvest the 
expertise of the Committee before submitting its 
proposals to the Parliament and the Council. It was 
therefore keen that the Committee concentrate on 
mandatory and voluntary opinions (such as those on 
the Commission’s White and Green Papers) (3). But the 
Commission’s ‘paternalistic’ vision was not always 
appreciated in the Committee, which saw this vision as 
ambivalent and which feared that its opinions, even 
those that were mandatory, were immediately brushed 
aside by the Commission (4).

Nonetheless, thanks to the increase in focus of the 
Committee of the Regions’ activities, which was 
encouraged by the European Commission, combined 
with emancipation on the part of the Committee, the 
latter’s place in the EU’s institutional architecture was 
strengthened by the 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam. The 
treaty gave the Committee some administrative and 
budgetary autonomy, expanded its areas of activity 
and introduced a facility for the European Parliament 
to refer to it for an opinion. This increase in power did 
not, however, improve the effectiveness of the 
Committee of the Regions. Instead it suffered internal 
divisions due to the diversity of its members and a loss 
of interest among representatives of the powerful 

(1) Warleigh, A., The Committee of the Regions: institutionalising 
multi-level governance?, ‘European Dossier’ collection, Kogan 
Page, London, 1999, p. 33; Opinion 242/94 of the Committee 
of the Regions on the proposal for a Council Regulation (EC) 
on reform of the common organization of the market in wine 
(OJ C 210, 14.8.1995, p. 57).

(2) Bourrinet (ed.), Le Comité des régions de l’Union européenne, 
pp. 237-248; Opinion 136/95 of the Committee of the Regions 
on the revision of the Treaty on European Union and of the 
 Treaty establishing the European Community (rapporteur: Mr 
Pujol i Soley) (OJ C 100, 2.4.1996, p. 1).

(3) HAEC, BAC 586/2004/1, ‘Note of the Secretariat-General of 
11 October 1999’.

(4) Interview with Pedro Cervilla, 8 September 2016.

(Belgian, German and Spanish) regions (5). This 
disinterest also made itself felt in the Commission, 
which closed down the special unit within the 
Secretariat-General in 1998. It was only in 2001 that 
relations become stronger again, when the European 
Commission and the Committee of the Regions signed 
their first cooperation agreement (6). 

Birte Wassenberg

(5) Hönnige, C. and Panke, D., ‘Is anybody listening? The Committee 
of the Regions and the European Economic and Social Commit-
tee and their quest for awareness’, Journal of European Public 
Policy, Vol. 23, Issue 4, Routledge, Abingdon, 2016, p. 625.

(6) Piattoni and Schönlau, Shaping EU policy from below, p. 71.

Meeting between Monika Wulf-Mathies (right), Commissioner 
responsible for regional policy, and Pasqual Maragall (left), 
Mayor of Barcelona and President of the Committee of the 

Regions, on 9 July 1996 at the Breydel building.
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as the reform was enforced it was confronted by an 
unexpected change. German reunification and the 
application of the Convention implementing the 
Schengen Agreement in 1990 increased both the 
population of the Community and the free move
ment of people, creating new challenges for the 
1989 reform in coping with the new regional policy 
requirements, especially in the field of employment.

The 1993 reform  
and the launch of the 
Cohesion Fund

After the signing of the Treaty of Maastricht in 
1992 the new challenge facing regional policy was 
how to reconcile social cohesion with the proposals 
for monetary union. To reach this goal the Com
mission launched a new budgetary support instru
ment: the Cohesion Fund (1). Its main objective was 
to help Member States with a GNP per capita of 
less than 90 % of the EU average — Ireland, Greece, 
Spain and Portugal — to overcome the difficulties 
they faced in moving to monetary union. In particu
lar it helped to maintain their investment  budgets, 
allowing their economies to catch up with the rest 
of the EU while simultaneously keeping their public 
deficits in check, in accordance with the economic 
criteria set out in the treaty (2).

Felipe González, at that time the Spanish Prime 
Minister, took on the role of spokesperson for 
these Member States visàvis the Commission. He 
strongly advocated new and more targeted financial 
resources as a positive feature for the entire Commu
nity, suggesting that infrastructure and transport 
networks would be built in the abovementioned 

(1) ‘Proposal for a Council regulation establishing a Cohesion Fund’, in 
HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1115, second part, meeting of 22 July 1992, 
pp. 1720.

(2) Hall, ‘The development of regional policy in the process of European 
 integration’, p. 20.

countries with materials coming from firms and 
 enterprises based in the most industrialised Mem
ber States. For example, he argued that German and 
French heavy industries would benefit economic
ally from the building of the Spanish highspeed 
railway, because the major firms involved would be 
Siemens and Alstom (3).

According to Commissioner Millan, the Cohesion 
Fund, besides protecting southern Europe and Ire
land during the implementation of monetary  union, 
would allow the Mediterranean Member States to 
invest in infrastructure, while the ERDF and the 
ESF could be redirected towards supporting invest
ment in other fields, such as human resources and 
environmental measures. It was not an easy task. 
National governments, as already underlined, pre
ferred to use the fund to obtain quick, highprofile 
results in order to increase their domestic political 
support (4).

The majority of the cofinancing still went to in
frastructure and transport projects; however, these 
were followed by some investments in environmen
tal measures. The most impressive examples of in
frastructure were the building of the biggest bridge 
in Europe, over the River Tagus in Lisbon, the com
pletion of the large Venizelos airport in Athens and 
the construction of a tunnel through the mountains 
to supply Athens with drinking water. In the area 
of transport there was the cofinancing of part of 
the Madrid–Barcelona highspeed train line and 
the Madrid ring road. The environmental projects 
included some that utilised the concept of protect
ing endangered green areas, such as Natura 2000 in 
Spain, and others encouraging the renewal of water 
treatment plants, especially in Greece. 

The Cohesion Fund imposed the condition that 
the Member States receiving support should also 
respect the EU’s macroeconomic objectives, for 

(3) Interview with Marcell von Donat, 13 June 2016.
(4) Interview with Ronald Hall, 6 April 2016.
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example by ensuring that their budget deficit did 
not exceed a threshold of 3 % (otherwise financing 
could have been suspended). But their impact was 
not only economic but also sociopolitical. All the 
projects sponsored bore an explicit reference to the 
European Union funding received. This ‘visible’ 
presence was intended to make the local population 
feel closer to the EU institutions.

The reform promoted in 1993 also envisaged great
er rationalisation of funding, with further concen
tration on smaller areas. This was in line with the 
process already started at the end of the 1980s, in
volving an extended dialogue on social issues and 
including the development of contacts between the 
Commission and social partners, mainly national 
trade unions and employers’ organisations. More
over, the reform included an extension of the al
ready implemented multiannual programmes from 
5 to 7 years, the distribution of resources after the 
monitoring procedure by the Commission itself and 
further budget flexibility. In particular, the decision 
to make the allocation of further funds dependent 
on monitoring by the Commission caused some 
friction with the Member States. They interpreted 
this as a lack of trust in their monitoring activities 
and as a way to centralise regional policy manage
ment at supranational level. In order to avoid losing 
their role they pushed for renationalisation.

One of the results of this national– supranational 
tension was played out in the new regulations gov
erning the Objective 2 regions. Up to then the cri
teria used to determine the eligibility of regions 
were based largely on the unemployment rate. Some 
Member States wanted to change this to make it 
 easier to include regions or areas that were national 
priorities. They succeeded in obtaining more flexi
bility, as they were now allowed to propose areas 
that did not meet the unemployment criteria. How
ever, the Commission did not lose all of its control 
over Objective  2: it was responsible for setting a 
 national ceiling for each Member State for the  total 

eligible population, and the Member States were 
asked to make proposals within this framework (1).

As for the other objectives, a general reshuffle took 
place. Education and health were included under 
Objective  1, and the list of eligible areas was en
larged to include the reunified Germany — regions 
of the former East Germany and East Berlin — and 
some other areas where per capita GDP was at most 
75 % of the EU average during the previous 3 years, 
such as Hainaut in Belgium, Cantabria in Spain 
and the Highlands and Islands and Merseyside in 
the United Kingdom. Objective 3, besides focusing 
on tackling longterm unemployment, included the  

(1) Ibid.

Starting in 1994 the Cohesion Fund provided financial aid  
to Member States with a per capita GDP of less than 90 %  
of the EU average, i.e. Ireland, Greece, Spain and Portugal.  

In Spain this funding was notably used to build a new  
ring road around Madrid.
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Bridging the gaps: the ‘outermost regions’ and the European Community/Union

Although the application of the European treaties to 
the French overseas departments (1) has been an issue 
of particular significance since the start of European 
integration (2), it was only from the mid 1980s 
onwards that it became the subject of an ad hoc 
Community policy. In 1979, in the wake of the Hansen 
judgment (3), the Commission set up the Overseas 
Departments Interservices Group: this ceased to exist 
a few years later, giving way to solutions reached on a 
case-by-case basis in line with each sectoral policy 
and in association with the French government, as had 
previously been the case (4).

It was thanks to the determination of President Delors, 
who was ‘convinced that it was important to find a 
general solution to the problems of the overseas 
departments’ (5), and in light of the accession of Spain 
and Portugal that an interservices group was re-
formed in September 1986 and incorporated into the 
Secretariat-General. The group’s perspective was 
global rather than specific, with a view to ‘taking the 
national element out of the problem and seeing the 
broader picture’ (6). The OD, OCT, Canary Islands, Ceuta 
and Melilla, Azores and Madeira Interservices Group, 
chaired by Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, was thus tasked 
with developing a coordinated approach to the 
overseas departments and to the other extremely 
remote Community regions belonging to Spain (Canary 
Islands) and to Portugal (Madeira and the Azores), 
states that had recently joined the Community (7). The 
group was called on to deal with different economic, 
social, legal and political policy areas. To that end, 
‘almost all of the services needed to be a part of it’ (8).

(1) French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Martinique, Réunion. 
(2) Under Article 227(2) of the Treaty establishing the European 

Community, the French overseas departments were an integral 
part of the Community but the conditions under which certain 
provisions of the treaty were to apply were to be determined 
within 2 years of its entry into force (OJ C 224, 31.8.1992, 
p. 76).

(3) The Hansen judgment established that, even after the expiry 
of the 2-year period, it would remain possible to adopt  specific 
measures for the overseas territories in order to meet their 
needs (Judgment of 10 October 1978 in Case 148/77, Hansen v 
Hauptzollamt Flensburg (ECR 1978, p. 1787)).

(4) HAEU, Fonds François Lamoureux (FL) 175, ‘Memorandum to 
Émile Noël on the “Overseas Departments and Territories Inter- 
services Group”’, 9 September 1986. 

(5) Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 22 June 2017. 
(6) Ibid.
(7) Ceuta and Melilla had not expressed an interest in enjoying the 

same arrangements. The files concerning overseas countries 
and territories were handled by DG Development.

(8) Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 22 June 2017.

While these regions are today defined as the 
‘outermost regions’, this was not the case during the 
1980s. Recognition of their particular status within the 
European Union came much later, first in the form of a 
declaration annexed to the Maastricht Treaty and 
subsequently incorporated into the Treaty of 
Amsterdam (Article 299(2) of the Treaty establishing 
the European Community, now Article 349 of the 
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union), thus 
providing a firm legal basis for the measures already 
initiated by the Commission. Those measures, resulting 
from the adaptation of certain Community policies 
(agriculture, fisheries, customs, State aid, etc.) to the 
real situation on the ground, made targeted use of the 
Structural Funds while respecting the specific 
characteristics of the regions concerned and the 
interests of the Community. The reference framework 
for this approach consisted of the programmes of 
options specifically relating to remoteness and 
insularity, which were naturally aimed at the French 
overseas departments in the first instance. The 
Poseidom multiannual programme was adopted in 
1989 after a year of negotiations in the Council (9). The 
same Poseidom model was used as a basis for 
Poseican for the Canary Islands and Poseima for the 
Azores and Madeira, adopted in 1991 (10). The 1988 
reform of the Structural Funds took account of the 
outermost regions, which were at the heart of the 
REGIS Community initiative (11). As a result the 
programmes were able to receive additional funding to 
promote the economic and social development of the 
regions in question, an issue that had become 
particularly pressing with an eye to the completion of 
the single market. A policy for the outermost regions 
thus took shape, and one of its most innovative 
elements was that it was the result of a continuous 
partnership between the Commission, the central 
governments and the regions. ‘We never spoke to the 
states without the regions, or vice versa’ (12). However, 
the implementation of this approach was not always 
straightforward. In some cases, for instance, the 

(9) Council Decision of 22 December 1989 concerning the dock dues 
in the French overseas departments (OJ L 399, 30.12.1989, 
p. 46). 

(10) Council Decisions 91/314/EEC and 91/315/EEC of 26 June 1991 
(OJ L 171, 29.6.1991, p. 5).

(11) Notice C(90) 1562/1 to the Member States laying down guide-
lines for operational programmes in the framework of a Com-
munity initiative concerning the most remote regions, which 
Member States are invited to establish (OJ C 196, 4.8.1990, 
p. 15).

(12) Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 22 June 2017.
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Commission met with suspicion from the regions. ‘The 
overseas departments put up resistance because they 
were worried that the dock dues would be abolished. 
During Carnival time in the Caribbean, there was one 
popular song about the big bad wolf that would gobble 
up the poor little lambs, i.e. the overseas 
departments’ (1). This meant that a lengthy process of 
mutual understanding became necessary. In 1989, a 
few months after an important interservices group 
mission to the Canary Islands, the islands’ parliament, 
in a historic vote, approved the full integration of the 
region (which at the time was outside the customs 
union, the common agricultural policy and other 
common policies) into the Community, thus allowing it 
to take full advantage of the abovementioned 
programmes of options specifically relating to 
remoteness and insularity.

Both sides thus gradually became aware of the win–
win nature of the relationship. The policy pursued by 

(1) Ibid.

the Community with regard to the outermost regions 
over the period from 1986 to 2000 made a decisive 
contribution in this respect. Its results were largely 
positive for all seven regions, particularly in terms of 
economic growth and infrastructure development, 
despite difficulties on the ground and the 
consequences of changes to the European and 
international context during the 1990s (2). Even though 
some challenges related to their specific handicaps 
remained unresolved, new horizons opened up for 
these regions of the Community. The benefits to the 
European Union in both economic and political terms, 
and particularly with regard to relations with the 
African, Caribbean and Pacific states, were no less 
significant. 

Silvia Sassano

(2) COM(2000) 147 final, ‘Commission report on the measures to 
implement Article 299(2) — The outermost regions of the Euro-
pean Union’, 14 March 2000.

Specific programmes to respond  
to the remote and insular nature of 

the French overseas departments 
(Poseidom, 1989), the Canary 
Islands (Poseican, 1991) and 

Madeira and the Azores (Poseima, 
1991) were implemented in the 
context of the Structural Funds.
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promotion of job opportunities for young people 
and those at risk of exclusion from the labour mar
ket (former Objective 4). A new Objective 4 was put 
in place to help workers adapt to industrial changes 
and to the introduction of new productive systems. 
A new Objective 6 was also established to cope with 
disparities in the fisheries sector.

In order to cover all these fields the Commis
sion increased the funding allocated both to the 
Community Support Framework, which reached 
ECU 2.117 billion, and to structural actions, which 
for the 19931999 period reached an average of 
around ECU 25 billion, doubling the ECU 13 bil
lion allocated from 1988 to 1992 (1). In spite of in
creasing criticism from Member States due to their 
lack of control over these plans, some Community 
initiatives, such as REGIS, Resider and Interreg, 
were renewed, and new initiatives were launched, 
such as the Northern Ireland Peace programme 
(1995).

The 1999 reform and the 
post-1989 enlargements

From the beginning of the 1990s the Commis
sion enhanced some further programmes aimed at 
meeting the needs of Austria, Finland and Sweden, 
which entered the EU in 1995. These areas had a 
lower population density and a higher standard of 
living than the Member States in southern Europe. 
Unlike the enlargement towards Greece, Spain and 
Portugal, the 1995 enlargement did not lead to an 
increase in internal disparities; this meant that, 
more easily than in the past, the measures developed 
could address the creation of jobs in new fields, such 

(1) ‘Economic and social cohesion: structural measures’, Bulletin of the Euro-
pean Communities, No 10, 1992, pp. 4748.

as rural areas and environmental programmes, and 
foster the sustainable use of natural resources (2).

All in all the results of regional policy over the 
 previous decade were positive. The Commission re
ported the creation of 7 million jobs, the resolution 
of many disputes between the EU and the Member 
States and greater competitiveness on the part of the 
Member States receiving cohesion policy support. It 
stated that Member States had obtained significant 
local discretion as to the use of ERDF funds, and 
that DG  XVI had succeeded in promoting new 
businessdevelopment programmes, especially in 
relation to small and mediumsized enterprises, and 
financing basic infrastructure such as roads, bridges 
and railways. Furthermore, the economic gap be
tween the Member States that had benefited from 
regional funds and the rest of the EU had narrowed.

The major issues to be faced in the second half of 
the 1990s lay in continuing to shift the ERDF from 
financing infrastructure and transport towards new 
objectives and monitoring national compliance with 
the additionality principle. The former goal was 
 already on track; the problem with the latter  issue 
was that not all Member States delivered the reports 
on their public spending within the set deadlines, 
so the Commission could not check whether the 
amount established during the programming phase 
at national level had actually been spent.

After 1995 even the European Parliament, in gen
eral terms, acknowledged the results achieved by 
the Structural and Cohesion Funds. In line with 
the Commission’s intentions it advocated the fur
ther ‘regionalisation’ of competences between the 
various levels of funding management in order to 
provide greater clarity on each step, and responsibil
ity, in the process. However, its detailed evaluation 
was somewhat more critical. It was influenced by 
the analysis carried out by the recently  established 

(2) HAEU, GR123, ‘Evaluation of the Community regional policy’.
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 Committee of the Regions of the European  Union 
(1994), which questioned the alleged convergence 
achieved among all the Member States and re
gretted the delays in transferring funds from the 
 supranational to the subnational level  (1). To in
crease convergence it advocated the involvement 
of the private sector in the programming process; 
it also called for the simplification of the local re
imbursement procedure: the sum anticipated at 
national  level should be reimbursed as soon as each 
region had implemented its project, without waiting 
for the compliance of all the regions in one Member 
State. 

On the involvement of social partners, at the end of 
the Commission’s mandate Monika WulfMathies, 

(1) ‘Economic and social cohesion’, Bulletin of the European Union, No  1/2, 
1996, pp. 4142.

the new Commissioner for Regional Policy (1995
1999) in the Santer Commission, took up the idea 
introduced by Commissioner Millan. She promoted 
the setting up of a number of specific committees that 
included trade union representatives. Accordingly 
she stressed the need for stronger union participation 
in Commission activities (2). In line with the plan to 
correct the funding imbalances noted from the end 
of the 1980s, she also improved regional policy at 
 urban level, by supporting the plan to focus on Euro
pean cities as places of cultural and social integration. 
Building on local initiatives, regional policy financed 
cities as centres of innovation and economic develop
ment; sought to tackle, in urban areas, the marginal
isation of peripheral zones; and allocated more funds 
to environmental projects, such as those involving 

(2) Interview with Horst Reichenbach, 8 June 2017.

The Cohesion Fund also participated in achieving the objectives set out in the context of the Community's environmental and sustainable 
development policy. To tackle soil erosion a levee was built in Spain, and a reforestation project was undertaken in the Ebro region. 
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the improvement of water quality and the treatment 
of solid waste (1). WulfMathies also set aside a man
datory minimum percentage of the Cohesion Fund 
to be allocated to environmental issues, in order 
to strike a better balance with the funds allocated 
to transport. In spite of the good results obtained, 
 especially in extending the ERDF’s objectives, she 
did not seek to hide widening gaps in lessdeveloped 
regions between large capital cities and their rural 
hinterlands, especially in the field of employment. 
The worst result was that in the poorest regions the 
unemployment rate rose from 20 % to 24 % of the 
 active population, and 25 % of the EU population 
 living in Objective 1 regions had a GDP per head that 
was still less than two thirds of the EU average.

Addressing this problem became the core mission of 
the ERDF reform that followed in 1999. The Com
mission focused on the importance of acting within 
the Member States, at an even more local level, in 
 order to reduce internal disparities and to promote 
synergy between rural and urban areas. It did so 

(1) ‘Economic and social cohesion’, Bulletin of the European Union, No 6, 1997, 
pp. 6364.

without neglecting the existing eligibility criterion 
applied across the whole of the EU. It also empha
sised the need for Structural Funds to be implement
ed in a way that complemented other EU priorities 
and policies. Among the EU’s priorities in 1999 was 
enlargement towards central and eastern Europe. 
Back in 1996 Commissioner WulfMathies had set 
out the main guidelines to be followed with regard 
to these geographic areas: further concentration of 
funds and allocation according to the negotiating 
process. The EU granted preaccession financing to 
the new applicants (2). In line with the 1993 reform, 
funds were concentrated in the new poorest regions, 
the number of objectives was reduced from seven to 
three and it was decided to leave the Cohesion Fund 
in its existing form from 2000 to 2006.

However, one of the more important aspects of the 
reform was that the Commission fought  strongly 
against the idea of linking the allocation of the 
Structural Funds to the compliance of each Mem
ber State with the macroeconomic criteria in the 
Maastricht Treaty, as was the case for the Cohesion 
Fund. In doing so it succeeded in maintaining a pol
icy with the overarching aim of reducing disparities, 
independent of the macroeconomic context, as had 
been the case since the 1970s.

Conclusion

The Single European Act and the Maastricht  Treaty 
marked two key turning points in the process of 
European integration. In order to complete the sin
gle market and promote monetary union without 
widening the internal disparities between Member 
States, the European Economic Community/Euro
pean Union decided to support more rapid develop
ment in lessfavoured areas by increasing regional 
policy funding.

(2) Interview with Georges Rencki, 4 April 2016.

The European Regional Development Fund aimed to fulfil 
Objectives 1 and 2 of the Structural Funds by means of three 

initiatives: crossborder and interregional cooperation, rural 
development and transnational cooperation. In Portugal  

it contributed to financing the construction of the motorway 
between Porto and Valença in 1996. 
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Over the entire period under consideration in this 
chapter the EEC/EU created an unprecedent
ed linkage between social and cohesion policy on 
the one hand and economic and monetary  aspects 
on the other. It established direct links with sub
national actors, bypassing to some extent, in the 
field of  regional policy, the national authorities, 
and restructured internal funding from the ERDF. 
These shifts had two major consequences. In the 
larger Member States especially they gave the  regions 
greater power in their relations with the central au
thorities, by promoting their role at European level. 
At the same time they increased the power of the 
Commission visàvis the national administrations.

In the course of its three mandates the Delors Com
mission also changed the communication strategy 
of the Commission itself. From the mid 1980s it 
 began to disseminate the results of the projects it 

cofinanced, with an explicit reference to the EU 
funds received. This strategy had an impact on pub
lic opinion. For the first time citizens in the  Member 
States could see the practical improvements made 
to their lives thanks to Community action and 
 resources, such as the renovation of historical build
ings for public use and the construction of new air
ports and highways. They could see how much the 
transportrelated projects, in particular, narrowed 
the distances between them and boosted both the 
internal market and opportunities for tourism. By 
bringing the Community closer to its citizens the 
EU and the Commission performed a further task 
advocated since the first Delors mandate: to help 
develop a sense of European solidarity and cohesion 
and an emerging European identity. 

Maria Elena Cavallaro
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Chapter 18 
European education policy

The breakthrough  
of the mid 1980s

In the field of education, as in other areas, the mid 
1980s marked a turning point (1).

The Fontainebleau European Council in June 
1984 established the Adonnino Committee, the 
main goal of which was to improve the image of 
the European Community and bring it closer to its 
citizens  (2). Its final report, adopted by the Milan 
European Council in June 1985, pointed out the 
significant role that education and training could 
play in achieving such objectives (3).

(1) European Commission, The history of European cooperation in education 
and training — Europe in the making: an example, Office for Official Publi
cations of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 2006. See also Paoli, 
S., Il sogno di Erasmo — La questione educativa nel processo di integrazione 
europea, ‘Storia internazionale dell’età contemporanea’ collection, Vol.  4, 
FrancoAngeli, Milan, 2010.

(2) ‘Fontainebleau European Council’, Bulletin of the European Communities, 
No 6, 1984, pp. 1112.

(3) ‘A people’s Europe: reports from the ad hoc Committee’, Bulletin of the Eu-
ropean Communities Supplement, No 7, 1985, pp. 1830.

In addition, the Cockfield White Paper on the com
pletion of the single market, which the Commis
sion submitted to the European Council meeting 
in  Milan, triggered a process that encouraged the 
inclusion of education within the scope of Com
munity competences. Greater cooperation on edu
cation, according to the Commission document, 
would help to create a more modern and integrated 
European economic system, which in turn might 
help Member States tackle the challenges of an 
emerging technological and globalised economy. 
Moreover, the principle of freedom of movement 
for people, which was an integral part of the single 
market project, meant that the concept of an open 
labour market could no longer apply solely to indus
trial workers, as had been the case in the 1950s and 
the 1960s. The principle should now also be applied 
to more highly qualified workers. This objective, 
in turn, meant that the university system had to 
become able to offer students a ‘European’ perspec
tive, which would clearly involve better knowledge 
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of foreign languages and experience of studying 
abroad (1).

The Court of Justice of the European Communi
ties, meanwhile, took a decision that had a signifi
cant impact on Community cooperation in the field 
of education. In the Gravier judgment, in particular, 
the judges stated that higher education could be re
garded as part of vocational training. By this inter
pretation they gave the Commission the opportun
ity to promote initiatives in a field that until then 
had not been covered by the Treaties of Rome (2).

The Commission was keen to make use of the legal 
opportunities provided by the Court of Justice. In 
addition to promoting a positive image of the Euro
pean Community it wished to provide the necessary 
human resources to ensure that the potential of the 
internal market and technological changes were ex
ploited to the full (3). 

That being said, any bold initiative would have faced 
serious obstacles without a change in academic atti
tudes towards the European Community and in the 
social partners’ attitudes to the value of education. 
Until the late 1970s universities and their authorities 
were extremely protective of both their prerogatives 
and their autonomy. Any Community involvement 
in higher education policies, consequently, was re
garded with suspicion. Between the mid 1970s and 
the mid 1980s, however, forms of international 
scholarly cooperation became more common. Also, 
there was growing awareness of the importance of 
internationalisation as a way to promote both teach
ing and research, and to attract and generate addi
tional resources. Significantly, both the European 
Rectors’ Conference, created in Dijon in 1959, and 
the Li aison Committee of Rectors’ Conferences of 

(1) COM(85)  310 final, 14   June 1985, ‘Completing the internal market  — 
White Paper from the Commission to the European Council (Milan, 2829 
June 1985)’.

(2) Judgment of 13 February 1985 in Case 293/83, Gravier v City of Liège (ECR 
1985, p. 593); European Commission, The history of European cooperation in 
education and training, pp. 101103.

(3) Interview with Hywel Ceri Jones, 6 May 2016.

the Member States of the European Communities, 
established in Brussels in 1973, staunchly supported 
the Commission and its efforts to encourage cooper
ation in higher education. Meanwhile, the European 
Round Table of Industrialists, set up in 1983 with the 
aim of lobbying Community institutions to promote 
policies more favourable to business interests, began 
to advocate education policies geared to enhancing 
competitiveness and meeting market needs. With a 
view to establishing the European single market, in 
particular, business leaders asked the Community to 
adapt the knowledge and skills of future workers to 
new challenges and opportunities  (4). Furthermore, 
the European Trade Union Confederation insisted 
on implementing educational and vocational training 
policies at Community level in order to help workers 
cope with rapid changes, and to help the unemployed 
to find a job more quickly (5).

Comett and Erasmus: the 
forerunners of a new era

In August 1985 the European Commission took 
the initiative. Peter Sutherland, Commissioner for 
Competition, Social Affairs and Education, and 
Hywel Ceri Jones, Director for Education, Training 
and Youth, presented a proposal for a Commu nity 
programme of cooperation between universities 
and industry for training in the field of technology. 
Comett (the Community programme in education 
and training for technology) aimed in particular at 
strengthening training in new technologies and pro
ducing highly qualified workers able to cope with the 
rapid pace of technological change, growing inter
national competition and the completion of a  single 

(4) Kairamo, K., ‘Education and the European competitiveness factor’, Cahiers 
de Bruges, No 46, De Tempel, Bruges, 1988, pp. 199214.

(5) Historical Archives of the International Institute of Social History, 
File 3282, European Trade Union Confederation, ‘Memorandum on cur
rent education and vocational training policy in western Europe, adopted 
by the Executive Committee, Geneva, 14th and 15th June 1984’, Brussels, 
1985.
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market in Europe. These objectives were shared by a 
large number of political, social and academic stake
holders. The adoption of the programme, however, 
was not easy. The main problems that cropped up in 
the negotiations concerned the legal basis and the 
budget. The Commission proposed that the pro
gramme be adopted on the basis of Article 128 of 
the EEC Treaty only, by simple majority. Represen
tatives from West Germany, France and the United 
Kingdom, however, insisted on adopting it on the 
basis of Articles 128 and 235 and a unanimous vote. 
In addition they considered the budget allocation 
announced by the Commission to be excessive  (1). 
The agreement was finalised in June 1986: Comett 
was based on Articles 128 and 235, and the budget 
was reduced by nearly half (2).

The proposal for Erasmus (the European action 
scheme for the mobility of university students) 
encountered even more difficulties. Launched in 
 December 1985 on the initiative of Sutherland and 
Jones, the Erasmus project aimed at promoting high
er education cooperation and encouraging student 
mobility. According to its proponents this approach 
could make a key contribution to preparing future 
workers to deal with the challenges of a single mar
ket, thereby benefiting the European economy as a 
whole. They hoped, in addition, that greater mobility 
of university students might help to foster a sense of 
common identity, thereby encouraging the develop
ment of European citizenship, along the lines of the 
Adonnino Committee’s report (3). 

Erasmus was an ambitious project  — somewhat 
overambitious according to some. It required a 
significant financial commitment from Member 
States, especially for mobility grants, and there
fore came up against some opposition. German, 

(1) Jones, H.  C., ‘New perspectives for European Community action: the 
Comett and Erasmus programmes’, in Cerych, L., (ed.), Mutations tech-
nologiques et identité européenne: l’apport des universités, Institut européen 
d’éducation et de politique sociale, Paris, 1986, pp. 9497.

(2) Council Decision 86/365/EEC of 24 July 1986 (OJ L 222, 8.8.1986, p. 17).
(3) Interview with Hywel Ceri Jones, 6 May 2016.

French and UK representatives, in particular, 
feared becoming the major financial contributors 
to the project. They were also concerned that such 
a programme could benefit countries in the south 
of Europe much more than those in the north, 
due to quality imbalances between their respect
ive university systems  (4). In this context the UK 

(4) Historical Archives of the Council of the European Union, File 6010/86, 
‘Presidency of the Council — Note to the Education Committee — Draft 
decision of the Council on the adoption of the Community action pro
gramme for the mobility of students (Erasmus)  — Preparation for the 
meeting of the Education Committee of 20 and 21 March 1986’, Brussels, 
26  March 1986; File 5926/86, ‘Education Committee  — Results of the 
work on 20 and 21  March 1986  — Draft decision of the Council on the 
adoption of the Community action programme for the mobility of students 
(Erasmus)’, Brussels, 26 March 1986.

Since 1987 the Erasmus programme has been supporting  
the mobility of students and cooperation between universities 

within the European Community/Union. 
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Erasmus

The original concept underlying the Erasmus 
programme dates back to the first European 
Community (EC) action programme in the field of 
education, which was formally adopted in 1976. On 
this basis the European Commission launched the joint 
study programme scheme, a project aimed at 
promoting direct contacts and exchanges between 
higher education institutions, teachers and students in 
the Member States of the EC. Through this scheme the 
Commission co-financed over 600 projects between 
1976 and 1986, involving more than 500 
universities (1).

This initial phase of Community cooperation did not 
solve all the problems concerning student mobility, and 
it was not able to significantly increase the low 
percentage of student exchanges in the EC. In the mid 
1980s only 0.5 % of the Community’s student 
population came from another Member State, and 
only one student in 2 000 had participated in a 
Community mobility project (2). However, the joint 
study programmes showed that this scheme could 
work, despite the diversity of systems for academic 
recognition and student financing. In addition they 
helped to raise awareness in university, business and 
political circles of the importance of closer cooperation 
and higher student mobility (3).

In 1985, against the background of the construction of 
the European single market, the Commission made a 
proposal for a European Community action scheme for 
the mobility of university students, better known by its 
acronym Erasmus. The planned budget was 200 % 
bigger than that of the joint study programmes and 
the aim was clearly stated: by 1992, 10 % of the 
Community’s student population should spend a 
period of study in another Member State (4).

Reactions varied. While the European Parliament, the 
European Economic and Social Committee and the 
southern Member States of the EC strongly supported 
the proposal, West Germany, France and the United 

(1) Smith, A., ‘Higher education co-operation 1975-1985: creating 
a basis for growth in an adverse economic climate’, European 
Journal of Education, Vol. 20, No 2, Wiley-Blackwell Publishing, 
Chichester, 1985, pp. 267-292.

(2) Interview with Hywel Ceri Jones, 6 May 2016.
(3) Corbett, A., ‘Ideas, institutions and policy entrepreneurs: to-

wards a new history of higher education in the European 
Community’, European Journal of Education, Vol. 38, No 3, 
Wiley-Blackwell Publishing, Chichester, 2003, pp. 315-330.

(4) Interviews with Michel Richonnier, 30 March 2016; and Angeliki 
Verli, 12 May 2017.

Kingdom criticised both the legal basis and the 
financial amount suggested by the Commission (5). 
When the UK Presidency of the Council sought to 
break the impasse by proposing to exclude the 
mobility grants and place the programme’s focus on 
creating a European network of universities, the 
Commission went as far as to withdraw its proposal. 
Seeing the explosion of enthusiastic support from 
universities and students, the leaders of West 
Germany, France and the United Kingdom reconsidered 
their opposition. The Commission therefore 
resubmitted its proposal and a compromise was 
reached on both the legal basis and the budget (6).

In 1987 Erasmus was launched, though both budget 
and objectives were reduced by half compared to the 
Commission’s proposal. The programme had three 
main objectives: to develop a network of cooperation 
between universities; to provide financial support for 
mobility schemes; and to improve the academic 
recognition of qualifications, exams and periods of 
study completed in another Member State. It was 
crucial that the programme be conducted on a 
voluntary and decentralised basis; the power of 
initiative was placed firmly in the hands of universities 
themselves. In 1994 the programme was incorporated 
into Socrates (1995-1999), which in 2000 was 
replaced by Socrates II (2000-2006). Between 2007 
and 2013 Erasmus was implemented under the 
umbrella of the lifelong learning programme, which in 
2013 was superseded by Erasmus+ (2014-2020). 
While Erasmus was originally focused on higher 
education, Erasmus+ covers all levels and kinds of 
education (7).

Erasmus is one of the most astonishing successes of 
the European Union. The number of grant holders 
funded through the programme increased from 3 244 
in 1987 to 111 082 in 2000, and reached 291 660 in 
2014. In 2017 it was estimated that over 4 million 
students had benefited from Erasmus grants over the 
previous 30 years; meanwhile, 400 000 grants had 
been awarded for both teaching and staff-training 
assignments. There were approximately 3 300 higher 
education establishments in the EU in 2017, and 
virtually all of them were participating in the 
programme. This is particularly impressive if we 

(5) Interview with Jean-Michel Baer, 7 November 2016.
(6) Interview with Manuel Marín, 28 Octobre 2016. See also inter-

view with Paolo Ponzano, 23 January 2017.
(7) Interview with Viviane Reding, 22 June 2017.
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Presidency of the Council went as far as proposing 
a compromise agreement that excluded the provi
sion of grants and focused on the establishment of a 
Euro pean network of universities. In the meantime, 
however, the Spaniard Manuel Marín had become 
Commissioner for Social Affairs and Education. 
Faced with the danger of a serious downgrading of 
its approach and ambitions, Marín, in agreement 
with Jacques Delors, withdrew the Commission 
proposal. It was a bold move, which drove univer
sities and pressure groups to speak out in support 
of the Commission’s project. Delors took the mat
ter to the London European Council in December 
1986 and obtained the agreement of all the Heads 
of State or Government. In June 1987 the Council 
of Education Ministers adopted the Erasmus pro
gramme with a budget of ECU 85 million, which 
was significantly lower than the proposed budget of 
ECU 175 million. Student mobility, however, made 
up the core of the programme (1). Universities and 
students reacted quickly and enthusiastically. Most 
university rectors and professors realised that the 
Erasmus programme would strengthen teaching 
and research. Students, meanwhile, saw the attrac
tion of spending several months abroad, as a way to 
improve their foreign language skills and to benefit 
from an intense personal, educational and cultur
al experience  (2). In the same year as Erasmus was 
adopted over 3 000 students moved between the 11 
original participating countries. Millions have since 
joined the ‘Erasmus generation’ of students, who 
regard themselves as European citizens and tend to 
achieve better results than those who do not partici
pate in the programme.

Comett and Erasmus became possible thanks to an 
outstanding team effort led by Hywel Ceri Jones, 
who played a fundamental role as the director of 

(1) Council Decision 87/327/EEC of 15  June 1987 (OJ L  166, 25.6.1987, 
p. 20).

(2) Interview with Hywel Ceri Jones, London, 6 May 2016. See also HAEU, 
DORIE 958, ‘Document “Resolution of the Council and of the ministers 
for education meeting in the Council of 24  May 1988 on the European 
 dimension of education”’.

consider that in 1987 only 500 universities took 
part in the programme. In that year a total of 12 
countries were involved, while in 2017 as many as 
33 countries participated in the programme: the 
Member States of the EU, plus Iceland, 
Liechtenstein, Norway, the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia and Turkey (1).

The programme has also been successful in terms 
of impact. Erasmus students are twice as likely as 
non-mobile alumni to find a job, and they are half 
as likely to experience long-term unemployment 
compared to those that did not study abroad (2). 
The programme has also helped to build a 
European dimension in participating universities 
and to foster a sense of European identity among 
participating students. In particular, Erasmus 
students are more likely to recognise and identify 
with positive perceptions of the European Union 
and more likely to vote in the European Parliament 
elections than young EU citizens in general (3).

The progressive expansion and appeal of Erasmus 
were given further momentum when, in 2004, the 
Commission launched Erasmus Mundus. By 2017 
over 500 master’s programmes had been 
supported with the award of more than 20 000 
student scholarships, involving 80 countries from 
all over the world. Through its international credit 
mobility initiative, moreover, Erasmus Mundus has 
financed the short-term mobility of students, 
researchers and staff to and from Europe (4).

Simone Paoli

(1) Jones, H. C., ‘Celebrating 30 years of the Erasmus pro-
gramme’, European Journal of Education, Vol. 52, No 4, 
Wiley-Blackwell Publishing, Chichester, 2017, pp. 558-562.

(2) European Commission, The Erasmus impact study — 
Region al analysis, Publications Office of the European 
 Union, Luxembourg, 2016.

(3) Generation Europe Foundation, AEGEE-Europe, ESN Inter-
national, Erasmus voting assessment project — Final 
 report, Generation Europe Foundation, Brussels, 2014.

(4) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016.
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both teams. Behind Erasmus stood the strength and 
creativity of Domenico Lenarduzzi, Angeliki Verli, 
FranzPeter Küpper, Michel Richonnier and Alan 
Smith, who headed the external technical assistance 
team, later called the Erasmus Bureau. Comett was 
fuelled by the minds of David O’Sullivan, André 
Kirchberger, Karen Fogg and Ed Prosser, in charge 
of the external technical assistance team.

Comett and Erasmus paved the way for the launch
ing of a series of other important Community pro
grammes on education and training, adopted in the 
second half of the 1980s (1).

The post-Erasmus 
Community action 
programmes on education 
and training

In December 1987 the Community adopted the 
 PETRA programme (2), which aimed at strengthen
ing vocational training for young people in order to 
facilitate the transition from school to the workplace. 
The ultimate aim was to tackle youth unemployment, 
which had been increasing since the mid 1970s (3).

After 1  year the Commission presented a proposal 
for a new action programme to promote foreign 
language skills in the Community. The aim was 
twofold. Knowledge of foreign languages was con
sidered crucial both to encouraging free movement of 
 people and to stimulating social, cultural and scien
tific co operation between Member States. Although 
there was a growing awareness of the  importance 

(1) European Commission, The history of European cooperation in education 
and training, pp. 121127.

(2) Action programme for the vocational training of young people and their 
preparation for adult and working life.

(3) Marín, M., ‘Guidelines of Mr Marín on the development of the Commu
nity’s social policy’, Europe Documents, No 1498, Agence Europe, Luxem
bourg, 1988.

of  increasing the teaching and learning of foreign 
languages, the adoption of this proposal by the 
Council was rather difficult. The United Kingdom 
firmly asked to reduce the proposed budget and to 
leave out secondary education. Ireland and Lux
embourg, meanwhile, wanted to include Irish and 
Luxembourgish in the list of languages covered by 
the programme. After a lengthy debate all these re
quests were met, and the Lingua programme (4) was 
officially launched in July 1989. Its aim was to bring 
about an improvement in citizens’ knowledge of and 
proficiency in foreign languages. With the intention 
of safeguarding cultural diversity, priority was given 
to the languages that were least widespread and least 
taught in the Community (5).

In the meantime, universities themselves expressed 
their willingness to introduce European studies and 
to develop teaching and research programmes in 
the field of European integration. National Euro
pean studies associations, which merged into the 
Euro pean Community Studies Association in 1987, 
played a significant role in prompting higher edu
cation institutions to issue this request  (6). In re
sponse, Émile Noël, former SecretaryGeneral of 
the Commission and then President of the Euro
pean University Institute, Jacqueline Lastenouse, 
Head of the Division for University Information, 
and Jean Dondelinger, Commissioner for Audio
visual and Cultural Affairs, met to draft a  proposal 

(4) Action programme to promote foreign language competence in the Com
munity.

(5) Witte, B. (de), ‘Cultural legitimation: back to the language question’, 
in García, S. (ed.), European identity and the search for legitimacy, Pinter, 
 London, 1993, pp. 154171. 

(6) A group of prominent diplomatic and economic historians, including René 
Girault, Raymond Poidevin and Alan Milward, meanwhile, took an in
creasing interest in the history of the integration process. Consequently, 
they established contact with the Commission, asking that the Community 
archives be opened up to scholars interested in this topic. They also asked 
the Commission to support research projects on the history of the Commu
nities: Varsori, A., ‘From normative impetus to professionalization: origins 
and operations of research networks’, in Kaiser, W. and Varsori, A. (eds), 
European Union history themes and debates, Palgrave Macmillan, Basing
stoke, 2010, pp. 625. 

 In 1982 this group of historians created the European Union Liaison Com
mittee of Historians, the main goal of which was to promote historical re
search on European integration. The Division for University Information, 
and Jacqueline Lastenouse in particular, strongly supported the creation and 
work of this group. See interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 25 July 2016. 
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for university courses on European integration: the 
Jean Monnet action (1). This action, which was of
ficially launched in June 1989, aimed at supporting, 
through forms of cofinancing by the European 
Commission, the introduction of chairs, permanent 
courses and modules in the field of European studies 
(law, economics, politics and history). The cre ation 
of Jean Monnet European centres of excellence 
was also part of this action  (2). The reaction from 
universities was quick and positive and, in spite of 

(1) Calligaro, O., Negotiating Europe — EU promotion of Europeanness since the 
1950s, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2013, pp. 1537. See also Torqua
ti, E., ‘L’Azione Jean Monnet, unicum nelle iniziative della Commissione 
Europea per l’università’, in Varsori, A. (ed.), Sfide del mercato e identità 
europea — Le politiche di educazione e formazione professionale nell’Europa 
comunitaria, ‘Temi di storia’ collection, No 89, FrancoAngeli, Milan, 2006, 
pp. 111143.

(2) HAEU, DORIE 963, SEC(89) 1028/2, 16 June 1989, ‘Jean Monnet action’. 
See also interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 25 July 2016. 

a  relatively small budget, the Jean Monnet action 
had a strong and positive impact on the quality and 
quantity of teaching and learning about the Euro
pean Communities. It also helped to raise awareness 
of the importance of the European Commission as 
a valuable partner for universities (3). 

Immediately after the fall of the Berlin Wall the 
Commission proposed a new higher education pro
gramme specifically tailored to the former commu
nist countries of central and eastern Europe. This 
programme was adopted by the Council and the 
European Parliament in May 1990, in a record time 
of 4  months, under the name of Tempus (trans 

(3) European Commission, Jean Monnet project directory — 1990-1999,  Office 
for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 
1999.

On 21 April 1988 the first university programme in European law was created, under the aegis of Jacques Delors (centre), 
by the Universities of Lille II, Saarbrücken and Warwick.
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European mobility scheme for university studies). 
It aimed at reforming higher education systems in 
central and east European countries through the 
introduction of joint curricula in priority subjects. 
Tempus also aimed at encouraging cooperation 
between universities and university staff in the 
Member States and those in the partner countries; 
consortia of higher education establishments and 
mobility of academic staff were encouraged to this 
end. There were some fears in the European Parlia
ment and the European Economic and Social Com
mittee that Tempus might impose a Western model 
of higher education, to the detriment of some posi
tive experiences in communist countries and good 
ideas from the central and east European countries. 
Overall, however, the Tempus programme was able 
to provide helpful instruments to modernise and 
democratise university systems in those countries, 
to train a new generation of academics and mana
gers in these countries and to encourage contacts 
and collaboration between universities in western 
and eastern Europe (1).

In the same period, unemployment, especially long
term unemployment, was growing, and techno
logical change was occurring at an increasingly 
rapid pace in all the Member States of the Commu
nity. In this context, governments, companies and 
the social partners realised that there was a need to 
continuously update workers’ skills and knowledge. 
With this aim in mind the Commission proposed a 
new programme concerning continuing vocational 
training. The Force programme (2), adopted in May 
1990, aimed at encouraging investment in continu
ing training in order to help both workers and com
panies to adapt to changes.

The successful outcome of these programmes, 
along with their importance in creating closer links 

(1) Kehm, B.  M. et al (eds), Integrating Europe through cooperation among 
universities: the experiences of the Tempus programme, ‘Higher Education 
 Policy’ collection, No 43, Jessica Kingsley, London, 1997.

(2) Action programme for the development of continuing vocational training.

 between the European Community and education
al institutions in Europe, persuaded the European 
Commission to change its own structure. In 1989, 
when the second Delors Commission was formed, 
education and training were removed from the 
 remit of the DirectorateGeneral for Social Affairs 
and Employment and given a more autonomous 
 status and higher profile in a newly established 
body: the Task Force for Human Resources, Edu
cation, Training and Youth. Hywel Ceri Jones was 
appointed as its director, reporting directly to  Vasso 
Papandreou, the new Commissioner for Employ
ment, Industrial Relations, Social Affairs, Human 
Resources, Education and Training (3).

The path was now open for further important de
velopments, and the Maastricht Treaty offered such 
an opportunity. 

(3) European Commission, The history of European cooperation in education 
and training, p. 107.

On 14 September 1989 Commissioner Vasso Papandreou (right), 
accompanied by Hywel Ceri Jones (left), attended the opening 
of the conference and exhibition ‘L’Europe des compétences’, 

organised jointly by the European Commission and the French 
government, in Paris. 

Eurydice is an education information network founded in 1980.
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The Treaty on European 
Union: a significant step 
forward

After 15 years of legal disputes and the involvement 
of stakeholders at all levels, education was finally put 
on the agenda of the Intergovernmental Conference 
on Political Union, the aim of which was to revise the 
treaties in order to achieve a higher level of pol itical 
integration. The Rome European Council in Decem
ber 1990, in particular, highlighted the need to give 
the Community more powers to safeguard the di
versity of European traditions and promote cultural 
exchange and education.

During negotiations, conducted under the Luxem
bourg and Dutch Presidencies in 1991, representa
tives from both the Commission and Member States 
agreed to incorporate education into the treaty  (1). 
With the imminent creation of a unified single mar
ket in Europe, cooperation on education was be
coming increasingly important in both pol itical and 
economic terms. The growing mutual trust between 
education authorities, coupled with and indeed 
fuelled by the dynamic of Community education 
programmes, acted as a further incentive. Delega
tions from Denmark, Germany, France, the Nether
lands and the United Kingdom, meanwhile, wished 
also to enshrine education in the treaty in order to set 
clear limits on the powers of the Community in such 
a sensitive policy area (2).

As a result the new Article  126 of the Treaty on 
Euro pean Union, signed in Maastricht in 1992, 
 stated that the Community should contribute to the 
development of quality education. Reflecting the co
operation that had prevailed until then, the Commu
nity was given the role of encouraging  cooperation 

(1) HAEU, DORIE 958, SEC(91)  2492, 11  December 1991, ‘Note for the 
 attention of the Members of the Commission on the Treaty on Political 
Union, qualified majority’.

(2) Interview with Michel Richonnier, 30 March 2016.

 between Member States and, if necessary, supporting 
and supplementing their actions, while fully respect
ing their responsibility for the content of teaching 
and the organisation of education systems. In this 
context, the Community, together with its Mem
ber States, was also to foster cooperation with non 
member countries, including former communist 
countries in central and eastern Europe. Harmon
isation of national laws and regulations was explicitly 
ruled out. The Treaty on European Union made the 
European Parliament a joint decisionmaker on fu
ture measures in the area of education, on an equal 
footing with the Council of Ministers. The treaty 
also established the Committee of the Regions of 
the European Union, which later strongly supported 
edu cation cooperation at Community level (3).

Article 126 also included the encouragement of youth 
exchanges and the exchange of socio educational in
structors. This formalised support for an approach 
that had started with initiatives from the mid 1980s 
in favour of nonformal education, like voluntary 
youth work, recommended in the Adonnino Com
mittes’s report on a people’s Europe. These included 
the ‘Youth for Europe’ programme, which was adopt
ed by the Council in 1988. It targeted non formal 
learning activities, such as outofschool transna
tional youth exchanges, and opportunities for youth 
organisations to cooperate and share good practices 
in youth work across Eur ope. In 1998 the European 
Voluntary Service was launched,  allowing youngsters 
to volunteer for up to 12 months in another country 
to carry out tasks of general interest, such as social 
care, environmental protection and culture. Between 
1989 and 1999 more than half a million young  people 
and youth workers benefited from the opportunities 
offered by these European schemes (4).

(3) See the text box on the Committee of the Regions in Chapter 17.
(4) From 2000 these nonformal learning activities were merged into one single 

programme, Youth, with an average annual budget almost double that of 
the previous programmes combined, i.e. an increase from EUR 53.2 mil
lion to EUR  102  2  million per year: European Commission, Youth work 
and non-formal learning in Europe’s education landscape — A quarter of a 
century of EU cooperation for youth policy and practice, Publications Office of 
the European Union, Luxembourg, 2015, pp. 4063.
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The new Articles  127 and 128 were also intro
duced, dealing with vocational training and culture 
respect ively (1).

The follow-up to the 
Maastricht Treaty: 
treading a line between 
reorganisation and 
reordering

The inclusion of education in the treaty provid
ed a further boost to cooperation at Community 
 level  (2). In 1993 Antonio Ruberti, VicePresident 
and Commissioner for Science, Research, Techno
logical Development and Education in the third 
Delors Commission, proposed that the existing 
education and training programmes be reorganised 
and extended. His proposal aimed at extending the 
scope of cooperation, moving towards greater con
sistency between education and training and simpli
fying the management of activities. In accordance 
with Ruberti’s proposal two action programmes 
were adopted, in 1994 and 1995: Leonardo da Vinci, 
in the field of vocational training; and Socrates, in 
the fields of university and, for the first time, school 
education. Socrates (19951999), in particular, sub
sumed Erasmus and Lingua, along with a  series 
of new programmes, particularly in the areas of 
school education, open and distance learning, adult 
 education and the exchange of information and 
experience on education systems and policies  (3). 
 Tempus was the only major education programme 
that was not incorporated into Socrates. Higher 
edu cation cooperation with central and east Euro
pean countries, which was  considered a  strategic 

(1) Articles  127 and 128 of the Treaty on European Union (OJ C  191, 
29.7.1992, p. 23).

(2) Interview with Hywel Ceri Jones, 6 May 2016.
(3) Decision No 819/95/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 

14 March 1995 (OJ L 87, 20.4.1995, p. 10).

priority for the EU, continued to be developed as an 
autonomous initiative (4). 

The main new feature of Socrates was an integrated 
framework of activities relating to all levels of edu
cation. Higher education, however, continued to 
take up the lion’s share of the budget. This was due 
to the strong influence of the Liaison Committee of 
Rectors’ Conferences of the Member States of the 
European Communities, which was reorganised, 
in 1996, as the Confederation of European Union 
Rectors’ Conferences. It was also due to univer
sities’ familiarity with international cooperation, 
especially when compared with schools. Finally, yet 
importantly, the priority still given to higher edu
cation was due to the huge success of Erasmus and 
the widespread support for its continuation and 
 expansion (5). 

Meanwhile, the concept of education was rapidly 
changing, with new emphasis placed on the notion 
of lifelong learning  (6). The Commission, having 
drawn attention to this principle in three 1991 
memoranda on vocational training, open and dis
tance learning and higher education, now, in the 
1993 ‘Guidelines for Community action in the 
field of education and training’, stressed the value 
of continuing education and training. In its opin
ion, in particular, access to education and training 
throughout life was the best way to respond to the 
farreaching economic, social and demographic 
changes taking place in modern societies. All Com
munity activities in these policy areas, consequently, 
were to be adapted to that philosophy (7).

(4) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.
(5) Corbett, A., Universities and the Europe of knowledge: ideas, institutions and 

policy entrepreneurship in European Union higher education policy, 1955-
2005, Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2005.

(6) European Commission, The history of European cooperation in education 
and training, p. 155160.

(7) COM(93) 183 final, 5 May 1993, ‘Guidelines for Community action in the 
field of education and training’.
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The concept of lifelong learning was placed at the 
very centre of the overall EU strategy (1). The Co
penhagen European Council in June 1993  invited 
the Commission to draw up a plan of action to 
strengthen economic and social development in the 
EU. Adopted by the Brussels European Council in 
December 1993, the Commission’s White Paper on 
growth, competitiveness and employment stressed 
the many challenges facing the European Union 
and set out a strategy that aimed at meeting interna
tional competition and bringing growth in employ
ment. The emergence of globalisation, the advent 
of the information society and, more generally, the 
increasing pace of economic, scientific and techno
logical change were challenges to the EU and its 
economic and social model. In this context, it was 
argued, education and training could not continue 
to limit themselves to promoting the development 
of the individual and the values of citizenship. They 
should also help to stimulate growth and restore 
competitiveness, while ensuring acceptable levels 

(1) Interview with Jacques Delors, Paris, 25 February 2016.

of employment. Moreover, education and training 
could not still be concentrated in a specific time and 
place; education and training systems and policies 
were to be reworked in order to take account of the 
need for permanent reassessment and redevelop
ment of knowledge and expertise (2).

In 1995, in line with the conclusions of the White 
Paper, the Commissioner for Research, Science, 
Technology, Education, Training and Youth in 
the Santer Commission, Édith Cresson, formed 
the Study Group on Education and Training, 
chaired by Professor JeanLouis Reiffers, a French 
economist. Cresson, in particular, was convinced 
that progress in higher education should go hand 
in hand with increased political and financial in
vestment in vocational training; she even hinted 
at the possibility of establishing a sort of Erasmus 
for apprentices  (3). The Reiffers Committee, made 

(2) COM(93) 700 final, 5 December 1993, ‘Growth, competitiveness, employ
ment — The challenges and ways forward into the 21st century — White 
Paper’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 6, 1993.

(3) Interview with Édith Cresson, 6 May 2016.

In the Maastricht Treaty education and culture became competences of the Community.
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up of 25  independent experts selected by the Com
mission from the 15 Member States of the EU, 
took this approach. Its activities were concluded in 
1997, when the study group released a final report: 
Accomplishing Europe through education and train-
ing. This document suggested a reform of education 
and training policies with a view to constructing 
European citizenship, reinforcing competitiveness, 
preserving employment, maintaining social cohe
sion and making full use of the information society. 
Lifelong learning, significantly, was crucial to all of 
these priority aims (1).

Commissioner Cresson, together with the Commis
sioner for Employment and Social Affairs, Pádraig 
Flynn, and later on the Commissioner for Indus
trial Affairs and Information and Telecommuni
cations Technologies, Martin Bangemann, also 
worked on a document proposing guidelines for ac
tion in the fields of training and education. Adopt
ed by the Commission in 1995, the White Paper on 
teaching and learning highlighted the emergence of 
three main factors of upheaval, which brought both 
risks and opportunities: the onset of the informa
tion society; the impact of the scientific and techno
logical world; and the internationalisation of the 
economy. Against this background the Commis
sion proposed building a learning soci ety capable of 
strengthening competitiveness while maintaining 
social cohesion. To this end, according to the Com
mission, it was urgent to encourage the acquisition 
of new knowledge, bring schools and business closer 
together, combat exclusion, ensure proficiency in at 
least three Community lan guages and enhance in
vestment in training. Lifelong  learning was again 
the central pillar of the strategy  (2). Analyses and 
proposals put forward by the Commission in the 
White Paper were widely discussed and disseminat
ed in 1996, the year that the European Parliament 

(1) European Commission, Study Group on Education and Training  — Re-
port  — Accomplishing Europe through education and training, Office for 
Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1997.

(2) COM(95) 590 final, 29 November 1995, ‘White Paper on education and 
training — Teaching and learning: towards the learning society’.

and the Council had  chosen as the European Year 
of Lifelong Learning. 

The Commission’s reflections on education helped 
to raise awareness among politicians and stakehold
ers of the challenges facing education and train
ing systems and of the consequent need to change 
them  (3). The Council of Education Ministers, 
meeting in Brussels in December 1996, adopted 
a strategy for education and training policy based 
on the concept of lifelong learning. Similarly, a spe
cial European Council on employment, meeting 
in Luxembourg in November 1997, put lifelong 
learning at the centre of both the EU and nation
al employment strategies. National governments, 
however, thought that the measures proposed in 
the Commission’s White Paper would be difficult 
to implement and needed further refinements. As 
a response, in 1997 the Commission adopted a 
communication summarising the main issues emer
ging from the debates following the White Paper’s 
publication, and launched a series of pilot projects 
for each of the White Paper’s lines of action. Its in
tention was to show that the measures contained in 
the White Paper were not mere slogans but realistic 
commitments (4).

The Commission also wanted to adapt education 
and training programmes to suit the new ideas and 
needs. It was decided, in particular, to link the meas
ures carried out under Socrates and Leonardo da 
Vinci more clearly with the challenges facing edu
cation and training systems and with the EU’s pol
itical priorities. To this end, in 1997 the Commis
sion produced a new communication setting out the 
guidelines for future Community initiatives in the 
areas of education, training and youth for the period 
from 2000 to 2006. The message was clear: Socrates 
and Leonardo da Vinci needed simplification and 
more clarity to solve the problems encountered in 

(3) Interview with Christian FischerDieskau, 21 July 2016.
(4) COM(97) 256 final, 29 May 1997, ‘Review of reactions to the White Paper 

“Teaching and learning: towards the learning society”’.
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their first phase. In addition, reforms should free up 
energies and resources in pursuit of a common, uni
fying goal: the establishment of a Europe of know
ledge based on the spread of lifelong learning  (1). 
The increasing importance of this strategic object
ive was confirmed by the decision to include it in 
the text of the treaty signed in Amsterdam in 1997. 
The preamble to the treaty, in particular, recognised 
the need to promote the development of the highest 
possible level of knowledge through broad access to 
education and its continuous updating (2).

(1) COM(97) 563 final, 12 November 1997, ‘Towards a Europe of knowledge’.
(2) Treaty of Amsterdam amending the Treaty on European Union, the Trea

ties establishing the European Communities and certain related acts (OJ 
C 340, 10.11.1997, p. 1).

Although they did not go as far as previous docu
ments had suggested, the proposals for the second 
phase of Socrates and Leonardo da Vinci were quite 
innovative. These proposals, discussed between 1997 
and 1998, aimed at increasing their budget, simpli
fying their objectives and workings and giving more 
emphasis to lifelong learning. The European Parlia
ment and the Council agreed with the substance 
of the Commission’s proposals, and both Socrates 
and Leonardo da Vinci were changed accordingly. 
The administration and objectives of Socrates  II 
(20002006), in particular, were simplified quite 
significantly, and the programme was given the gen
eral aim of contributing to the establishment of a 
Europe of knowledge through the development of 
a European dimension in education and training 
and the encouragement of lifelong learning. Con
sequently, the programme was  structured around 

In 1996 Commissioner Édith Cresson launched the ‘Learning in the information society’ action plan to help schools to access information 
and communication technologies. The first European Netdays were held as part of this programme, from 18 to 25 October 1997, with 

activities being organised to raise awareness and provide information about the learning possibilities offered by multimedia.
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school education (Comenius), higher education 
(Socrates), adult education (Grundtvig), language 
teaching and learning (Lingua), open and distance 
learning, information and communication technol
ogies (Minerva) and observation and innovation 
(ARION, Eurydice and NARIC). The budget was 
30 % larger than it had been for the first stage (1).

The intergovernmental 
side of European higher 
education policy: the 
Bologna process

Alongside the programmes conducted within the 
Community framework, important initiatives were 
taken at intergovernmental level. Between late 1997 
and early 1998 the French Minister for Nation
al Education, Research and Technology, Claude 
Allègre, met with the UK Minister for Higher 
Edu cation, Tessa Blackstone, and afterwards with 
the Italian Minister for Public Education, Univer
sity and Research, Luigi Berlinguer, and with the 
German Minister for Education, Science, Research 
and Technology, Jürgen Rüttgers. Allègre, a prom
inent geochemist who had worked in the United 
States, was an admirer of the higher education sys
tem in the United Kingdom and wanted to make 
the French system more similar to it. His attempts 
to radically change both the organisation and the 
structure of higher education, and to improve finan
cial conditions for the private sector and establish 
closer relations between university and business, 
however, met with resistance internally. Allègre, 
therefore, was in search of international legitimacy 
for the controversial reforms he was promoting at 
national level. The French Minister, moreover, was 
convinced that, in the context of a rapidly  chan ging, 

(1) Decision No 253/2000/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council 
of 24 January 2000 (OJ L 28, 3.2.2000, p. 1).

globalised world, the international dimension of 
higher education should be strengthened and ex
panded. He therefore proposed to his German, 
Italian and British colleagues the harmonisation 
of higher education structures, cycles of study and 
degrees, while respecting differences in curricula 
and teaching methods. Blackstone welcomed this 
proposal, not least because the proposed system 
was modelled on that of the United Kingdom. Ber
linguer and Rüttgers accepted the offer because of 
their Europeanist ideas and their wish to modernise 
their respective higher education systems. In 1998, 
during the cele brations for the 800th anniversary of 
the establishment of the Université ParisSorbonne, 
Allègre, Blackstone, Berlinguer and Rüttgers re
leased a joint declaration on harmonising the struc
ture of Euro pean higher education. The socalled 
Sorbonne declaration announced a commitment 
to create a common frame of reference within an 
 intended Euro pean area of higher education, the 
 ultimate aims being to improve external recognition 
and facilitate student mobility, along with employ
ability  (2). This intergovernmental initiative was 
rooted in the fertile ground of more than 20 years of 
cooperation on higher education within the Com
munity framework (3).

Although the form of this initiative was widely criti
cised, the idea behind it gained ground. Berlinguer 
in particular proposed that what the four minis
ters had agreed in the Sorbonne meeting should be 
applied across the whole of the Euro pean Union, 
and perhaps beyond it. In addition, he suggested 
bringing the process within the Community frame
work. While Blackstone was in favour of involving 
more countries, she opposed the idea of bringing 
higher education under the responsibility of the 
EU. She preferred to steer clear of any attempt to 

(2) Joint declaration on the harmonisation of architecture of the European 
higher education system by the four ministers in charge for France, Ger
many, Italy and the United Kingdom, Paris (Sorbonne), 25  May 1998: 
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/1998_Sorbonne/61/2/1998_
Sorbonne_Declaration_English_552612.pdf

(3) European Commission, The history of European cooperation in education 
and training, p. 29. See also interview with Angeliki Verli, 12 May 2017.

http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/1998_Sorbonne/61/2/1998_Sorbonne_Declaration_English_552612.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/1998_Sorbonne/61/2/1998_Sorbonne_Declaration_English_552612.pdf
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 harmonise — an approach to higher edu cation that 
might have been chosen by Brussels. UK univer sities 
were also likely to oppose any kind of topdown 
harmon isation of quality assurance, credit transfer 
and  mutual recognition imposed by the Commis
sion. After a lively debate the UK line prevailed (1).

In 1999 ministers from France, Germany, Italy and 
the United Kingdom met with the ministers re
sponsible for higher education in 25 other European 
countries at the Università di Bologna. At the end 
of the meeting the participants made no mention 
of harmonisation. They nonetheless declared their 

(1) Interview with Tessa Blackstone, 28 October 2016.

intention to coordinate national policies in order to 
establish, within 10 years, a European area of  higher 
education. They were no longer speaking merely 
of mobility and cooperation, but rather of conver
gence between systems. This, in turn, implied the 
adoption of a system of easily understandable and 
comparable degrees with two main cycles: under
graduate and graduate. The plan entailed the cre
ation of an Erasmusstyle system of credits designed 
to facilitate student mobility, and the removal of 
obstacles to the effective exercise of free movement 
for students, teachers, researchers and adminis
trative staff. This strategy, finally, involved greater 
cooper ation in quality assurance and the promo
tion of the Euro pean dimension in higher educa
tion. There were two explicit aims of the socalled 

Activities implemented by the Community in the area of vocational education and training aimed to contribute to mutual understanding 
between peoples and give a European dimension to the training of students and teachers. 
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 Bol ogna declaration. The first was to give Euro pean 
citizens the skills needed to face the challenges 
of the new millen nium and, in the context of the 
 central and  eastern enlargement of the EU, a sense 
of common identity and shared values. The second 
was to increase the international competitiveness of 
the European higher education system, the ultimate 
purpose  being to attract more students and fund
ing at world level (1). Although the Bologna process 
was intergovernmental in nature, the Commission 
looked at it with interest. The Commissioner for 
Education and Culture in the Prodi Commission, 
Viviane Reding, saw it as a great opportunity to 
 strengthen cooperation in higher education and 
modernise  national systems and policies (2). 

Higher education led on to school education and, 
later, to vocational education and training. In Flor
ence, in 1999, ministers and ministry representatives 
responsible for school education from seven Euro
pean countries signed a declaration. Modelled on 
the Bologna declaration, this document announced 
a commitment to create an area of cooperation in 
school education at European level. In  Copenhagen 
in 2002, similarly, the ministers responsible for 
vocational education and training in 31 European 
states signed a declaration recognising the need to 

(1) Joint declaration of the European Ministers of Education, Bologna, 19 June 
1999: https://www.eurashe.eu/library/Bologna_1999_BolognaDeclara
tion.pdf

(2) Interview with Viviane Reding, Luxembourg, 22 June 2017.

enhance European cooperation in vocational educa
tion and training (3).

Meanwhile, the extraordinary European Council 
meeting in Lisbon in 2000 drew up a strategy aimed 
at modernising both the European economy and the 
European welfare state, while maintaining social co
hesion. In this context the EU was given a new strate
gic goal for the following decade: to become the most 
competitive and dynamic knowledgebased economy 
in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth, 
with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion. 
Investment in education and training, significantly, 
was recognised as the most important instrument to 
achieve all these aims (4).

This political commitment has been followed up 
with tangible measures, and education, training 
and skills development have since become increas
ingly prominent in the EU  (5). Significantly, they 
are now among the centrepieces of Europe 2020, 
an EU strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive 
growth (6).

Simone Paoli
Antonio Varsori

(3) Reinalda, B., KuleszaMietkowski, E. and Klingemann, H.D., The Bologna 
process — Harmonizing Europe’s higher education, Budrich, Opladen, 2006.

(4) Presidency conclusions of the Lisbon European Council, 23 and 24 March 2000: 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisboneuropeancouncil
presidencyconclusions.pdf

(5) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, Brussels, 28 January 2016.
(6) Jones, H. C., ‘Celebrating 30 years of the Erasmus programme’, European 

Journal of Education, Vol. 52, No 4, WileyBlackwell Publishing, Chiches
ter, 2017, pp. 558562.

https://www.eurashe.eu/library/Bologna_1999_Bologna-Declaration.pdf
https://www.eurashe.eu/library/Bologna_1999_Bologna-Declaration.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21038/lisbon-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
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Chapter 19 
Justice and home affairs

The Single European Act:  
a small window  
of opportunity

Unlike other important policies, internal security 
was not within the scope of the European Com
munities (EC) from their inception. Its inclusion in 
the EC’s sphere of interest was gradual, and  often 
justified on the grounds that it was necessary to 
pursue other aims, especially the free movement of 
persons. The plan for a European internal market, 
relaunched in the early 1980s, implied the abolition 
of border controls on people. At the same time, the 
willingness to further political integration went 
hand in hand with the wish to strengthen Euro pean 
identity. This in turn was closely associated with 
the full implementation of free movement. In 1981 
the Council of the European Communities agreed 
that the Member States would issue a uniform pass
port by 1985 at the latest, with a reference on the 

front page to the ‘European Community’ before the 
name of the issuing Member State (1).

François Mitterrand’s shift to liberal economic policies 
and to the European cause, and the special friendship 
he began with Helmut Kohl between 1983 and 1984, 
helped to boost both the project for a European sin
gle market and the idea of a European Union. In this 
context, the European Council meeting in Fontaine
bleau in 1984, considering the creation of a European 
passport, supported the objective of abolishing  police 
formalities for people crossing intra Community 
frontiers  (2). These ideas were developed in the two 
 reports submitted by Pietro Adonnino’s Committee 
on a People’s Europe to the European Council meet
ing, respectively, in Brussels and Milan in 1985  (3). 
These objectives were also included in the proposal for 
a Council directive that the Commission  presented in 

(1) Resolution of the representatives of the governments of the Member States 
of the European Communities, meeting within the Council of 23  June 
1981 (OJ C 241, 19.9.1981, p. 1).

(2) ‘Fontainebleau European Council’, Bulletin of the European Communities, 
No 6, 1984, pp. 1112.

(3) ‘A people’s Europe — Reports from the ad hoc committee’, Bulletin of the 
European Communities Supplement, No 7, 1985, pp. 1830.
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the same year, to ease intraCommunity border con
trols  (1). The major objective of abolishing internal 
border controls was finally emphasised in Lord Arthur 
Cockfield’s White Paper on the completion of the 
 internal market, which the Commission submitted to 
the European Council in Milan in 1985. In the wider 
context of the single market project, the Commission’s 
White Paper stressed the goal of removing border 
checks within the Community, while  simultaneously 
announcing a series of proposed directives aiming to 
make up for the loss of internal controls. The proposed 
directives should concern the approximation of arms 
and drugs legislation; the coordination of rules on 
residence, entry and access to employment for non 
Community nationals; the coordination of rules on 
the right of asylum and the position of refugees; and 
the harmonisation of visa policies. These directives, to
gether with a redeployment of resources to strengthen 
controls at the external borders and enhanced cooper
ation between national police forces, should enable 
checks at internal borders to be eliminated by 1992 (2). 
By stressing the importance of these complementary 
measures the White Paper helped to spread awareness 
that the abolition of internal border controls at Com
munity level required parallel cooperation on justice 
and home affairs (JHA) (3).

Coordinated firearms, drugs and, more importantly, 
migration and asylum policies were also necessary 
because of the failure of national approaches and the 
consequent politicisation of these matters. The short
comings and poor performance of national solutions 
induced the leaders of the Member States of the EC 
to search for European approaches. Against this 
background the Commission took the opportun
ity to develop a plan, convinced that these matters 
fell within its competence. In 1985 it published the 
‘Guidelines for a Community policy on migration’. 

(1) COM(84) 749 final, 24 January 1985, ‘Proposal for a Council directive on 
the easing of controls and formalities applicable to nationals of the Member 
States when crossing intracommunity borders’.

(2) COM(85)  310 final, 14  June 1985, ‘Completing the internal market  — 
White Paper from the Commission to the European Council (Milan, 28
29 June 1985)’.

(3) Interview with Jacques Delors, Paris, 20 June 2017.

This  document proposed consultation between Mem
ber States concerning extraCommunity workers and 
presented a rough draft of a Council resolution on the 
direction to be taken in a Community migration pol
icy (4). In the same year, at the initiative of the Com
missioner responsible for Competition Policy, Peter 
Sutherland, the Commission issued a decision that re
quired Member States to notify and consult with the 
EC before adopting migration policies with  regard to 
nonmember countries (5). Yet, interpreting the Com
mission’s decision as interference and as an attack 
on national sovereignty, a group of Member States 
 argued that these matters fell under the juris diction 
of national governments. Five of them — Denmark, 
the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), France, the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom  — even ap
pealed to the Court of Justice of the European Com
munities against the document. The Court of Justice 
agreed with the appellants and, in 1987, it annulled 
the Commission’s decision. While Denmark, Ireland, 
the United Kingdom and, to a lesser extent, Greece 
refused, for various reasons, the objective of abolish
ing internal border controls, the other Member States 
were generally open to the liberalisation of the move
ment of people within the Community. With the 
partial exception of the FRG, however, all Member 
States in central and northern Europe were opposed 
to giving the EC significant powers in relation to 
 migration and asylum and, more generally, JHA.

In this context the decision was made to include the 
new Article  8A in the Single European Act, signed 
in Luxembourg and The Hague in 1986. This liter
ally stated that the internal market should comprise 
‘an area without internal frontiers in which the free 
movement of goods, persons, services, and capital 
is ensured in accordance with the provisions of this 
Treaty’  (6). In order to promote the free movement 
of people, in particular, the Member States of the EC 

(4) COM(85) 48 final, 7 March 1985, ‘Guidelines for a Community policy on 
migration’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, No 9, 1985.

(5) Commission Decision 85/381/EEC of 8  July 1985 (OJ L 217, 14.8.1985, 
p. 25).

(6) Single European Act (OJ L 169, 29.6.1987, p. 1).
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committed themselves to collaborating, ‘in particu
lar as regards the entry, movement and residence of 
nationals of third countries’ (1). In addition, they an
nounced their intention to cooperate ‘in the combat
ing of terrorism, crime, the traffic in drugs and illicit 
trading in works of art and antiques’  (2). However, 
they stressed that ‘nothing in these provisions shall 
affect the right of Member States to take such meas
ures as they con sider necessary’  (3). It was clear that 
the Member States were not yet ready to give up their 
sovereignty in such sensitive sectors. 

The Schengen way

A desire to prevent Commission initiatives on the 
abolition of internal border controls combined with 
mistrust of southern Europe’s porous borders. The 
latter in particular generated anxiety in central and 
northern Member States, which feared that lax con
trols along the southern external borders might make 
the whole of the internally borderless Community 
vulnerable to criminal trafficking and illegal immi
gration flows  (4). Rather than working within the 
Community framework, therefore, France, the FRG 
and the Benelux countries decided to launch an inter
governmental initiative, which resulted in the signing 
of the Schengen Agreement in 1985 (5). Modelled on 
the Saarbrücken Agreement signed by the FRG and 
France in 1984, Schengen provided for the removal of 
internal border controls subject to the introduction of 
measures to strengthen external border controls and 
to ramp up the fight against drug trafficking, inter
national crime and illegal immigration (6). This deci
sion paved the way for a series of intergovernmental 

(1) Ibid.
(2) Ibid.
(3) Ibid.
(4) Interview with Notis Lebessis, Brussels, 17 March 2017.
(5) Paoli, S., Frontiera sud  — L’Italia e la nascita dell’Europa di Schengen, 

 Mondadori Education, Milan, 2018.
(6) Agreement between the governments of the states of the Benelux Economic 

Union, the Federal Republic of Germany and the French Republic on the grad
ual abolition of checks at their common borders (OJ L 239, 22.9.2000, p. 13).

 initiatives. The Commission played no part in draft
ing these, the Council was not asked to take a decision 
and the Parliament was not consulted.

In London in 1986, at the initiative of the UK Presi
dency of the Council, the meeting of the interior min
isters of the Member States of the EC established an 
Ad Hoc Immigration Group (AHIG), composed of 
senior national officials dealing with migration issues. 
Immigration and asylum problems were becoming 
increasingly pressing in all the Member States. The 
task of this new body was to work towards the im
provement of external border controls and the coord
ination of national asylum and migration policies. 
Its method was to make policy recommendations to 
competent national ministers or to draft internation
al conventions. Although the Commission had been 
represented in the AHIG from the outset, it had no 
role in the Community decisionmaking process, and 
particularly no right of initiative (7).

After the establishment of the AHIG the European 
Council meeting in Rhodes in 1988 created the Co
ordinators’ Group on the Free Movement of Persons, 
made up of highlevel civil servants from interior min
istries. The Commission was represented at political 

(7) HAEC, BAC 130/1996/37, ‘Informal meeting of interior ministers: 
 London, 20 October 1986’, 23 October 1986.

The common market was taken to a whole new level with the 
Single European Act. The internal market was achieved by gradually 

doing away with internal borders.
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level. The executive of the EC had assessed progress 
in the area of freedom of movement as disappoint
ing. Recognising the delay in the implementation of 
the single market programme, the Heads of State or 
Government of the Member States gave the Coordin
ators’ Group a mandate to define all the necessary 
steps leading to complete freedom of movement for 
people and to identify all measures needed to combat 
terrorism, international crime and illegal traffick
ing of all kinds. This group was also to identify the 
measures of Community competence and those that 
should be agreed through the intergovernmental pro
cedure. The Commission was once again constrained 
to  accept this division of tasks (1). 

(1) ‘European Council: Rhodes, 2 and 3 December’, Bulletin of the European 
Communities, No 12, 1988, pp. 813.

In one semester during the Spanish Presidency the 
Coordinators’ Group drafted the Palma document 
on the free movement of people, which was adopted 
by the European Council meeting in Madrid in 1989. 
During the Coordinators’ Group discussions the 
Commission was represented by its VicePresident, 
the Commissioner for Internal Market and Indus
trial Affairs, Martin Bangemann. The document out
lined the programme for practical implementation of 
the freedom of movement objective and, in doing so, 
provided the EC with a policy framework for a more 
coordinated approach to JHA (2). 

(2) HAEU, Fonds François Lamoureux (FL) 567, ‘Note for the President on 
the free movement of persons — The Schengen Agreement and the Palma 
programme (report from the Rhodes Group)’, 13 May 1991.

The high-level experts group on the free movement of people in 1996. 
From left to right: Tony Venables, Head of the European Consumers’ Organisation (BEUC); Maria Helena André, Secretary-General  

of the European Trade Union Confederation (CES); Mario Monti, Commissioner responsible for the Internal Market, Financial Services  
and Financial Integration, Customs and Taxation; Simone Veil, former French Minister of State; Guido Bolaffi, Director-General at the Italian 

Ministry of Social Affairs, Family and Social Solidarity, and immigration expert; Anna Hedborg, Director-General of the Swedish National 
Insurance Agency; Pierre Pescatore, former judge at the Court of Justice of the European Communities; Carlota Bustelo, expert from the 

Spanish Ministry of Labour; and David O’Keeffe, Professor in Community Law at the University of London.
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The collapse of communist 
regimes in central and 
eastern Europe: a catalyst 
for action

The opening of borders during and after the collapse 
of communist regimes and the subsequent German 
reunification led to a sudden increase in the number 
of people migrating from central and east European 
countries to western Europe. This in turn nourished 
fears about massive and potentially unmanageable 
influxes of migrants from former communist coun
tries. Disputes between Germany and France over a 
suitable response to these events initially hindered 
cooperation. The FRG insisted that citizens of the 
German Democratic Republic (GDR) should be able 
to enjoy free movement, even with a GDR passport. 
Also, it asked its European partners to abolish visa 
requirements for travellers from Czechoslovakia and 
Hungary. France, however, did not want to agree to 
the German requests, not least because of fears of 
further immigration from the east (1). The disagree
ments were eventually settled. France gave in to the 
German wishes in exchange for Germany’s approval 
of the principle of visa harmonisation, which Paris 
considered a top priority (2). The compromise paved 
the way for new agreements at European level.

In 1990 representatives from the Member States of 
the EC signed the Convention determining the state 
responsible for examining applications for asylum. 
Drafted by the AHIG, the socalled Dublin Conven
tion stated that the country in which asylum seekers 

(1) HAEU, FL595, ‘Minutes of the meeting of the Schengen Central Nego
tiating Group at Brussels, 13 December 1989’, 15 December 1989; FL595, 
‘Note for the attention of Mr Brunner, head of cabinet of Mr Bangemann, 
and Mr Lamy, head of cabinet of Mr Delors, on the convention supplement
ing the Schengen Agreement’, 18 December 1989.

(2) HAEC, BAC 224/1994/428, ‘Note on the meeting of the Central Nego
tiating Group in Brussels, 27 April 1990’, 14 May 1990. See also Archives 
Nationales de France, Archives de la Présidence de la République, Archives 
de Caroline de Margerie, Ministère des affaires étrangères, ‘Minutes of the 
meeting of the Central Negotiating Group in Brussels, 27  April 1990’, 
30 April 1990.

first arrived was responsible for either accepting or 
rejecting the request for status as a refugee, and the 
asylum seeker might not restart the process in an
other Member State  (3). In signing the convention 
the Member States aimed at preventing an applicant 
from submitting applications in multiple Member 
States and at reducing the number of ‘orbiting’ asy
lum seekers, transferred from Member State to Mem
ber State. Central and north European countries, 
which received the greatest influx of asylum seekers, 
also aimed to prevent the practice of what they called 
‘asylum shopping’, whereby asylum seekers applied to 
a particular state according to the benefits it provided. 
In particular, the FRG, the Member State receiving 
the most asylum applications, expressed a desire to go 
further than the Dublin Convention in supporting 
the principle of distribution of asylum requests in the 
EC. Its aim was to reduce domestic public spending 
and concern in this area. Through Dublin, a large 
portion of the financial and political burden of asy
lum could be placed on the southern members of the 
EC, which were closer to the main countries of origin 
and transit of refugees (4).

In the same year the Convention Implementing the 
Schengen Agreement (CISA) was signed by repre
sentatives from the five founding members of the 
agreement. Negotiated by the competent ministers, 
the Central Negotiating Group and four working 
groups, the CISA stated that internal borders might 
be crossed at any point without any checks on people 
being carried out. Nonetheless, if public policy or na
tional security required it, a contracting party might 
decide that, for a limited period, national checks might 
be reestablished at internal borders. In order to com
pensate for the abolition of internal border controls, 
the CISA defined common rules on crucial aspects of 
migration and asylum policies, and made provisions 
for cooperation in police and security matters. With 

(3) Convention determining the state responsible for examining applications 
for asylum lodged in one of the Member States of the European Communi
ties — Dublin Convention (OJ C 254, 19.8.1997, p. 1).

(4) HAEC, BAC 98/1997/1330, ‘“Free movement of persons” report by the 
coordinators of the Dublin European Council, 1990’.
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Europol

The proposal to establish a police office at European 
level was first made by German Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl during the Luxembourg European Council in June 
1991. The International Criminal Police Organisation 
(Interpol), headquartered in Lyon, was considered 
inadequate to cope with the objective of abolishing 
controls at internal borders, along with new 
challenges facing law enforcement in the post-Cold 
War European set-up (1). Germany wanted to create a 
more effective body that could be given operational 
powers. This approach was a surprise to many 
Member States, and was opposed by some of them, 
especially the United Kingdom. They preferred a mere 
platform for the exchange of information among 
national police forces (2). As a result, the Treaty on 
European Union, signed in Maastricht in February 
1992, included police cooperation within the scope of 
collaboration in the field of justice and home affairs 
(the so-called third pillar). In this context, 
Article K.1(9) of the treaty mentioned ‘a Union-wide 
system for exchanging information within a European 
Police Office (Europol)’ (3).

Without waiting for the entry into force of the 
Maastricht Treaty, the Member States invited 
Commission representatives to attend, for the first 
time, the meetings of the intergovernmental TREVI 
structure. TREVI was an intergovernmental forum 
for national officials from the justice and interior 
ministries of the Member States of the European 
Community. Created in Rome in 1975, on the basis 
of a proposal by UK Prime Minister Harold Wilson, it 
dealt with justice and home affairs before the 
establishment of the EU in November 1993. On 
2 June 1993, meanwhile, a ‘ministerial agreement’ 
was adopted in Copenhagen to create the Europol 
Drugs Unit. Following the agreement of the Brussels 
European Council in December 1993, the unit 
started its work. Its main aim was to collect and 
analyse information on drug-related crime in 
Europe. This small unit was expected to function as 
a forerunner to Europol (4). The Europol Convention 
was signed on 26 July 1995, after the European 

(1) Occhipinti, J. D., The politics of EU police cooperation — Toward 
a European FBI?, Lynne Rienner, Boulder, 2003.

(2) Interview with Wenceslas de Lobkowicz, 2 December 2016.
(3) Treaty on European Union (OJ C 191, 29.7.1992, p. 1).
(4) HAEU, Groupe Socialiste au Parlement Européen (GSPE) 227, 

European Council of Police Unions, ‘Police cooperation in  Europe 
as seen through Schengen and Europol’, Paris, 28 February 
1995.

Council of Cannes in June 1995 reached a 
compromise on the competences of the Court of 
Justice (5). The convention, ratified by all Member 
States, entered into force on 1 October 1998. 
Europol, however, became operational in The Hague 
only on 1 July 1999, after the entry into force of a 
number of protocols, especially on the competence 
of the Court of Justice. 

Europol did not have executive powers. Its aim was 
to improve the effectiveness of and cooperation 
among Member States’ police services in preventing 
and combating international crime. Its tasks were to 
facilitate the exchange of information, analyse 
intelligence and coordinate international operations. 
Europol was led by a director and a Management 
Board, composed of one representative from each 
EU Member State and one from the European 
Commission, which had observer status (6).

Meanwhile, the Treaty of Amsterdam, which was 
signed in October 1997 and entered into force in May 
1999, confirmed police cooperation as a ‘matter of 
common interest’ and gave Europol a privileged 
position in the collection, analysis and exchange of 
information. The Treaty of Amsterdam enhanced 
Europol’s responsibility for assisting the Council in 
coordinating specific investigative actions and 
promoting liaison arrangements between prosecuting 
or investigating officials specialising in the fight 
against organised crime (7). Nonetheless, Europol 
suffered from a lack of interest in cooperation on the 
part of national police forces and governments, which 
limited its role and influence.

Europol gained more prominence in the early 2000s, 
not least because of the 9/11 attacks in the United 
States. Common initiatives at EU level were deemed 
the appropriate approach for dealing with security 

(5) Convention drawn up on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on 
European Union, on the protection of the European Communi-
ties’ financial interests (OJ C 316, 27.11.1995, p. 49).

(6) Fijnaut, C., The containment of organised crime and terror-
ism — Thirty-five years of research on police, judicial and 
 administrative cooperation, Brill Nijhoff, Leiden-Boston, 2016. 
See also: Boschi Orlandini, F., ‘Europol and Europol Drugs Unit: 
a cooper ation structure in the making’, in Monar, J. and Morgan, 
R. (eds), The third pillar of the European Union — Cooperation 
in the fields of justice and home affairs, ‘Bruges Conferences’ 
 collection, Vol. 5, European Interuniversity Press, Brussels, 
1994, pp. 209-216.

(7) Treaty of Amsterdam amending the Treaty on European  Union, 
the Treaties establishing the European Communities and 
 certain related acts (OJ C 340, 10.11.1997, p. 1).



465Chapter 19 — Justice and home affairs 

issues, increasingly perceived as transnational. 
Europol’s staff and budget, therefore, were 
substantially increased, and its strategic reports and 
recommendations became more influential in both 
the Council and national governments (1).

Based on a Commission proposal of December 2006, 
Europol was then transformed from an 
intergovernmental organisation into a fully fledged 
EU agency by the Council Decision of 6 April 2009, 
which entered into force on 1 January 2010 (2). The 
integration of Europol into the Community structure 
helped to enhance its role. Nonetheless, some of the 
problems that Europol had faced since its inception 
persisted, albeit to a lesser degree. The dependency 
on data provided by Member States stood out as 
Europol’s main weakness. Moreover, Europol’s 
mandate remained limited and its reports and 
recommendations legally non-binding (3).

In the meantime, the Treaty of Lisbon, which was 
signed in December 2007 and entered into force in 
December 2009, brought police cooperation into the 
mainstream. It is now governed by standard 
procedures and is not subject to special, largely 
intergovernmental, decision-making processes. In this 
context Article 88 assigns Europol the task of 
supporting and strengthening actions by Member 
State police authorities and other law-enforcement 
services and their mutual cooperation in preventing 
and combating serious international crime and 
terrorism (4).

An important new regulation, which was adopted on 
11 May 2016 and entered into force on 1 May 2017, 
considerably enlarged the scope and powers of what 
is now called the European Union Agency for Law 
Enforcement Cooperation. This regulation also 
strengthened the role of the European Parliament 
and the European Data Protection Supervisor in 
Europol’s decision-making and enforcement 
processes (5). Europol still does not have executive 
powers and cannot apply coercive measures. Also, its 
recommendations remain non-binding. However, its 

(1) Interview with Francisco Fonseca Morillo, 15 February 2017.
(2) Council Decision of 6 April 2009 (OJ L 121, 15.5.2009, p. 37).
(3) Rozée, S., Kaunert, C. and Léonard, S., ‘Is Europol a comprehen-

sive policing actor?’, in Kaunert, C., Léonard, S. and Occhipinti, 
J. D. (eds), Justice and home affairs agencies in the European 
Union, Routledge, Abingdon, 2015, pp. 100-115.

(4) Treaty of Lisbon amending the Treaty on European Union and 
the Treaty establishing the European Community, signed at 
 Lisbon, 13 December 2007 (OJ C 306, 17.12.2007, p. 1).

(5) Regulation (EU) 2016/794 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 11 May 2016 (OJ L 135, 24.5.2016, p. 53).

influence on the Council is significantly greater than 
in the past. Europol is currently charged with 
assisting EU Member States in fighting against all the 
main forms of international crime. It is also 
responsible for analysing and exchanging 
information, coordinating investigative actions, 
drafting reports and coordinating with the bodies 
established in the context of the area of freedom, 
security and justice. Finally, Europol is tasked with 
helping the Council and the Commission to formulate 
and develop strategic and operational priorities (6).

Simone Paoli

(6) Gerspacher, N. and Lemieux, F., ‘A market-oriented explan ation 
of the expansion of the role of Europol: filling the demand for 
criminal intelligence through entrepreneurial initiatives’, in 
 Lemieux, F. (ed.), International police cooperation — Emerging 
issues, theory and practice, Willan, Cullompton-Portland, 2010, 
pp. 62-78.
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respect to visas, the contracting parties undertook to 
pursue the harmonisation of their policies, the ultim
ate aim being to introduce a uniform visa valid for 
the entire Schengen area. Pending the introduction 
of such a visa, they should recognise their respective 
national visas, provided that these were issued in ac
cordance with common conditions and criteria. As far 
as asylum was concerned, the contracting parties set 
out rules to determine which state should deal with 
asylum applications and confirmed that only one state 
was responsible for examining the claim for asylum. 
Also, they made provisions for police cooperation in 
order to prevent and detect criminal offences; given 
the sensitivity of these matters, however, practical 
collaboration in crossborder surveillance and pursuit 
was carefully hedged with limitations and qualifica
tions. Similarly, the contracting parties were cautious 
about strengthening judicial cooperation; nonetheless, 
they introduced a number of provisions to increase 
contacts and collaboration among judicial authorities, 
especially on the sensitive issue of  extradition. The 

contracting parties, finally, established the Schengen 
information system, a database that allowed author
ities responsible for checks both at external borders 
and within the Schengen area to store and circulate 
alerts about wanted or missing people and objects. 
The convention was subject to ratification in all the 
Member States. In addition, it could come into force 
only when the prior conditions for its implementation 
had been fulfilled and checks at external borders were 
deemed to be effective. Any Member State of the EC 
could become a member of the Schengen system. Such 
accession, however, was subject to an agreement be
tween that state and the contracting parties, and also 
to ratification by the acceding state and by each of the 
Schengen states (1). 

(1) Convention implementing the Schengen Agreement of 14  June 1985 
 between the governments of the states of the Benelux Economic Union, 
the Federal Republic of Germany and the French Republic on the gradual 
 abolition of checks at their common borders (OJ L 239, 22.9.2000, p. 19).

The 12 European Community passports in 1991.
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In 1991, representatives of the Member States of the 
EC meeting in the AHIG were close to an agreement 
on a key aspect of the CISA. The draft Convention 
between the Member States on the crossing of their 
external borders, however, remained on the table for 
a long time. This was due to a divergence of opinions 
on both general and specific issues. The founding 
members of the EC plus Portugal and Spain, with 
the support of the Commission, favoured remov
ing in ternal border controls for citizens from both 
EC Member States and nonmember countries. On 
the other hand, Denmark, Ireland, Greece and the 
 United Kingdom wanted to maintain internal border 
controls to distinguish EC nationals from nonEC 
citizens; also, they wanted to exclude the Community 
institutions from exercising any influence or control 
over these policy areas. In addition, two apparently 
minor disputes played an important role: Spain and 
the United Kingdom were unable to reach agreement 
over the status of Gibraltar, and a conflict broke out 
over the jurisdiction of the Court of Justice.

Finally, Member State immigration ministers, meet
ing in London in 1992, adopted a series of resolutions 
laying down important legal concepts with regard to 
the examination of individual asylum claims. Draft
ed by the AHIG and endorsed by the 1992 European 
Council meeting in Edinburgh, the three London 
resolutions were designed to prevent asylum abuse 
while maintaining full respect for human rights  (1). 
Although these documents did not have the same 
 legal status as the Dublin Convention and were not 
legally binding, they nevertheless made a great polit
ical impact on the de facto harmonisation of asylum 
laws, since most Member States agreed to incorporate 
them into national legislation and guidelines.

(1) ‘Council resolution on manifestly unfounded applications for asylum’; 
‘Council resolution on a harmonised approach to questions concerning 
host third countries’; ‘Council conclusions on countries in which there is 
generally no serious risk of persecution’, in UNHCR, Collection of inter-
national instruments and other legal texts concerning refugees and displaced 
persons, UNHCR, Geneva, 1995.

Role and positions  
of the Commission 

In the early stages of cooperation on JHA, the role 
of the Commission, along with that of the European 
Parliament, was limited. Nonetheless, the Commis
sion, under the presidency of Jacques Delors, soon 
decided to accept the intergovernmental approach 
preferred by a majority of Member States. Although 
the Commission was convinced that these matters fell 
within its sphere of responsibility, it preferred to avoid 
a battle of competences. The implementation of the 
single market was then considered as the absolute pri
ority, and the Commission quickly decided that inter
governmental agreements were more likely to achieve 
this aim than the directives proposed in Cockfield’s 
White Paper  (2). Pragmatically, therefore, the Com
mission resolved not to interfere with intergovern
mental ini tiatives if it was not strictly ne cessary. As 
emphasised in its 1988 communication on the aboli
tion of checks on people at intra Community borders, 
when a question was raised concerning which  actions 
should be taken at Community level and which 
should be left to intergovernmental cooper ation, the 
Commission considered that it should  focus on prac
tical effectiveness rather than on questions of legal 
doctrine (3).

This strategy did not come without intra and inter
institutional discussions, as clearly shown by the case 
of Schengen, the most controversial point (4). François 
Lamoureux, an authoritative member of Jacques 
 Delors’s cabinet, and Adrian Fortescue, an import
ant member of a small unit in the Commission’s 

(2) HAEU, Fonds Jacques Delors (JD) 101, ‘Note on the removal of physical 
borders  — Free movement of persons’, Brussels, January 1989; HAEC, 
BAC 98/1997/1330, ‘The Schengen Agreement I and II — communication 
from Martin Bangemann’, 19 June 1990.

(3) COM(88) 640 final, 7 December 1988, ‘Communication of the Commis
sion on the abolition of controls of persons at intraCommunity borders’.

(4) Zaiotti, R., Cultures of border control: Schengen and the evolution of Euro-
pean frontiers, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2011. See also Zaiotti, 
R., ‘Revisiting Schengen: Europe and the emergence of a new culture of 
border control’, Perspectives on European Politics and Society, Vol. 8, No 1, 
Routledge, Abingdon, 2007, pp. 3154.
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 SecretariatGeneral charged with drafting the EC 
initiative linked to the abolition of border controls, 
were preoccupied with the potential formation of a 
twotier Europe. Martin Bangemann went so far as to 
affirm that Schengen was contrary in objective as well 
as in procedure to the original treaties, and that it was 
an alternative, not an addition, to the EC  (1). Presi
dent Delors too was well aware of these shortcomings. 
Nonetheless, he was firmly convinced that Schen
gen, far from being a brake on European integration, 
could help the EC to achieve the fundamental goal 
of the single market while ensuring effective control 
of external borders. Schengen in particular served 
as an important laboratory, showing that technical 
and political problems could be solved, and putting 
pressure on the members that were either reluctant 
to remove controls at the internal borders or unable 
to strengthen controls at the external borders. Delors, 

(1) HAEU, FL194, ‘Note for the President on the Schengen Agreement’, 
25  January 1989; HAEU, FL595, ‘Schengen Agreement: where are we 
coming from?’, 15 September 1989.

in addition, was convinced that Schengen would have 
proceeded anyway. In light of this, engaging with it 
was the only feasible way to monitor the participants, 
ensure compatibility with the EC and avoid discrim
ination against nonSchengen EC nationals (2).

The Commission’s strategy seemed to be quite suc
cessful. Although it was admitted to the negotiations 
leading to the CISA only in 1988 and only with ob
server status, the Commission was able to push the 
Schengen members into inserting important refer
ences to the EC and the treaties into the preamble 
to the CISA. Also, the Commission was influential 
in persuading the Schengen group to include all the 
southern members of the EC — Greece, Spain, Italy 
and Portugal — between 1990 and 1992 (3).

(2) HAEU, FL556, SG(91) D/10065, ‘Letter from Jacques Delors to Enrique 
Barón Crespo, President of the European Parliament’, 30 January 1991. See 
also Monar, J., ‘The dynamics of justice and home affairs: laboratories, driv
ing factors and costs’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol.  39, No  4, 
WileyBlackwell Publishing, Chichester, 2001, pp. 747764.

(3) Interview with Riccardo Perissich, 17 May 2016.

The official signs of the 12 Member States at a border crossing between Belgium and France.
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The European Parliament, however, remained strenu
ously opposed to Schengen, not least because of its 
lack of proper democratic and legal supervision and 
its al legedly negative implications for immigrants and 
asylum seekers. The Parliament was not alone in its 
criticism of Schengen. Promigrant and prorefugee 
organisations in western Europe, and groups and emi
gration countries in Africa and the Middle East, did 
not hesitate to blame the Schengen process for being 
excessively focused on security concerns and prefigur
ing a sort of ‘Fortress Europe’ (1). The Parliament, con
sequently, attacked the Commission for its complacent 
attitude towards Schengen and, on many occasions, 
even threatened to initiate legal action against it (2).

The Treaty on European 
Union: a significant step 
forward

At the Intergovernmental Conference on  Political 
Union in 19901991 German representatives were 
particularly active in suggesting proposals for cooper
ation on JHA, with a special emphasis on the estab
lishment of a European police agency and, more im
portantly, collaboration on migration and asylum. 
The German government then faced a tricky situ
ation. On the one hand, it was experiencing large 
numbers of arrivals of migrants from the east and a 
disproportionate number of refugees. On the other, 
it could hardly resort to tougher measures to contain 
migrant and refugee arrivals because of the weight 
of history, a clear constitutional provision, judicial 
constraints, opposition from the Social Democratic 

(1) Geddes, A., Immigration and European integration: beyond fortress Europe, 
‘European Policy Research Unit’ collection, Manchester University Press, 
Manchester, 2008. See also Bigo, D., ‘Frontier controls in the European 
Union: who is in control?’, in Bigo, D. and Guild, E. (eds), Controlling fron-
tiers — Free movement into and within Europe, Ashgate, Aldershot, 2005, 
pp. 4999.

(2) HAEC, BAC 224/1994/440, ‘Abolition of checks on persons at intra 
community borders — Communication from Mr Bangemann in agreement 
with the President’, 21 March 1990. 

Party and challenges from the extreme right. In this 
context, working at Community level was not only 
useful to share the burden but also vital to legitimate 
more restrictive policies, the ultimate aim being to en
sure domestic political stability. During negotiations, 
consequently, German representatives insisted on 
strengthening the role of the EU in the areas of migra
tion and asylum, even at the cost of accommodating 
the United Kingdom with optout clauses (3). 

The United Kingdom could support the idea of es
tablishing a stronger and more coherent structure to 
deal with home affairs issues. However, it continued 
to oppose the abolition of internal borders and the 
devolving of more of these policies to the Commu
nity. France, which was more inclined to enhance 
cooperation on migration and asylum and to elimin
ate internal border checks, was nonetheless opposed 
to supranational means. Unsurprisingly, however, 
both the European Parliament and the Commission 
supported the proposal made by Chancellor Kohl at 
the Luxembourg European Council in 1991 to bring 
these policies within the competence of the Com
munity, which would have greatly expanded their 
influence  (4). Aware of its limited competences in 
these policy areas, however, the Commission made 
every effort to show respect for national sovereignty. 
In the event, it preferred to spend most of its polit
ical cap ital on issues such as institutional reforms 
and monetary union rather than on the thorny area 
of JHA. Significantly, in two communications — on 
the right of asylum and on immigration — submit
ted to the European Parliament and the Council in 
1991, the Commission was very prudent in expressing 
its  support for the idea of bringing all intergovern
mental cooper ation under the Community frame
work. It was vocal, on the other hand, in advocating 
a global approach to migration and asylum. In both 
these docu ments the Commission notably stressed 

(3) Bösche, M., ‘Trapped inside the European fortress? Germany and European 
Union asylum and refugee policy’, in Hellmann, G. (ed.), Germany’s EU 
policy on asylum and defence  — De-Europeanization by default?, Palgrave 
Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2006, pp. 2984.

(4) Interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.



470 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

the need for complementary, comprehensive and real
istic measures aimed at relieving migration pressures, 
controlling migrant and asylumseeker flows and 
strengthening integration for legally resident foreign
ers (1). Belgium, Spain, Italy and the Netherlands also 
favoured bringing JHA fully into the Community 
sphere. Like the Commission, however, they did not 
want to force the hand of recalcitrant states.

In the third pillar, devoted to cooperation in the fields 
of JHA, the Treaty on European Union signed in 
Maastricht in 1992 struck a precarious compromise 
between intergovernmentalism and the Community 
decisionmaking process. With the explicit goal of 

(1) SEC(91) 1857, 11 October 1991, ‘The right of asylum’; SEC(91) 1855 final, 
23 October 1991, ‘Immigration’.

implementing the free movement of people included 
in Article 8A of the Single European Act, Article K.1 
of the EU Treaty identified a series of policy areas as 
‘matters of common interest’, without prejudice to 
Community competences. These included: asylum; 
crossing of external borders; immigration; the fight 
against drug addiction; the fight against international 
fraud; judicial cooperation in civil matters; judicial co
operation in criminal matters; customs cooperation; 
and police cooperation for the purposes of preventing 
and combating terrorism, drug trafficking and inter
national crime. At the initiative of the FRG, mention 
was also made of a European Police Office (Europol). 
Although Germany wanted an agency with executive 
powers, along the lines of the US Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI), it was constrained to accept the 
less ambitious alternative proposed by the United 

One of a series of drawings dating from 1997, this one showing Europol and cooperation in the areas of policing, justice, security  
and immigration.
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Kingdom. Europol was conceived of as a mere plat
form for exchanging and sharing information among 
national police forces. While fully respecting the rule 
of unanimity, the EU Treaty gave the Council the 
power to adopt joint positions and joint actions and 
to draw up international conventions. The EU  Treaty 
also conferred on the Commission an important, 
though shared, right of initiative. In addition, the 
Commission was fully represented at all levels during 
deliberations and was engaged in policy discussions. 
The role of the European Parliament, however, did 
not go beyond information and consultation, a situ
ation that led to accusations that JHA accentuated 
the European Union’s democratic deficit. The absence 
of the Court of Justice from the third pillar raised 
similar criticism of the EU’s judicial deficit, although 
the EU Treaty gave the Court power to interpret 
the provisions of JHA conventions, subject to Mem
ber State approval, on a casebycase basis (1). Under 
Article K.9, however, the EU Treaty allowed for the 
eventual transfer of the policy fields that were sub
sumed under Article K.1 to the first pillar of the EU 
by unanimous decision of the Member States. This, 
of course, could potentially expand the Community’s 
jurisdiction over JHA. However, Member States have 
never made use of this provision (2). 

The follow-up to the 
Maastricht Treaty: positive 
and negative aspects

The EU Treaty introduced important changes to the 
institutional structure under which JHA was dealt 
with. The JHA Council was established and given a 
central role in the new legal framework. The Coord
inating Committee, composed of national senior 

(1) Uçarer, E. M., ‘Tempering the EU? NGO advocacy in the area of freedom, 
security and justice’, Cambridge Review of International Affairs, Vol.  27, 
No 1, Routledge, Abingdon, 2014, pp. 127146.

(2) Treaty on European Union (OJ C 191, 29.7.1992, p. 1).

officials and a senior representative from the Com
mission, replaced the Coordinators’ Group on the 
Free Movement of Persons. Unlike its predecessor, 
the Coordinating Committee was given real author
ity over the matters in which it was involved. It was 
structured around three steering groups: Steering 
Group I on Immigration and Asylum, which incor
porated the AHIG; Steering Group  II on Security, 
Law Enforcement, Police and Customs Cooperation, 
which incorporated the former TREVI Group; and 
Steering Group III on Judicial Cooperation, the aim 
of which was to contribute to the preparation of the 
JHA Council’s discussions. The EU Treaty also pro
vided the Commission with a powerful incentive and 
opportunity for reform. The executive of the EU did 
not go as far as establishing a fully fledged director
ategeneral. It nonetheless decided to create a Task 
Force for Justice and Home Affairs, which was very 
active, though small  (3). Adrian Fortescue was ap
pointed as its head (4).

The EU Treaty, meanwhile, gave momentum to the 
Commission’s efforts to ensure the freedom of move
ment for people within the Community. With the 
deadline for the implementation of the single market 
approaching, the Commission became more vocal 
in its attempt to persuade Member States to speed 
up the process leading to the complete abolition of 
 internal border controls. The Commission’s criticism 
was directed not only against the Council as a whole, 
but also against specific delegations, especially the 
UK delegation. In 1992, having tried and failed to 
convince the United Kingdom to accept the elimin
ation of border checks, Martin Bangemann shifted 
to a more conciliatory attitude. He suggested that 
EC nationals entering the United Kingdom not be 
subject to thorough checks, but could walk through 
passport control holding up their national identity 
cards or passports. The United Kingdom, however, 

(3) Interview with Pieter Jan Kuijper, 23 March 2017.
(4) Fortescue, A., ‘First experiences with the implementation of the third pillar 

provisions’, in Bieber, R. and Monar, J. (eds), Justice and home affairs in the 
European Union — The development of the third pillar, ‘Bruges Conferences’ 
collection, No 9, European Interuniversity Press, Brussels, 1995, pp. 1927.
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rejected that compromise proposal and confirmed its 
commitment to maintaining checks at its own bor
ders. The failure of these diplomatic efforts helped 
to persuade Pádraig Flynn, Commissioner for Social 
Affairs, Employment, Immigration and Justice and 
Home Affairs, in cooperation with Raniero Vanni 
d’Archirafi, Commissioner for Institutional Reform, 
Internal Market and Enterprise, to submit a new draft 
of the Convention between the Member States of the 
European Communities on the crossing of their ex
ternal frontiers (1). The Commission was optimistic, 
not least because Denmark and Greece seemed more 
favourable to removing internal border checks than 
in the past. A Commission initiative was therefore 
drafted and presented in 1993  (2). Despite expect
ations, however, the document was not adopted by 
the Council, its territorial application to Gibraltar 
being the main problem still impeding adoption.

In 1993, after many threats, the European Parliament 
thus decided to bring the case to the Court of Justice, 
blaming the Commission for its failure to ensure that 
the Member States respected the deadline for the 
establishment of the single market. As a response, 
in 1995 the successor to Vanni d’Archirafi as Com
missioner for Internal Market, Services Customs and 
Taxation, Mario Monti, introduced two proposals 
for directives. One required the elim ination of con
trols on persons crossing internal frontiers. The other 
concerned the abolition of restrictions on movement 
and residence within the EU for Member States’ 
workers and their families  (3). The socalled Monti 
proposals met with much resistance in the Council, 
and consequently were never adopted. They were 

(1) Interview with Pádraig Flynn, Brussels, 3 December 1998.
(2) COM(93) 684 final, 10 December 1993, ‘Proposal for a decision, based on 

Article K3 of the Treaty on European Union establishing the Convention 
on the crossing of the external frontiers of the Member States’.

(3) COM(95)  347 final, 12  July 1995, ‘Proposal for a Council directive 
on the elimination of controls on persons crossing internal frontiers’; 
COM(95)  348 final, 12  July 1995, ‘Proposal for a European Parliament 
and Council directive amending Directive 68/360/EEC on the abolition of 
 restrictions on movement and residence within the Community for work
ers of Member States and their families and Directive 73/148/EEC on the 
 abolition of restrictions on movement and residence within the Commu
nity for nationals of Member States with regard to establishment and the 
provision of services’. 

 useful,  however, for defusing the European Parlia
ment’s criticism of the Commission’s alleged inertia.

Meanwhile, as the numbers of arriving migrants and 
asylum seekers continued to increase, the Commis
sion felt an urgent need to deal with migration and 
refugee policies (4). In 1994 Pádraig Flynn drafted a 
communication on immigration and asylum policies 
and submitted it to the Parliament and the Council. 
Drawing on the ideas expressed in the 1991 commu
nications on right of asylum and on immigration, the 
new text emphasised a comprehensive approach to 
immigration based on three elements: reducing mi
gration pressures by attacking root causes; monitor
ing and controlling migration flows; and introducing 
measures favouring the integration of legal migrants. 
The communication also stressed the need for accu
rate information and suggested the establishment of 
a European Migration Observatory (5). The Council, 
however, was still cautious with regard to JHA and, 
in particular, the Commission’s involvement in this 
field. The Commission’s communication on immi
gration and asylum policies, consequently, was soon 
dismissed as overambitious and premature.

The fate of the European Police Office, which re
ceived much attention in the first half of the 1990s, 
confirmed how difficult it was to make progress in 
the field of JHA. Although interior ministers reached 
an agreement in 1993 to establish Europol, the con
vention implementing it became a battleground 
in the conflict between intergovernmentalists and 
supra nationalists. Germany and the Benelux coun
tries insisted on a role for the Court of Justice of the 
Euro pean Union. The United Kingdom, supported 
by Denmark and, later on, Sweden, fiercely resist
ed. In 1994, however, in deference to public anx iety 
about international drug trafficking, the Member 
States of the EU created the Europol Drugs Unit in 

(4) Interview with Wenceslas de Lobkowicz, 2  December 2016. See also 
 Lobkowicz, W. (de), L’Europe et la sécurité intérieure  — Une élaboration 
par étapes, ‘Notes et études documentaires’ collection, No  514445, La 
 Documentation française, Paris, 2001.

(5) COM(94) 23 final, 23 February 1994, ‘Immigration and asylum policies’.
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The Hague, having established the European Moni
toring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction in 1993 
in Lisbon. As the dispute over Europol dragged on, 
Member States progressively broadened the Europol 
Drugs Unit’s scope to cover virtually all JHA issues. 
Representatives from EU Member States reached an 
interim agreement only in 1995, when they signed 
the Europol Convention without deciding on the 
role of the Court of Justice (1).

Though it was very cautious, the JHA Council was 
not completely inactive during this period. With 
the aim of restricting the immigration of extra 
Community workers, in particular, it adopted a two
fold strategy. On the one hand, it set more  restrictive 

(1) Convention based on Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, on 
the establishment of a European Police Office (Europol Convention) (OJ 
C 316, 27.11.1995, p. 2).

entry conditions for nonEU nationals. On the other, 
under pressure from the European Council, it pushed 
for expanded economic, financial, social and political 
cooperation with migrants’ countries of origin and 
transit. 

The external dimension 
of EU justice and home 
affairs

From the mid 1990s the EU increasingly addressed 
security concerns, especially concerning illegal immi
gration, when developing its own external relations. 
Migration from former communist countries in cen
tral and eastern Europe was facilitated in exchange 
for those countries adopting tougher migration 

In parallel with Europol, the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) (formerly the Anti-Fraud Coordination Unit) has been working with  
the national authorities since 1988. Here OLAF is taking part in a mission against cigarette smuggling conducted by Italian special  

border forces at the Italian–Swiss border.
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 policies and signing readmission agreements with 
the Member States of the EU. On the basis of a UK– 
Italian proposal, JHA then became a prominent item 
in the accession negotiations with central and east 
European countries. Partnership agreements, mean
while, were signed with former Soviet republics, 
which made reference to cooperation on the preven
tion of criminal activities, including irregular immi
gration. Security concerns also figured prominently 
in the EU’s relations with its southern neighbours. In 
the mid 1990s the EuroMediterranean Partnership 
was launched in order to rationalise and improve re
lations with third Mediterranean countries (TMCs) 
and to contribute to their stability and socioeconom
ic development. In this context much emphasis was 
put on the need to reduce migratory pressures and, 
more generally, challenges to national security  (1). 
Within the framework of the third basket devoted 
to social, cultural and human activities, in particular, 
representatives from the Member States of the EU 
and the TMCs, plus the VicePresident of the Euro
pean Commission,  Manuel Marín, and the President 
in office of the Council of the European Union, 

(1) Interview with Manuel Marín, 28 October 2016.

 Javier Solana,  acknowledged ‘the importance of the 
role played by migration in their relationships’  (2). 
The Member States of the EU committed them
selves to providing economic assistance to emigration 
countries in the Mediterranean and guaranteeing 
protection of all the rights of legal migrants. The 
TMCs, in return, agreed to readmit their nationals 
who were in an illegal situation in Europe. All the 
contracting parties also considered it necessary to 
strengthen cooperation to prevent and combat ter
rorism and to fight against drug trafficking, interna
tional crime and corruption. Accordingly, the Euro 
Mediterranean work programme envisaged meetings 
of competent officials charged with making proposals 
concerning migration flows and pressures; stepping 
up exchan ges of information on terrorism, drug traf
ficking and organised crime; and discussing practical 
measures to combat illegal immigration. Meanwhile, 
the Euro Mediterranean association agreements, a 
central instrument of the Barcelona process, included 
the movement of persons within their scope. In the 
context of the dialogue in the social domain, in par
ticular, they were expected to address problems relat
ing to immigration, especially illegal immigration (3).

The growing sensitivity to security threats also in
fluenced the EU’s relations with regions far from the 
European continent but nonetheless regarded as po
tential sources of migrant flows on the one hand and 
international crime on the other. In the mid 1990s 
the European Union introduced JHA clauses in its re
lations with groups of countries with which it shared 
a special link in Latin America. These included the 
Rio Group, the San José Group, the Andean Com
munity and the Southern Common Market (Merco
sur). Between the late 1980s and the mid 1990s the 
EU also established closer cooperation in managing 
migration flows with African, Caribbean and  Pacific 
(ACP) countries. Two declarations  annexed to the 

(2) Barcelona declaration adopted at the EuroMediterranean Conference, 
Barcelona, 27 and 28  November 1995: http://www.eeas.europa.eu/ 
archives/docs/euromed/docs/bd_en.pdf

(3) Interview with Peter Zangl, 22 April 2016. See also Chapter 21.2 ‘Europe 
and the Mediterranean’.

Under the heading ‘Area of freedom, security and justice’  
the Amsterdam Treaty incorporated much of the ‘Justice and home 
affairs’ third pillar into the EU framework and strengthened the role 

of Europol.

http://www.eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/euromed/docs/bd_en.pdf
http://www.eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/euromed/docs/bd_en.pdf
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fourth Lomé Convention, covering the decade from 
the early to the late 1990s, referred to EU support for 
the vocational training of ACP nationals and banned 
any form of discrimination against ACP workers 
on the grounds of nationality with regard to salary, 
working conditions and social security benefits. In 
exchange ACP countries were to collaborate with the 
EU in discouraging illegal immigration (1). 

The Amsterdam Treaty: 
creating an area of 
freedom, security and 
justice within the EU 
framework

Despite progress, cooperation in the JHA area 
lagged behind. All decisions in the third pillar had 
to be taken unanimously, and this led to paralysis; 
even when unanimity was reached the result was 
often a lowestcommondenominator compromise 
that had only a limited effect on agreeing a common 
approach. The role of the Commission in negotia
tions grew slowly due to its limited right of initia
tive, while the European Parliament continued to 
be largely sidelined.

The Reflection Group highlighted these short
comings in 1995. This committee, created at the 
European Council meeting in Corfu in 1994, was 
composed of representatives from foreign affairs 
ministries, the President of the Commission and 
two representatives from the Parliament. Its aim 
was to draw up the agenda for a new intergovern
mental conference planned for 1996.

(1) Lavenex, S. and Uçarer, E. M., Migration and the externalities of European 
integration, Lexington, Lanham, 2002. See Chapter 21.3 ‘Development 
 cooperation policy’.

The main debates that took place in the Reflection 
Group were over the possibility of extending Com
munity competence to cover part of the third pillar 
and, above all, incorporating the Schengen acquis 
into the EU framework. After years of setbacks, es
pecially due to France’s mistrust of its partners, in 
1995 the CISA became fully oper ational for its ori
ginal members plus Spain and Portugal. Represen
tatives from the Benelux countries, Germany, 
Spain, Italy and Austria were in favour of com
munitarising the Schengen acquis; having joined 
Schengen in 1996, the Finns and the Swedes did 
not raise objections. All of them argued that the 
idea of Schengen as a laboratory for the European 
Union had run its course, and that the time had 
come for the Schengen system to be absorbed into 
the EU’s institutional and legal framework. The 
Parliament and the Commission strongly support
ed this position.  Other dele gations in the Reflection 
Group, however, opposed this option, arguing that 
Schengen should remain intergovernmental in na
ture. The United Kingdom, unsurprisingly, was the 
staunchest opponent of the proposal to bring the 
Schengen acquis into the EU framework. As a con
sequence the Reflection Group was unable to take a 
clear position on this matter (2).

This impasse was broken only in 1996, when German 
and French representatives came up with a proposal 
to introduce a general clause allowing for enhanced 
cooperation on JHA at EU level. In 1997, after the 
voting in of a Labour government in London, the 
United Kingdom accepted this approach because it 
seemed to pave the way for a positive compromise. 
Although it maintained its reservations regarding 
the abolition of border controls, the United King
dom accepted the incorporation of the Schengen 
acquis with the possibility of opting out of it. This 
agreement was the central part of a larger and more 

(2) ‘Report of the Reflection Group (European Council and Council of the 
Union) of 5 December 1995’, in Intergovernmental Conference Task Force, 
White Paper on the 1996 Intergovernmental Conference, Vol.  1: ‘Official 
texts of the European Union institutions’, European Parliament, Luxem
bourg, 1996, pp. 149212 .
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complex package of reforms, which was assisted by 
the dynamic Dutch chairmanship of the conclud
ing stages of the intergovernmental conference. In 
addition to integrating the Schengen acquis into the 
EU framework, the treaty signed in Amsterdam in 
1997 redefined JHA as an area of freedom, security 
and justice. More importantly, border control, asy
lum, immigration and visas were transferred from 
the third, intergovernmental, to the first, Commu
nity, pillar. Towards the end of nego tiations, under 
German pressure, the delegates decided to intro
duce a transitional period of 5  years, after which 
the Commission would have the exclusive right to 
initiate legislation and the European Parliament 
might share the legislative power according to the 
codecision procedure. The Council, by unanimous 
agreement, could decide to adopt qual ified major
ity voting. The role of the Court of Justice was still 
seri ously restricted. Provisions for police cooper
ation and judicial cooperation on criminal matters, 
meanwhile, remained within a truncated third pil
lar. As this pillar was intergovernmental in nature, 
the roles of the Parliament, the Commission and 
the Court of Justice remained quite limited (1).

These changes were accompanied by a radical reor
ganisation of the Council’s and the Commission’s 
structures. The JHA Council and the Council’s 
General Secretariat took over, respectively, the 
Schengen Executive Committee and the Schengen 
Secretariat, the most important Schengen insti
tutions before its incorporation into the EU. The 
 discussions in the JHA Council were prepared by 
the Permanent Representatives Committee and 
more specific bodies, including the Strategic Com
mittee on Immigration, Frontiers and Asylum. Dir
ectorateGeneral H of the Council Secretariat was 
responsible for JHA. It consisted of two sections. 
The first section was devoted to Asylum and Im
migration; it included the Centre for  Information, 

(1) Treaty of Amsterdam amending the Treaty on European Union, the Trea
ties establishing the European Communities and certain related acts — Fi
nal Act (OJ C 340, 10.11.1997).

Discussion and Exchange on Asylum, the  Centre 
for Information, Discussion and Exchange on 
the Crossing of Borders and Immigration and the 
finger print database for asylum seekers and ille
gal bordercrossers, the Euro pean Dactylos copy 
( Eurodac). The second section concerned  Police and 
Customs Cooperation. 

The European Commission too was restructured. In 
recognition of the growing importance of this pol
icy area, the Task Force for JHA was transformed 
into a fully fledged DirectorateGeneral for Justice 
and Home Affairs. DG Justice and Home Affairs 
was divided into two main directorates, dealing 
with the Community and intergovernmental parts 
of the portfolio respectively; these in turn were sub
divided into nine specialised units. The director ate
general was responsible for exercising the Commis
sion’s right of initiative and was  fully involved in the 
work of the Council at all  levels. Adrian Fortescue, 
the head of the Task Force for Justice and Home 
Affairs, was appointed its first Director General, a 
position he occupied until 2002.

Although it was probably understaffed, by the year 
2000 DG Justice and Home Affairs’ staff num
bered approximately 180, a large increase over the 
Task Force for JHA’s staff of just 46. This admin
istrative strengthening was combined with the ex
pertise and vigour of the first Commissioner with 
responsibility for that DG: António Vitorino, for
mer Portuguese Minister for National Defence and 
Deputy Prime Minister in the first government of 
António Guterres. Even though he was one of the 
youngest members of Romano Prodi’s Commis
sion,  Vitorino was an expert in constitutional law 
and justice and had long experience of JHA matters. 
Before being appointed as Commissioner for Justice 
and Home Affairs he had notably served as Chair
person of the European Parliament’s Committee 
on Civil Liberties and Internal Affairs. According 
to scholars and Commission officials Vitorino also 
possessed the communication and leadership skills 
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that his  predecessor, Anita Gradin, had lacked  (1). 
This, together with the innovations brought about 
by the Amsterdam Treaty, strongly contributed to 
strengthening the role of the Commission and the 
new directorategeneral in the area of JHA (2). 

While the European Commission was becoming 
more and more influential in the area of JHA, mak
ing good use of its new powers, the European Parlia
ment continued to complain about the demo cratic 
deficit in this field. Like the Commission, how ever, 
it used every opportunity that it had to become 
 involved. In particular, the European  Parliament re
vamped its Committee on Citizens’ Freedoms and 
Rights, Justice and Home Affairs. Under the leader
ship of Graham Watson, a British Liberal Dem
ocrat, this body became very active in monitoring 
progress on JHA.

Europol, finally, was assigned a priority position in 
the collection, storage, processing, analysis and ex
change of relevant information. The Treaty of Am
sterdam also gave it responsibility for assisting the 
Council in coordinating specific investigative ac
tions and promoting liaison arrangements between 
prosecuting or investigating officials specialising in 
the fight against organised crime. After a slow and 
difficult process of negotiation and ratification the 
Europol Convention entered into force in 1998, 
and, after the adoption of the necessary implement
ing measures, Europol started work in The Hague 
in 1999 (3).

With the entry into force of the Amsterdam  Treaty 
in 1999 the Schengen acquis was incorporated 
into the EU framework. Ireland and the United 

(1) Nugent, N. and Rhinard, M., The European Commission, ‘European Union’ 
collection, Palgrave Macmillan, LondonNew York, 2015, pp. 280281. See 
also Uçarer, E. M., ‘From the sidelines to center stage: sidekick no more? 
The European Commission in justice and home affairs’, European Integra-
tion Online Papers, Vol. 5, No 5, Austrian European Community Studies 
Association, Vienna, 2001, pp. 713.

(2) Interview with Francisco Fonseca Morillo, 15 February 2017. See also inter
view with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.

(3) Occhipinti, The politics of EU police cooperation, pp. 5178.

 Kingdom benefited from an optout included in the 
treaty, while Denmark obtained a different kind of 
optout. It was a member of Schengen but retained 
the right to decide whether to accept decisions 
agreed upon within the Schengen framework. The 
Scandinavian nonmembers of the EU  — Iceland 
and Norway — signed association agreements with 
Schengen in order to preserve the longstanding 
Nordic free movement area.

Also, a special meeting of the European Council took 
place in Tampere, Finland, in 1999, on the  basis of a 
proposal by the Spanish Prime Minister José María 
Aznar. This meeting was entirely focused on JHA, 
and its explicit goal was to identify the necessary 
steps for establishing an area of freedom, security and 
justice. Having invited the Commission to make pro
active use of its right of initiative, the leaders of the 
Member States set out principles and objectives of 
EU cooperation on JHA. First, they called for a com
prehensive approach to asylum and migration pol
icies. Germany, unsurprisingly, was in the forefront 
of those calling for this. The strategy in these policy 
areas was based on: partnership with countries and 
regions of origin and transit in order to reduce eco
nomic, social and political motives for emigration; 
the establishment of a common European asylum 
system in order to improve the effectiveness of asylum 
policies in the EU; fair treatment of legally  resident 

António Vitorino was the Commissioner responsible for Justice  
and Home Affairs between 1999 and 2004.
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nonEU nationals in order to enhance their inte
gration into European societies; and more efficient 
management of migration in closer cooper ation with 
countries of origin and transit in order to tackle ille
gal migratory pressures on Europe. At the request of 
Germany, however, decisions on the number of non
EU nationals admitted to the territory of the Mem
ber States, i.e. immigration quotas, were excluded 
from Community competence and remained  under 
exclusive Member State control. Second, the leaders 

of the EU committed themselves to establishing a 
genuine European area of justice and re inforcing the 
fight against organised and transnational crime. They 
agreed, finally, on fully integrating JHA concerns 
into EU external action (1). This was the first meeting 
of the European Council devoted exclusively to JHA 
issues; it came to be seen as a landmark in the devel
opment of an EU internal security policy. 

Simone Paoli

(1) Presidency conclusions of the Tampere European Council, 15 and 16 Octo
ber 1999: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21059/tampereeuro
peancouncilpresidencyconclusions.pdf

On 15 and 16 October 1999, at a special meeting of the European Council, the Member States decided to create an area of freedom, 
security and justice in the European Union. 

Group photograph, from left to right, first row: Jean-Claude Juncker, Prime Minister of Luxembourg; Tony Blair, Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom; Viktor Klima, Federal Chancellor of Austria; Gerhard Schröder, Federal Chancellor of Germany; Martti Ahtisaari, President of Finland 
and acting President of the Council; Jacques Chirac, President of France; Paavo Tapio Lipponen, Prime Minister of Finland; António Guterres, 

Prime Minister of Portugal; Tarja Halonen, Finnish Minister for Foreign Affairs; Anna Lindh, Swedish Minister for Foreign Affairs; and  
Guy Verhofstadt, Prime Minister of Belgium. Second row: José María Aznar, Prime Minister of Spain; Wolfgang Schüssel, Austrian Federal 

Minister for Foreign Affairs; Constantin Simitis, Prime Minister of Greece; Massimo D’Alema, Prime Minister of Italy; Bertie Ahern,  
Prime Minister of Ireland; Wim Kok, Prime Minister of the Netherlands; Lionel Jospin, Prime Minister of France; Romano Prodi, President of 

the European Commission; Lydie Polfer, Luxembourg Minister for Foreign Affairs; Robin Cook, UK Foreign Secretary; and Joschka Fischer, 
German Foreign Minister. Third row: Jaime Gama, Portuguese Minister for Foreign Affairs; Hubert Védrine, French Minister for Foreign Affairs; 
Louis Michel, Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Abel Matutes, Spanish Minister for Foreign Affairs; Niels Helveg Petersen, Danish Minister 

for Foreign Affairs; George Papandreou, Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs; Lamberto Dini, Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs;  
and Chris Patten, Commissioner for External Relations.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21059/tampere-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21059/tampere-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
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The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union

The Community Charter of the Fundamental 
Social Rights of Workers: a source of 
inspiration for the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights

The idea of a European charter of rights applicable 
throughout the EU was not born with the new century. 
As far back as the 1970s the socialist parties were 
calling for a social charter to be drawn up for the 
European Community. At the end of the 1970s, at the 
initiative of the Socialist Group, the European 
Parliament acted as an ambassador for a draft 
Community charter of rights (1). 

Of course there were already various international 
charters, conventions and agreements in the field of 
social, civil and political rights to which the Member 
States of the European Community had in many cases 
subscribed, such as the European Convention on 
Human Rights signed by the Member States of the 
Council of Europe in 1950, the Council of Europe’s 
European Social Charter of 1961 and other 
international instruments such as the International 
Labour Organisation conventions. The European 
Parliament and the European Commission had since 
the late 1960s repeatedly called for the Member 
States and the European Community to collectively 
ratify these international agreements, which would 
have led to greater harmonisation across the Member 
States, particularly in the social field (2). 

(1) In October 1978 the European Parliament organised a round 
 table in Florence on the subject of a European Community char-
ter of rights, bringing together Members of the European Par-
liament, the Council, the Commission and the Council of Europe: 
HAEU, Fund of the Socialist Group in the European Parliament 
(SGEP) 65, ‘Summary report of the round table in Florence from 
26 to 28 October 1978 with a view to drafting a “charter of 
the rights of the citizens of the European Community”’, pp. 156-
158. On the topic of the discussions on a Community charter 
during the 1970s see also Andry, A., ‘Social Europe in the long 
1970s: the story of a defeat’, PhD thesis, European University 
Institute, 2017.

(2) See Mechi, L., ‘Between community building and external re-
lations: ILO-EEC cooperation from the Treaty of Rome to the 
Charter of Social Rights (1958-1989)’, in Mechi, L., Migani, G. 
and Petrini, F. (eds), Networks of global governance — Inter-
national organisations and European integration in a historical 
perspective, Cambridge Scholars Publishing, Newcastle upon 
Tyne, 2014, pp. 205-229. The judgment of the Court of Justice 
of the European Communities in Case 4/73 Nold had already 
asserted that fundamental rights as recognised by national law 
were part of Community law: judgment of 14 May 1974 in Case 
4/73 Nold v Commission ( ECR 1974, p. 491.

During the 1980s the idea of a Community social 
charter came to the fore once again. As early as 
January 1979, at the 10th Congress of the Socialist 
Parties of the European Community, François 
Mitterrand had proposed that a joint charter of 
citizens’ rights be adopted (3). In the mid 1980s the 
Commission, then presided over by Jacques Delors, 
followed suit. It was time to ‘relaunch’ Europe, and the 
new project that brought together the Member States 
of the Community was the creation of the single 
market. The signing of the Single European Act in 
1986 and the completion of the common market were 
accompanied by new declarations of intent to 
compensate for economic integration by means of 
further social integration and the adoption of stronger 
social rules at European level. This was the thinking 
behind the drafting of the 1989 Community Charter of 
the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers. As Delors 
today explains:

‘The 1989 charter was intended to apply the 
social aspect of the Single Act and to show that 
we could move forward without interfering with 
national powers on certain issues. This charter 
was of great importance at that time. It allowed 
me to fight for a social chapter in the new 
treaty’ (4). 

In May 1988, before the Congress of the European 
Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) in Stockholm, 
Jacques Delors agreed to the adoption of a 
Community social charter. In the autumn, together 
with Manuel Marín, Vice-President of the Commission 
responsible for Social Affairs, he referred the matter to 
the Economic and Social Committee for an opinion on 
a draft charter. A few months later the Committee, 
comprising representatives of both workers and 
employers, adopted a draft charter. Patrick Venturini, 
adviser to the President’s Office, recalls:

‘I can tell you that the very morning of the 
plenary meeting which was to examine the final 
draft of the charter in the Economic and Social 
Committee, the representative of UNICE, the 

(3) HAEU, SGEP-132, press cuttings, ‘M. Mitterrand propose une 
charte communautaire des droits du citoyen’, Le Soir, 12 Janu-
ary 1979. 

(4) Interview with Jacques Delors, 25 February 2016, p. 13. Mr 
Delors refers to the social protocol annexed to the Maastricht 
Treaty of 1992 and the agreement on social policy annexed to 
the protocol, which was not ratified by the United Kingdom.

▶
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European confederation of industry and 
employers’ organisations, came before the 
Committee’s employers’ group to explain why it 
was necessary to vote against this draft. 
Nevertheless, the Committee adopted the draft 
and, interestingly, the President of the 
Committee at the time was François Staedelin, 
a trade unionist who was a member of the 
CFDT [French Democratic Confederation of 
Labour] and part of the same cultural and 
political group as Jacques Delors, as well as 
being very close to Delors. The CFDT played an 
important role in this. Why do I say that? 
Because it was very important that an 
assembly, an institution at European level, 
comprising the social partners and other 
representatives of European civil society, 
showed that a consensus-based draft charter 
was possible and feasible … Politically, it was an 
extremely strong lever’ (1).

(1) Interview with Patrick Venturini, 20 October 2016, pp. 22-23.

At the same time, a preliminary draft of the charter 
was drawn up by a group within the Commission. It 
was mainly the President of the Commission and his 
cabinet who led the work, with the help of Vasso 
Papandreou, the Greek Commissioner responsible for 
Social Affairs and Employment, and of the Director-
General Jean Degimbe. The French Presidency of the 
Council that started in July 1989 then set up a working 
group chaired by Olivier Dutheillet de Lamothe, the 
Director of Labour Relations at the French Ministry of 
Labour, who was tasked with finalising the draft at 
Council level. The charter was then proclaimed by the 
Heads of State or Government at the European Council 
in Strasbourg in December 1989 (2).

Although the charter served only as a declaration, it 
was accompanied by an action programme intended 
to implement its main principles, such as free 
movement, social protection, equal treatment of men 
and women and the protection of health and safety at 
work. A number of draft directives and regulations 
were drawn up and adopted in the years that followed. 
According to Patrick Venturini, however, the Europe 
that was needed prevailed over the Europe that was 
wanted: the social measures necessary to guarantee 
the four freedoms of movement of the internal market 
(the ‘1992 objective’) took precedence over ‘social 
Europe’ (3). The relaunch of the social dialogue and the 
Maastricht social protocol, the adoption of the charter 
and the implementation of the action programme 
were supposed to balance these priorities.

The Commission’s role in drawing up  
the charter of 2000

Following the 50th anniversary of the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights in December 1998, with 
a view to enlargement to the east and the adoption of 
the single currency, the Cologne European Council of 
3 and 4 June 1999 decided to start work on drafting a 
Charter of Fundamental Rights that would be 
applicable throughout the EU: ‘There appears to be a 
need … to establish a charter of fundamental rights in 
order to make their overriding importance and 
relevance more visible to the Union’s citizens’ (4). This 
charter was to contain the rights guaranteed by the 
European Convention on Human Rights and those 

(2) A period of 19 months passed from the political announce-
ment of the draft (Stockholm, ETUC Congress, May 1988) until 
its adoption by the European Council (Strasbourg, December 
1989).

(3) Interview with Patrick Venturini, 20 October 2016, pp. 23-25.
(4) ‘Conclusions of the presidency (Cologne, 3 and 4 June)’, Bulletin 

of the European Union, No 6, 1999, Annex 4,point 1.64.

◀

In 1988 Jacques Delors signed the appeal for the observance 
of human rights.
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resulting from the constitutional traditions common to 
the Member States, along with the fundamental rights 
that apply to the EU’s citizens and the economic and 
social rights set out in the 1961 European Social 
Charter and the 1989 Community Charter.

The new EU charter was the result of an original 
procedure that was without precedent in the history of 
the European Union. The Tampere Council in October 
1999 entrusted a ‘body’ — which declared itself to be 
a ‘convention’ — with drawing up the draft charter. The 
convention, which was set up in December 1999, was 
composed of 62 members, including one 
representative of each EU Member State and one 
representative of the President of the European 
Commission, along with Members of the European 
Parliament and of national parliaments. Two 
representatives from the Court of Justice of the 
European Communities and two representatives from 
the Council of Europe, including one from the European 
Court of Human Rights, also participated. The 
Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the 
Regions, the Ombudsman and the candidate countries 
for accession to the EU, along with any other body, 
social group or expert, could be invited to give their 
views (1). A presidium was in charge of the preparatory 
work and the drafting of the preliminary draft charter. 
The Commission appointed António Vitorino, 
Commissioner for Justice and Home Affairs, to 
represent the Commission in the convention and the 
presidium (2).

Work began on 17 December 1999. The main 
substantive issues facing the convention were the 
scope of the charter, consistency between the charter 
and the European Convention on Human Rights, the 
limitation of rights and the kinds of rights to be 
included — citizens’ rights, economic and social rights, 
rights relating to technological progress on bioethics 
and the protection of personal data (3). Each member 
of the convention could submit written amendments, 
and more than a thousand were put forward. The 
objective was to reach a consensus. Economic and 

(1) ‘Conclusions of the presidency (Tampere, 15 and 16 October)’, 
Bulletin of the European Union, No 10, 1999, point 1.2.1.

(2) Vitorino worked closely with Michel Barnier and Ben Smulders 
on the draft charter. Francisco Fonseca Morillo, appointed as 
‘sherpa’ for Vitorino for the drafting of the charter, recalls: ‘The 
secret behind the Charter of Fundamental Rights is that nobody 
paid any attention to us: nobody thought this could lead to any-
thing so it caught people off guard when it did’ (interview with 
Francisco Fonseca Morillo, 15 February 2017, p. 23).

(3) DORIE, PV(2000) 1475, meeting of 18 April 2000: Progress on 
the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.

social rights were particularly controversial (4). Contrary 
to the Commission’s initial wishes, certain rights such 
as the right to work and the right to an equitable wage 
were not included when the convention’s work was 
finished ‘because they were seen as simply setting 
policy objectives, which the Cologne conclusions 
prevent from being included in the Charter’ (5). The 
convention adopted its draft on 2 October 2000.

The 54 articles of the charter defined fundamental 
rights relating to dignity, freedom, equality, solidarity, 
citizenship and justice. Unlike the 1989 charter, which 
applied only to workers, the new charter applied to all: 
EU citizens, workers and children. It included a broad 
range of rights: civil and political rights, social and 
economic rights and citizenship rights. Despite the 
compromises that had to be made, the Commission 
placed great emphasis on the fact that the charter 
would have an undeniable ‘added value’ for the EU. 
First, because it was ‘an indispensable instrument of 
political and moral legitimacy, both for the citizens of 
Europe and for politicians, administrations and 
national powers and for economic and social 
operators’ (6). And second because, although the 
mandate given to the Convention was a ‘task of 
revelation rather than creation, of compilation rather 
than innovation’, it highlighted the acquis 
communautaire on fundamental rights arising from 
existing legal or political texts dealing with human 
rights in Europe: the European Convention on Human 
Rights, common constitutional traditions, the European 
Social Charter, the Community Charter of the 
Fundamental Social Rights of Workers, primary and 
secondary Community legislation, various international 
conventions (Council of Europe, United Nations, 
International Labour Organisation) and rulings by the 
Court of Justice and the European Court of Human 
Rights (7).

At the formal meeting that marked the end of the 
convention’s work on 2 October, António Vitorino 
pledged the Commission’s full support for the draft 
charter. In his view the convention had fulfilled its 
mandate, which had, via a kind of Socratic questioning 
of fundamental rights, involved making visible the 

(4) DORIE, SN2432/000, ‘Draft Charter of Fundamental Rights 
of the EU — Social rights II: additional lists submitted by the 
 Commission’, 10 April 2000.

(5) COM(2000) 559 final, 13 September 2000, ‘Commission com-
munication on the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the Euro-
pean Union’, p. 7.

(6) Ibid., p. 3.
(7) COM(2000) 644 final, 11 October 2000, ‘Communication from 

the Commission on the legal nature of the Charter of Funda-
mental Rights of the European Union’.

▶
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rights which already existed and, accordingly, 
working on the basis of established law (1). By his own 
admission there may have been ‘a certain 
misunderstanding with some civil-society 
representatives who were given to criticism of the 
project, precisely because of the importance and 
legitimacy of the interests that these associations and 
unions had to defend’ (2). Nevertheless, although some 
members of the convention and civil society were 
dissatisfied with the social rights included in the 
charter, he felt it had to be regarded ‘as a dynamic, 

(1) HAEC, Speech/00/348, ‘Address by Commissioner António 
 Vitorino at the formal session of the Convention responsible 
for drafting the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union’, 2 October 2000, p. 5.

(2) Ibid. The demands of the ETUC, for example, had been much 
more ambitious than the draft final charter. See DORIE, 
CHARTE4218/00, ‘Draft Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
European Union — Contribution of the ETUC and the Platform 
of European Social NGOs’, 6 April 2000.

changing instrument as Union law can and must 
continue to evolve’ (3).

The outcome of the work was presented at the 
informal meeting of the European Council in Biarritz on 
13 and 14 October 2000, which approved the draft 
unanimously and forwarded it to the Parliament and 
the Commission. The European Parliament approved it 
on 14 November 2000 and the Commission on 
6 December 2000. Moreover, in the two resolutions 
the European Parliament adopted on 16 March and 
2 October 2000 it fully supported a binding charter 
that would be incorporated into the treaties. The same 
was true for the Economic and Social Committee and 
the Committee of the Regions in their respective 
opinions delivered in September 2000. An almost 
unanimous request to this effect was made by the 
civil-society representatives during the hearings 

(3) HAEC, Speech/00/348, ‘Address by Commissioner António 
 Vitorino’, pp. 5-6.

◀

The Charter of Fundamental Rights was signed on 7 December 2000 at the Nice European Council.  
Handshake between Nicole Fontaine, President of the European Parliament (left) and Romano Prodi,  

President of the European Commission. Centre: Hubert Védrine, French Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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organised by the convention. Various members of the 
convention, belonging to different factions and with 
differing political views, were also in favour of a 
charter incorporated into the treaties (1). The 
Commission too insisted that the charter become 
binding and that it be inserted in the treaties at some 
stage. To this end it asked the Heads of State or 
Government to decide at the Nice European Council to 
launch a process of reorganisation of the treaties that 
would allow the charter to be incorporated (2).

On behalf of their institutions the Presidents of the 
European Parliament (Nicole Fontaine), the Council 
(Jacques Chirac) and the Commission (Romano Prodi) 
signed and proclaimed the charter in Nice on 
7 December, at the European Council of 
7-10 December 2000 (3). However, the issue of the 
charter’s binding status, which had been the subject of 
intense debate during the work of the convention, 
remained unanswered after its proclamation. From a 
very early stage, given this uncertainty, the members 
of the convention had decided to work on a draft that 
could be made binding (4). For the Commission, 
although it initially only had the status of a 
declaration, it could not go unheeded, since at least 
the proposals and decisions taken at EU level had to 
comply with it; it would be difficult for the Parliament, 
the Council, the Commission and the Court of Justice 
of the European Union to ignore the charter when 
performing their legislative function (5). 

A few years later the charter constituted Title II of the 
Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe, which 
was drafted between 2002 and 2004 by a 
constitutional convention following the same format 
as the charter convention. This treaty was then 
abandoned in the wake of the referenda in France and 
the Netherlands. It was only when the Treaty of Lisbon 
entered into force in 2009 that the charter became 
binding, acquiring the same legal value as the treaties 
(Article 6(1) of the EU Treaty). The institutions and 
bodies of the European Union are now required to 

(1) COM(2000) 644, pp. 6-7; DORIE, ‘Appeal of members of the 
convention drafting the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
European Union to the Intergovernmental Conference of Heads 
of State and Governments in Nice’, 30 November 2000.

(2) COM(2000) 644, p. 7-8.
(3) Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (OJ 

C 326, 26.10.2012, p. 391).
(4) DORIE, PV(2000) 1481, meeting of 30 May 2000: Drafting of 

the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union.
(5) DORIE, SEC(2000) 2141, 28 November 2000, ‘Proclamation of 

the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union — 
Memorandum from Mr Vitorino in agreement with the Presi-
dent’.

comply with the charter, subject to the principle of 
subsidiarity; the Member States are also required to do 
so, but only when they are implementing EU law. 
However, Poland and the United Kingdom have a 
derogation regarding the irrevocability of the charter in 
certain social fields. Today the charter’s impact on 
fundamental rights in Europe is debated. Although it 
provides a legal basis for counterbalancing economic 
freedoms with social rights, these rights generally take 
the form of principles more limited in scope than 
directly enforceable rights, thus making their 
application uncertain and in any event limited to cases 
relating to EU law (6).

Aurélie Andry

(6) Fredman, S., ‘Transformation or dilution: fundamental rights 
in the EU social space’, European Law Journal, Vol. 12, No 1, 
Blackwell, Oxford, 2006, pp. 41-60; Fudge, J., ‘Constitutional-
izing  labour rights in Canada and Europe: freedom of associa-
tion, collective bargaining, and strikes’, Current Legal Problems, 
Vol. 68, No 1, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2015, pp. 267-
305.
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Jacques Santer

The image we have of the Santer Commission is coloured by the circumstances 
that led to its demise before the end of its term. These circumstances tend to dis
tort the more general view we have of Santer as President, with regard to either 
the achievements with which we can credit him or the extent of the problems he 
faced. Together with his Commission, Santer continued to implement a  series 
of major initiatives launched under Delors, such as economic and monetary 
union, pursuing them further or bringing them to fruition. At the same time 
the Santer Commission set out new guidelines, in particular through Agenda 
2000 and initiatives on employment in the runup to the first European Coun
cil specifically focusing on this matter in 1997. Lastly, it inherited a number 
of policymanagement problems following the extension of the Commission’s 
executive powers over the preceding years. It also had to deal with the increased 
pressure being exerted on the Commission by both the Council of the Euro
pean Union and, above all, the European Parliament.

Jacques Santer took over as President of the European Commission on 23 January 1995. During his period in office he continued the work 
of his predecessor to achieve economic and monetary union and prepare for the forthcoming enlargement with the accession of the central 

and east European candidate countries.
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A man of Europe

Given his origins, education and political experience, Jacques  Santer was a man 
of Europe. His proximity to Germany was likewise significant. Jacques Santer 
grew up near the border, and so the events of the Second World War shaped his 
childhood. His relationship with Europe was also shaped by France, since he 
completed part of his studies in law and political science in Paris, and his wife 
is French.

His youth was marked by political involvement in student organisations, and 
then in the Luxembourg Christian Social People’s party in the wake of Pierre 
Werner, his political role model. His approach was thus based on a desire to 
reconcile the peoples of Europe and on an ideal of solidarity supported by the 
social doctrine of the Church.

His political career started in 1966, when he became parliamentary secretary of 
the Christian Social People’s Party, of which he was the elected representative in 
the Luxembourg parliament and the Chairman from 1974. His fledgling years 
in government began when he was made Labour Secretary in 1972, focusing 
on the social market economy. In 1979 he became Minister for Finance, and in 
this capacity was closely associated with the creation of the European monetary 
system that revived the monetary integration process initiated 10 years earlier 
by Pierre Werner. In 1984 he became Prime Minister. 

He combined his national career with a European career. In 1975 Santer entered 
the European Parliament, and in July 1976 he participated in the foundation of 
the European People’s Party with Helmut Kohl, who helped him to achieve the 
position of President in 1987. Santer’s special relationship with Kohl thus bol
stered his European career. He was among those in Europe who supported Kohl 
at the time of German reunification.

As Prime Minister, Jacques Santer played a key role in the main European issues 
of the Delors period. He twice held the presidency of the European Council at 
crucial moments: in the second half of 1985 and then in the first half of 1991. 
The last months of 1985 saw the negotiation of the Single European Act  under 
the Luxembourg Presidency: ‘Small country, big presidency’, wrote Jacques 
 Delors, who appreciated the active involvement that linked him at the time to 
the Luxembourg Presidency. Although cooperation between the presidency 
and the cabinet of Jacques Delors was less intense during the negotiation of the 
 Treaty of Maastricht, support from the Luxembourg Presidency made it pos
sible to limit the diluting effect of the threepillar structure and secure future 
progress by means of the inherent political linkages between the pillars that, 
according to Santer, had to lead to a ‘a gradual process that would bring about a 
more federal Europe’.



487Jacques Santer 487

President out of obligation

Planning for Delors’s successor started in the spring of 1994. The succession 
was initially contested by three candidates: Sir Leon Brittan, Ruud Lubbers 
and JeanLuc Dehaene, the latter being the preferred candidate of Germany 
and France. Santer was commissioned by Helmut Kohl to seek an agreement 
within the Euro pean People’s Party in favour of Dehaene. The meeting, held 
in the presence of Wilfried Martens, was concluded without Lubbers agreeing 
to withdraw his own candidacy, thereby setting the stage for the election of 
 Dehaene. At the Corfu European Council on 24 and 25 June 1994 it appeared 
that Dehaene would win, but John Major, with his eye keenly focused on public 
opinion in the United Kingdom, rejected him because of what he deemed to be 
an overly federalist mindset.

Having learned from these difficulties, Kohl, who was preparing to assume the 
Council presidency, played the most influential role in Santer’s election. At the 
G7 Summit in Naples on 7 July Kohl secured a decision in favour of a  Santer 
solution, the latter having recently been reappointed as Prime Minister in Lux
embourg. Santer accepted the undertaking proposed to him at the specific re
quest of Kohl (1). One could call him a President out of obligation. However, 
aside from the circumstances of his appointment as President, it was the polit
ical equation framing his actions that quickly proved to be crucial.

(1) Delors, J. and Arnaud, J.L., Mémoires, Plon, Paris, 2004, p. 219. For more details see Harst, J. (van der) and Voerman, 
G. (eds), An impossible job? — The Presidents of the European Commission, 1985-2014, John Harper Publishing, Lon
don, 2015, pp. 201202.

Jacques Santer knew 
Pierre Werner well and 

drew inspiration from him 
throughout his political career. 

In an interview in 2013 he 
said that ‘Werner was a man 

of action, who looked for 
consensus and balance in 

his action’ — qualities which 
others recognised in Jacques 

Santer. 
From left to right:  

Jean-Claude Juncker,  
Pierre Werner and Jacques 

Santer, on the eve of the 
launch of the euro,  

31 December 1998.



488 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

The Santer Commission

Given the circumstances of his appointment and a difficult first vote by the Par
liament  — his nomination was approved by only 260 MEPs, with 238 votes 
against and 23 abstentions — Jacques Santer knew that it would be essential to 
secure the cohesion of the College by taking a very strong initial stance. Just as 
Delors had organised the opening of his first mandate in Royaumont,  Santer 
held the first meeting of the Commission in Senningen in November 1994, 
which allowed him both to distribute the portfolios in a wellexecuted oper
ation and to ensure a coherent approach to a programme that the Parliament 
approved in early 1995 by a relatively comfortable majority.

However, Santer’s leadership style differed greatly from that of Delors. He al
lowed the Commissioners greater freedom of action and looked more for con
sensus by assuming the role of arbiter. In the words of Alexander Italianer, 
‘Santer … was someone with a lot of experience. These were men who had been 
Prime Ministers for 10 years or even longer, and who knew everyone, so they 
had a lot of wisdom and knew how to deal with political affairs. That was an 
important factor’ (1).

(1) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017, p. 22.

The Santer Commission met for 
the first time at the Château de 

Senningen, Luxembourg,  
on 29 October 1994.  

Group photograph, from left to 
right, first row: Erkki Liikanen, 

Ritt Bjerregaard, Édith Cresson, 
Jacques Santer, Monika 

Wulf-Mathies, Emma Bonino 
and Anita Gradin; second row: 
Yves-Thibault de Silguy, Franz 
Fischler, Mario Monti, Thorvald 

Stoltenberg, Christos Papoutsis 
and Neil Kinnock.
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The spirit in which Jacques Santer set out his approach itself bears witness to 
a shift in how affairs were conducted. This was linked to his personal  political 
 experience in Luxembourg and Strasbourg, where the search for consensus 
under pinned political practice; it was also linked to a European context that 
had become less favourable following the difficulties in ratifying the Maastricht 
Treaty, and to the desire on the part of national governments to pause and re
flect. As JeanPaul Mingasson put it, ‘when President Delors left, the Heads of 
State or Government were exhausted. They were tired of being harried along 
from one month to the next. For them, the appointment of Jacques Santer 
therefore came as a great relief ’ (1).

The Commission was therefore made up of politicians who were effective inter
mediaries in dealings with governments and public opinion: ‘I wanted a polit
ical Commission to ensure that the College would be committed to defending 
the general interest and tirelessly explaining this European challenge’ (2). This 
improved the sense of collective responsibility but, on the other hand, resulted 
in a tendency on the part of several of the most politically minded Commis
sioners to manage their department in a more autonomous manner. However, 
YvesThibault de Silguy took a more nuanced view: 

‘I have the feeling that, within the College, a majority of Commissioners 
were faithful to Santer and backed him up. Then there were some 
outsiders who did very little, and simply watched the time pass by’ (3).

However, Philippe Maystadt showed that this weaker grip on the College had 
consequences in the Commission’s services: 

‘Jacques Santer had a quality that was typical of Belgians and 
Luxembourgers: he was able to understand both sides and try to achieve 
a consensus. Clearly he did not have the authority of a Delors, 
particularly vis-à-vis the services of the Commission. One of the 
strengths of Jacques Delors, which has never been seen again since, was 
the respect he earned from his departments. The directors-general had 
truly become “his men”. He therefore worked very efficiently with the 
Commission services. This was not so much the case for Jacques 
Santer’ (4).

There were consequences in relation to the role played by the cabinet of the 
Presi dent. The cabinet was taken on by Jim Cloos, a Luxembourg diplomat 
who was very familiar with the European agenda, which he had dealt with in 
the  Permanent Representation of Luxembourg in Brussels and as a member of 

(1) Interview with JeanPaul Mingasson, 5 April 2017, p. 18.
(2) Speech/95/218, ‘Speech by President Santer at the Jean Monnet conference “L’avenir de l’Europe: quel rôle pour 

la Commission? Éloge de la méthode communautaire”’, Florence, 20  October 1995 (http://europa.eu/rapid/press 
release_SPEECH95218_en.htm).

(3) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016, p. 14. For the presentation of the main Commissioners and their 
relations with Jacques Santer see also Harst (van der) and Voerman (eds), An impossible job?, p. 207210.

(4) Interview with Philippe Maystadt, 2 June 2017, p. 7.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-95-218_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-95-218_en.htm
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several cabinets. But the approach of President Santer weighed heavily on the 
cabinet:

‘As member of the cabinet, I felt huge personal responsibility … We felt 
that the President placed enormous trust in his colleagues and depended 
heavily on us within the cabinet’ (1).

Prolonging the legacy of Delors

The message addressed by Santer to the European Parliament at the presenta
tion of his programme in January 1995, and through it to citizens and govern
ments, built upon the initiatives taken by Delors: both the establishment of eco
nomic and monetary union and the strengthening of the institutions needed to 
continue. However, a more cautious approach was taken, bearing in mind the 
political circumstances that formed the backdrop to his nomination, which was 
encapsulated in the phrase ‘Legislate less to legislate better’  (2). However, the 
work accomplished did not stop at simply taking up the issues left open by the 
Delors Commission: in 1995 there was still a lot of work to be done at institu
tional level to rectify Maastricht and implement economic and monetary union. 
Above all there was the development of the new multiannual financial agree
ment, which had to be backed up by a coherent vision of future policies and of 
the upcoming major wave of enlargement. Agenda 2000, so named because the 

(1) Interview with Alexander Italianer, 7 February 2017, p. 22.
(2) Interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016.

Jacques Santer signing 
the documents setting the 

definitive exchange rates with 
the euro, with Yves-Thibault de 

Silguy (left), on 31 December 
1998. The single currency 

would be officially launched the 
following day.
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President of the Commission had refused to call it the ‘Santer package’, catered 
for all these objectives (1).

Institutional strengthening

The institutional debate in itself symbolised the political circumstances of the 
time. Santer inherited an agenda from the Delors years. The concerns changed, 
however. Delors focused on the links between the manifold dimensions of 
Euro pean Union action: the economic and social dimensions; the political 
dimension; and internal and external action. A fundamental debate therefore 
 ensued on the tasks of the EU and the consistency of their implementation, 
which underpinned institutional matters. However, the Commission failed to 
incorporate its objectives into the structure of the Treaty of Maastricht, because 
the Member States were not ready for a Community foreign and security policy 
or for Community justice and home affairs policies, which explains why two 
intergovernmental pillars were added alongside the Community pillar.

Santer shifted the focus of the debate, placing greater emphasis on citizens’ sup
port for Europe and on the democratic legitimacy of the European Union. In 
doing so he was responding to the concerns of the time and highlighting the 
political nature of the debate by addressing citizens, the Parliament and the 
Member States. The priorities he attached to the future Treaty of Amsterdam 
therefore centred on the social dimension and the functioning of the institu
tions, which he wanted to be more transparent for citizens, and also on stress
ing the importance of subsidiarity  (2). However, a more defensive stance was 
adopted with regard to the role of the Commission, which did not require any 
new authority and sought to build consensus and to take account of national 
sensitivities. The Commission thus stayed on the sidelines of the debate  between 
states that was launched by the Lamers–Schäuble proposals at the end of 1994 
and raised the question of the federalisation of the institutions. Santer was 
convinced that people were not yet ready for a leap towards federalism, and this 
was also confirmed in the negotiations on the Treaty of Amsterdam. Opinions 
on the Treaty of Amsterdam were therefore somewhat mixed. The need for a 
further institutional step, and thus the road towards Nice, which Santer would 
like to have avoided, thus became essential, but would itself provide only partial 
solutions. The cautious approach adopted thus further weakened the political 
and institutional dynamic, even though the Treaty of Amsterdam had brought 
about improvements in the competences of the Parliament, the common for
eign and security policy and justice and home affairs. The Santer Commission 

(1) ‘Session 19951996 — Minutes in extension of the sessions 28 to 29 February 1996’, Annex to the Official Journal of the 
European Communities: Debates of the European Parliament, No 4476.

(2) Ibid.
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played an effective, but not always visible, role in the drafting of this treaty. For 
instance, Santer’s head of cabinet and the SecretaryGeneral of the Commission 
discreetly helped to draft the treaty under the Irish Presidency.

Economic and monetary union and Agenda 2000

While the institutional reform fell short of expectations, the Santer Commis
sion played a fundamental role in a series of promising policy initiatives, which 
were successfully concluded.

YvesThibault de Silguy worked on a number of issues in which he was involved 
alongside Jacques Santer: 

‘He worked very hard on Agenda 2000, which, together with the euro, 
was the other major issue of the Santer Commission. It was managed in 
a collegial manner and the Commission did a good job. Without the 
Commission, we would not have the euro. Without the Commission, we 
would not have achieved Agenda 2000. Or eastern enlargement!’ (1).

In regard to several of these issues Santer provided impetus, managed to garner 
support from governments and mediated successfully. The working relationship 
with the Parliament was constructive and made a political contribution to a 
number of achievements. This was particularly the case for monetary union:

‘The European Parliament did not have any legal competence in the 
matter. At the same time, it knew that it was a real project. And it was 
ready to help us. Also, in exchange for its material assistance, I involved 
it in a lot of operations. We therefore received substantial support from 
the European Parliament’ (2).

With the adoption of Agenda 2000 — a code name for indepth and across
theboard deliberations on future policies, the 20002006 financial framework 
and the future enlargements — the Santer Commission set out a series of basic 
guidelines for the future.

Relations with the Parliament

The relationship with the Parliament proved crucial in the history of the Santer 
Commission. However, it fits into a wider framework than the circumstances 

(1) Interview with YvesThibault de Silguy, 5 July 2016, p. 2324.
(2) Ibid., p. 14. For a nuanced approach see also interview with Matthias Ruete, 6 April 2017.
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prevailing at the time and the events surrounding the resignation of the Santer 
Commission towards the end of its mandate.

The Santer Commission, which began with a lessthanfavourable vote on 
21 July 1994, nevertheless enjoyed a level of trust that had been built on more 
solid foundations following the keynote speech by Santer on 18 January 1995. 
His words in July revealed a wish to maintain the historical alliance between 
the Parliament and the Commission — for a strong Commission and a strong 
Parliament. However, pressure applied by the Parliament to assert its authority, 
which had started in the Delors years, very quickly resumed. The Parliament’s 
demands hinged largely on the definition of policies and their budgetary dimen
sion. The disappointment of the Parliament over the institutional and political 
dimension of Maastricht, fired by criticisms of the rather undemocratic nature 
of the EU institutions, bolstered its members in their call for a more democrat
ic Europe and the strengthening of the Parliament’s powers. The Santer Com
mission therefore had to face renewed pressure at a time when it was not best 
equipped to deal with it.

The circumstances of Santer’s election were an initial source of weakness. Fol
lowing the alignment of the terms of its mandate with the mandate of the Com
mission as set out in the new treaty, the Parliament had hoped for broader align
ment between the policy options stemming from its election and the choice of 
Commission President. It was left disappointed by the circumstances surround
ing a choice that had sidelined JeanLuc Dehaene, leaving the way open for a 
series of manoeuvres within the European Council. As soon as he took office as 
head of cabinet, Jim Cloos was alerted by Pascal Lamy, Delors’s former head of 

‘The other Europe, the part that 
lived behind the Iron Curtain, 

the part which we always said 
would one day join us, is asking 

us to pass on this heritage … 
Our response will determine,  

to a certain extent, the history 
of the century to come.’ 

Speech by Jacques Santer to 
the European Parliament,  

2 March 1995.
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cabinet, to the risks incurred: the Parliament would probably attempt to topple 
the Santer Commission (1).

The Commission was immediately subjected to various pressures during 
the hearings for the Commissioners appointed by the Member States, and 
 subsequently with regard to the renewal of the 1990 code of conduct. From 
the outset, administrative and budgetary management was the main bone of 
contention between the Commission and the Parliament, as a result of disrup
tions prior to Santer’s presidency. Indeed, it was the Santer Commission, with 
 Erkki Liikanen and the full support of the President’s cabinet, that undertook 
a number of reforms in the field of financial and staff management (SEM 2000 
and MAP 2000 (2)): ‘My colleagues and I are determined to improve the Com
mission’s budgetary and administrative culture, and I would like to stress the 
import ance of constructive relations with the Court of Auditors and the Parlia
ment in this area. When criticism is justified, we will act on it’ (3). The paradox 
was that the successive confrontations between the Parliament and the  Santer 
Commission did not essentially call into question the major policy choices 
made by the Commission, but rather how these were managed, irrespective of 
 whether certain common policies or recruitment procedures were involved. In 
fact, by making his Commission’s programme a continuation of his predeces
sor’s actions and a relatively lowprofile policy line, Santer set the scene for a 
balance of power propitious to the ambitions of the Parliament, which, given 
the lack of strong political debate, made itself heard through criticism of how 
matters were being handled. The real debate, avoided by governments and Com
mission alike since Maastricht, therefore led to a number of skirmishes from 
which the Commission was to suffer most harm in the long term.

The end of the Santer Commission 

The circumstances that would lead to the premature departure of the Santer 
Commission essentially stemmed from a major political debate, namely the 
purpose of the European project itself and the institutional form to be given to 
the institutions responsible for implementing it. The immediate circumstances 
surrounding the resignation of the Santer Commission were simply the direct 
result of this fundamental debate, which was going on at the time. The mistake 
made by the Santer Commission was probably to allow the debate to develop at 
an organisational level without recognising the risks that this entailed.

(1) Interview with Jacques Santer, 9 March 2016. See also Chapter 8.3 ‘From love affair to standoff: relations with the 
European Parliament’.

(2) See Chapter 3, ‘Major changes and colossal challenges: the directoratesgeneral and staffing in the Commission’.
(3) Session 19941995 — Minutes in extenso of the meetings from 16 to 20 January 1995’, Annex to the Official Journal of 

the European Communities: Debates of the European Parliament, No 45619.
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After 1994 relations between the Commission and the Parliament were affected 
by an unfavourable balance of power that the Commission did not manage to 
redress, despite Santer’s wish to revive the institutional alliance that bound the 
two institutions. However, the negotiation of the 1995 code of conduct, which 
revised that of 1990, led to pressure on the Commission, resulting in it  making 
further concessions. A series of crises concerning the organisational rather 
than the political dimension of the Commission’s work occurred from 1996 
onwards. One particular crisis was that of bovine spongiform encephalopathy 
(BSE or ‘mad cow disease’), where the Parliament’s committee of inquiry into 
the management of the crisis challenged the tendency of the Commission and 
the Member States to favour the interests of farmers over citizens’ health, lead
ing to the threat of a motion of censure on the Commission by the Parliament. 
1998 saw further intervention by the European Parliament in the management 
of certain programmes, followed by its refusal, by 270 votes to 225, to discharge 
the 1996 budget on 18 December 1998. 

The final episode, the ‘Cresson affair’, was not in itself as important as the polit
ical issues that it raised. It gained in significance only after a series of errors and 
constraints: clumsiness on the part of the accused Commissioner in her deal
ings with the press and on the part of President Santer himself in his political 
management of the crisis; the impossibility of President Santer demanding the 
resignation of Édith Cresson; pressure from the French government in support 
of Cresson (1). It was therefore in a generally difficult context that, on 14 Janu
ary 1999, a motion of no confidence in the Commission by the Parliament was 
defeated by only a very slim majority. The appointment of a committee of in
quiry charged with looking at the running of the Commission turned out to be 
disastrous. This committee was proposed by the Parliament and accepted by the 
Santer Commission, which participated in the appointment of the experts and 
undertook to comply with their conclusions. The committee’s report, which was 
published on 15 March 1999 and denounced the Commission’s lack of control 
over its own administration, was very political in its wording  — indeed, the 
foreword of the report was written after the report itself was finalised and did 
not reflect its content — and resulted in the collective resignation of the Com
mission, though under the interim presidency of Manuel Marín it was able to 
complete its mandate up to the end of 2000 and complete its work programme, 
in particular Agenda 2000 (2).

Éric Bussière

(1) Harst (van der) and Voerman (eds), An impossible job?, p. 215220. See also interviews with Julie de Groote, 29 January 
2018; and Thomas Jansen, 24 April 2017.

(2) The circumstances under which the conclusions were incorporated into the report remained unclear because the 
 Commission had seen the report but not its conclusions, which were highly political in their wording. See interviews 
with Jim Cloos, 4 July 2016; and David Walker, 19 July 2016.





Part four

External policies  
and actions



Between 1986 and 2000 the growing importance of the European Community — later 
the European Union — was also reflected in the development of its external policies 
and actions.  
The Community became a valued partner of the United Nations in many areas 
(humanitarian and development aid, human rights, etc.). This cooperation was 
particularly important during the Yugoslav Wars.  
On 3 October 2000 Commission President Romano Prodi (right) met United Nations 
Secretary-General Kofi Annan (left) to discuss how the two parties could reinforce their 
mutual dialogue.
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Introduction

The external relations dimension of the European 
integration process changed profoundly between 
1986 and 2000. In part this reflected the more gen
eral transformation of the European Community 
(EC) into a European Union (EU): as the EC/EU 
did more and grew in importance, so too did its im
pact on its external partners increase, both within 
Europe and beyond, along with their interest in 
what was happening in Brussels. Greater external 
engagement, to put it another way, was an inevit
able corollary of greater internal activity and dyna
mism. But the other crucial factor that shaped the 
EC/EU’s changing foreignpolicy profile was the 
wider geopolitical change brought about by Ger
man reunification, the end of the Cold War, the 
collapse of the Soviet Union and the consequent 
transformation of Europe. The dramatic events of 
19891992 altered the EC/EU’s international en
vironment profoundly, and it had no choice but 
to respond. The debate within the Community/
Union about how its new foreignpolicy activism 
should be organised was also important. Few dis
sented from the notion that Europe had to improve 
its capacity to interact with the outside world, but 
there were profound disagreements about what 
type of institutional changes would best equip the 
EC/EU for this challenge.

The following chapter will seek to provide a flavour 
of how Europe responded. It will start with a sec
tion exploring the way in which Europe’s new in
ternal advance, but still more the continent’s new 
geopolitics, transformed the debate about who 
should or could belong to the European Union. In 
1986 it might have been possible to believe that the 
process of enlargement was all but complete. Once 
Spain and Portugal took their place within the EC 
in January of that year there were few other coun
tries in western Europe able or likely to join in the 
foreseeable future. Within 4  years, however, the 
situation would change beyond recognition, with a 
substantial increase in the geographical size of the 
EC/EU already under way, and with much more 
enlargement likely in the future. The first such 
change was the need to incorporate the territory of 
the former East Germany; as Germany was reuni
fied, what had been the German Democratic Re
public needed to be incorporated into the EC/EU 
as well as into the Federal Republic of Ger many. 
The first part of Chapter  20 will hence  examine 
what amounted to a de facto enlargement, albeit 
one carried out much more quickly and in a very 
different way from all other rounds of enlarge
ment. The chapter will then turn to  another set of 
membership applications made possible by the end 
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of the Cold War, namely the entry of those neutral 
European states that had previously believed EC 
membership to be incompatible with their pos
ition between the two Cold War blocs. Austria, 
Finland and Sweden would all join in 1995. The 
next section will look at the slow countdown to 
the other, even bigger, round of enlargement made 
possible, or even likely, by the end of the East–
West conflict, namely the incorporation into the 
EU of most of the central and east European states 
that had been members of the Warsaw Pact. The 
completion of these countries’ paths to EU mem
bership would of course not happen until 2004 
and 2007 — in other words well beyond the end 
date of this volume. But it was within the period 
covered by the book that the course was largely set 

and a farreaching process was begun of dialogue 
with and assistance to the former Soviet bloc. The 
final part of this chapter will look at the Euro
pean Commission’s interaction with the Council 
of Eur ope. This gained new importance during the 
period under review because of the way in which 
the latter acquired a new and important role as the 
first European institution able to open its doors to 
the states emerging out of the former communist 
bloc. This new rationale gave an intensity and im
portance to the Council of Europe’s contacts with 
the European Commission that had previously 
been lacking.

Chapter  21, by contrast, will focus primarily on 
the consequences of the Community/Union’s 

Following the Treaty of Amsterdam, Javier Solana became the first High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy. 
Handshake between Javier Solana (left) and Commission President Romano Prodi (right).
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newfound dynamism in its relations with a series 
of partners of much longer standing. It will thus 
start with an analysis of the EC/EU’s prominent 
role in the globallevel pursuit of freer trade, first 
through the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade (and the Uruguay Round in particular), and 
subsequently through the establishment of the 
World Trade Organisation. The Commission had 
long been an important player in world trade talks, 
but the success of the single market project and 
the hopes and fears that this provoked among its 
Western partners made it an even more significant 
actor in the Uruguay Round than it had been in 
the Kennedy or Tokyo Rounds in the 1960s and 
1970s. The second section turns its attention to the 
redefinition of the relationship between the EC/
EU and its Mediterranean neighbours during the 
19862000 period. Again this was not a new issue, 
but the success of the single market programme, 
plus the effects of Spanish and Portuguese mem
bership and the wider transformation of European 
geopolitics, stimulated a real acceleration in the 
pace of change. Finally the chapter will turn to 
relations with the developing world. Here too the 
changes described owe partly to internal dynam
ics  — in particular the need to negotiate a new 
Lomé Agreement with the African, Carib bean and 
Pacific nations — and partly to wider geo political 
and economic developments  — whether the end 
of the Cold War or the debt crisis in the global 
South. A further stimulus to the development of 
closer ties between the EC/EU and Latin Amer
ica was also provided by Spanish and Portuguese 
membership, given the strength of historical and 
commercial ties between the new Member States 
and South America.

In Chapter 22 the focus switches to relations with 
Canada, China, Japan, Russia and the  United 
States  — in other words the other big players in 
the international system  — and a brief look at 
European policies relating to the Middle East. In 
all of these fields the European Commission was 

keen both to intensify the European dimension of 
the relationship (as opposed to traditional bilat
eral links cultivated by each Member State) and to 
strengthen its own voice in the shaping of policy. 
Its success in doing so was somewhat mixed. As 
the chapter explains, the Commission’s ties with 
 China, with Japan and with the United States 
were all strengthened, in particular with the de
velopment of regular summitlevel meetings. But 
the clear determination on the part of the Mem
ber States to maintain a firm steering hand on 
the EU foreignpolicy tiller meant that the role 
of the Council presidency was as strong as, if not 
stronger than, that of the Commission in all of 
these encounters. One of the skills that all Com
mission externalrelations representatives would 
have to learn during the 1990s was coexistence 
with the ever stronger Council presence in this 
field. The appointment of Javier Solana as the EU’s 
High Representative in 1999 would represent the 
culmin ation of this trend.

Interaction with the ambitions of the Member 
States acting collectively through the Council 
structures also constitutes a central strand in the 
final chapter, which looks at the emergence of a 
Euro pean common foreign and security policy in 
the late 1980s and early 1990s, and then at the 
 debate about, and first cautious move towards, an 
actual common defence policy during the latter 
part of the decade. In between, the sobering tale 
of the Commission’s efforts to involve itself in the 
reso lution of the bloody Yugoslav conflict high
lights the very real obstacles that Europe in gener
al, and the Commission in particular, faced when 
dealing with a foreignpolicy challenge requiring 
military capabilities. The external dimension of 
the integration process undoubtedly grew consid
erably from 1986 to 2000, but the Commission’s 
range of instruments and capabilities remained 
very lopsided, giving the institution real clout and 
importance in some fields, notably trade policy 
and discussions with prospective Member States, 
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but providing little leverage in situations where 
hard power was needed alongside softpower in
struments. Despite this asymmetry, however, the 
overall story told in the sections that follow is one 
of growing EU significance on the international 
stage and of increasingly diversified contacts with 
the outside world. The Commission was often an 
international actor obliged to act in tandem with 

others, notably the Member States and the ever 
more powerful Council machinery, but its import
ance and international standing grew throughout 
the period between 1986 and 2000.

Piers Ludlow
Federico Romero
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Chapter 20 
The integration of East 
Germany and the enlargements

20.1. East Germany, the 
European Community 
and German 
reunification

The emerging changes in the autumn 
of 1989

InterGerman relations were structured in a par
ticular way with regard to the European Commu
nity (EC). The ‘Protocol on German internal trade 
and connected problems’ annexed to the Treaties of 
Rome, signed on 25 March 1957 and entering into 
force on 1 January 1958, already gave the German 
Democratic Republic (GDR) direct access to the 
market of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), 
and thus to the EC market. The protocol confirmed 
that trade between the FRG and the GDR was ‘a 
part of German internal trade’ (but also included 
a safeguard clause, since any Member State could 

‘take appropriate measures to prevent any difficul
ties arising for it’). The GDR, therefore, had always 
had a particular status visàvis the EC. The FRG’s 
border with the GDR was not an EC external bor
der. Because of the existing ‘interzonal trade’, both 
West and East Germany were very keen for this ar
rangement to continue (1).

The debate on the German question, intensifying 
in autumn 1989, meant that the GDR’s leadership 

(1) Gehler, M. (ed), Vom gemeinsamen Markt zur europäischen Unionsbil-
dung. 50 Jahre Römische Verträge 19572007, Böhlau, ViennaCologne 
Weimar, 2009; Loth, W., ‘60 years ago: the foundation of EEC and EAEC 
as crisis management’, Journal of European Integration History, Vol.  23, 
No  1, 2017, pp.  928; Pfeil, U., ‘Die DDR und die europäische Integra
tion (19491957): eine andere Variante der SEDDeutschlandpolitik’, 
in König, M. and Schulz, M. (eds), Die Bundesrepublik Deutschland und 
die europäische Einigung 1949-2000. Politische Akteure, gesellschaftliche 
Kräfte und internationale Erfahrungen, Steiner, WiesbadenStuttgart, 
2004, pp. 471493; Nakath, D., ‘Die DDR — ein „heimliches Mitglied“ 
der Europäischen Gemeinschaft? Zur Entwicklung des innerdeutschen 
Handels vor dem Hintergrund der westeuropäischen Integration’, in 
Knipping, F. and Schönwald, M. (eds), Aufbruch zum Europa der  zweiten 
Generation. Die europäische Einigung 1969-1984, Wissenschaftlicher 
Verlag, Trier, 2004, pp.  451473; Gehler, M., Europa. Ideen — Institu-
tionen  — Vereinigung — Zusammenhalt, Lau Verlag, Reinbek, 2018, 
pp. 242264, pp. 270280.
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 became, of necessity, more interested in forging 
closer links with the EC. Commission President 
Jacques Delors, however, had concluded relatively 
early on that events were moving towards German 
reunification. On 17 October, at the College of Eur
ope in Bruges, referring to ‘the German question’ he 
pointed out that ‘the right to selfdetermination is 
applicable to everyone’ and already predicted a Eur
ope strengthened by a reunified Germany (1).

The visit of Commissioner Martin 
Bangemann to East Germany  
in November 1989

There was prominent coverage in the Socialist 
 Unity Party (SED) newspaper Neues Deutschland of 
the visit to the GDR, on 1 and 2 November 1989, of 
Martin Bangemann, Commissioner for the Intern
al Market, Industrial Affairs and Relations with 
the European Parliament. Bangemann was in East 
Berlin at the invitation of the GDR Minister for 
Foreign Trade, Gerhard Beil. He also met, among 
others, Egon Krenz, the new General Secretary of 
the SED, chief of the Political Bureau, head of the 
National Defence Council and Chairman of the 
Council of State. Both Beil and Krenz expressed 
their intention to further develop political and eco
nomic relations between the GDR and the EC ‘on 
an equal basis and to a mutual advantage’ (2). Given 
the establishment of the single market, they called 
for more extensive and deeper economic cooper
ation and for the conclusion of a trade agreement 
between the GDR and the EC. Bangemann report
ed on the preparations for the EC’s single market 
project. The intention was not, he said, to close off 
the market to nonmember countries. Harmonisa
tion of technical standards and provisions should 
make it easier for such countries to market their 

(1) Speech by Jacques Delors on the occasion of the opening of the 40th 
 academic year at the College of Europe, Bruges campus, 17 October 1989.

(2) See ‘EG entsandte Vizepräsident der Kommission in die DDR. Gespräch 
zwischen Gerhard Beil und Martin Bangemann’, Neues Deutschland, 
2  November 1989, p. 1.

goods ‘as long as these met the new requirements’. 
Krenz confirmed that the GDR would do its bit (3). 
Krenz had heard from Beil that 80 % of the GDR’s 
foreign trade with nonsocialist countries was with 
the EC (4), which made it clear how important this 
issue was for the SED regime  (5). After his return 
to Brussels Bangemann spoke out very clearly in fa
vour of the ‘immediate launch’ of trade agreement 
negotiations between the EC and the GDR (6).

A changed situation following the fall 
of the Berlin Wall, and preferential 
treatment of East Germany by the 
European Community in November-
December 1989?

The newly formed GDR government, led by Prime 
Minister Hans Modrow (7), was meanwhile sending 
out positive signals to Brussels. Only a few days  after 
9  November 1989 the Modrow government had 
spoken of not being against the GDR becoming a 
future member of the EC — admittedly in the long 
term (8). 

Following the opening of the Berlin border on 
9 November, the EC bodies and the Member States 
had, for the first time, to adopt a clear position in 
relation to the German question. In an interview 
he gave to ZDF, in response to whether he could 
imagine an EC with two German members, Delors 
said:

(3) ‘DDR und EG Partner für eine konstruktive Kooperation. Egon Krenz 
 empfing im Staatsrat Vizepräsident der Kommission der Europäischen 
 Gemeinschaften, Martin Bangemann’, Neues Deutschland, 3  November 
1989, p. 1.

(4) ‘Grünes Licht auf beiden Seiten für konstruktives Zusammenwirken. Was 
Egon Krenz und Martin Bangemann zur Fragen der internationalen Presse 
äußerten’, Neues Deutschland, 3 November 1989, p. 2.

(5) ‘Vizepräsident der EGKommission: Zufrieden über Ergebnisse der 
Gespräche in der DDR. Dr. Bangemann vor Vertretern der Presse in Berlin’, 
Neues Deutschland, 3 November 1989, p. 2; Schumacher, D., ‘EGHandel 
der DDR’, Deutschland-Archiv, Vol. 23, No 4, 1990, pp. 588.

(6) ‘EGKommissar Bangemann: Für baldige Gespräche mit DDR über 
Handels vertrag’, Neues Deutschland, 7 November 1989, pp. 1 and 3.

(7) Schütt, P., ‘Das Interregnum des Hans Modrow’, Deutschland-Archiv, 
Vol. 23, No 7, 1990, pp. 11111113.

(8) ‘DDR: EGMitgliedschaft nicht ausgeschlossen’, Frankfurter Allgemeine 
Zeitung, 14 November 1989.



505Chapter 20 — The integration of East Germany and the enlargements 

‘Anything is possible. It is not up to me to 
choose. It is up to the German people to 
weigh up the pros and cons, and, in the light 
of events, of the historical possibilities, to 
make their own sovereign choice, as a 
reflection of their right to self-
determination’ (1).

(1) HAEU, Fonds Jacques Delors (JD) 936, transcription of the interview 
 given to ZDF by President Jacques Delors, broadcast on 12 November 1989; 
Schmidt, K.P., Die Europäische Gemeinschaft aus der Sicht der DDR (1957-
1989), Kovac, Hamburg, 1991, p. 392.

Nevertheless, the day after the fall of the Berlin Wall, 
the Commission had stated that relations between 
the EC and the GDR would be a ‘special case’, even 
at that early stage referring to the  possibility of re
course to Article 23 of the Basic Law of the FRG (2).

(2) The article allows a Land or region of Germany to join the FRG by way of 
an accession procedure. Article 146 of the Basic Law allowed a second solu
tion: the adoption of a new constitution by a reunified Germany. The first 
solution (enlargement by accession) was preferred to the second, which was 
considered too lengthy.

The Berlin Wall fell on 9 November 1989. The following day, West Germans and East Germans jointly scaled the Wall. This event was  
to become a symbol of the collapse of the communist bloc, and the two Germanys reunified a year later on 3 October 1990.
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The process of narrowing the gap between the GDR 
and the EC involved moves from both sides. On 
4  December Commissioner Frans Andriessen, re
sponsible for External Relations, visited East Berlin. 
In the meantime the European Council in Stras
bourg emphasised its intention to give the Commis
sion, imminently, a mandate to negotiate with the 
GDR, with a view to concluding a trade and cooper
ation agreement (1). 

Bonn emphasises Delors’s ‘special case’ 
approach to East Germany

The European Commission continued to address 
the GDR issue. The initial message coming from 
Brussels was that membership would not be a prob
lem in principle, but only a technical issue (2). On 
17  January 1990 Delors gave a striking speech in 
the European Parliament in which he reaffirmed 
that the GDR was a ‘special case’ among those 
states wanting closer cooperation with the EC. He 
referred to three possible future developments: an 
association agreement; accession as an independent 
state (as an exception, given the accession requests 
from Hungary and Poland and the agreement not 
to take on any new members before the completion 
of the single market); or integration of the GDR 
into the EC as a result of German reunification (via 
Article  23 of the Basic Law of the FRG)  (3). This 
proposal from Delors paved the way for a discussion 
in the Foreign Affairs Council that same month (4). 
There were so many arguments against independent 
membership for the GDR that by January the ac
cession of the GDR to the EC was already seeming 

(1) ‘EG bereitet Aufnahme der DDR vor’, Die Welt, 8 May 1990; KohlerKoch, 
B., ‘Die Politik der Integration der DDR in die EG’, in KohlerKoch, B. 
(ed.), Die Osterweiterung der EG: die Einbeziehung der ehemaligen DDR in 
die Gemeinschaft, Nomos Verlag, BadenBaden, 1991, p. 12.

(2) Schmidt, Die Europäische Gemeinschaft aus der Sicht der DDR, p. 394.
(3) Grosser, D., Das Wagnis der Währungs-, Wirtschafts- und Sozialunion: 

politische Zwänge im Konflikt mit ökonomischen Regeln, ‘Geschichte der 
deutschen Einheit’ collection, Vol. 2, Deutsche VerlagsAnstalt, Stuttgart, 
1998, p. 388.

(4) Schmidt, Die Europäische Gemeinschaft aus der Sicht der DDR, p. 394.

completely unrealistic, although East Berlin con
tinued to support this option (5).

As for Delors, he was one of those who would have 
preferred deepening before widening, if events had 
not taken such a rapid turn. For Pascal Lamy, his 
head of cabinet, ‘he was cautious but he could see 
that history was unfolding. In that period, which 
has subsequently been portrayed as offering a choice 
between deepening and widening, he would no 
doubt have preferred deepening, but he was never 
one of the people who said that the EC would not 
be enlarged if it was not deepened. As Bismarck 
said, the statesman’s task is to hear God’s footsteps 
marching through history, and to try and catch on 
to His coattails as He marches past. There was no 
other solution’ (6).

Therefore, Delors and Bangemann began to canvass 
support for German reunification. The Commission 
expected the reunification of the two Germanys to 
act as a driver for further integration and greater 
commitment of the new Germany to the EC.

Modrow seeks support in Brussels  
while Bonn launches itself into its 
‘Three-stage plan for monetary, 
economic and social union’

Upon a proposal of the Commission, the Council 
of 21  December gave the Commission a mandate 
to negotiate a trade and cooperation agreement 
with the GDR. Negotiations with the GDR should 
follow the same pattern as those with any other 
nonmember country, with material support for its 
economic and political reform process. The EC was 
also willing in principle to extend the support meas
ures it had granted to Hungary and Poland under 
the Phare programme (programme of aid to  central 

(5) Meyer, C., Die Eingliederung der DDR in die EG, Verlag Wissenschaft und 
Politik, Cologne, 1993, p. 31.

(6) Interview with Pascal Lamy, 7 July 2016, p. 24.
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and east European countries) to other reform 
minded countries, including the GDR. Suitable 
forms of association needed to be developed, since 
it was not yet possible to predict how events would 
unfold in central and eastern Europe and in the 
GDR; no specific commitments had therefore yet 
been made (1).

(1) Austrian State Archives, Archive of the Republic, Federal Ministry for 
 Foreign Affairs, Political Division  II, GZ. 43.18.01/211.3/90, informa
tion approved by Legation Secretary Hans Peter Manz, Vienna, 24 January 
1990.

Negotiations on the trade and cooperation agree
ment began on 29 January. Just a few days later the 
Modrow government sent the European Commis
sion a memorandum on economic reform in the 
GDR, indicating its willingness to make  changes 
by opening up the economy  (2). The aim of the 
Modrow government was to achieve an outcome be
fore the parliamentary elections on 18 March; this 
could then be displayed as an impressive economic 
achievement, and as an act of political recognition 
of the GDR as an independent state (3). The trade 

(2) Schmidt, Die Europäische Gemeinschaft aus der Sicht der DDR, p. 394.
(3) Grosser, Das Wagnis der Währungs-, Wirtschafts- und Sozialunion, p. 389.

‘Helmut! Can we start?’ — ‘I’m coming, I’m coming!’ 
Helmut Kohl was the main architect of German reunification. Nineteen days after the fall of the Wall he proposed a 10-point plan  

for the restoration of German unity.
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and cooperation agreement, initialled on 13 March, 
was solemnly signed on 8 May (1), but had already 
been overtaken by the political developments in 
Germany, and did not enter into force (2).

Given the speed of political events in Germany, 
Bonn was unhappy with the 10year duration of 
the agreement. It would have been preferable to 
conclude such an agreement with a democratically 
elected GDR government  (3). The West German 
Chancellor took a decisive initiative: on 6 February 
Kohl publicly proposed that negotiations should 
start at once with the GDR on ‘concluding a monet
ary union with economic reforms’. The economic 
affairs minister presented a ‘Threestage plan for 
monetary, economic and social union with the 
GDR by 1992’ (4). 

Therefore, the Commission set up a working 
group to look at the envisaged German  economic, 
monetary and social union. On 8  February the 
‘deutschdeutsche Entwickung’ group, open to all 
the members of the Commission and headed by 
VicePresident Bangemann, met for the first time. 
The task that it set itself was to follow the rap
prochement between the two Germanys and iden
tify its implications for the Community. In order to 
do that the group decided to base its work on the 
hypothesis that the GDR and the FRG would unite 
in the near future on the basis of Article 23 of the 
Basic Law. In addition, it set itself the objective of 
Europeanising a process that had essentially been 
interGerman up to that time (5).

(1) ‘EG bereitet Aufnahme der DDR vor’, Die Welt, 8 May 1990; KohlerKoch, 
‘Die Politik der Integration der DDR in die EG’, p. 12.

(2) Grosser, Das Wagnis der Währungs-, Wirtschafts- und Sozialunion, pp. 389
390.

(3) Ibid., p. 390.
(4) KohlerKoch, ‘Die Politik der Integration der DDR in die EG’, p.  11; 

Ludewig, J., Unternehmen Wiedervereinigung. Von Planern, Machern, 
 Visionären, Osburg Murmann Publishers, Hamburg, 2015, pp. 44 and 263.

(5) HAEC, BAC 38/1994/129, ‘Note for the file on the meeting called by 
VicePresident Bangemann of the “deutschdeutsche Entwicklung” work
ing group’, 9  February 1990, pp.  13; HAEC, BAC 38/1994/129, ‘Note 
for the file on the meeting of the Group of Commissioners on Germany of 
8 February 1990’, 10 February 1990, pp. 12.

During the same period the Commission’s Secre
tariatGeneral began detailed and nuanced work 
on possible activities and Community policies in 
relation to the already expected reunification of 
Germany. The list of issues to be dealt with included 
questions relating to the EC institutions, the Com
munity budget, the Coal and Steel Community, 
consumer protection, the Structural Funds, social 
policy, the currency, economic convergence and, 
last but not least, competition law. In this regard, 
references were already being made to ‘German 
 Reunification’ (6).

On 15  February the European Parliament, at the 
urging of the Commission, set up a ‘temporary 
 committee to examine the impact of the process 
of unification on the European Community’  (7). 
Klaus Hänsch, then a Member of the European Par
liament, remembers the outstanding cooper ation 
between that committee and the Commission:

‘On the Germany question, there has very 
clearly been a strong and very healthy 
cooperation with the special working group 
on German unification in the Parliament. We 
tried to get a common view … on what was 
necessary to integrate Eastern Germany to 
the Community and this worked, as I have 
seen it and as it has been reported to me, in 
a very, very strong and healthy way’ (8).

On 16  February Delors, also in the Parliament, 
complained that the Commission received regu
lar information from the federal government, but 
was not consulted by it. However, he welcomed 
Kohl’s proposal to the Irish President of the Coun
cil for a special summit on 28 April in Dublin. The 
 government of the FRG, he said, should publicly 

(6) HAEU, Fonds Georges Rencki (GR) 111, ‘Note for the file on the Com
munity activities and policies likely to be affected by the reunification of 
Germany’, 20 February 1990.

(7) Grosser, Das Wagnis der Währungs-, Wirtschafts- und Sozialunion, p. 389.
(8) Interview with Klaus Hänsch, 30 June 2016, p. 16.
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express its support for continued European integra
tion (1). 

It would not be long before close consultations did 
take place with the Commission. The Deputy Sec
retaryGeneral of the European Commission,  Carlo 
Trojan, recalls the increasing contacts between 
Brussels and Berlin: 

(1) Grosser, Das Wagnis der Währungs-, Wirtschafts- und Sozialunion, p. 391. 
See also article by O’Driscoll, M., ‘A small country’s big responsibility: 
Ireland’s contribution to German reunification and “the acceleration of 
history”, 19891990’, in Gehler, M. and Graf, M. (eds), Europa und die 
deutsche Einheit: Beobachtungen, Entscheidungen und Folgen, Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, Göttingen, 2017.

‘At that time we had a lot of discussions 
with German authorities for the preparation 
of the monetary, economic and social union. 
As a matter of fact, we even had the full 
Commission meeting with Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl in March of 1990. So the 
Commission was very much involved in the 
preparation of what became the German 
Staatsvertrag (State Treaty)’ (2).

(2) König, E., ‘Wie die DDR lautlos in die EU flutschte’, Euractiv, 30 Septem
ber 2010: http://www.euractiv.de/section/wahlenundmacht/news/wie
dieddrlautlosindieeuflutschte

On 25 October 1990 the cartoonist Walter Hanel evoked the concerns of Europe’s leaders about the weight of the reunified Germany  
at the centre of Europe.

http://www.euractiv.de/section/wahlen-und-macht/news/wie-die-ddr-lautlos-in-die-eu-flutschte
http://www.euractiv.de/section/wahlen-und-macht/news/wie-die-ddr-lautlos-in-die-eu-flutschte
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The Commission was then working on the basis of a 
threefold strategy: first, closer relations between the 
GDR and the EC; second, support for Kohl’s reuni
fication policy; and third, calling upon him to make 
further progress towards greater integration of the 
FRG into the EC.

Developments were moving ahead at a breathtaking 
pace, and the reformist East German regime was 
desperately trying to keep pace. On 16 March 1990, 
2  days before the elections to the GDR People’s 
Chamber, the Commission received a note from 
the Modrow government suggesting the launch of 
exploratory talks on the formal integration of the 
GDR into the EC, with a view to possible full ac
cession  (1). This option, however, was clearly con
trary to the declared interests of the EC Member 
States (2). 

Breakthrough for Kohl’s policy on 
Germany at the April European Council 
summit in Dublin

For the purpose of drawing up two reports that it 
had undertaken to write ahead of the special summit 
of 28 April, the Commission set up two new work
ing groups that would supplement the work of the 
‘deutschdeutsche Entwicklung’ group. The latter 
group was tasked with looking at the implications 
of German currency union for the Commu nity. A 
second group, headed by VicePresident Henning 
Christophersen, would mainly consider issues as
sociated with economic and monetary union; and 
a third group, working under VicePresident Frans 
Andriessen, was tasked with studying relations with 

(1) Daily Bulletin of Agence Europe, No 5217, 19 and 20 March 1990, p. 5.
(2) Grosser, Das Wagnis der Währungs-, Wirtschafts- und Sozialunion, p. 390.

the eastern countries in general (including ‘external 
relations’ aspects) (3).

On 19 April the Commission adopted a communi
cation that was to form the basis for the discussions 
to take place several days later in Dublin. Follow
ing the reading of this communication by President 
Delors on 28 April, the Heads of State or Govern
ment of the 12 Member States reached a unanimous 
agreement on a common approach to German re
unification: the GDR’s membership of the Com
munity did not require formal accession but would 
be effective as soon as reunification was legally es
tablished, without amending the treaties and sub
ject to the necessary transitional provisions (4). The 
issue of whether or not to amend the treaties had ob
viously been debated, as Christiaan Timmermans, 
former Deputy DirectorGeneral of the Commis
sion’s  Legal Service, remembers:

‘I remember a debate I had before the Legal 
Affairs Committee of the European 
Parliament with Jean-Paul Jacqué from the 
Council’s Legal Service. He argued that 
according to principles of international law, 
the Treaty should first be amended, more 
particularly the Treaty Article defining its 
geographical scope of application. I 
defended the thesis of mobile frontiers. 
Members of the Union are the States. If for 
one reason or another a Member State’s 
territory extends, the Treaties will 
automatically apply also to the new 
geographical parts. The latter approach, 
which was under the circumstances of 
course politically much more attractive, was 
followed’ (5).

(3) HAEC, BAC 38/1994/129, ‘CEEPays de l’Est et réunification allemande: 
la Commission européenne prépare ses deux rapports au Conseil (pour 
le 10  avril), Europe’, Agence internationale d’ information pour la presse, 
No 5200, 23 February 1990, p. 7. Only the group headed by Martin Bange
mann was a ‘standing’ committee, the two others being mandated in order 
to draft the reports of 10 April.

(4) Commission, XXIVth General Report on the Activities of the European Com-
munities 1990, Office for Official Publications of the European Communi
ties, Luxembourg, 1991, p. 39.

(5) Interview with Christiaan Timmermans, 16 December 2016, p. 9.
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Once the framework had been established, the 
Council also accepted the integration plan in three 
stages proposed by the Commission. The first stage, 
an ‘interim adjustment stage’, was to begin with 
the introduction of interGerman monetary union 
and would be accompanied by economic and social 
reforms in the GDR. This novel and unprecedent
ed stage was to be followed by a transitional stage, 
beginning with the formal reunification of the two 
Germanys, and a final stage corresponding to full 
application of the acquis communautaire (1).

Delors also proposed that the EC should grant 
 immediate financial support to the GDR. Kohl 
 expressed his satisfaction that German reunification 
was running in parallel to European integration, 
but at once turned down the offer of immediate fi
nancial support: his EC partners, he said, would not 
have to bear the cost of uniting the two Germanys.

(1) Bulletin of the Euuropean Communities, No  4, 1990, p.  7; HAEC, BAC 
38/1994/129, Informal Council of Foreign Ministers, Dublin, 21  April 
1990.

The decision of the Dublin Summit was clear: the 
Member States gave their approval to German re
unification and to the speedy integration of the 
GDR into the EC. Following the success of the 
Euro pean Council in Dublin, a task force was 
formed, headed by Trojan, who was Delors’s chief 
negotiator on German unity and represented the 
Commission in Berlin. That task force, created to 
‘handle specific files with a view to preparing the 
“accession” of the GDR and the relevant legislative 
proposals’ (2), was given the task of ‘monitoring the 
unification process, drafting reports to the Council 
and the Parliament, organising the work and adapt
ing the acquis’ (3). Carlo Trojan recalls: 

‘We had to go through 45 000 pages of 
legislation in order to see which technical 
adaptations were necessary … And, 
secondly, we had to figure out if the GDR 
Länder would be automatically part of the 
Union once they would become part of the 

(2) HAEC, BAC 38/1994/129, SEC(90) 9128, 18 May 1990, ‘Note for the file 
on the meeting of the “German unification” steering group’, p. 1.

(3) HAEC, BAC 38/1994/129, Minutes of the first meeting of the task force 
chaired by Carlo Trojan, 8 May 1990, p. 1.

A working meeting at the European Commission on 23 March 1990. 
Helmut Kohl (left) seated with Jacques Delors (right), with Pascal Lamy in the centre.
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Federal Republic, and how far we needed 
transitional measures … One of the main 
difficulties was external policy, and notably 
commercial policy because our lawyers were 
of the opinion that once Eastern Germany 
would automatically be integrated through 
Article 23 in the EC, that all the external 
liabilities of the DDR [East Germany] would 
become liability of the … European 
Community. So we had to have an idea of 
all the external commitments of the DDR, 
and I’ve been a number of times to East 
Berlin. Eventually they sent a truckload of all 
the contracts — three thousand treaties 
they had. But we were really lucky because 
all the treaties were part of five years 
plans — it was the system of the Comecon 
[Council for Mutual Economic Assistance] — 
and … practically all the treaties finished at 
the end of 1990. So, it was not a real 
problem’ (1).

According to Christiaan Timmermans, ‘The 
Task Force succeeded in completing the technical 
groundwork in a very short period of time allow
ing the Commission to timely submit the necessary 
legis lative proposals’ (2). 

No full equality in Community affairs 
for the de Maizière government  
(May-September 1990)

By the spring the position of the GDR had largely 
converged with that of the EC. On 16 May the new 
and freely elected GDR Prime Minister, Lothar de 
Maizière, gave a speech to the European Parliament 
in which he underlined his agreement ‘with the 
aims, values and ideas of Western European integra
tion’ (3). During a meeting with Delors, de Maizière 
had made himself absolutely clear: ‘We wish to be 
sufficiently involved in the negotiations between 

(1) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017, pp. 1718.
(2) Interview with Christiaan Timmermans, 16 December 2016, p. 9.
(3) ‘De Maizière: DDR in die EG einbinden’, Süddeutsche Zeitung, 17  May 

1990.

the European Commission and the Federal Repub
lic on any necessary amendments and transitional 
arrangements, to ensure that the particular interests 
of the GDR are safeguarded.’ A whole series of pro
posals were listed, including ‘extension to the GDR 
of the network of EC advisory bodies’, and ‘official 
GDR representation to the EC’  (4). De Maizière 
was clearly asking for the GDR to maintain, as far 
as possible, its own autonomous and independent 
position, however this request would not be grant
ed. Indeed Delors, since at least February, had been 
openly supporting Kohl’s approach and had thus 
been against the integration of the GDR as an inde
pendent 13th member of the EC.

The Commission had multiple contacts with the 
FRG to prepare the State Treaty. This interstate 
agreement between the two Germanys was signed 
on 18 May 1990 and provided for the creation of a 
‘monetary, economic and social union’ between the 
FRG and the GDR, coming into force on 1 July. For 
the Community the State Treaty constituted ‘both 
the legal framework and the main instrument for 
the gradual integration of the German Democrat
ic Republic into the legal system of the Commu
nity before the formal unification of the two Ger
manys’ (5). Based on a Commission communication 
from the end of June 1990, a report on the German 
State Treaty was presented to the European Coun
cil that showed that around 80 % of Community 
law had already been introduced in the GDR. The 
first stage of German reunification could therefore 
begin. Trojan’s main task was now to prepare for 
the inclusion of the GDR in Community secondary 
legislation. Technical adjustments to Community 
law and transitional arrangements would be neces
sary for a maximum of 3 years, particularly in the 
areas of security, structural policy, quality stand
ards and environmental provisions. Towards the 

(4) HAEU, GR 162, ‘Letter from Lothar de Maizière to Jacques Delors’, 
21 May 1990.

(5) HAEC, BAC 38/1994/129, SEC(90)  1019, 18  May 1990, ‘Note for the 
attention of the members of the Commission concerning a Währungs-, 
Wirtschafts-, und Sozialunion between the two Germanys’, p. 1.
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end of August 1990 the Commission presented the 
necessary legislative proposals for adjustments and 
transitional measures for the GDR, with 1 January 
1991 as the stipulated target date for German reuni
fication. In August one round of negotiations on 
the German reunification treaty took place in Bonn 
and another in Berlin. Trojan took part on behalf of 
the EC, as did Dietrich von Kyaw as Foreign Minis
try coordinator (1). 

(1) König, ‘Wie die DDR lautlos in die EU flutschte’.

In September, as it became clear that reunification 
would take place earlier than expected, the Com
mission was granted certain delegations of  power 
sanctioned by an interinstitutional agreement. 
 Carlo Trojan recalls the exemplary cooperation 
between the institutions: ‘they decided that the 
Einigung would be on the 3rd of October, and we 
couldn’t possibly finish our work before the 1st of 
October and then we came up with a trick.’ The 
Commission proposed a directive authorising the 
Commission to adopt interim measures before the 

The Prime Minister of the German Democratic Republic, Lothar de Maizière, and the Chancellor of the Federal German Republic,  
Helmut Kohl, made an official visit to the European Parliament in Strasbourg during the plenary session of 16 May 1990 concerning,  

in particular, the impact of German reunification on the future of the Community.  
From left to right: Enrique Barón Crespo, President of the European Parliament; Helmut Kohl; Lothar de Maizière; Charles Haughey, Irish 

Prime Minister and acting President of the Council; and Jacques Delors, President of the European Commission.
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package of transitional measures came into force. 
Trojan explains that this was an approach invented 
by Christiaan Timmermans, then Deputy Direct or
General of the Legal Service:

‘The Commission got a mandate from the 
Council and the Parliament — the 
cooperation procedure was still there — 
that for a period of three months, until the 
end of 1990, all the technical legislation, 
transitional measures etc. could be 
established by the Commission, and that 
eventually after the three months it would 
be adopted in the normal procedure by the 
Council and the Parliament. And that was 
only possible because of the full 
collaboration of the European 
Parliament’ (1).

Martin Westlake, at that time in charge of relations 
with the European Parliament at the Secretariat 
General, points out that:

‘The Parliament was effectively asked to do 
something that had never been done before, 
which was give two readings in the 
cooperation procedure within a week, on a 
series of legislative dossiers. It was asked, 
basically, to turn a blind eye to the 
Commission not respecting its newfound 
competences and prerogatives’ (2).

Accordingly, all the Community institutions mo
bilised in order to facilitate as far as possible, and 
within the timelimits laid down for reunification, 
the integration of the former GDR. 

Since it was impossible to complete the legislative 
work in sufficient time, the Commission proposed 
a directive authorising the Commission to establish 
interim measures before the package of transition
al measures came into force. This was an approach 
invented by Christiaan Timmermans. The propos
al was adopted by the Council after the Parliament 

(1) Interview with Carlo Trojan, 2 June 2017, p. 19.
(2) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017, p. 58.

gave its opinion following two readings within a 
week. The entirety of the legislative measures were 
adopted under the usual procedure at the end of 
November 1990.

On 28 September 1990 GDR negotiator and Secre
tary of State for Europe Petra Erler, with the support 
of Martin Bangemann, signed an agreement that, in 
addition to the ECU 3 billion promised by the EC 
to the GDR for the next 3 years, would result in the 
inclusion of the GDR in the Phare programme (3). 
This would provide ECU 35 million to clean up the 
Elbe and establish EC information centres in east
ern Germany  (4). Erler’s obtaining of this EC aid 
was an achievement of the de Maizière government. 
European solidarity had shown that the new feder
al states (Bundesländer) were not  solely dependent 
on ‘West German graciousness’, but that East Ger
many could also feel itself to be part of a unified 
Eur ope, ‘a thought which was completely alien in 
the GDR’ (5).

Michael Gehler
Adeline Jacob

(3) Press release P/90/67, ‘Operation Phare: three programmes in the GDR’, 
27 September 1990: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_P9067_en.htm

(4) See Council Regulation (EEC) No 3575/90 of 4 December 1990 (OJ L 353, 
17.12.1990, p. 19).

(5) König, E., Merkels Welt zur Wendezeit. Weitere deutsch-deutsche Notizen 
eines Wiener Korrespondenten, Mitteldeutscher Verlag, Halle/Saale, 2015, 
p. 117.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_P-90-67_en.htm
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20.2. The accession of 
Austria, Finland and 
Sweden (1995)

Compared to previous and later enlargements the 
European Free Trade Association (EFTA) enlarge
ment was relatively frictionless. Apart from the 
fact that Norway, after a negative referendum vote, 
did not join, there were no major hiccups and no 
absolute breakdowns in the negotiations. Never
theless, this enlargement had its own peculiarities, 
since both the EC, soon to be the European Union 
(EU), and the world at large went through dramatic 
changes in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Signifi
cantly, the Commission played a crucial part in 
offering solutions to the problems that arose with 
the applications of Norway, Austria, Finland and 
Sweden.

We shall focus on the accessions of Austria, Finland 
and Sweden, and concentrate on three aspects in 
which the Commission played an important role. 
The first of these was the European Economic Area 
(EEA) Agreement, offered to the EFTA member 
states as a way of securing access for them to the 
emerging single market (the ‘1992’ objective intro
duced by the Single European Act) while keeping 
them outside the EC/EU institutions until the 
latter had completed their indepth reforms, cul
minating in the Maastricht Treaty (Treaty on Euro
pean Union). Second, there was the issue of neu
trality: Austria, Finland and Sweden all had their 
peculiar forms of neutrality, which the Commission 
and the EC/EU as a whole initially saw as a major 
challenge, particularly as the Member States wished 
to develop a common foreign and security policy 
(CFSP). Third, we shall look at a cluster of specific 
challenges arising in the negotiations between Aus
tria, Finland and Sweden, on the one hand, and the 
EU, on the other, in which the Commission played 
a particularly prominent role in finding acceptable 
solutions.

The 1980s: the Commission drives 
changes in European Community–
European Free Trade Association 
relations

Although there were many similarities between the 
situations of Austria, Finland and Sweden, their 
positions visàvis the EC differed from the out
set. Austria had sought close alignment with the 
EC throughout the 1960s; it hoped either for an 
association treaty, with certain reservations (treaty 
making power) dictated by its policy of permanent 
neutrality, set out formally in a constitutional law, 
or for ‘deep’ associate membership. Finland and 
Sweden had ruled out membership of the EC in the 
1960s and 1970s, due to their neutrality. Sweden 
had, it is true, entertained thoughts of associate or 
partial membership, while Finland’s more deeply 
rooted version of neutrality and need to keep an 
amicable relationship with Moscow, following the 
1948 Agreement of Friendship, Cooperation and 
Mutual Assistance, ruled out any political involve
ment with the West.

Thus, while Austria and Sweden became full mem
bers of EFTA in 1960, Finland negotiated associate 
membership (Finefta, March 1961), which gave it 
access to the industrial free trade area while exclud
ing it from the decisionmaking organs. When Den
mark, Ireland and the United Kingdom joined the 
EC in 1973, Austria and Sweden negotiated com
prehensive and evolutionary free trade agreements 
(FTAs) with the European Communities; Austria 
even secured an interim agreement from 10 Octo
ber 1972 until the new FTA became operational on 
1 January 1973, while Finland, under heavy scrutiny 
from Moscow, did not have an ‘evolutionary’ clause, 
and thus excluded the option of closer cooperation 
and coordination with the EC.

Again, with EFTA’s 1977 Vienna Declaration  — 
aiming for closer economic cooperation between 
the two trading blocs  — Austria and Sweden dir
ected the process. Finland reluctantly went along, 
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even inserting a specific note on the Finnish non 
evolutionary FTA with the EC. Either way, Austria, 
Finland and Sweden ruled out full membership of 
the EC due to their neutral status and the geostra
tegic realities of the Cold War.

Things changed in the 1980s for three reasons. First, 
the EC emerged from a slump to launch the Single 
European Act and its later plans for economic and 
monetary union. The former in particular, which 
aimed at creating a single market for goods, capital, 
services and people by 1992, meant that the EFTA 
members either had to gain access through closer 
alignment with the EC or face exclusion. Second, 
the change in political leadership in Soviet Russia 
and the easing of tensions after the flareup of the 
second Cold War left the neutral EFTA states with 
more room for manoeuvre. Third, the EC itself rec
ognised that its plans for a single market needed 
somehow to accommodate the EFTA members.

Within the Commission this coincided with the 
emergence of officials with a special interest in 
EFTA. The Commission’s DirectorGeneral for 
External Relations, Leslie Fielding (19821987), for 
one, was keenly interested in EC–EFTA relations, 
and took care to visit and hold discussions with the 
EFTA countries. 

In 1982, coinciding with the 10th anniversary of 
the EC–EFTA FTAs, the Council of the European 
Communities, for the first time, made reference to 
the ‘special’ nature of the EC–EFTA relationship 
and how the two groups played a special role in pre
serving monetary and trade stability in a volatile 
world (1). The Commission President at that time, 
Gaston Thorn, launched the idea of a joint EC–
EFTA ministerial meeting. This ultimately came to 
nothing, but nonetheless already marked a change 
in attitude on both sides in the early 1980s.

(1) Declaration of the Council of the European Communities of 20 July 1982.

The real milestone in closer EC–EFTA cooperation 
came with the Luxembourg ministerial meeting on 
9 April 1984, which, appropriately enough, followed 
the dismantling of the final tariffs and quantitative 
restrictions on trade in industrial products between 
EFTA and the EC. The aim was to set new goals for 
future cooperation. Again the Commission was at 
the forefront, having suggested, back in mid 1983, 25 
sectors suitable for closer EC–EFTA cooperation (2). 
The end result of the meeting was the socalled Lux
embourg Declaration, which aimed to ‘deepen and 
extend cooperation within the framework of, and 
beyond, the Free Trade Agreements’ (3).

The Luxembourg Declaration also resulted in en
hanced institutional links between the EC and 
EFTA. The Commission, having exclusive com
petence in trade matters, wished to establish such 
institutional ties, and, after Luxembourg, a new 
HighLevel Contact Group of senior officials from 
the Commission and the EFTA countries met bi
annually. Moreover, the Commissioner for External 
Relations would make a habit of meeting with his 
EFTA ministerial counterparts once a year. In 1984 
and 1985 the President of the Commission also at
tended this meeting (Thorn and Delors respectively).

From 19871988 onwards Commission officials 
and Commissioners visited Austria, Finland and 
Sweden with increasing frequency. The Internal 
Market Commissioner Lord Arthur Cockfield, In
dustry Commissioner KarlHeinz Narjes, Financial 
Affairs Commissioner Henning Christophersen, 
External Relations and Trade Policy Commission
er Willy De Clercq and Commission President 
Jacques Delors were among the most prominent of 
these visitors. The message that the Commission 
wished to put across was twofold: that the EC’s 
relationship with EFTA should be based on the 

(2) COM(83) 326 final, 6 June 1983, ‘Closer cooperation between the Com
munity and the EFTA countries’.

(3) Joint Declaration of the Ministerial Meeting between the European Com
munity and its Member States and the States of the European Free Trade 
Association, Luxembourg, 9 April 1984.
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 Luxembourg Declaration; and that new initiatives 
(especially membership applications) should wait 
until the Community had finished its internal mar
ket programme. 

Many of the specific attempts at closer cooperation 
came from the team of Commissioner De Clercq. 
In January 1985 Nikolaus van der Pas joined De 
Clercq’s cabinet. He was given special responsibility 
for relations with the EFTA countries, and would 
later become head of unit for ‘Relations with EFTA’, 
responsible for the negotiations on the EEA (1990
1993), and director in the Enlargement Task Force 
for the Swedish accession negotiations and the EEA 
(March 1993March 1994)  (1). The first, modest 

(1) Biography of Nikolaus van der Pas at http://aei.pitt.edu/74376/1/BIO__
ENMULTI__van_der_Pas.pdf

steps, such as the simplification of trade bureau
cracy, triggered dynamism within EFTA ‘which 
stated that it was interested in trying to make more 
significant progress’. In the latter part of the 1980s 
contacts grew ‘at a speed which had never been ex
perienced in the past in EFTA’s relationship with 
the Community’. Still, the Luxembourg process 
produced meagre results: the 1987 Convention on 
the Simplification of Formalities in Trade in Goods, 
and the 1988 Convention on the Jurisdiction, Rec
ognition and Enforcement of Judgments in Civil 
and Commercial Matters (2).

(2) Rye, L., ‘Integration from the outside: the EC and EFTA from 1960 to 
the 1995 enlargement’, in Ikonomou, H.  A., Andry, A. and Byberg, R. 
(eds), European enlargement across rounds and beyond borders, ‘Routledge 
 Advances in European Politics’ collection, No 132, Routledge, Abingdon, 
2017, pp.  203204. Quotes from interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 
9 June 2010 and Meeting at Ministerial Level, Geneva, 28 and 29 Novem
ber 1988, C/SR, EFTA, respectively.

Willy De Clercq, Commissioner responsible for External Relations and Trade Policy, met the Austrian Federal Vice-Chancellor and Federal 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Alois Mock, on 21 October 1988 at a high-level meeting between the Commission and Austria. 

From left to right, front row: Alois Mock and Willy De Clercq; second row: Ambassador Wolfgang Wolte and Manfred Scheich.

http://aei.pitt.edu/74376/1/BIO_-_EN-MULTI_-_van_der_Pas.pdf
http://aei.pitt.edu/74376/1/BIO_-_EN-MULTI_-_van_der_Pas.pdf
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This was partly due to another aspect of the Com
mission’s assessment of the specificities of EFTA. 
The Commission feared what many senior officials 
referred to as the ‘free trade trap’. As De Clercq 
himself was reported to have said at an EC–EFTA 
meeting in January 1988, ‘the EEC is not and 
should not just be a free trade area. EFTA and the 
EEC are, finally, different types of institutions even 
though we are close and very friendly neighbours … 
We have to solve our own problems and no one out
side is going to interfere in our decision making’ (1).

Essentially, this would be the predominant line 
taken by the Commission until 1992/1993: ‘widen
ing’ should not upset the ongoing ‘deepening’  (2). 
The limited results, in terms of deeper cooperation 
between the EC and EFTA, frustrated the EFTA 
members, and in November 1988 the Austrian gov
ernment informed its EFTA partners ‘that it would 
keep open its option of joining the EC’ (3).

It is in this context that we should understand the 
EEA initiative, launched by Delors himself in a 
speech in January 1989. It was, in some respects, an 
institutional reflection of the Commission’s careful 
balancing act between very close cooperation with 
the EFTA members, on the one hand, and closing 
the door on both enlargement and the ‘free trade 
trap’, on the other. Nonetheless, it marked a signifi
cant deepening in the EC–EFTA relationship  (4). 
Delors, like De Clercq, emphasised the priority to 
be given to ‘deepening’, underlining that the EFTA 
countries were ‘attracted … by the prospect of enjoy
ing the benefits of a frontierfree market’, while the 
Community was, in fact, ‘a frontierfree economic 
and social area on the way to becoming a political 

(1) Willy De Clercq quoted in ‘EFTA warned on EEC free trade’, The 
 Guardian, 2 February 1988, p. 23.

(2) An early statement to this effect: Commission press release MEMO/88/66, 
2 May 1988: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_MEMO8866_en.htm

(3) Rye, ‘Integration from the outside’, p. 204.
(4) Highlighted, for example, in Commissioner Willy De Clercq’s statements 

during a meeting with EFTA ministers in Geneva in November 1988: 
Speech by De Clercq at the Commission/EFTA Ministerial Meeting, 
 Geneva, 29 November 1988 (Commission press release Speech/88/96).

union entailing closer cooperation on foreign policy 
and security’ (5).

Delors was right. For most EFTA members the EEA 
proposal offered what they wanted the most — full 
access to the internal market — and they were quick 
to pick up the ball: formal EEA negotiations began 
in June 1990. The only major bump in the EEA 
road was the 1991 Court of Justice of the European 
Communities (CJEC) ruling that a joint EEA court 
would be incompatible with the treaty as it would 
undermine the autonomy of the EC legal order, as 
EEA court interpretations might taint future CJEC 
interpretations of internal EC law  (6). Apart from 
that, with the EEA Agreement the EFTA members 
meticulously adopted large swathes of the acquis in 
exchange for market access — a unique form, as it 
turned out, of preaccession preparation.

For by the time the EEA finally came into force, 
on 1 January 1994, negotiations for the full mem
bership of four EFTA members (Norway, Austria, 
Finland and Sweden) were all but complete. Delors’s 
EEA initiative had failed to stave off enlargement 
applications; it had instead become a waiting, or 
rather preparation, room for keen applicants. As 
Nikolaus van der Pas recalls:

‘The peculiarity of the EEA Agreement is 
that the EFTA countries must apply all EU 
rules without having a say in the making of 
them. That privilege was, and is, reserved 
for full Member States. Membership was 
still a bridge too far for neutral Sweden and 
Finland. But Austria, even while the EEA 
negotiations were still going on, had already 
declared that it would go for full 
membership. What was the point of having 
to apply all the rules, without a say in their 
formulation? It was only a matter of time for 

(5) ‘198889 Session  — Report of proceedings from 16 to 20  January 1989’, 
Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the 
European Parliament, No 2373, p. 76.

(6) Cremona, M., ‘Enlargement as foreign policy: a research agenda’, in Ikono
mou, Andry and Byberg, European enlargement across rounds and beyond 
borders, pp. 4546.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-88-66_en.htm
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Sweden and Finland to follow the Austrian 
example … So, in a way, the EEA, or the 
impossibility of co-decision [between EFTA 
and the EC, something Delors had at some 
stage suggested], triggered the accession 
negotiations’ (1).

However, changes in the political landscape also 
made membership an easier option. As Eric Hayes, 
deputy head (then head) of unit for relations with 
EFTA countries in DG I (19881993), writes: ‘the 
real driver of events was the rapidly changing geo 
political situation in Europe: the fall of the Ber
lin Wall in November 1989, the reunification of 
Germany in October 1990, the dissolution of the 
Warsaw Pact in February 1991 and, finally, the dis
integration of the Soviet Union itself in December 
1991’ (2).

Austria in particular responded to the new signals 
emerging from Moscow under Gorbachev from 
1986/1987 onwards. Not only was the Soviet Union 
less critical of the EC, but the Comecon itself also 
sought deeper cooperation with the Community 
in 1988. Austria saw a way out of its political mar
ginalisation in international relations, and  began, 
from 1987 onwards, a second Alleingang to Brussels 
(the first one having taken place between 1963 and 
1967) (3). Thus the first peculiarity of the EFTA en
largement — the EEA Agreement — was overtaken 
by the other main features  — the rapid transfor
mation of the applicants’ concept of neutrality, the 
EC/EU’s foreignpolicy aspirations and the entire 
geopolitical context.

(1) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 19.
(2) Hayes, E., ‘From Cold War to common currency — A personal perspective 

on Finland and the EU’, Finnish Foreign Policy Papers, No 1, The Finnish 
Institute of International Affairs, Helsinki, 2011, p. 21.

(3) Gehler, M., Der lange Weg nach Europa: Österreich vom Ende der Monarchie 
bis zur EU, Vol. 1: ‘Darstellung’, Studien Verlag, Innsbruck, 2002.

Reconciling changing notions of 
neutrality with a common foreign and 
security policy in the making

Although the Austrians applied for membership on 
14 July 1989, and the application was submitted on 
17 July, enlargement was not an issue for the Com
munity for several years. Prompted by the Turkish 
application of 1987 and the imminent prospect of 
an Austrian request to join, the Commission made 
it clear — at the socalled Corsendonck seminar — 
that ‘as regards the dialectic between enlargement 
and building on existing structures … priority must 
be given to the latter’ (4). The Council, for its part, 
avoided the subject entirely until the Maastricht 
European Council of December 1991. This was 
understandable: quite apart from the massive geo
political changes under way, the European Council, 
at its Madrid meeting, had decided to launch the 
first stage of economic and monetary union, based 
on the work done by the Delors Committee, and to 
prepare an intergovernmental conference to discuss 
the subsequent stages.

Moreover, EEA talks were ongoing; closer relations 
were being developed with the central and east 
Euro pean countries and there was a need to develop 
the association agreements with Cyprus, Malta and 
Turkey. This all meant that not only the DG for 
External Relations but also large parts of the rest 
of the Commission were bogged down with work. 
The Commission therefore took its time, exploring 
technical issues and exchanging memos with Aus
trian officials, until the opportune moment arrived.

The Swedish application for membership,  however, 
thoroughly overturned the Commission’s neat 
timetable of events. On 26  October, 4  months 
before the opening of the EEA negotiations and 
3  weeks after the reunification of Germany, the 
Swedish government announced its intention of 

(4) Commission press release MEMO/88/66, 2 May 1988.
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applying for membership of the EC; the appli
cation itself was submitted on 1  July 1991. It was 
clear from the very outset that this would spark 
further membership applications from the remain
ing EFTA members. The application(s) meant that 
the Commission had to consider several decisions 
of principle: should the EC complete its institu
tional reforms, particularly securing more qualified 
majority voting, before new members could be ad
mitted? Should it work towards a solution whereby 
the first two applicants — Austria and Sweden — 
would be admitted, while later applicants would 
have to wait? And how would they address the issue 
of the applicants’ neutrality given the existence of a 
new CFSP? 

When, at the December 1991 European Council 
Meeting in Maastricht, which endorsed the draft 
Treaty on European Union, the Member States first 
discussed the prospect of enlargement, it soon be
came clear that opinions diverged dramatically. The 
sensible solution was, therefore, simply to take note 
of the applications and pass the ball to the Com
mission, which was instructed to produce, by June 
1992, a report on the implications of enlargement 
on the future development of the EU. Work on the 

report, initiated in early 1992, was, in the words 
of Hayes, ‘a major collegiate effort, based on in
depth studies of each of the applicant or potential 
applicant countries, spearheaded by a Task Force 
specially set up for the purpose under the overall 
leadership of VicePresident Frans Andriessen, and 
involving substantial contributions from almost 
every Commission department’ (1).

It was in this context, and particularly following 
the Finnish government’s decision to apply, on 
27 February 1992 (submitted in late March), that 
the issue of neutrality became a priority. From the 
Commission’s perspective the question was, first, 
whether Austria, Finland and Sweden could accept 
the  acquis communautaire, the political objectives 
and everything that would be decided at or result 
from Maastricht. Second, and more importantly, as 
Graham Avery, soontobe director in the Enlarge
ment Task Force (19931994), noted early in 1992: 
‘the important question concerns the Community 
itself: how great is the risk that new members who 

(1) Hayes, ‘From Cold War to common currency’, p. 29. This was, of course, in 
addition to the individual opinions produced by the Commission on each 
applicant country.

In 1991 certain central and east European countries and members of the European Free Trade Association prepared to start the process 
leading to accession to the European Community. Even though it was one of the signatories to the 1992 Agreement on the European 

Economic Area, Switzerland decided, in the end, not to ratify it following the negative outcome of a referendum on the issue.
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are, or have been, “neutral” will block progress 
 towards European security and defence policies? 
Whatever lipservice may be paid before accession, 
will they revert to traditional attitudes, and frus
trate the development of the Union in this respect? 
This is an extraordinarily difficult judgement to 
make, for it depends on a series of political factors 
which are  interlinked and hazardous to predict’ (1).

The impact of the rapid and deep geopolitical 
changes of the late 1980s and early 1990s can be 
seen clearly in the Commission’s opinions on the 
Austrian (31 July 1991), Swedish (31 July 1992) and 
Finnish (4 November 1992) applications for mem
bership, and especially in those passages concerning 
the issue of neutrality. The Commission’s opinion 
on Austria’s application contained the most reser
vations, as Austria’s neutrality was enshrined in a 
 constitutional law and explicitly referred to in the 
application. Most importantly, the Commission was 
obliged to express its views at a time when the future 
state of Europe (and the world) was still in flux. In 
fact, the Commission opinion on Austria’s applica
tion explicitly stated that it did not accept the idea 
of Austria being exempted from certain obligations 
of the EU Treaty due to its neutrality, while at the 
same time it noted that ‘political deliberations on 
this matter will also have to take account, however, 
of the changes in the meaning of the very concept of 
neutrality in the European context, in the wake of 
the events in Central and Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union since late 1989, and also of current de
velopments in Austria itself in this connection’ (2). 
This was a correct assessment. The Austrian ‘break’ 
with neutrality did not come in 1989, but gradually, 
and only de facto, from 1992/1993 onwards. Until 
the very end of negotiations, due to both constitu
tional and domestic considerations, Austria would 
maintain that ‘there is no contradiction between 

(1) HAEU, Graham J. L. Avery Fonds (GJLA) 268, ‘Note for Mr Burghardt, 
“Enlargement of the EC and neutrality”’, Brussels, 24 February 1992.

(2) ‘The challenge of enlargement — Commission opinion on Austria’s appli
cation for membership’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, 
No 4, 1992. 

the obligations of an EU Member State and the key 
elements of neutrality, and Austria will therefore 
join the European Union as a neutral state’ (3).

Unlike Austria, Sweden made no specific reference 
to ‘neutrality’ in its application, although it intend
ed to maintain its traditional policy and, particu
larly, reserved its position with respect to possible 
defence options  (4). During the autumn of 1991, 
however, Swedish Prime Minister Carl Bildt re
phrased Swedish neutrality so as to enable full par
ticipation in the CFSP (as would Austria also). As 
Hayes notes, both Bildt’s statement and that made 
by Austria were ‘visibly somewhat ahead of domes
tic public opinion’, but the Commission did not 
want to make an issue out of it. ‘A certain amount 
of fudge was necessary to keep the show on the road 
while geopolitical developments in Europe took 
their course and the likely future evolution of the 
FSP became clearer.’ The August 1992 opinion on 
Sweden’s application was thus markedly more pos
itive (and detailed) than the opinion on Austria (5).

By the time of the opinion on the Finnish appli
cation, late in 1992, most issues that could have 
caused trouble had been resolved, while the Finnish 
government, as a late applicant, could learn from 
and model itself on the statements and experiences 
of the Austrians and the Swedes. Accordingly, the 
Commission’s opinion was milder in tone than the 

(3) Document 11: BKA (GZ 405.707/68IV/5/94)/BMfAA (GZ 
220.500/244III.2/94) ‘Vortrag an den Ministerrat betrifft: Österre
ichEU: Beitrittsverhandlungen; Bericht der Bundesregierung an den 
Nationalrat sowie an den Bundesrat über das Ergebnis der Beitrittsver
handlungen’, 15  March 1994, Chapter  24, in Gehler, M., Der lange Weg 
nach Europa: Österreich vom Ende der Monarchie bis zur EU, Vol. 2: ‘Doku
mente’, Studien Verlag, Innsbruck, 2002, pp.  641643; interview with 
Manfred Scheich, 2 November 2016.

(4) Government declaration to the Swedish parliament, 14 June 1991.
(5) ‘The challenge of enlargement — Commission opinion on Sweden’s appli

cation for membership’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, 
No 5, 1992. It included Bildt’s statement of 4 October 1991 that the term 
‘policy of neutrality’ was no longer an adequate description of Sweden’s 
 policy, and that he preferred to speak of ‘Swedish foreign and security policy 
with a European identity’.
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previous two (while still referring to ‘specific and 
binding assurances’) (1).

As negotiations commenced in February 1993, the 
EU had made it clear that the CFSP and other new 
chapters introduced through the EU Treaty would 
be brought in only after the treaty had entered into 
force. This solution  — agreed at the Edinburgh 
Euro pean Council in December 1992  — meant 
that negotiations could begin early in 1993, even 
though Denmark had voted ‘no’ in the Maastricht 
referendum. It also meant that the issue of squar
ing the circle of CFSP and neutrality was postponed 

(1) ‘The challenge of enlargement — Commission opinion on Finland’s appli
cation for membership’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, 
No 6, 1992.

until November 1993, when the EU Treaty entered 
into force.

The first breakthrough in the negotiations, there
fore, came at a ministerial session in December 1993 
when, under the Belgian Presidency, the neutrality 
of the applicants was reconciled with the CFSP. 
When the issue was raised, and the EU presented a 
list of common actions, positions, declarations and 
the like that were seen as part of the CFSP (since 
this was not a formal part of the acquis), the appli
cants simply accepted everything on the list, lock, 
stock and barrel.

This did not, however, solve the issue of what the 
neutral countries would do once they were in, and 
matters were not helped by the absence of consen
sus on the CFSP among the Member States them
selves  (2). Nonetheless, the agreement was import
ant and symbolically significant, as it ‘cleared out 
of the way the question of “neutrality” soon after 
the EU Treaty came into force and it defused what 
might have become a troublesome subject for some 
of the applicant countries, if the negotiations had 
focused on it in too public and protracted a way’. 
Regarding the latter, the choice of procedure played 
a part. Although Austria, Finland and Sweden each 
had their distinct form of neutrality, and Norway, 
the fourth applicant, was not neutral at all, the 
presi dency presented a joint declaration, identical 
for all, that did not, in fact, mention the word neu
trality (3). The declaration was the result of patient 
efforts by the presidency and Coreper (the Perma
nent Representatives Committee), in close contact 
with the applicant countries, and was intentionally 
collective and vague, according to Avery, so as not 
to single out Austria publicly. The joint declaration, 
adhered to by both Member States and candidate 
countries, confirmed that they would all abide by 

(2) Hayes, ‘From Cold War to common currency’, p. 49.
(3) Avery, G., ‘The Commission’s perspective on the EFTA accession negoti

ations’, SEI Working Paper, No  12, Sussex European Institute, Brighton, 
1995, p. 5.

In 1992 the Commission published a series of opinions on the 
applications for membership of Austria, Finland and Sweden.
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the current CFSP acquis, and was appended to the 
Final Act of the Accession Treaty (1). This was how 
a potentially explosive  issue fizzled out  — a testa
ment to how far things had moved on since Austria 
had submitted its application.

Smooth negotiations and minor hiccups

In the end there proved to be few potentially 
 insurmountable differences between the EU and 
the applicant countries. For all the EFTA members 
the fact that many of the issues had been resolved 
already by the EEA negotiations meant that most 
chapters could be ticked off rather quickly. The EU 
was aiming to complete the negotiations in February 
1994, so that the applicants could join by 1 January 
1995. This choice was partly determined by the fact 
that it would allow the European Parliament in of
fice to vote before the elections in June 1994. In any 
case it created a certain pressure to reach agreement 
on the issues still outstanding in January 1994.

The three biggest problems were agriculture, par
ticularly transitional periods and aid for Nordic 
agri culture; structural and regional policy and 
the new ‘Objective 6’ for the Nordic regions; and 
budgetary issues, particularly demands from Aus
tria and Sweden for a phasing in of contributions 
to the common budget. There were two additional 
problems specific to Austria: the transit of heavy 
lorries and second homes for foreigners. The EU set 
its priorities. It would first conclude the outstand
ing chapters with Finland and Sweden — the least 
troublesome applicants  — to create momentum 
(and pressure) for the other applicants (Norway and 
Austria).

(1) Joint Declaration on common foreign and security policy annexed to 
the  Final Act concerning the conditions of accession of the Kingdom of 
 Norway, the Republic of Austria, the Republic of Finland and the  Kingdom 
of Sweden and the adjustments to the Treaties on which the European 
 Union is founded (OJ C 241, 29.8.1994, p. 371).

In the case of Finland the challenge was to find the 
right way to help farmers directly, to compensate 
for the lower EU agricultural prices and climatic 
differences. The Finnish officials knew that any per
manent exception from the common agricultural 
policy (CAP) would break with one of the funda
mental principles of the EU, namely that any dero
gation from the acquis communautaire could only 
be an adjustment of a temporary nature. They there
fore tried to solve this problem by approaching it as 
a way of making the CAP work under special cir
cumstances. The task at hand was therefore to find 
technical solutions regarding EU support measures, 
levels of national support and transitional measures 
that would — with time — make the CAP a success 
for Finnish farmers. 

Commission officials prepared the ground before 
official negotiations began, with months of infor
mal and technical discussions with their Finnish 
counterparts (2). Though the Commission could see 
the reasons for many of the suggested Finnish ad
aptations, it could not — together with most Mem
ber States — agree to a gradual price alignment for 
agricultural products. In a November 1993 memo
randum the Commission stated that this would be 
impossible to implement without extensive border 
controls  (3). As the Enlargement Task Force sum
marised in April 1994: ‘The Union insisted that, 
in view of the single market, and the need to avoid 
border controls for trade between member states in 
the enlarged Union, the acceding countries should 
adopt common agricultural prices immediately on 
accession, without a progressive adaptation of prices 
(accompanied by charges on trade between mem
bers) as was the case in previous enlargements. The 
acceptance of this principle by Norway, Austria and 

(2) Hayes, ‘From Cold War to common currency’, p. 68.
(3) On the other hand, agricultural experts within the Commission itself, 

working under the Commissioner for Agriculture, thought, until the very 
end, that the idea of an immediate adoption of common prices should and 
would be rejected ‘in favour of the “traditional” technique of progressive 
alignment of price support with protection of the borders between old and 
new Member States’: Avery, ‘The Commission’s perspective on the EFTA 
accession negotiations’, p. 3.
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Finland was a key stage in the final round of nego
tiations’ (1).

In the case of Sweden the question was ‘how to re
solve the last few remaining problems while avoid
ing (or limiting) concessions on its demand for 
“phasingin” of its budgetary contribution’. The 
Commission feared, as did the presidency, that such 
concessions could put budgetary contributions on 
the agenda of not only the other applicants, but also 
of the EU Member States (2). The only other  major 
difference of opinion in the Swedish case arose when 
the Swedish government sought an optout from 
the third phase of economic and monetary union. 

(1) HAEU, GJLA 128, ‘Summary of the results of the negotiations on the 
 Accession of Austria, Sweden, Finland and Norway to the European 
 Union’, Brussels, 26 April 1994. 

(2) Avery, ‘The Commission’s perspective on the EFTA accession negotiations’, 
pp. 78.

This the EU could not agree to, although Sweden 
would eventually find its own way of not joining the 
euro (3). 

The Commission was crucial in finding a way to 
‘cofinance’, from the EU budget, the compensatory 
direct aids to farmers, without disgruntling Mem
ber States (particularly Germany and the United 
Kingdom). This, however, only helped Norway, 
Austria and Finland, where farmers faced a decline 
in agricultural price support upon membership, 
and not Sweden. Once again, as Avery recalls, the 
Commission was decisive: ‘The Commission’s ele
gant solution to this problem was to devise a “lump

(3) Gussarson, M., ‘Combining dependence with distance: Sweden’, in Kaiser, 
W. and Elvert, J. (eds), European Union enlargement: A comparative history, 
‘Routledge Advances in European Politics’ collection, No 18, Routledge, 
London, 2004, pp. 181200.

Christiane Scrivener (centre), Commissioner responsible for Taxation and Customs Union, welcomed Bo Lundgren (left), Swedish Minister  
for Fiscal and Financial Affairs, to the European Commission on 26 November 1991.
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sum” payment to each of the applicant countries 
from the agricultural section of the budget  — an 
“agrobudget ary package” over the first four years of 
membership. It was described as “degressive” com
pensation towards the costs for Austria, Norway 
and Finland of adjusting to agricultural prices, as 
well as the “adjustment effort already undertaken 
by Sweden”. In other words, Sweden was to be com
pensated for the adjustment of prices which it had 
effected before accession — an unexpected conces
sion on the part of the Union. It solved the prob
lems both of agricultural transition and of Sweden’s 
budgetary request — with the added attraction in 
the latter case that the payments of Sweden into the 
budget would be made from the outset according to 
the normal rules, since the adjustment of its net con
tribution would be effected by means of temporarily 
higher receipts’ (1).

It was then Austria’s turn. The Commission’s pos
ition was that the agreements with Finland and Swe
den would put pressure on the Austrian negotiators, 
as they had to pick their battles carefully (their main 
outstanding problems being transit, agri culture and 
second homes).

On agriculture, Austria was faced with something 
close to a fait accompli. The negotiations were tough. 
Austrian Foreign Minister Alois Mock recalled that 
the government seriously contemplated breaking 
them off, but finally an agreement was reached simi
lar to that already concluded by the EU with Fin
land and Sweden (2). Now that Austria had fallen in 
line with the other applicants on agriculture, and a 
transitional solution on secondary residences was in 
sight, the remaining issue was transit.

(1) Avery, ‘The Commission’s perspective on the EFTA accession negotiations’, 
p. 8; interview with Franz Fischler, 9 February 2016.

(2) Mock, A. and Vytiska, H., Heimat Europa: der Countdown von Wien nach 
Brüssel, Edition S, Vienna, 1994, p.  190; interview with Franz Fischler, 
9 February 2016.

On 1 March, in overtime now, the EU and Austria 
locked horns on the transit question  (3). The first 
hiccup came when the Belgian minister and the 
Austrians reached an agreement in parallel to the 
main negotiations that proved to be unacceptable to 
the rest of the Council. The proposal was for a tran
sitional period made up of three stages (3 × 3 years) 
whereby the movement of heavy transport through 
Austrian territory would be limited using its so
called ecopoints system. The problem was how 
the EU (with Austria as a member) should decide 
to move from one stage to the next. For a while it 
looked as if Austria — the first of the four countries 
to apply for membership  — would have to post
pone accession. Late in the evening, as pressure on 
both sides grew, the EU engineered a ‘masterpiece 
of procedural ingenuity’: the shift from the second 
to the third stage would be based upon a scientific 
study assessing whether the aim of the transit policy 
was reached (reduction of pollution by heavy lorries 
by 60 %). If such reductions were not yet achieved, 
the Council could adopt arrangements ensuring 
corresponding protection, by qualified majority. If 
no agreement was reached the transitional period 
would be extended for the final 3 years as well.

After an 80hour negotiation marathon  — the 
clock having been ‘stopped’ for 20 hours, and with 
the Finnish and Swedish negotiations already fin
ished  — Austrian Foreign Minister Mock, un
shaven and under severe strain from the ordeal, was 
able to announce a positive outcome  (4). The EU 
and Norway continued negotiations a while longer, 
landing  — after heavy German legwork  — a deal 
on fisheries. On 30  March 1994 accession negoti
ations with Norway, Austria, Finland and Sweden 
were concluded. The accession treaties were signed 
on 25  June. The last remaining obstacle was the 
referendum held in each applicant country. In Aus
tria 66.6 % voted in favour of membership (12 June 

(3) On the transit question, see interviews with Jürgen Erdmenger, 26  May 
2016; and Heinz Hilbrecht, 24 May 2017.

(4) Interview with Manfred Scheich, 2 November 2016.
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1994); in Finland 56.9 % voted in favour (16  Oc
tober 1994); in Sweden 52.8 % voted in favour 
(13 November 1994); while Norway, for the second 
time, voted against membership (47.8 % in favour, 
28 November 1994). Austria, Finland and Sweden 
joined the EU on 1 January 1995. 

Task force

As enlargement negotiations commenced in 
1993, an Enlargement Task Force, headed by 
Director-General Steffen Smidt, was set up. 
Graham Avery recounts the structural set-up 
and some of the inherent weaknesses of having 
a temporary ‘task force’:

‘Later, in 1993-94, I was a Director in the Task 
Force for Enlargement headed by Director-
General Steffen Smidt, dealing with the four 
EFTA candidate countries. There were four 
Directors, and each Director had two “hats”. One 
was the geographical hat — in my case 
Austria — and that was the hat for external use. 
The second was the internal hat, the “thematic” 
hat, for the four Directors divided between them 
the “thematic questions” common to all four 
negotiations. Effectively, that hat was more 
important. In these accession negotiations the 
EFTA candidate countries were the least of our 
problems. The most difficult problem was to 
convince the Directorates-General of the 
Commission, and then the Member States, to 
agree coordinated positions on the various areas 
of policy … It’s an interesting fact that up until 
the EFTA enlargement, this important field of 
activity was handled temporarily by task forces. 
The title “task force” implies temporary. It was 
only with the Central and Eastern Europeans 
that finally a Directorate-General was created 
for Enlargement. The Task Force approach was 
not very smart, because it meant that this group 
of people, when their job was finished and the 
accession treaty was signed, was dispersed, and 
their collective memory destroyed’ (1).

(1) Interview with Graham Avery, 22 March 2016, pp. 2526.

Concluding remarks —  
the Commission’s role

‘What is the Commission’s role in this?’, asked 
Graham Avery in a 1995 working paper on the 
EFTA enlargement. The Commission was not the 
negotiator, as this was, formally speaking, the task 
of the presidency of the Council, but these ‘for
mal rules for accession negotiations do not mean 
that the Commission’s role is merely technical, or 
that it has no influence in guiding negotiations’. 
Avery highlighted three aspects of the Commis
sion’s influence. First, the Commission had the 
right of proposal in matters of Community com
petence, which obviously shaped how the presi
dency would present and negotiate common pos
itions. Second, the Commission was instructed at 
times by the Council to ‘explore possible solutions 
to specific problems with the applicant countries, 
when there seems to be an impasse in the negoti
ations’. The Commission was particularly suited 
to solving problems of a technical nature. Third, 
the Commission often acted visàvis the applicant 
countries as what Avery called ‘the friend who tells 
the truth’. This could be seen as an essentially dip
lomatic role, in which the Commission sought to 
take into account the interests of both the EC/
EU and the applicant countries. In this light the 
Commission’s opinion on the applicant countries 
was a diplomatic instrument meant to prepare the 
ground for an understanding between the negoti
ating parties (2).

Reviewing the Commission’s role in the EFTA 
 enlargement, three traits become apparent. First, in 
the case of the EEA, the timing of the opening of ne
gotiations and the handling of the issue of neutral
ity, the Commission worked, with a great degree of 
success, to ensure that the EC reform processes and 
new EU policies would come before enlargement. 
Second, the Commission functioned both as a hub 

(2) Avery, ‘The Commission’s perspective on the EFTA accession negotiations’, 
p. 2.
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of expertise for the EU side in the negoti ations and 
as a dumping ground for difficult issues that needed 
to be postponed. The Member States’ nonengage
ment with the neutrality issue, while waiting for a 
report from the Commission, is a good example of 
this latter role. This turned out to be a sound nego
tiating strategy: sometimes time is all that is needed. 
Third, its role as an informal interlocutor prior to 

or during negotiations was crucial in preparing the 
ground for later compromises.

Haakon A. Ikonomou
Michael Gehler

The acts of accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden were signed at the Corfu European Council on 24 and 25 June 1994. 
Signature of Finland’s Act of Accession to the European Union. From left to right at the table: Veli Sundbäck, Secretary of State at the 

Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Pertti Salolainen, Finnish Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Trade; Esko Aho, Finnish Prime 
Minister; and Heikki Haavisto, Finnish Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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20.3. The opening of 
accession negotiations 
with the countries of 
central and eastern 
Europe

The fall of the socialist regimes

‘After Maastricht, the EC must prepare for an ex
pansion from 12 to 24 or 30 members,’ declared 
Jacques Delors on 13 October 1991 (1). The growing 
queue of applicant countries was an eloquent testi
mony to the success and attractiveness of the EC, 
but also a substantial challenge for the Commu
nity’s identity, institutional structure and decision 
making. Between June and December 1988, before 
the collapse of the European socialist regimes, the 
EC had signed a joint declaration on mutual rec
ognition and cooperation with the Comecon, 
concluded trade and cooperation agreements with 
Hungary, Poland and the Soviet Union and opened 
negotiations with the other countries. Starting with 
free elections in Pol and in June 1989, regime change 
soon swept across eastern Europe, peaking with the 
fall of the Berlin Wall in November; by summer 
1990 democratically elected governments were in 
place everywhere. Unsurprisingly, the central and 
east European countries (CEECs) were eager to join 
NATO (the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation) 
and the EC, to consolidate their departure from the 
Soviet sphere of influence. As early as June 1989 the 
Madrid European Council stated its determination 
to actively encourage regime transition in the East. 
This was reflected in actions at the multilateral and 
EC levels.

During the G7 (2) Paris Summit on 1416 July 1989 
Commission President Jacques Delors confirmed 

(1) Der Spiegel, 13 October 1991.
(2) Group of Seven leading industrialised nations: Canada, France, Germany, 

Italy, Japan, United Kingdom, United States.

the Commission’s readiness to support reforms in 
Hungary and Poland and received open backing 
from Canadian Prime Minister Brian Mulroney 
and US President George H. W. Bush (3). The West
ern leaders agreed to work with other countries and 
international institutions, and gave the European 
Commission a mandate to propose initiatives and 
coordinate the international aid effort  (4). This re
sulted in the setting up of the G24 (Intergovern
mental Group of Twentyfour on International 
Monetary Affairs), a group of officials seconded 
from Organisation for Economic Cooperation 
and Development countries to coordinate support 
 under the leadership of the European Commission 
(Commission VicePresident and DG II Commis
sioner Henning Christophersen more  specifically). 
To facilitate the implementation of the aid the 
Commission opened delegations in Budapest and 
Warsaw in early 1990 (5).

The Commission joined the Parliament in believing 
that the task ahead was ‘nothing more than laying 
the foundations of the new international order, that 
of the 21st century’ (6), and that it would be a risky 
move if Europe, facing the ‘greatest historical, polit
ical and cultural happening, put petty trade consid
erations first and failed to grasp the concrete oppor
tunity for a new era with new roads opening up’ (7). 
Equally strong was the narrative of these countries’ 
‘return to Europe’, as ‘by joining the EU, they came 
home’ (8). In addition to the psychological need to 
break with the communist past, the notion that 
the prospect of enlargement could serve as a sort of 

(3) Interview with Jacques Delors, 25 February 2016, p. 22.
(4) ‘3.2.3. Declaration on East–West relations’, Bulletin of the European Com-

munities, No  7/8, 1989. See also interviews with Nikolaus van der Pas, 
28 January 2016; and Jacques Lecomte, 9 May 2016.

(5) HAEU, DORIE  381, SEC(89)  1846/2, 23  October 1989, ‘Communica
tion from the President and Mr Andriessen and Mr Cardoso e Cunha on 
the “Hungary–Poland” task force’.

(6) Speech by JeanPierre Cot, 22  November 1989, in ‘198990 session  — 
 Report of proceedings from 20 to 24 November 1989’, Annex to the Official 
Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the European Parliament, 
No 3383, p. 161. 

(7) Speech by Luigi Colajanni, 22  November 1989, in ‘198990 session  — 
 Report of proceedings from 20 to 24 November 1989’, p. 166.

(8) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 17.
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compensation for political decisions taken during 
and after World War II was also gaining traction (1). 
The EC clearly felt responsible not only for ensur
ing the economic and political wellbeing of Poland, 
but also for protecting the security of its borders, 
following the West’s historic failure to prevent the 
invasion of Poland by Nazi Germany. It became 
clear how closely the border question was connected 
to the question of German reunification in debates 
on EC relations with Poland and East Germany (2).

The legacy of World War II also played a prominent 
role in relations with the Baltic states, since none 
of the EC Member States had legally recognised 
their incorporation into the Soviet Union. Espe
cially after Lithuania’s declaration of independence 
on 11 March 1990 and the violent intervention of 
the Soviet Army in January 1991, the idea that the 
Baltic states needed support gained ground (3). This 
was coupled with the recognition that the Baltic 
states had also been among the first to back Richard 
von CoudenhoveKalergi’s call for panEuropean 
union, which gave them a sort of ‘European birth
right’. Such arguments were sufficient to convince 
the 12 Member States to respond positively to the 
CEECs’ requests; they did not, however, guarantee 
that the EC’s welladvertised political desire to aid 
these countries would translate into swift accession. 
Debates arose from a widespread conviction that 
the current organisational forms of the Community 
were no longer adequate to cope with the new chal
lenges (4). The widening/deepening dilemma would 
persist throughout the 1990s, in different forms. 

(1) For example, President Santer’s speech in Prague on 4  April 1996: ‘The 
future enlargement of the European Union’; HAEU, François Lamoureux 
Fonds (FL) 531, working document GIE/1A/11, ‘Second revised version 
of the note of 25  September 1996 on increased preaccession assistance’, 
14 January 1997.

(2) See Chapter 20.1 ‘East Germany, the European Community and German 
reunification’; interview with Jürgen Schüler, 26 February 2016, pp. 4452.

(3) HAEU, Pier Virgilio Dastoli Fonds (PVD) 99, SEC(92) 957, 12 May 1992, 
‘Enlargement of the Community’; interview with Pierre Mirel, 21 October 
2016, p. 13.

(4) HAEU, PVD99, SEC(92)  1010, 14  May 1992, ‘Commission seminar of 
12 May 1992’. See also Chapter 7.2 ‘Preparations for the fifth enlargement 
of the European Union (20042007)’.

Initially the EC drafted a series of policy initiatives 
marked by differentiation and conditionality. At 
the end of 1989 the Commission proposed to the 
Council that several quotas on industrial goods be 
eliminated to facilitate these countries’ exports. De
spite strong lobbying from EC companies against 
this proposal, the Council eventually accepted 
most of the measures it contained. The Commis
sion also proposed a specific aid initiative, the Phare 

programme, approved by the European Council 
at Strasbourg in December 1989 and designed to 
assist the reform process in Hungary and Poland. 
Phare gave technical, economic and infrastruc
ture support to help beneficiary countries build a 
market econ omy, and later focused on the consoli
dation of demo cratic institutions and investment 
support. Operational in early 1990, it was extended 
to the  other east European countries within a year 
upon their showing moves towards reform, and was 
strongly supported by the European Parliament (5). 
One of the first Phare projects supported the  creation 

(5) Interview with Karen Fogg, 22 May 2017, p. 17.

In 1991 the cartoonist Walter Hanel depicted the collapse of the 
communist bloc and the pivot of the liberated countries of central 

and eastern Europe towards the rest of Europe.
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of professional associations: chambers of commerce, 
farmers’ associations and consumer associations. To 
do so the Commission fostered twinnings between 
Polish associations and the European Federation of 
Chambers of Commerce, farmers, etc. in order to 
structure the role of civilsociety organisations and 
‘to explain more easily than any officials would do 
the EU acquis communautaire’ (1).

In negotiating trade and cooperation agreements the 
Commission (2) differentiated between the eastern 
countries on political grounds; it suspended negoti
ations with Bulgaria from May 1989 to March 1990 
because of infringements of the rights of its Turk
ish minority, and slowed down negotiations with 
Romania as the latter proved hesitant to promote 
reforms  (3). These agreements were shortlived, as 
the socialist regimes soon fell. On 5 February 1990 
the Commission secured the Council’s support for 
studying the idea of association agreements, ‘which 
should provide a flexible and constructive frame
work, allowing solutions appropriate to the circum
stances of each country, and which would succeed 
the present cooperation agreements’ (4). Following 
the Commission’s proposal, on 28  April 1990 the 
extraordinary meeting of the European Council 
in Dublin authorised negotiations for association 
agreements, including an institutional framework 
for political dialogue, to be completed ‘as soon as 
possible on the understanding that the basic condi
tions with regard to democratic principles and tran
sition towards a market economy are fulfilled’ (5).

In August the Commission proposed to the Parlia
ment and the Council that exploratory talks  begin 
with those countries ‘giving practical evidence of 
their commitment to the rule of law, respect for 

(1) Interview with Pierre Mirel, 22 October 2016, p. 17.
(2) DG External Relations under Commissioner Frans Andriessen.
(3) Pinder, J., The European Community and eastern Europe, ‘Chatham House 

papers’ collection, Pinter, London, 1991, pp. 2333.
(4) Conclusions of the General Affairs Council, 5 February 1990, Bulletin of 

the European Communities, No 1/2, 1990, point 1.2.5.
(5) ‘Central and eastern Europe’, Bulletin of the European Communities, No 4, 

1990, point 1.8.

human rights, the establishment of multiparty 
systems, free and fair elections and economic liber
alisation with a view to introducing market econ
omies’  (6). The intent of these secondgeneration 
agreements was to reward those countries making 
significant progress towards democracy and a free 
market, and to encourage the others. A second aim 
was to boost investments by establishing a free trade 
area. Negotiations started in December only with 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland (7). Bulgaria 
followed in September 1991, and Romania in mid 
December. The Baltic states came later; by early 
1992 they had just signed their ‘firstgeneration’ 
trade and cooperation agreements.

The Commission was very keen to help the CEECs 
prepare well. For instance, the Polish government 
established an Office for European Integration as 
early as January 1991, and asked Alan Mayhew, 
at the time in the Forward Studies Unit, to act as 
economic adviser to Prime Minister Jan Krzysztof 
Bielecki on the Polish association agreement. 
 Mayhew was given permission to do so during 
19911992 (8). 

Pre-accession strategy

The EC concluded the ambitious Europe (associ
ation) agreements with Czechoslovakia, Hungary 
and Poland in December 1991, with Romania and 
Bulgaria in November and December 1992 respect
ively and with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in June 
1995. The Commission negotiated with the three 
Baltic states together, even though they were very dif
ferent. It was easy to negotiate with them, especially 
with the Lithuanians, who ‘having just freed them
selves from the Soviet yoke …  needed an  agreement 

(6) HAEC, BAC 44/2004/209, COM(90) 398 final, 27 August 1990, ‘Associ
ation agreements with the countries of central and eastern Europe: a general 
outline’.

(7) Ibid. See also interviews with Daniel Guggenbühl, 3  August 2016; and 
Georges Rencki, 4 April 2016.

(8) Interview with Alan Mayhew, 22 September 2016, and CV.
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with the EU … [T]he detail was less import ant than 
the fact of reaching an  agreement’ (1).

The Europe agreements covered political and eco
nomic relations. Their wide scope meant that 
DG  IA’s Task Force for Association Agreements, 
led by Mayhew from 1992, operated in close contact 
with several DGs (2). It also had to deal with Mem
ber States imposing red lines while continually be
ing lobbied by businesses (3). Since many Euro pean 
companies feared that competition from CEECs 
would kill their own industry, the Commission 
had ‘many meetings and contacts [with them] to 
try to understand their position and to diffuse their 

(1) Interview with Alan Mayhew, 22 September 2016, p. 13.
(2) After 1992 DG IA was created to deal with external political relations and 

the CFSP. 
(3) Interview with Alan Mayhew, 22 September 2016, pp. 15 and 20.

 worries’. There were also meetings with the Euro
pean Trade Union Confederation  (4). In summer 
1991 farming organisations’ effective opposition to 
concessions on meat products even brought negoti
ations with the central European countries close to 
breakdown (5).

Negotiations became tense when it was time to dis
cuss trade details, with Poland vocally complaining 
about scant access to the EC market  (6). Agricul
ture, which ‘was well protected in the EU’, gave rise 

(4) Interview with Pierre Mirel, 21 October 2016, pp. 910.
(5) Committee of Professional Agricultural Organisations and General Con

federation of Agricultural Cooperatives in the European Union. On the 
negotiation and contents of the association agreements see Smith, K. E., The 
making of EU foreign policy — The case of eastern Europe, second edition, 
Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2004, pp. 91102.

(6) HAEU, FL527, document DG IA/VF D(96), ‘Draft public document on 
enlargement’, 11 June 1996.

Václav Havel (left), President of Czechoslovakia, was received by Commission President Jacques Delors (second from right)  
at the Commission on 20 March 1991.
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to ‘serious discussions’  (1). Yet the task force never 
had the feeling that any of the CEECs would pull 
out (2). The central Europeans worried that their in
dustry would be unable to compete with EC indus
try, so they were keen to establish transition periods 
to allow their industry to become more competitive. 
That concern disappeared with the rush of foreign 
investment from the EU, first to Hungary, which 
had in any case been the most open country, and 
then to Poland immediately after the association 
agreement was concluded (3).

Europe agreements established free trade in indus
trial goods after a transitional period with asym
metrical tariff reductions favouring the CEECs; 
there were special arrangements for agriculture, tex
tiles and steel. Free movement of workers was left to 

(1) Interview with Alan Mayhew, 22 September 2016, p. 20.
(2) Ibid.
(3) Ibid., p. 21; and interview with Pierre Mirel, 21 October 2016, pp. 1718.

Member States’ policies and decisions. A most im
portant provision required that within 35 years the 
CEECs should make their competition policy and 
State aid legislation compatible with that of the EC. 
Their membership obligations would be  assessed 
by examining progress in the approximation of 
 internal market legislation (4). 

The CEECs made no secret of their ultimate desire 
for EC membership and, unsurprisingly, were dis
appointed in the wording on future membership 
contained in their respective Europe agreements. 
They ‘were pushing all of the time for more ac
knowledgement that they could at some stage apply 
for accession’, but the preamble to the agreement 
recognised accession as their longterm aim, not as 
one shared by the EC  (5). By the end of 1992 the 

(4) Nuttall, S.  J., European foreign policy, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 
2000, pp. 9091.

(5) Interview with Alan Mayhew, 22 September 2016, p. 19.

Three association agreements were concluded in 1991, with Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland.  
Signature of the agreement with Hungary, in the presence of Leszek Balcerowicz, József Antall, Hans van den Broek, Frans Andriessen and 

Marián Čalfa (seated, from left to right).
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EC had several ideas about how to cope with the 
prospect of enlargement, but did not have a coher
ent strategy in place or specific steps for moving to
wards membership in the near future. Difficulties 
in implementing the Europe agreements, the rise of 
protectionist forces in the CEECs and the emerging 
link between membership and internal stability put 
pressure on EC officials to speed up the enlargement 
procedure  (1). An important factor in persuading 
the EU to avoid further delays was the wars in the 
Balkan region, the fear of spillover and the failure of 
the Community to mitigate that conflict  (2). This 
seemed to confirm the belief that the EU could ‘pro
mote stability through adherence to the common 
norms of an international civil society rather than 
through Realpolitik and the balance of power’  (3), 
and rendered the promise of enlargement the only 
effective means by which the EU could play a role 
in transforming the economic and political systems 
of aspirant countries. Quite often, discussions on 
enlargement did not revolve around the question of 
‘can we afford to take in the CEEC countries?’ but 
rather ‘can we afford to leave them out?’

The Commission had to ensure that the geopolit
ical and normative imperatives behind the push for 
enlargement would not jeopardise the European 
integration project. In June 1993, bearing in mind 
the lessons of the southern European enlargement, 
the Copenhagen European Council agreed ‘that the 
associated countries in Central and Eastern Europe 
that so desire shall become members of the Euro
pean Union. Accession will take place as soon as an 
associated country is able to assume the obligations 
of membership by satisfying the economic and pol
itical conditions required.’ In other words, it intro
duced and institutionalised the criteria for mem
bership: the stability of institutions guaranteeing 

(1) HAEU, FL527, document DG IA/VF D(96); HAEU, PVD99, 
SEC(92) 1010.

(2) Skålnes, L.  S., ‘Geopolitics and the eastern enlargement of the European 
Union’, in Schimmelfennig, F. and Sedelmeier, U. (eds), The politics of the 
European Union enlargement — Theoretical approaches, ‘Routledge Advan
ces in European Politics’ collection, No 30, Routledge, Abingdon, 2005. 

(3) ‘A new kind of alliance?’, The Economist, 1 June 1996, p. 21.

democracy; the rule of law; human rights; respect 
for and protection of minorities; the existence of a 
functioning market economy; and the capacity to 
cope with competitive pressures and market forces 
within the EU. The Copenhagen European Coun
cil also set a condition for the EU itself: ‘the Union’s 
capacity to absorb new members, while maintain
ing the momentum of European integration, is also 
an important consideration in the general interest 
of both the Union and the candidate’  (4). For the 
Commission it became imperative to propose en
largement policies that would guarantee the intern
al cohesion of the Union.

The push for institutional reform as an informal 
precondition for the accession talks was empha
sised at the Corfu European Council in June 1994, 
which concluded that ‘the institutional conditions 
for ensuring the prompt functioning of the Union 
must be created at the 1996 International Confer
ence’ (5). Along with the institutional arrangements 
to improve the EU’s absorption capacity, the Union, 
at the Essen European Council in December 1994, 
set out a comprehensive preaccession strategy. This 
was intended to prepare the associated countries for 
membership and to ensure that the necessary legis
lation and administrative and technical structures 
would be in place before accession.

Accession negotiations

Hungary and Poland applied for EU membership in 
1994, following the ratification of their associ ation 
agreements. All the other CEECs did the same by 
1996  (6). Preparation for accession became more 
difficult for CEECs after the completion of the 

(4) Presidency conclusions of the European Council in Copenhagen, 21 and 
22 June 1993: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21225/72921.pdf

(5) HAEU, FL527, document DG IA/VF D(96).
(6) Hungary on 31 March 1994, Poland on 8 April 1994, Romania on 22 June 

1995, Slovakia on 28  June 1995, Latvia on 13  October 1995, Estonia on 
28 November 1995, Lithuania on 11 December 1995, Bulgaria on 16 De
cember 1995, the Czech Republic on 23  January 1996 and Slovenia on 
10 June 1996.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21225/72921.pdf
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Community’s internal market and the ratification 
of the Maastricht Treaty establishing the European 
Union. The completion of the internal market was 
a complex and expensive undertaking even for the 
Member States, let alone for the candidate coun
tries preparing for accession, ‘adding another layer 
of new legislation to that occasioned by their own 
systemic reform’ (1).

In December 1995 the Madrid European Council 
reiterated that ‘enlargement is both a political ne
cessity and a historic opportunity for Europe’, and 
asked the Commission to produce opinions on the 
applications and review the financial aspects of en
largement and its impact on EU policies (2). It con
firmed the need to make sound preparations on the 
basis of the Copenhagen criteria for membership 
and in the context of the preaccession strategy 
defined in Essen, and referred also to the need ‘to 
create the conditions for the gradual, harmonious 
integration of the candidate countries particularly 
through the development of the market economy; 
the adjustment of their administrative structures; 
and the creation of a stable economic and monetary 
environment’ (3). It also highlighted that applicants 
must implement the acquis in an effective and effi
cient manner.

The Commission was very active in this regard. As 
the EU’s bookkeeper and honest broker it had the 
hard task of turning a highly political decision into 
a functioning reality. It set up an interservice group 
on enlargement under the chairmanship of Francois 
Lamoureux, Deputy DirectorGeneral of DG  IA. 
Within DG IA the work was coordinated by a small 
‘Enlargement Team’ under Françoise Gaudenzi and 
Graham Avery, which ran intensive consultations 

(1) Mayhew, A., ‘Enlargement of the European Union: an analysis of the nego
tiations with the central and eastern European candidate countries’, SEI 
Working Paper, No 39, Sussex European Institute, Brighton, 2000, pp. 89.

(2) HAEC, PECOBAC  267/1999/53, SEC(96)  85/3, 23  January 1996, 
‘Communication from Mr van den Broek on the enlargement of the Union: 
 followup to the Madrid European Council’.

(3) HAEU, Graham J. L. Avery Fonds (GJLA) 166, Memo/96/78, ‘Enlarge
ment: questions & answers’, 30 July 1996.

with at least 25 DGs and acted as ‘a sort of clearing 
house’ (4). DGs were asked to assess the 10 applicant 
countries according to a questionnaire and in a me
diumterm perspective of 5 years; in the case of the 
political criteria, however, the assessment was made 
based on the present situation — ‘if you don’t already 
fulfil the political criteria, you can’t enter accession 
negotiations’  (5). The emphasis was on object ivity, 
and Graham Avery, chief adviser on enlargement, 
echoed the Commission’s sense that it had a duty 
to offer fair and equal treatment to the candidate 
countries, admitting that ‘this was not the result 
of this scheme being imposed on us. It followed 
from their degree of preparation’ (6). Ultimately the 
Commission’s opinions on accession applications 
had to answer two broad questions ‘a) are the appli
cants ready to start accession negotiations?, b) is the 
Union ready to accept them as members?’  (7). The 
emphasis was on the inclusive and ‘evolutive’ nature 
of the enlargement process. The intention was to 
prepare an impartial and technical file with polit
ical recommendations, to allow the EC to decide 
whether or not to open negotiations (8). 

On 16 July 1997, in the Hemicycle chamber of the 
European Parliament, the President of the Commis
sion presented the individual opinions to the 10 am
bassadors of the applicant countries. The opinions, 
each of around 125 pages in 11 languages, reviewed 
in detail the political and economic situation of the 
applicants, offering a snapshot of the country’s state 
of preparation and a forecast of its future progress. 
Besides the ‘traditional elements’, the Commission 
made a ‘prospective’ judgement on the capacity of 
the country to apply the acquis, which inevitably 

(4) Interview with Graham Avery, 23 March 2016, pp. 6 and 8.
(5) Ibid., p. 8.
(6) Ibid., p. 9.
(7) HAEU, GJLA168, Interservice Group on Enlargement, ‘Papers from the 

working group on economic questions’, 7 March 1996.
(8) HAEC, PECOBAC 184/2000/163, doc. 8169/96 PECOS 81, ‘Transmis

sion note on the reports with the associated CEECs  — Report from the 
Council to the Florence European Council on activities during the first half 
of 1996’.
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included elements of uncertainty (1). The Commis
sion recommended opening accession negotiations 
with the Czech Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Hun
gary, Poland and Slovenia, which were referred to 
as the ‘Luxembourg group’ or ‘Six’. Among those 
not recommended, some, such as Bulgaria and Ro
mania, were not surprised, but others, such as Lat
via, were seriously taken aback. Avery explained to 
them that it was ‘not’ a ‘no’. The message was: ‘try 
harder’. A Lithuanian representative later admitted 
that the delay was ‘a strong impulse to be more ser
ious about the preparation’ (2).

At the same time the Commission was eager to 
develop a comprehensive approach from which no 
applicant was excluded and, most importantly, to 
give the required support to each and every appli
cant country. Hans van den Broek noted that ‘we 
never think in terms of “ins” and “outs” but rather 
of “ins” and “preins”, as with preparations for Eco
nomic and Monetary Union’ (3). Yet the vagueness 
of the Copenhagen criteria forced the Commission 
to gradually expand and specify the details of EU 
requirements, resulting in the publication, in sum
mer 1997, of Agenda 2000.

Agenda 2000 was a composite paper on enlarge
ment, which, along with the individual opinions, 
provided a ‘horizontal’ account of the issues raised 
by enlargement along with practical steps to re
inforce the preaccession strategy for all applicants. 
In its introduction it stated that ‘the Commis
sion’s task was unprecedented because the Copen
hagen criteria are broad in political and economic 
terms and go beyond the acquis communautaire 
(for example, assessing administrative and judicial 

(1) HAEU, GJLA180, 11049/97, ‘Report from the Coreper to the Council on 
enlargement: examination of the Commission opinions on applications for 
membership of the Union submitted by the associated countries of central 
and eastern Europe’, 30 September 1997.

(2) Interview with Graham Avery, 23 March 2016, p. 10.
(3) Speech/97/264, ‘Hans van den Broek, Member of the European Com

mission — The prospect for EU enlargement’, conference organised by the 
 International Press Institute on ‘The Future of Europe’, Brussels, 27  No
vember 1997: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH97264_
en.htm 

 capacity) and because the acquis itself has expanded 
considerably since previous enlargements’  (4). The 
Commission proposed a reinforced preaccession 
strategy that would offer all applicant countries 
‘practical support, irrespective of their current state 
of prepar ation or the date of the launch of negoti
ations, in  introducing the reforms entailed by ac
cession according to the priorities identified in the 
opinions’ (5).

(4) COM(97) 2000 final, 15 July 1997, Agenda 2000, Vol. I: ‘For a stronger and 
wider Union’, p. 42.

(5) Ibid., Vol. II: ‘The challenge of enlargement’, p. 2.

In 1995 François Lamoureux took over as head of DG IA and 
worked on relations with eastern Europe. He also chaired the 

interdepartmental group on enlargement from 1996. 
Drawing in the papers of François Lamoureux kept  

in the Historical Archives of the European Union. 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-97-264_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-97-264_en.htm
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Relations with the Council of Europe

The relationship between the European Economic 
Community (EEC) and the Council of Europe has been 
blighted by a ‘birth defect’. As the first European 
organisation aiming to unify the peoples of Europe, 
the Council of Europe, set up on 5 May 1949 in 
Strasbourg by 10 founding states, took a dim view of 
the new European organisation that was gradually 
taking shape, starting with the creation of the 
European Coal and Steel Community in 1952.

Relations between this ‘large Europe’ and the ‘small 
Europe’ of the six founding Member States of the 
EEC were therefore constantly wavering between 
competition and complementarity: initially they were 
in competition with each other until the EEC was 
actually set up in 1958, then the balance tilted 
towards complementarity between an economically 
oriented EEC and a Council of Europe focused on 
protecting basic values, before swinging back in 
favour of competition from 1973 when the United 
Kingdom, the main champion of the 
intergovernmental construction method, joined the 
EEC (1). From 1985, when the European Commission 
announced its plan for reforms widening the EEC’s 
powers to include new policies that lay within the 
Council of Europe’s sphere of action (such as the 
environment and research), the competition 
intensified. The Commission was then faced with 
requests from the Council of Europe to clarify their 
relationship.

While in theory these relations were governed by an 
exchange of letters carried out on 18 August 1959 
between the President of the European Commission, 
Walter Hallstein, and the Secretary-General of the 
Council of Europe, Lodovico Benvenuti, the 
arrangements provided for in that text went no 
further than requiring the two organisations to send 
each other their annual activity reports and to allow 
experts to be invited to each other’s working 
meetings (2). The Council of Europe therefore sought 
to put the relations on a much firmer footing. In 1982 
its Committee of Ministers presented a report, on 

(1) Wassenberg, B., ‘Les relations entre le Conseil de l’Europe et 
l’Union européenne: entre concurrence et coopération de 1949 
à nos jours’, in Berrod, F. and Wassenberg, B. (eds), Les rela-
tions entre le Conseil de l’Europe et l’Union européenne — Com-
plémentarité ou concurrence?, ‘Fare Cahiers’ collection, No 10, 
L’Harmattan, Paris, 2016, pp. 17-28.

(2) Kolb, M., The European Union and the Council of Europe, ‘ Palgrave 
Studies in European Union Politics’ collection,  Palgrave Macmil-
lan, Basingstoke, 2013, p. 37. 

behalf of the Austrian Foreign Minister, Willibald Pahr, 
proposing a kind of gentleman’s agreement that 
clearly divided up tasks between the two 
organisations on the basis of the principle of 
subsidiarity: accordingly, the Council of Europe was to 
intervene whenever specific objectives could be 
‘better achieved in a wider European context’ (3). The 
Council of the EEC, however, rejected the idea of a 
fixed division of powers. A second, more moderate 
report was drawn up by the Council of Europe in 
1984 and, in this case, was discussed with Émile 
Noël, Secretary-General of the Commission, who 
wished to renegotiate the exchange of letters (4). The 
Committee of Ministers, together with the 
Commission, then drew up ‘concrete proposals 
designed to strengthen cooperation’ (5). The 
negotiations were started in 1985, led by a contact 
group consisting of senior officials of both European 
organisations. From then on an exchange of views 
was also scheduled to take place annually between 
the Secretary-General of the Commission and the 
deputies of the ministers in the Council of Europe (6). 
These efforts resulted in a new exchange of letters 
on 16 June 1987 between Marcelino Oreja, 
Secretary-General of the Council of Europe, and 
Jacques Delors, President of the European 
Commission, establishing an ‘arrangement’ between 
the two organisations. This arrangement introduced 
three new elements: on the ground it allowed for 
joint activities; politically it provided for regular 
consultation; and from a legal point of view it 
enabled the EEC, represented by the Commission, to 
be a party to the Council of Europe’s conventions and 
agreements (7).

As of 1987, relations between the European 
Commission and the Council of Europe were to have 

(3) Council of Europe, Report on the activities of the Council of 
 Europe: 1982, Council of Europe, Strasbourg, 1984, pp. 32-34.

(4) Interview with Alain Servantie, 23 April 2016; HAEU, DORIE 911, 
‘Note to the file on relations between the Council of Europe and 
the European Communities (Hampe report)’, 18 April 1984.

(5) Resolution (85)5 of the Council of Europe on cooperation 
 between the Council of Europe and the European Community 
(adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 25 April 1985 at its 
76th session).

(6) Wassenberg, B., Histoire du Conseil de l’Europe (1949-2009), 
‘Euroclio’ collection, Vol. 71, PIE Peter Lang, Brussels, 2012, 
p. 311.

(7) Exchange of letters between the Council of Europe and the 
European Community concerning the consolidation and inten-
sification of cooperation, 16 June 1987 (OJ L 273, 26.9.1987, 
p. 35). 
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three focal points, namely political dialogue, legal 
cooperation and joint activity programmes. The 
emphasis was on ‘de facto subsidiarity’, i.e. subsidiarity 
based on complementarity of powers rather than a 
prior assignment of tasks (1). At the political level, by 
means of the EEC Council Decision of 20 March 1989 
and a solemn declaration by the Council of Europe of 
5 May 1989, the two European organisations agreed 
to set up ‘quadripartite meetings’ (2). These were 
regular meetings between the President of the 
Committee of Ministers and the Secretary-General of 
the Council of Europe on the one hand, and the 
Presidents of the EEC’s Council of Ministers and 
Commission on the other. These quadripartite 
meetings were intended to foster mutual awareness 
of programmes, common interests and opportunities 
for joint action. Between 1989 and 2000 a total of 15 
such meetings took place, albeit with somewhat 
unbalanced attendance by the political figures: for the 
Council’s part, the Secretary-General attended all the 
meetings, whereas the President of the Commission 
was present at only four meetings (Jacques Delors 
participated three times and Jacques Santer once), 
more and more often being represented by a Member 
of the Commission (3). As regards legal cooperation, 
the Council of Europe’s conventions relating to matters 
falling within the competence of the EEC henceforth 
included a ‘disconnection clause’ enabling the 
European Commission to become a signatory on 
behalf of the European Community (4). This provision 
increased the number of Council of Europe 
agreements and conventions to which the EEC 
acceded. In 1987 the EEC thus became a signatory to 
three European ‘medical’ agreements, and in 1988 it 
signed the European Convention for the Protection of 
Animals kept for Farming Purposes. Lastly, in 1989 the 
Council of Europe adopted an additional protocol to 
the Convention on the European Pharmacopoeia with 
a view to allowing the subsequent accession of the 
EEC (in 1994) (5). However, the more ambitious project, 

(1) HAEU, DORIE 911, ‘Summary record for the attention of 
 Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi on the working meeting of 7 February 
with Carlo Trojan in respect of relations between the Commu-
nity and the Council of Europe’, 13 February 1989.

(2) Declaration on the future role of the Council of Europe in Euro-
pean construction (adopted and signed at the 84th session 
of the Committee of Ministers on 5 May 1989, on the organ-
isation’s 40th anniversary); HAEU, DORIE 353, minutes of the 
1308th Council meeting (20 March 1989), 21 March 1989.

(3) Kolb, The European Union and the Council of Europe, p. 51.
(4) Brillat, R., ‘La participation de la Communauté européenne aux 

conventions du Conseil de l’Europe’, Annuaire français de droit 
international, Vol. 37, CNRS Éditions, Paris, 1991, pp. 819-832.

(5) Council of Europe Treaty Office, ‘List of the conventions and 
agreements to which the EU may become party’.

namely the EEC’s accession to the European 
Convention on Human Rights, which had been under 
discussion in the Secretariat-General of the European 
Commission since the late 1980s, was not 
achieved (6).

Although the 1987 exchange of letters helped to give 
some structure to relations between the Council of 
Europe and the European Commission, it nevertheless 
did not represent a real step change compared with 
the cooperation hitherto: areas of competence were 
not assigned, nor did the Commission undertake not to 
encroach on the Council of Europe’s key activities (e.g. 
in the area of human rights or cultural cooperation) (7). 
Competition was therefore not eliminated, and tended 
to work against the Council of Europe. For example, 
the EEC launched numerous exchange and cooperation 
programmes in the field of education, culture and 
research that had substantial funding and thus 
virtually eclipsed those of the Council of Europe. 
Furthermore, the Council of Europe worked mainly on 
the basis of studies and research, thus making it ‘very 
slow to react’ as an organisation, whereas the 
Community institutions operated more swiftly: ‘This 
mismatch made cooperation more difficult and less 
effective’ (8).

This being so, it was not until the upheavals in eastern 
Europe in the late 1980s that the relationship between 
the two organisations once again became genuinely 
complementary. With East–West relations improving 
at a very fast pace during 1989, a new role emerged 
for the Council of Europe that the EEC was not (yet) in 
a position to play: the role of a pan-European 
organisation that was open to the countries of the 
communist bloc. At the first quadripartite meeting on 
11 July 1989 it was decided that the Council of Europe 
would take the lead in developing cultural relations 
with the east European countries (9). It was Jacques 
Delors himself who, speaking before the Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Council of Europe in September 1989, 
set out the broad outline of this new complementary 
relationship. He emphasised that the Council of 

(6) Berrod, F., ‘Une Europe, deux cours ou le double “je” des identités 
européennes’, in Berrod and Wassenberg, Les relations entre le 
Conseil de l’Europe et l’Union européenne, pp. 29-53.

(7) Veron, P., ‘La coopération entre l’Union européenne et le Conseil 
de l’Europe’, in Berrod and Wassenberg, Les relations entre le 
Conseil de l’Europe et l’Union européenne, pp. 75-99. 

(8) In the opinion of Enrica Varese: interview with Enrica Varese, 
10 June 2016, p. 33.

(9) Link, G., ‘Europarat und EG — Arbeitsteilung oder Konkurrenz?’ 
in Schmuck, O. (ed.), Vierzig Jahre Europarat: Renaissance 
in gesam teuropäischer Perspektive?, ‘Europäische Schriften’ 
 collection, Vol. 67, Europa Union Verlag, Bonn, 1990, p. 113.

▶



538 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

Europe would be ‘the most suitable structure’ for 
dialogue with the CEECs and that ‘the two institutions 
must complement each other: with the … Council of 
Europe … as guardian and advocate of democratic 
values throughout Europe; and the Community … 
working for European Union with all who unreservedly 
accept the full contract’ (1).

Subsequently the European Commission cooperated 
more with the Council of Europe to help the CEECs 
carry out their democratic reforms, because for its part 
it lacked the ‘necessary tools’ to do so (2). At the same 
time, in order to support economic reforms in those 
countries, it involved the Council of Europe in 
developing its Phare programme (3). In 1991 it even 
set up a special unit for relations with the Council of 
Europe, as part of DG External Relations (4). Above all 
this cooperation enabled the Commission to underpin 
the Council of Europe’s efforts to enlarge eastwards, 
without itself having to embark on an enlargement in 
the immediate future (5). The Council of Europe thus 
became a ‘waiting room’ for CEECs, prior to the 
Community’s enlargement (6). The fact is that on 
22 June 1993, at the EU summit in Copenhagen, the 
12 Member States aligned themselves with the 
political criteria for membership of the Council of 
Europe, while at the same time laying down additional 
economic criteria for admission to the European Union.

From 1993 onwards two types of joint programme 
came into being between the Council of Europe and 
the European Commission: ‘country-by-country’ 
programmes and thematic programmes (7). The 
Commission funded most of them through its Phare 
and Tacis (technical assistance to the 
Commonwealth of Independent States) programmes, 
and the Council of Europe took on the task of 
implementing them. The ‘country-by-country’ 
programmes above all supported reforms relating to 

(1) Quoted by Haller, B., An assembly for Europe — The Council 
of Europe’s Parliamentary Assembly 1949-1989, Council of 
 Europe, Strasbourg, 2006, p. 223.

(2) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.
(3) Interview with Karen Fogg, 22 May 2017.
(4) HAEU, DORIE 381, ‘Letter from David Williamson to Catherine 

Lalumière’, 2 July 1991.
(5) Tarschys, D., ‘Wandel in Mittel- und Osteuropa und die  Stellung 

des Europarates’, Vorträge, Reden und Berichte aus dem Europa- 
Institut, No 336, Europa-Institut der Universität des Saarlandes, 
Saarbrücken, 1996, p. 21.

(6) Interview with David O’Sullivan, 8 September 2016.
(7) Bauer, H.-J., Der Europarat nach der Zeitenwende (1989-

1999) — Zur Rolle Straßburgs im gesamteuropäischen Integra-
tionsprozess, ‘Regensburger Schriften zur Auswärtigen Politik’ 
collection, Vol. 2, Lit Verlag, Münster-Hamburg-London, 2000, 
p. 269.

the legal system, local administration and the 
protection of human rights. The beneficiaries of 
these programmes between 1993 and 1999 were 
Albania, the Baltic states, Ukraine, Russia, Moldavia 
and the three Caucasus republics (Armenia, 
Azerbaijan and Georgia). The thematic programmes 
were launched after a quadripartite meeting in 1996. 
They focused in particular on the protection of 
national minorities, the fight against organised crime 
and corruption, the development of independent 
ethics committees, etc. 

Despite this new cooperation, any complementarity 
was merely cyclical and piecemeal. With the prospect 
of its enlargement to the East the EU also had the 
makings of a pan-European organisation. Furthermore, 
the Maastricht Treaty of 1992 conferred on the EU 
more extensive powers in the field of education and 
culture, two of the Council of Europe’s main areas of 
activity (8). This would have a bearing on relations 
between the two European organisations, as the 
Secretariat-General of the European Commission was 
well aware (9). In order to prevent the risk of 
competition, a new exchange of letters took place on 
5 November 1996 between the Secretary-General of 
the Council of Europe, Daniel Tarschys, and the 
President of the European Commission, Jacques 
Santer. It highlighted the need to avoid ‘any 
duplication’ between the two organisations and 
stepped up the level of contact. The Commission 
would in future be allowed to take part in meetings of 
the Council of Europe’s Committee of Ministers ‘at the 
highest level’. The Commission did not guarantee the 
Council of Europe a reciprocal arrangement: it only 
went so far as to state that it was willing to ‘consider 
requests for participation by the Council of Europe in 
Commission departmental meetings’ (10). Some 
imbalance in relations therefore persisted. Following 
the exchange of letters, a new opportunity for political 
dialogue was, however, created to allow the Council of 
Europe to also have contact with the Council of the EU: 
in March 1997, ‘Troika of the Article 36 Committee’ 
meetings were introduced, thus allowing the 
Secretariat-General of the Council of Europe to meet 

(8) Calligaro, O., ‘Le Conseil de l’Europe et l’Union européenne sur 
le terrain de la culture, entre concurrence et influence’, in Berrod 
and Wassenberg, Les relations entre le Conseil de l’Europe et 
l’Union européenne, pp. 213-239.

(9) HAEU, DORIE 911, ‘Note on the implications of the Intergovern-
mental Conference for EEC–Council of Europe relations’, 15 No-
vember 1991.

(10) Council of Europe, Compendium of texts governing the relations 
between the Council of Europe and the European Union, fourth 
edition, Council of Europe, Strasbourg, 2001.
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with the Presidency of the Council, the Secretariat of 
the Council and the European Commission (1). This 
coordination arrangement had been proposed by a 
Council of Europe official who had subsequently 
worked for the Commission, a common practice that 
also fostered strong links between the two European 
administrations (2).

To sum up, relations between the Council of Europe 
and the EEC/EU intensified between 1985 and 2000. 

(1) Kolb, The European Union and the Council of Europe, p. 56.
(2) Interview with Martin Westlake, 27 April 2017.

This was due to greater interdependence after the end 
of the Cold War, but it was the European Commission 
that set the tone, both in defining the scope of these 
relations and in deciding the extent to which they were 
put on a formal footing.

Birte Wassenberg

Jacques Delors (left) received the President of the Assembly of the Council of Europe, Anders Björck (right),  
at the Commission’s Berlaymont building on 15 September 1989.
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The Commission’s proposal to launch accession 
talks only with the Luxembourg group provoked 
diverse reactions among the Member States: most 
recognised the need to protect the EU, but some, 
like Denmark and Portugal, supported opening the 
talks with all applicants for fear of the consequences 
of removing the carrot of membership. As Stephen 
Wall, UK Permanent Representative to the EU, 
confesses: 

‘Initially we were thinking of 
Czechoslovakia — then the Czech Republic 
and Slovakia — Poland and Hungary, and 
as things started to unfold Poland was 
rather behind the others, but of course for 
Germany it was inconceivable to have an 
enlargement that did not include Poland; 
and that was really not seriously disputed … 
But once that happened, that inevitably led 
to a sort of a regatta approach where 
everybody was there’ (1).

Quickly, in the summer of 1997, the discussion was 
on how to resolve the dilemma between ‘the princi
ple of differentiation and simultaneous approach’ (2).

At Luxembourg in December 1997 the Euro pean 
Council reached a compromise that endorsed en
largement but also made a bold step in defining 
the overall process, based on Agenda 2000 recom
mendations. The EU did not set a specific time
table for accession as ‘existence of such a timetable 
could remove an incentive to the CEECs to pre
pare for membership, or might bind the EU to ac
cepting Member States when its own preparations 
were still incomplete’  (3). The rationale revolved 
around the sense of allinclusiveness: the process of 
enlargement would not exclude anyone, and when 
differentiation was applied it should not be equated 

(1) Interview with Stephen Wall, 10 June 2016, p. 23.
(2) Gateva, E., European Union enlargement conditionality, ‘Palgrave Studies 

in European Union Politics’ collection, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 
2015.

(3) HAEU, GJLA181, ‘Note by S. J. L. Wright (Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office) to G. Avery (DG External Relations) on the preparation of the 
Commission opinions: developing the Copenhagen criteria’, 11  March 
1996.

with  discrimination (4). Three successive levels were 
identified. First, a multilateral framework with all 
countries that wished to accede to the EU, includ
ing Turkey, would act as a forum for ‘structured 
dia logue’ on several issues of European cooperation. 
Second, the enhanced preaccession strategy would 
enable the candidates to align with the acquis before 
accession. The basic instrument for such a realign
ment would be the ‘accession partnerships’ designed 
to bring all forms of assistance to the CEECs into 
a single framework. Financial assistance through 
Phare would increase substantially. Third, new 
Member States were expected to implement most of 
the acquis, especially the measures necessary for the 
extension of the single market; transitional meas
ures could be agreed in duly justified cases (5).

The negotiations with the Luxembourg group start
ed on 31  March 1998. In line with past practice 
they took place in an intergovernmental conference 
between the EU Member States and the candidate 
countries, with the Commission providing assist ance 
through the Commission’s Accession Task Force 
(19981999), led by Nikolaus van der Pas. The discus
sions followed a sectoral approach: the acquis com-
munautaire was divided into 30 chapters that mostly 
mirrored the Commission’s DGs. Negotiations dealt 
with the easiest chapters first; the ‘endgame’ would 
deal with the most difficult  — agriculture, the en
vironment, justice and home affairs, free movement 
of people, free movement of capital, and finance 
and budget (6). On 10 November 1998 negotiations 
began on seven chapters: science and research; edu
cation and training; small and mediumsized enter
prises; culture and audiovisual pol icy; telecommuni
cations; industrial policy; and the common foreign 
and security policy. By the end of September 1999, 
eight of the 15 chapters had been concluded with all 

(4) ‘1997/98 session  — Report of proceedings from 5 to 6  November 1997’, 
Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the 
European Parliament, No 4508, p. 4.

(5) HAEU, FL40, DG IA/FL/gr — project D(97) 13928, ‘Note by François 
Lamoureux for the attention of Mr H. Post (head of cabinet of Mr van den 
Broek) on the paper composite project’, 13 May 1997. 

(6) For details see Mayhew, ‘Enlargement of the European Union’, pp. 1939.
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six countries, but only provisionally, as the principle 
that ‘nothing is agreed until everything is agreed’ was 
strongly emphasised during the talks.

The candidate countries submitted position  papers 
on the various chapters and the Member States pro
vided a common position on each chapter (which 
entailed difficult and complex negotiations between 
them, and drafting by the Commission); then nego
tiations began (1). The initial position of the Mem
ber States was that candidates must adopt the whole 
acquis, while the candidates’ basic position was that 
they would do so, but could not complete the pro
cess before accession. The dictum was simple and 
is  echoed in the words of van der Pas: ‘This is the 

(1) Ibid., p. 11.

 Euro pean Union reality, the acquis, all the legisla
tion. You want to be a member? Then you have to 
accept it. That was the basic brief ’ (2). At the end of 
1999 the task force became an actual DG — DG En
largement — which demonstrates the Commission’s 
full commitment to the task of enlargement. Led by 
van der Pas, it was at the forefront of accession nego
tiations. The team insisted, as in past enlargements, 
that accepting the acquis ‘was the only way for
ward’ (3). Van der Pas recalls that the main argument 
he used to convince the applicant countries was:

‘Once you are a Member State … you are 
perfectly free to make the case for a change 
of European Union legislation to take your 

(2) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 16.
(3) Ibid.

The task force for the accession negotiations was set up in 1998. 
Group photograph, from left to right: Nikoforos Sivenas (Estonia), Jaime García-Lombardero (Slovenia), Michael Leigh (Czech Republic), 

Nikolaus van der Pas (head of the task force), Hans van den Broek (Commissioner for External Relations with the Countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe), Françoise Gaudenzi (Poland), Giorgio Bonacci (Hungary) and Leopold Maurer (Cyprus).
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reality into account. Provided you can 
convince everybody that another rule is 
better’ (1).

That helped in several cases.

The Commission offered the applicant countries 
some flexibility in terms of transitional periods, but 
would also require transitional periods if Member 
States so requested, such as on free movement of 
workers or truck transport. Interestingly, the Luxem
bourg group countries reduced the number of such 
requests to a minimum in order to speed up the nego
tiations; they considered early entry into the EU the 
best way to defend national interests (2). Their ‘no. 1 
priority was to enter NATO and the EU’ (3). Except
ing ‘the Czech Communist Party and the farright 
party in Hungary, all the political spectrum from 
Baltics to Hungary, the society at large, trade unions, 
businesses, all wanted to join the EU as quickly as 
possible. And one element played for them very much 
for joining the EU quickly — Moscow’ (4). Many in 
the Commission were quite surprised at how eager 
the whole of society was to change and accede to the 
EU (5). One of the Polish negotiators admitted:

‘This is all very difficult, your acquis and all 
the things we have to do. But we accept 
that, because we know our history, and we 
know: in the EU we are at home. So, it may 
be difficult, but it is necessary’ (6).

The pace of the negotiations in this round of en
largement would also be influenced by the results of 
a review process, examining implementation by the 
CEECs of the acquis communautaire  (7). Each year 
the Commission assessed the degree of compliance 
of each candidate, and published ‘progress reports’ 
in October or early November. Information for these 

(1) Ibid.
(2) Mayhew, ‘Enlargement of the European Union’, pp. 1819.
(3) Interview with Graham Avery, 23 March 2016, p. 10.
(4) Interview with Pierre Mirel, 21 October 2016, p. 15.
(5) Ibid.
(6) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 22.
(7) HAEU, GJLA166, GA\cdv D(97), ‘Note on the enlargement process’, 

28 January 1998.

reports was provided by the candidate countries, 
the Member States, Commission delegations in the 
countries and Member State officials seconded to the 
administrations of the candidate countries. The in
troduction of review reports highlighted any serious 
issues and marked the transition from onesizefitsall 
to a more tailormade approach. It was a monumental 
task, and as Catherine Day, then Director for Cen
tral European Countries in DG IA, admits, ‘it was 
not just about getting the judgement on each coun
try right, but also the comparative element. Were you 
being tougher on one country than another?’ (8) Yet 
the progress reports were unilateral and not agreed 
upon with the candidate countries (9). The Commis
sion was ‘perfectly conscious, and so were the can
didates, that the Copenhagen criteria were applied 
to them, but not to the Member States. Frankly, in 
quite a number of fields we demanded more of the 
applicants than of the Member States.’ At times ‘it 
was a bit embarrassing because in a number of areas 
the candidates were able to point out that Member 
State X didn’t do this, that Member State Y didn’t 
do the other’ (10). Moreover, the Copenhagen condi
tions, especially the political criteria, were paradox
ically broad in their conception and narrow in their 
implementation, especially in cases ‘where there was 
no acquis or clear link between political conditions 
and ‘obligations of membership’ (11).

Negotiations were thus peppered with contentious 
issues; ‘some 80 000 pages of EU legislation is a lot 
to absorb for any country’  (12). Overall there were 
three types of difficulties. Hungary and Poland did 
not want to accept free movement of capital in rela
tion to land purchase, because the difference in  prices 
of fertile land could lead to a German ‘ invasion’. 

(8) Interview with Catherine Day, 12 September 2017, p. 20.
(9) Mayhew, ‘Enlargement of the European Union’, pp. 1011.
(10) Interview with Graham Avery, 23 March 2016, p. 17.
(11) Grabbe, H., ‘Enlargement policy towards central and eastern Europe: what 

EU policymakers learned’, in Ikonomou, H. A., Andry, A. and Byberg, R. 
(eds), European enlargement across rounds and beyond borders, ‘Routledge 
Advances in European Politics’ collection, No 132, Routledge, Abingdon, 
2017, pp. 120140.

(12) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 17.
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 Pol and asked for a transition period of 24  years. 
‘That was really a tough problem’  (1) In exchange 
the EU asked for limitations on the free movement 
of workers for several years (a maximum of 7). The 
second set of problems related to traditions, such as 
Hungarian pálinka — homemade (farmers’) fruit al
cohol — which farmers would have to limit to family 
consumption. Finally, there was the issue of restruc
turing of the steel industry in the Czech Republic, 
Poland and Slovakia, on which it was very difficult to 
find a compromise (2). Another set of sensitive issues 
concerned nuclear plants in Bulgaria, the Czech Re
public, Lithuania, Hungary, Slovenia and Slovakia. 

Yet the Commission never felt that an applicant 
would call off the negotiations, ‘including, and 
that was a key moment, when we told the Central 
Euro pean countries  … that the EU would request 
[a] transitional period for posted workers. They 
were surprised, but it never created such a shock 
that one of these applicant countries would, you 
know, scream, no, never’ (3). Member States would 
also fight hard in the negotiations, but ‘never to the 
point of a country saying “now I’m going to block 
the accession negotiations”’  (4). It was ‘understood 
that this was a historical process and not just a clas
sical negotiation’ (5).

The 1999 Helsinki European Council decided to 
open accession negotiations with Bulgaria, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, Romania and Slovakia in Febru
ary 2000, subject to those countries making suffi
cient progress in meeting membership conditions. 
The presidency reassured these ‘Helsinki group’ 
states that they ‘will have the possibility to catch up 
within a reasonable period of time with those already 
in negotiations if they have made  sufficient progress 
in their preparations. Progress in  negotiations must 
go hand in hand with progress in incorporating the 

(1) Interview with Pierre Mirel, 21 October 2016, p. 18.
(2) Ibid., pp. 1819.
(3) Ibid., p. 21.
(4) Ibid.
(5) Ibid., p. 19.

acquis into legislation and actually implementing 
and enforcing it’  (6). However, ‘in the weeks that 
followed, in the discussions at Coreper level, these 
precautions were thrown out of the window. All 
Member States insisted on flexibility as a political 
priority, the French towards Ro mania and Bul garia, 
the Finns and Swedes towards the Baltic coun
tries’ (7). Negotiations with Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithu
ania, Romania and Slovakia (8) started in February 
2000. Latvia and Lithuania had made serious efforts 
to improve; but the decision to include Bulgaria and 
Romania in negotiations was ‘quite clearly not relat
ed to an objective assessment of their reforms, but 
to the wish to compensate them for the collateral 
damage that they had  suffered from the war in the 

(6) Presidency conclusions of the Helsinki European Council, 10 and 
11  December 1999, p. 2: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21046/
helsinkieuropeancouncilpresidencyconclusions.pdf

(7) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 27.
(8) Plus Malta.

Established in 1989, the Phare programme funded investment 
projects and supported the establishment of democratic institutions 

and administrations in the candidate countries of the former 
communist bloc. 

The European Commission sent aid to Estonia, here being sealed  
into a transport container by Commissioner Hans van den Broek.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21046/helsinki-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21046/helsinki-european-council-presidency-conclusions.pdf
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Balkans.’ That was ‘the beginning of the laxity of 
the conditionality for those two countries’ (1).

As by November 2000 negotiations had hardly pro
gressed beyond the easy chapters, the Commission 
published a strategy paper calling upon Member 
States to speed up negotiations. It proposed greater 
flexibility on the transition periods, a detailed time
table for the completion of the negotiations by sum
mer 2002 and an acceleration of negotiations with 
the Helsinki group to allow them to catch up with 
the Luxembourg group wherever possible (2).

In the period between 1989 and 2000 the Commis
sion took upon itself the Herculean task of putting 

(1) Interview with Graham Avery, 23 March 2016, p. 19.
(2) Mayhew, ‘Enlargement of the European Union’, p. 42.

into practice the declared political consensus on 
enlargement. As the guardian of the treaties it had 
to find its way through an extensive set of networks 
within its own institution and in its relations with 
the Parliament and the Council. Most  importantly, 
it designed new and multifaceted instruments that 
set out to support the efforts of east European 
 reformists, to steer the absorption of the new mem
bers while protecting the key features of the Union.

Eirini Karamouzi
Angela Romano

Aline Sierp
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Chapter 21 
Trade policy  
and development policy

21.1. Managing globalisation: 
the European 
Commission and the 
Uruguay Round

The common commercial policy is one of the most 
advanced areas of integration in the European 
 Union (EU). In 1957, as a consequence of the estab
lishment of the customs union, the original Member 
States chose to pool their sovereignty, delegating to 
the then European Economic Community, later to 
become the EU, the authority to wield it and engage 
in trade relations with nonmember countries  (1). 
As part of its institutional role the European Com
mission is responsible for the conduct of this pol
icy according to the provisions of the EEC Treaty. 

(1) For simplicity’s sake the entire chapter refers to the EU, even though  — 
 formally, legally and historically — a distinction should be made between 
the original European Economic Community and the later EU.

There is no doubt that the EU’s role in world trade 
is fundamental to its external actions as a whole and 
that trade policy has been the linchpin of the EU’s 
engagement and relations with the rest of the world.

The 1980s and 1990s were decades of major  changes 
in the scope of action of the EU’s trade policy. 
The completion of the socalled 1992 programme, 
the aim of which was to establish a single market 
through the elimination of physical, technical and 
fiscal barriers, had a major impact on the perception 
of the EU internally and externally, and, more prac
tically, on trade and investment flows within and 
outside the EU. The major political and economic 
developments taking place in central and eastern 
Europe from 1989 led the EU to progressively adapt 
the trade regime applied to this area, as the centrally 
planned economy countries moved towards a mar
ket economy regime. A third major event would 
heavily influence the EU trade policy: the Uruguay 
Round of General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT) negotiations (19861994), the aim of 
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which was to broaden the scope of the multilateral 
rules to include the fields of services and intellectual 
property, together with a new step towards liberal
isation of trade in all areas, including agriculture 
and textiles, and the establishment of stronger rules 
in the other GATTrelated fields (1). The Uruguay 
Round is often described as the most successful 
of the eight GATT rounds of multilateral negoti
ations. The World Trade Organisation (WTO) was 
established to ‘provide the common institutional 
framework for the conduct of trade relations among 
its members’. Tariffs were reduced substantially, a 
trade liberalisation framework for agriculture was 
agreed, new areas — investments, intellectual prop
erty and services  — were incorporated within the 
trade regime and the disputesettlement proced
ure was made binding, automatic and subject to 
 appeal (2).

A defining characteristic of the 1980s and 1990s 
was the accelerated globalisation of the world 
economy. After the turmoil of the 1970s the world 
speedily  entered into a new era of globalisation, as 
trade, migration and capital flows expanded quick
ly and more countries engaged more intensively 
in the world economy. The election of neoliberal 
governments in major countries like the United 
Kingdom and the United States, the widespread 
gradual removal of capital controls and the dram
atic developments in information, communication 
and transportation technologies were among the 
major triggers of the new rapid integration of na
tional markets (3). It is in this context that, in 1981, 
US President Ronald Reagan took the initiative on 
new and comprehensive multilateral negotiations. 
The aim of the United States was to include in the 
GATT regime services, protection of intellectual 

(1) HAEU, DORIE 953, ‘Trade Policy Review Mechanism  — Statement by 
the EC’, 16 April 1991.

(2) On the results of the Uruguay Round see Cline, W.  R., ‘Evaluating the 
Uruguay Round’, The World Economy, Vol. 18, No 1, John Wiley & Sons, 
Chichester, 2005, pp. 123.

(3) On the development of globalisation see Eckes, A.  E., The contemporary 
global economy  — A history since 1980, John Wiley & Sons, Chichester, 
2011.

property rights and investments — sectors that by 
the early 1980s had begun acquiring a major share 
of the world economy. Moreover, another objective 
of the Reagan administration was the reduction/
elimination of the EU’s agricultural subsidies, 
which it and others, the Cairns Group in particular, 
considered to be distorting trade, but also threaten
ing their own export interests (4).

Initially the EU showed reluctance to engage in a 
new GATT round. Most of the economies of the 
Member States were still in recession, and govern
ments wished to maintain the freedom to intervene 
and protect specific sectors. Moreover, Member 
States were still absorbing the liberalisation meas
ures of the Tokyo Round of GATT negotiations 
(19731979) and were reluctant to enter into a new 
liberalising effort  (5). However, by the mid 1980s 
domestic developments brought a major change in 
EU external trade policy and, consequently, in at
titudes towards the US initiative. Many European 
industrial sectors called for an end to the fragmen
tation of the EU market and for the implementation 
of a real single market with no barriers. The polit
ical economy shifted to a marketled revival, which 
reduced the role of the state in the economy and 
considered the removal of barriers to the free circu
lation of productive factors to be necessary to fos
ter economic growth. This marketled development 
resulted in the single European market programme 
and led to the liberalisation of trade in goods and 
services, capital and investment at EU level. Against 
this backdrop, liberalisation at multilateral level was 
considered a necessary corollary to foster economic 
growth. As a result, by 1986 the EU had progres
sively come around to the idea of attending compre
hensive trade talks in Geneva, although it remained 
more cautious than the United States (6).

(4) For the US initiative see Preeg, E. H., ‘The Uruguay Round negotiations 
and the creation of the WTO’, in Daunton, M., Narlikar, A. and Stern, 
R. M. (eds), The Oxford handbook on the World Trade Organization, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, 2012, pp. 122140.

(5) Interview with Roderick Abbott, 9 November 2016.
(6) Ibid.
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The Uruguay Round was launched at the GATT 
ministerial meeting in Punta del Este in 1986. 
The meeting established the agenda for the round, 
which from the outset was significantly broader 
than  previous rounds as it combined negotiations 
on  ser vices, investments and traderelated aspects 
of intellectual property. Moreover, continuing the 
trend of the Tokyo Round, nontariff barriers would 
also be addressed (1). The meeting also established a 
special body, the Trade Negotiations Committee, 
the task of which was to oversee the negotiations. 

The European Commission played a fundamental 
role in the Uruguay Round. By establishing the EU 
on the basis of a customs union, the Treaty of Rome 
shifted the authority to negotiate over trade from 
the Member States to the EU, and divided overall 
policy responsibility for handling external trade 
negotiations between the Commission and the 
Council of Ministers. In line with the provisions of 
the treaty it was up to the Commission to make rec
ommendations to the Council of Ministers, which 
would then authorise it to open the negotiations 
and adopt negotiating directives, on the basis of 
which the Commission would conduct the negoti
ations at the GATT talks. As usual the Commis
sion was assisted by the 113 Committee, consisting 
of senior national civil servants (2).

Once the round started the Commission organised 
its negotiating team. The negotiations were led by 
chief negotiator Hugo Paemen as head of the Uru
guay Round Steering Group, under the supervision 
first of Commissioner Frans Andriessen, and later 
of Sir Leon Brittan for the end of the period. The 
group was chaired by Hugo Paemen and met on a 
weekly basis. It was composed of Paemen’s deputy 
Roderick Abbott, HansFriedrich Beseler, who was 

(1) HAEC, SEC(87) 615, 10 April 1987, ‘The multilateral commercial negoti
ations of the Uruguay Round — Interim report distributed on the instruc
tions of Mr De Clercq’; Preeg, ‘The Uruguay Round negotiations and the 
creation of the WTO’, pp. 122140.

(2) On the institutional dimension of the EU’s trade policy see Johnson, M., 
European Community trade policy and the Article  113 Committee, Royal 
 Institute of International Affairs, London, 1998.

responsible for trade policy instruments, Alberto De 
Pascale for goods, Peter Carl for intellectual proper
ty rights, Hervé Jouanjean for the  external dimen
sion of the internal market and Bruno  Adinolfi for 
the GATT team, along with Paul Trân Van Thinh, 
John Beck and Karl Falkenberg from the Commis
sion’s permanent delegation in Geneva. Alexandra 
Bensch was the secretary of the group. In Geneva 
the head of the Commission’s negotiating team was 
Paul Trân Van Thinh (3) — ambassador and head 
of the Permanent Delegation to the International 
Organisations in Geneva.

As Paemen puts it, in the Uruguay Round the Com
mission ‘had suddenly to do things that we hadn’t 
done before, like intellectual property’. By broad
ening the GATT negotiating agenda to new issues, 
the Uruguay Round obliged DirectorateGeneral 
(DG) I — External Relations ‘to quickly learnby
doing how to negotiate’ on them (4). The years from 
1981 to 1986 and the two big GATT ministerial 
meetings of 1982 and 1984 enabled the Commis
sion to understand the issues that would be put on 
the agenda and to organise things accordingly. By 
the time the Uruguay Round started in 1986 DG I 

(3) Interview with Hervé Jouanjean, 20 February 2017.
(4) Interview with Hugo Paemen, 26 September 2016.

The negotiations during the Uruguay Round of the GATT from 1986 
to 1994 were not easy, and the negotiators had to be inventive to 

overcome several obstacles.
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had already set up a new unit, ‘Trade in Services’, 
which was responsible for studying the background 
to this sector. Another unit, under Peter Carl, 
was established to lead on ‘Intellectual Property 
Rights’  (1). By the same token the new ‘External 
Dimension of the Internal Market’ unit was estab
lished in 1989 with the task of monitoring all issues 
that had to do with the completion of the internal 
market and that were also related to the Uruguay 
Round negotiations  (2). The unit was headed by 
Hervé Jouanjean. Moreover, as the Uruguay Round 
became gradually broader in scope, DG I also took 
on team members from other DGs, mainly Agricul
ture, Internal Market and Industrial Affairs, and 
Customs and Indirect Taxation  (3). Each member 
of the team was responsible for a specific area, as the 
Uruguay Round was broken down into many differ
ent chapters. DG I retained the key responsibility of 
managing and coordinating the team and of mak
ing sure that all the members in specific areas would 
play their role. As Roderick Abbott notes, ‘the idea 
was that they would negotiate as part of a team, and 
be consistent … So, that was probably the main lot of 
policymaking at the official level: co ordinating our
selves, and then coordinating the negotiators’  (4). 
Among the other DGs, DG VI — Agri culture was 
of key importance in the negotiations. Agriculture 
would be a major issue of contention in Geneva be
cause of the US aim to reduce the alleged discrim
inatory effects of the common agricultural policy 
(CAP). DG I and DG VI did not always share the 
same view on how trade in agriculture should, or 
should not, be liberalised in Geneva. And tension 
was inevitable (5).

As the negotiation agenda broadened to new areas, 
contacts with the business sectors also expanded in 
comparison to previous GATT rounds. Since 1957 

(1) Interviews with Roderick Abbott, 9 November 2016; and HansFriedrich 
Beseler, 10 November 2016.

(2) Interview with Hervé Jouanjean, 20 February 2017.
(3) Interview with Roderick Abbott, 9 November 2016.
(4) Ibid, p. 6.
(5) Interviews with Roderick Abbott, 9 November 2016; and Hervé Jouanjean, 

20 February 2017.

the new institutional setup created by the EU had 
provided a strong stimulus for business sectors to 
become active beyond their national borders. As, in 
the 1980s, new sectors were incorporated into the 
multilateral regime and, in parallel, the 1987 Single 
European Act extended the EU’s competences to 
new areas, the number of business interest groups 
active in Brussels increased sharply. In this sense 
the Single European Act and the Uruguay Round 
represented a turning point. Given its central role 
in trade policymaking, the Commission gained fur
ther importance for business groups as they sought 
to represent their interests. Contacts between busi
ness groups and the Commission intensified.

The Commission was thus open to meeting with 
business representatives, above all the European 
level associations, as a way to acquire information 
and data about the specificity and problems of the 
areas and sectors dealt with. The Commission met 
with representatives of business groups both in 
Brussels, where the EU stance was developed, and 
then in Geneva, where the negotiations were car
ried out. Due to the central role that agriculture 
acquired in the Uruguay Round the agricultural 
lobbies were especially active in meeting the Com
mission. However, the basic business input came 
through the Member States, as the business sectors 
lobbied their own governments. The increased ac
tivism of business groups in Brussels did not make 
it less important for them to  lobby their Member 
State political institutions. Most trade associations 
continued to follow a dual strategy, representing 
their priorities at both the EU and national levels. 
Thus the Member States remained the main focus 
of the business sectors (6). 

The main task of DG I was to coordinate and con
sult with the Member States, with which regular 
meetings took place, at different levels within the 
institutional framework of the 113 Committee. At 

(6) Interviews with Roderick Abbott, 9 November 2016; and HansFriedrich 
Beseler, 10 November 2016.
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senior level (‘113 titulaires’), coordination meetings 
took place at the premises of the Council of Minis
ters, at least once a month. At a lower level (113 dep
uties), details were discussed with Member States, 
meeting every week and sometimes more often. 
The Commission informed the Member States of 
the progress of negotiations and agreed with them 
on specific orientations for the development of the 
negotiations. If necessary the Commission could 
also propose changes to the negotiating directives 
to address new or changing situations. Although 
formally the committee was chaired by the rotat
ing presidency, in practice the Commission set the 
agenda, in close contact with the presidency and 
the Council Secretariat, recommending issues to 
be discussed and how to approach the matter in 
the committee. In other words the meetings in the 
Council were very well prepared, to ensure a pro
ductive discussion with the Member States when 
the Commission later presented its analysis of the 
situation and the general direction it proposed. So 

the 113 Committee ‘was very much the Commis
sion Committee’ (1).

The setting of a negotiating mandate was not an 
easy task. Each Member State had its own prior
ities, preferences and interests. EU decisions were 
therefore very often the result of hard fights, intern
al negotiations and, ultimately, of compromises. 
Member States were aware that negotiating with a 
single voice — that of the EU — strengthened their 
bargaining position, and this encouraged them to 
establish a common position. As Abbott notes, in 
trade policymaking, the Member States and the 
Commission were ‘almost two sides of a coin’  (2). 
The Commission proposed the mandate and steered 
it through whatever changes had to be made to get 
things started with the Member States. It encour
aged all sides to come together in areas where a 
compromise could be found. Once a mandate was 
approved in Brussels the Commission had to push it 

(1) Interview with Roderick Abbott, 9 November 2016, p. 8.
(2) Ibid.

On 4 December 1991 Abel Matutes (centre), Commissioner responsible for Relations with Latin America and Asia, signed a cooperation 
agreement with the Association for Cooperation between Businesses in the European Community and in Latin America.
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forward to have its terms accepted during the nego
tiating process by the other participants in Geneva. 
Here, before every negotiating meeting, the Com
mission coordinated with the Member States that 
also had representatives in Geneva. These meetings 
were mostly an exercise in transparency, as the pol
itical orientation was given in Brussels by the 113 
Committee.

In Geneva the negotiations were mostly steered by 
the Quad — the EU, Canada, Japan and the  United 
States  — the members of which met nearly daily 
in an informal and confidential format. The Com
mission — not the Member States — participated, 
 together with the ministers/negotiators of the other 
three countries. In the Quad the bilateral relations 
between the two biggest trade actors  — the EU 
and the United States  — remained key to driving 
the negotiations forward. The negotiators from the 
United States and the Commission had established 
a very good relationship so that, as Paemen notes, 
‘We were fighting against each other, but we had, 
on a personal basis, quite good relations’ (1), which 
helped to overcome crises and unblock the negoti
ations. The good relations established by the Com
mission with countries such as Brazil or India and 
their ambassadors in Geneva were also of  major im
portance, as the Commission could act as an inter
mediary between the developed world and the de
veloping world. It was, in particular, the support of 
Brazil and India that enabled a specific declaration 
to be agreed on the very delicate issue of ‘trade and 
the environment’.

The Uruguay Round can be divided into two 
 phases. The first phase centred mainly on agricul
ture, and the EU was definitely on the defensive (2). 
Since the Kennedy Round of the 1960s the CAP — 
with its variablelevy system, artificially high do
mestic  prices and export subsidies — had been criti
cised for its protectionist and distorting effects. The 

(1) Interview with Hugo Paemen, 26 September 2016, p. 10.
(2) See also Chapter 14.1 ‘The common agricultural policy’.

United States and the other big exporting countries 
had repeatedly pressurised the EU to reduce the 
discriminatory effects of the CAP. As noted, the 
 Reagan administration had every intention of ob
taining a reduction in the CAP’s protectionism (3). 
As Gérard Depayre, head of unit in DG External 
Relations from 1987 to 1994, remarks, ‘the Ameri
cans and the EC were at odds on agriculture’  (4). 
External pressure from the United States and other 
countries strengthened the hand of antiCAP  forces 
within the EU, so that international complaints 
about the CAP in the Uruguay Round helped to 
trigger the MacSharry reform, which was adopted 
in 1992 (5). The Blair House Agreement of Novem
ber 1992 between the United States and the EU, 
on export subsidy and domestic subsidy reduction 
commitments, opened the way for an agreement 
on agriculture in the GATT. Nontariff import 
bar riers were converted into tariffs, and all tariffs 
were reduced by 36 % for industrialised countries 
and 24 % for developing countries. Industrialised 
countries reduced export subsidies by 36 % in value 
and 21 % in quantity, and the internal support price 
by about 20 %, whereas industrial country import 
 quotas would be phased out over 10 years (6). Thus, 
for the first time, the EU accepted a framework 
agreement to reduce protectionism in agriculture. 

Equally importantly, the resolution of the agricul
tural question diverted the negotiations from this 
sector to the new issues, and opened a second phase 
in which the EU played a more assertive role in 
shaping the trade regime. The shift of focus changed 
the EU’s stance, moving to a new phase in which 
the Union was now the demandeur and the  United 
States more on the defensive. This new approach 

(3) Interview with Hugo Paemen, 26 September 2016.
(4) Interview with Gérard Depayre, 5 July 2017, p. 6.
(5) Interview with Guy Legras, 23 February 2016; on the agriculture part of 

the Uruguay Round see Keeler, J. T. S., ‘Agricultural power in the European 
Community: explaining the fate of CAP and GATT negotiations’, Com-
parative Politics, Vol. 28, No 2, City University of New York, New York, 
1996, pp. 127149. See also Chapter 14.1 ‘The common agricultural policy’.

(6) On agriculture and the Uruguay Round see Josling, T. E., Tangermann, S. 
and Warley, T. K., Agriculture in the GATT, Palgrave Macmillan, Basing
stoke, 1996, pp. 133243.
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became evident with the EU’s stance on the issues 
and with the request to establish a permanent inter
national trade organisation to replace the GATT, 
whereas the reform of the dispute settlement pro
cedure was a shared project with different priorities 
for the major players (the United States pushing for 
more automaticity and bindingness, the EU and 
Japan pushing for new rules to protect against US 
unilateralism) (1).

In the 1980s, as already noted, trade and trade 
patterns were dramatically changing. Trade nego
tiations were no longer about goods only, but also 
about services, intellectual property rights and in
vestment. Negotiations concerned the process of 
globalisation, which had accelerated. Against the 
background of these accelerations and changes, as 
Hervé Jouanjean puts it, ‘we needed to go deeper in 

(1) Interviews with Roderick Abbott, 9 November 2016; and Hugo Paemen, 
26 September 2016.

the existing rule’  (2). With the increasing integra
tion of the world economy and the broadening of 
the GATT agenda, multilateral rules became essen
tial to regulate globalisation. Paul Trân Van Thinh, 
the head of the Commission’s permanent delega
tion in Geneva, was particularly convinced of the 
need to strengthen rules as liberalisation accelerat
ed (3). On the other side of the Atlantic the United 
States looked with concern at the Single European 
Act and the single market programme. The elim
ination of barriers at regional level could lead to an 
inwardlooking EU and increased barriers against 
nonmember countries  (4). The Uruguay Round 
then became an instrument to protect US interests, 
by also reducing barriers at the multilateral level, as 
the EU moved forward with its ever greater regional 
integration. And eventually the round was a success 

(2) Interview with Hervé Jouanjean, 20 February 2017.
(3) Interview with Paul Trân Van Thinh, 1 December 2016.
(4) HAEU, DORIE 953, ‘Trade Policy Review Mechanism’.

In 1992 the GATT talks were shaken by tensions between Commissioner Ray MacSharry and President Delors, with MacSharry blaming 
Delors for compromising the agreement with the Americans, and Delors taking the view that the deal involved excessive concessions on the 
part of the Community. Following difficult discussions with the United States an agreement was finally found at Blair House, Washington DC  

on 20 November 1992.
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because the Unites States’ goals came to coincide 
with the willingness in Europe ‘to do more’ (1).

In including the new issues in the GATT the Com
mission could count on the experience acquired 
since the 1970s. The EU had started dealing with 
technical barriers to the liberalisation of trade and 
services in the early or mid 1970s, and had begun 
wrestling with competition policy within the multi
lateral framework of the Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development in the 1980s. By the 
same token the Commission could rely on the sin
gle market programme and directives to elim inate 
barriers among the Member States. The connection 
between developments at regional and multi lateral 
level was evident. The new issues negotiated in Gen
eva were a new area of a new EU external dimension, 
the ‘external dimension of the internal market’ (2).

This EU experience in dealing with complex regu
latory issues allowed the Commission to acquire 
the knowhow to deal with the same issues at the 
multilateral level of the Uruguay Round, and to 
foster agreements on services, investments, intel
lectual property and public procurement. The EU 
was particularly active in promoting an agreement 
on ser vices. Emphasising the EU’s exporting inter
ests in the service sector, the United States pressur
ised the EU to include services. The Commission 
remained cautious, however, as it represented 12 
Member States with different interests. Eventually 
the common German, French and UK export inter
ests helped to build a coalition in favour of includ
ing services (3). All in all the General Agreement on 
Trade in Services, the Agreement on Trade Related 
Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights and the 
Agreement on TradeRelated Investment Meas
ures were highly compatible with EU  domestic 

(1) Interview with Hervé Jouanjean, 20 February 2017.
(2) Ibid.
(3) HAEC, SEC(89)  1071, 20  June 1989, ‘Uruguay Round  — 5th report of 

the Interservice Group on International Trade in Services’. Interviews with 
 Roderick Abbott, 9  November 2016; and Hervé Jouanjean, 20  February 
2017.

 regulations and, as such, required only minor do
mestic regulatory changes.

As for the establishment of the WTO (initially 
named the Multilateral Trade Organisation), Paul 
Trân Van Thinh was convinced of the necessity 
of replacing a provisional agreement such as the 
GATT with a proper multilateral institution. This 
necessity increased as liberalisation deepened at 
world level, and multilateral rules and institutions 
had to be strengthened. Also, the GATT system 
was dysfunctional without legal personality, with 
all formal matters from the purchase of pencils to 
the hiring of staff being performed by the Interim 
Commission for the International Trade Organisa
tion, kept alive for that sole purpose after the failure 
of that organisation four decades earlier. Eventually, 
Paul Trân Van Thinh decided to take a step back
wards and to allow Karl Falkenberg, who was part 
of his team in Geneva, to negotiate with the Can
adian delegation. There was also a need to strength
en the rules of the dispute settlement procedure (4). 
Nobody in the GATT was satisfied and everyone 
worked to get a better system. In the GATT the 
system was political, rather than legalistic or judi
cial, and a contracting party could block a ruling. 
The United States felt there was an urgent need to 
reform the system, and the EU later came on board. 
During the 1980s the United States had often pur
sued an aggressive and unilateral foreign trade pol
icy by imposing retaliatory sanctions against, above 
all, the EU and Japan. The EU and Japan aimed to 
place the US policy under multilateral control. As 
a counterbalance to making panel rulings obliga
tory, the EU proposed the creation of a permanent 
appeals body, and favoured the establishment of an 
international institution. The United States was at 
first reluctant about the institutional proposal, but 
quickly supported the appeal idea. Washington was 
concerned about Congress’s opposition due to a 
loss of sovereignty, was worried that trade relations 

(4) Interviews with Paul Trân Van Thinh, 1  December 2016; and Gérard 
 Depayre, 5 July 2017.
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could become much more bureaucratic and feared 
that talks in Geneva could concentrate on insti
tutional reforms rather than trade liberalisation. 
Eventually the US delegation also came around to 
the institutional idea, recognising the advan tages 
offered by a ‘single undertaking’ of a package of 
agreements  under a single roof, which all members 
would have to come under. 

Thanks in part to Canadian brokering, the EU and 
the United States reached a deal leading to a major 
innovation: the formal establishment of automatic 
jurisdiction, with an appellate body  — as initial
ly suggested by the EU  — along with deadlines, 
auto maticity and multilateral sanctions in cases of 
enduring noncompliance  — as initially request
ed by the United States. The new WTO dispute 
mech anism tightened procedural disciplines and 
dropped the earlier GATT power of veto over the 

establishment of a dispute panel, even by the ac
cused party. As for the establishment of an interna
tional organisation, the collapse of the Berlin Wall 
and the fall of communist regimes throughout east
ern Europe influenced the talks in Geneva. As these 
regimes were replaced by governments committed 
to marketoriented economic reforms, the principle 
of liberal trade and marketoriented prices became 
mainstream thinking for economic reforms almost 
everywhere. These farreaching developments weak
ened US opposition and paved the way for the estab
lishment of the WTO (1).

The outcome of the round was largely shaped by the 
preferences of the EU and the United States. The 
EU started the new trade talks by playing the role 

(1) Preeg, ‘The Uruguay Round negotiations and the creation of the WTO’, 
pp. 122140.

The American trade negotiator, Mickey Kantor, attending a working meeting with Raniero Vanni d’Archirafi, Commissioner responsible  
for the Internal Market, Financial Services and Business Policy, on 30 March 1993. 

On the right, third anticlockwise: Mickey Kantor. On the left, clockwise, from the third to the fifth seats: John Mogg, Director-General of DG XV 
(Internal Market and Financial Services); Raniero Vanni d’Archirafi; and Heinrich von Moltke, Director-General of DG XXIII (Enterprise Policy, 

Distributive Trades, Tourism and Cooperatives).
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of a reluctant partner. However, as the round pro
gressed, and above all after the settling of the agri
culture chapter, the EU gradually took on a more 
assertive role in using its trade policy to shape the 
world trade regime. In this second phase the expert
ise and the negotiating skills of the Commission 
and its permanent delegation in Geneva proved of 
great importance in successfully concluding such 
complex negotiations as the Uruguay Round, creat
ing a new multilateral institution and reforming the 
trade regime.

In the aftermath of the Uruguay Round the Com
mission tried to maintain its proactive stance in 
shaping the world trade regime now regulated by 
the WTO. Under Sir Leon Brittan the Commis
sion attempted to extend the scope of the trade 
regime’s rules — to bring nontrade issues into the 
WTO  — and was the principal proponent of the 
new and comprehensive round that would then be 
launched in Doha in 2001. At the Singapore WTO 
Ministerial Conference in 1996 the Commission 
and certain other WTO members promoted the 
setting up of four working groups on competition 
policy, transparency in government procurement, 
trade facilitation and investment  (1). The EU and 
certain other WTO members included the so
called Singapore issue in their agenda for a new 
round. This was successful at first, at the Doha 
Ministerial Conference in 2001, but not fully be
cause the start of negotiations on these issues was 
delayed and made subject to an explicit consensus at 
a subsequent ministerial meeting. The United States 
strongly supported only two of the four Singapore 
issues, namely trade facilitation and transparency in 
procurement, but at the end only trade facilitation 
survived. The EU ultimately failed in its attempt to 
impose negotiations on all four Singapore issues on 
the other WTO members and, in particular, on the 
developing countries and the emerging economies 
of Brazil and India, which rejected the broadening 

(1) Interview with Gérard Depayre, 5 July 2017.

of the WTO agenda in order to retain control over 
crucial aspects of their economies. Thus the pro
active stance of the EU coincided with the rise of 
the emerging economies of Brazil, India and then 
China, which joined the WTO in 2001 and limit
ed EU and US capacity to shape the WTO and its 
rules, as they had done in the Uruguay Round.

Lucia Coppolaro
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21.2. Europe and the 
Mediterranean

From 1985 to 2000 the Mediterranean gained im
portance in EU foreign policy, under the impulse, 
but also within the limitations, of three processes: 
the enlargement to Spain and Portugal; the Gulf 
crisis and the ensuing Middle East peace process; 
and, from 1994, the approaching enlargement to the 
east. The Commission was increasingly at the centre 
of the process, in a policy area in which intergovern
mental dynamics were traditionally dominant. The 
Community first moved towards a stronger com
mitment to the mid to longterm development and 
stabilisation of the Mediterranean/Middle East, 
then towards a fully fledged political and econom
ic partnership with 12 Mediterranean countries. It 
engaged in easing regional conflicts and soothing 
economic and social hardship, promoting demo
cratisation and seeking to integrate the region into 
the EU’s market and politicalsecurity cooperation 
system.

The Mediterranean policy of the 
Community of 12

The Delors Commission, which came to power as 
negotiations with Spain and Portugal were draw
ing to a close, strove to preserve the cooperative 
spirit of the 1970s. In March 1985, therefore, it 
stressed the ‘close interdependence between the 
Community and the Mediterranean non member 
countries as a whole, for which the Community 
is an essential, irreplaceable market. If the Com
munity market were to be closed in practice to 
certain Mediterranean exports, a number of coun
tries would inevitably suffer political destabiliza
tion, with disastrous social and political conse
quences’ (1). It suggested three political guidelines: 

(1) Press release P/85/21, ‘The enlarged Community’s Mediterranean policy’, 
1 March 1985: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_P8521_en.htm

continued access to the Community market for 
sensitive agricultural products; free access for in
dustrial products; and continued financial and 
technical cooperation. The Council  — divided 
between the southern European members, which 
advocated more financial and technical assistance 
but blocked temperate agricultural imports  (2), 
and the northern European members, which sup
ported further trade liberalisation  (3)  — decided 
to maintain the existing export flows and to con
tinue financial, economic and technical cooper
ation. Therefore, the new financial protocols for 
the Maghreb and Mashreq countries, covering 
1987 to 1991, amounted to ECU 1.618 billion, an 
increase of 59 % in real terms compared to the pre
vious 5year allocation. Industrial, scientific and 
technical cooperation and agricultural production 
were emphasised, and additional preferences for 
agricultural exports that did not compete with 
European Community (EC) domestic produc
tion were negotiated on a countrybycountry and 
productbyproduct basis (4).

The Commission also drew attention to the in
creasing volatility of the demographic situation in 
the area. Although the Member States refused to 
set up even a prior communication and consult
ation procedure on external migration policies, 
migration began to play a central role in driving 
the discussion and shaping the agenda. Thanks 
also to the Spanish and French Presidencies, in 
1989 Commissioner Abel Matutes was able to in
clude the Mediterranean among the foreign pol
icy concerns of the Community. At Strasbourg in 
December the Council endorsed the Commission 
proposals to ‘flesh out [the Community] policy 
of neighbourly relations with the Mediterranean 
States  … The specific relationship with Mediter
ranean countries must be intensified and make it 

(2) Interview with Pietro Calamia, 27 January 2017.
(3) Conclusions of the Brussels European Council, 30  March 1985: http://

www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20653/1985_march__brussels_ _
eng_.pdf

(4) Interview with Marina ManfrediMagillo, 22 June 2016.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_P-85-21_en.htm
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20653/1985_march_-_brussels__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20653/1985_march_-_brussels__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20653/1985_march_-_brussels__eng_.pdf


556 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

possible to support them in their efforts toward 
cooperation with Europe, regional integration and 
economic development’ (1). 

The Gulf crisis

The renewed Mediterranean policy emphasised 
political dialogue and enhanced financing to assist 
reform, support regional cooperation and promote 
foreign investment (European Investment Bank and 
ECInternational Investment Partners facil ities) 
and the environment  (2). The 12 Member States 
substantially increased grants and loans for the 
period from 1992 to 1996, with total funds made 
available for the region (including Cyprus, Malta 
and Turkey) peaking at ECU 5 billion. Funds were 
allocated to regional projects to promote South–
South cooperation. Programmes for  decentralised 

(1) Presidency conclusions of the Strasbourg European Council, 8 and 9 De
cember 1989: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20580/1989_de
cember__strasbourg__eng_.pdf

(2) SEC(90) 812 final, 1 June 1990, ‘Redirecting the Community’s Mediterra
nean policy — Proposals for the period 199296’.

cooperation  — such as MED Campus  (3), MED 
Urbs (4) and MED Media (5) — were the first real 
attempts to involve civil society through networks 
of universities, cities, journalists, women and mi
grants. Resources and measures directed at small 
and mediumsized enterprises, while mirroring the 
emphasis placed by the EC on the market economy, 
were also expected to promote the return of small 
entrepreneurs to their countries of origin.

The renewed Mediterranean policy was approved 
in December 1990 against the backdrop of the 
 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. In 1986 the US bomb
ing of Tripoli had raised worries about peace and 
security in the Mediterranean, including terrorism 
and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion. The 1988 relaunching of the EuroArab Dia
logue and a cooperation agreement with the Gulf 
Cooperation Council had indicated a renewed in
terest in the oilproducing countries, although the 
EC was ‘appreciably less dependent’ on petroleum 
products than at the time of the two oil crises. 
Oil covered only 45 % of primary energy require
ments, and the Middle East accounted for 3.5 % of 
EC exports and 2.8 % of imports, compared with 
8.5 % and 10 % respectively at the beginning of the 
1980s. Yet the Middle East provided 40 % of crude 
oil imports.

The Gulf War precipitated a military and humani
tarian crisis in the area, while threatening the 
emer ging postCold War order. The crisis unit es
tablished within DG VIII — Development was in 
charge of both of these issues (6). The Commission 
forecast that the ‘oil dimension’ would be the most 
negative consequence at a global level. However, the 

(3) Programme to support development cooperation schemes between the uni
versities and higher education establishments of Europe and the Mediter
ranean nonmember countries.

(4) Programme to support cooperation between local authorities in the Com
munity and those in the Mediterranean nonmember countries.

(5) Programme to support cooperation in joint projects of media professionals, 
institutions and organisations in the Community and in the  Mediterranean 
nonmember countries.

(6) Interview with Pierre Defraigne, 21 February 2017.

The Courrier du personnel reported on a conference on 
Mediterranean policy entitled ‘The Welcoming Sea’,  

held in December 1986.  
From left to right: Henri Mercier, President of the Marseille Chamber 

of Commerce; Ali Hedda, Ambassador of Tunisia; Commissioner 
Claude Cheysson; and Charles André of the information office in 

Marseille.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20580/1989_december_-_strasbourg__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20580/1989_december_-_strasbourg__eng_.pdf
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mass return of migrant workers from the Gulf to 
Mediterranean and southeast Asian countries also 
caused concern (1). The Commission and the Mem
ber States operated an air bridge and delivered aid to 
people fleeing from the Gulf. Some 102 000 people 
were repatriated, mainly to Egypt and south Asian 
countries, and emergency and food aid was donated, 
the total value of which amounted to ECU 58.5 mil
lion (2). Financial assistance to the countries most af
fected by the crisis was decided upon in September, 
with a strong appeal from the Commission: ‘[The 
Community] must implement this quickly and 
tangibly if it wants to take on its global responsibil
ities and to reap political benefits in the region and 

(1) HAEC, BAC 89/1997/107.
(2) HAEC, BAC 89/1997/106.

before other donors’  (3). As for the military crisis, 
the Commission developed regulations for the im
plementation of the economic embargo, somewhat 
frustrated by the omission of retroactivity, which 
very much reduced their impact (4). It devised solu
tions for the medium term, arguing that the Com
munity should ‘consider playing a more active role 
in the development of the region by means of the 
resolution of conflicts and greater regional integra
tion’. The ‘central idea of such cooperation would 
be to promote investment in the local economy of 
a greater share of oil earnings by bringing about in 
the highly populated countries more stable political 

(3) HAEC, BAC 89/1997/107, ‘Note for the attention of Mr Matutes’, 27 Sep
tember 1990.

(4) HAEC, BAC 89/1997/107, ‘Note on the General Affairs Council of 19 Oc
tober 1990’, 22 October 1990.

On 14 September 1993 Vice-President Manuel Marín (left) signed a financing agreement to support a structural adjustment programme in 
Morocco with Ambassador Abdallah Lahlou (right), Head of the Mission of Morocco to the European Communities.



558 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

conditions and a more reliable economic environ
ment which is more profitable for local and external 
operators’  (1). However, the April 1991 nonpaper 
‘The Community and the postwar situation in the 
Gulf ’  (2) argued that a political settlement was re
quired before a comprehensive regional economic 
initiative could be launched. The focus was then on 
the Maghreb after, in 1989, Algeria, Libya, Mauri
tania, Morocco and Tunisia had initiated the then 
promising Arab Maghreb Union (3), and it was even 
thought that the Mashreq countries would even
tually be involved in a new  initiative for the Gulf 
area (4). 

The Middle East peace process

Since 1980 the Community position concerning 
the Arab–Israeli conflict had consisted in ‘uphold
ing the right to security of all states in the region, 
including Israel, that is to say, to live within se
cure, recognized and guaranteed frontiers, and in 
upholding justice for all the peoples of the region, 
which includes recognition of the legitimate rights 
of the Palestinian people, including their right to 
self determination with all that this implies’  (5). 
As Lebanon plunged into chaos and the intifada 
began, the EC’s attempts to promote dialogue were 
frustrated. The Community condemned territorial 
violations and supported the Palestine Liberation 
Organisation’s participation in negotiations (6).

(1) SEC(90) 812 final.
(2) HAEC, ‘The Community and the postwar situation in the Gulf ’, non 

paper, 15 April 1991.
(3) SEC(92)  401 final, 30  April 1992, ‘The future of relations between the 

Community and the Maghreb’.
(4) HAEC, ‘The Community and the postwar situation in the Gulf ’.
(5) Venice Declaration, 13  June 1980: http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/

mepp/docs/venice_declaration_1980_en.pdf
(6) Presidency conclusions of the Madrid European Council, Annex I: ‘Dec

laration on the Middle East’, 26 and 27 June 1989: http://www.consilium.
europa.eu/media/20589/1989_june__madrid__eng_.pdf; and Presiden
cy conclusions of the Dublin European Council, Annex V: ‘Declaration on 
the Middle East’, 25 and 26 June 1990: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/
media/20562/1990_june__dublin__eng_.pdf

After the 1993 Oslo Accords and the opening of the 
Middle East peace process the Community engaged 
in the multilateral track of the peace process and 
held the presidency of the Regional Economic De
velopment Working Group. This group addressed 
infrastructure, trade, finance and tourism develop
ment in the region. In November 1993 the working 
group adopted the Copenhagen action plan, com
prising 35 projects in various fields: communica
tions, transportation, energy, tourism, agriculture, 
financial markets and investment, trade, training 
and regional networks. In September the Commis
sion had proposed ECU 500 million in assistance to 
the Palestinian people for 19941998 (7). Although 
only ECU 250 million was finally allocated (topped 
up by ECU 248 million from the European Invest
ment Bank and by the continuing contribution to 
the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 
Palestinian Refugees in the Middle East), the EU 
became the most important donor to the Palestin
ian territories, allocating nonreimbursable loans 
focusing on infrastructure and institutional devel
opment, education and the private sector. 

The Barcelona Conference and the 
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership

As the UN clashed with the Iraqi Army in  Kuwait, 
the Commission had noted: ‘All of a region’s secur
ity and stability comes from growth in trade, econ
omies linking up, the free circulation of workers, 
public and private investment and the strength
ening of regional infrastructure’  (8). After 2  years 
the positive outlook opened up by the Middle East 
peace process, in addition to the forthcoming en
largement to central and eastern Europe, pushed 
Commissioner Manuel Marín to urge a reshuffle of 
the existing policy  (9). In June 1994 in Corfu the 

(7) COM(93) 458 final, 29 September 1993, ‘EC support to the Middle East 
peace process’.

(8) HAEC, BAC 346/1991/12, ‘Note for information from DG External 
 Relations’, 17 December 1991.

(9) See interview with JeanPierre Derisbourg, 8 April 2016.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20580/1989_december_-_strasbourg__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20580/1989_december_-_strasbourg__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20589/1989_june_-_madrid__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20589/1989_june_-_madrid__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20589/1989_june_-_madrid__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20589/1989_june_-_madrid__eng_.pdf
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Council, visibly preoccupied with the situation in 
Algeria, gave ‘a mandate to the Council to evaluate, 
together with the Commission, the global policy of 
the European Union in the Mediterranean region 
and possible initiatives to strengthen this policy in 
the short and medium term’ (1). In Essen in Decem
ber 1994 the Council defined the Mediterranean 
as ‘a priority area of strategic importance for the 
Euro pean Union’ and decided ‘to support the Medi
terranean countries in their efforts progressively to 
transform their region into a zone of peace, stability, 
prosperity and cooperation, and to this end … [to] 
establish a EuroMediterranean partnership’. It ac
cepted ‘in the light of the Community’s changing 
priorities, [to] maintain an appropriate balance in 
the geographical allocation of Community expend

(1) Presidency conclusions of the Corfu European Council, 24 and 25 June 
1994: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21207/corfueuropean
council.pdf

iture and commitments’ (2). At Cannes in 1995 the 
Council endorsed the Commission’s programme 
and committed ECU 4 685 million for 19951999, 
to be topped up by increased loans by the European 
Investment Bank (3).

The EuroMediterranean Partnership (EMP) was 
launched at the Barcelona Conference in November 
1995. It had a threebasket structure, including a 
political and security dimension, a reinforced eco
nomic dimension and a human and cultural dimen
sion. It encompassed a multilateral programme and 
bilateral association agreements to replace and up
grade the old cooperation agreements, broadened in 

(2) Presidency conclusions of the Essen European Council, 9 and 10 Decem
ber 1994: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/
pressData/en/ec/003001.EN4.htm

(3) COM(97) 371 final, 18 July 1997, ‘Commission report to the Council and 
the European Parliament on cooperation with the Mediterranean partners 
(1995)’.

The Commission and the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) concluded a financing 
agreement for the construction of a hospital in the Gaza Strip on 17 June 1992. 

Handshake between İlter Türkmen (left), Commissioner General of UNRWA, and Abel Matutes (right), Commissioner responsible  
for Mediterranean Policy.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21207/corfu-european-council.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21207/corfu-european-council.pdf
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scope and aimed at the establishment of a free trade 
area by 2010. DG I, DG IB and DG III cooperated 
in defining disarmament schemes and investment 
projects, along with a network of transport infra
structure  (1). A political and security partnership 
would stabilise borders; promote peacebuilding; 
fight terrorism, arms trafficking and the prolifer
ation of weapons of mass destruction; and sooth 
 political instability. Cultural exchanges, religious 
dialogue and management of migration issues, such 
as family reunification and illegal flows, were in
tended to counter what in 1996 the American pol
itical scientist Samuel Huntington would term the 
‘clash of civilizations’.

The sudden decline of the Middle East peace process 
following Yitzhak Rabin’s assassination brought a 
rapid deterioration in the EMP’s multilateral pol
itical and security dialogue, and affected the whole 
EMP process. The drafting of a  Mediterranean 

(1) Interview with Manuel Marín, 28 October 2016.

 charter for peace and stability was proposed, to 
 replace the action plan, which had, by then, stalled. 
While this did not rule out cooperation on ‘hard 
security’, it gave new importance to ‘soft secur ity’, 
with an emphasis on partnership building and con
flict prevention. An overall reshuffling of EMP pri
orities and strategy was adopted at the June 1998 
ad hoc ministerial meeting in Palermo and at the 
April 1999 EuroMed Ministerial Conference in 
Stuttgart. The charter for peace and stability was 
then the ‘instrument for the implementation of the 
principles of the Barcelona Declaration where issues 
of peace and stability are concerned’. However, the 
Commission had not yet fully developed new com
petences in the field of security, and maintained a 
preference for economic soft tools (2). Indeed, asso
ciation agreements with Israel and Tunisia (1995), 
Morocco (1996) and Jordan and Palestine (1997), 

(2) Interviews with Juan Prat, 22  April 2016; and Giancarlo Chevallard, 
11 February 2017.

Commission President Romano Prodi (right) meeting Yasser Arafat (left), President of the Palestinian Authority and Nobel Peace Prize 
laureate (1994), on 24 January 2000 in Brussels.
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along with the MEDA programme (1),  implemented 
the most impressive European economic aid ever to 
the area.

Five years after the Barcelona Conference the bal
ance sheet was uneven, and the Commission realis
tically assessed the problems sapping the EMP: the 
difficulties in the Middle East peace process; the 
longerthanexpected negotiation and ratification 
procedures for association agreements; difficulties 
related to the ‘democratic clause’ and human rights; 
problems with the implementation of the economic 
transition policy; the persisting low level of south–
south exchanges; low levels of investment; and sev
eral shortcomings in the implementation of the 
MEDA programme (2).

Elena Calandri

(1) Programme to implement the cooperation measures designed to help 
 Mediterranean nonmember countries reform their economic and social 
structures and mitigate the social and environmental consequences of 
 economic development.

(2) COM(2000) 497 final, 6 September 2000, ‘Communication to prepare the 
fourth meeting of EuroMediterranean foreign ministers “Reinvigorating 
the Barcelona Process”’.

21.3. Development 
cooperation policy

The Commission’s policy in the face  
of new global challenges for 
development cooperation

The end of the Cold War brought about significant 
changes to the needs and interests of the Euro
pean Community and developing countries, which 
meant that major adjustments had to be made to 
European cooperation policy. These concerned 
not only improvments to the methods and instru
ments required to meet the socioeconomic needs 
of a growing number of partner regions at different 
stages of development, but also a more comprehen
sive approach to combating poverty.

It is true that, since the 1970s and 1980s, the fam
ines in Biafra (19671970), the Sahel (19681972), 
Ethiopia (19721973 and 19841985) and Bangla
desh (1974), in which millions of people died and 
which were widely reported by the media, had con
tributed to placing the fight against world hunger 
at the forefront of international policies. A new 
approach was needed to boost agricultural produc
tion in developing countries while at the same time 
protecting the environment. This formed part of 
an international movement led by the United Na
tions — bringing together the fight against hunger, 
agricultural development and environmental pro
tection — which gained definitive traction in 1987, 
when the Brundtland report was adopted and the 
principle of sustainable development was recognised 
as being fundamental to North–South dialogue (3). 
The EC officially adopted this concept  under the 
Lomé IV Convention (1989) and through a series 
of European Council resolutions (Dublin, 25 and 
26  June 1990). Two years later the Rio Summit 

(3) World Commission on Environment and Development, ‘Our common 
future’, UN Documents, 1987: http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.
asp?symbol=A/42/427&Lang=E 

http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/42/427&Lang=E
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/42/427&Lang=E
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 endorsed the idea that development and environ
mental protection should be tackled together (1).

The EC had been discussing the issue of debt in de
veloping countries with the Bretton Woods institu
tions (2) since the mid 1980s, while a certain adjust
ment was already under way in terms of where the 
Community was taking action, as it was increasing 
its presence in Latin America and Asia. However, 
the fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of the Cold 
War led to a much greater shift in relations between 
the West and developing countries. The latter, which 
had held a strategic position between the two rival 
blocs, lost this status and feared losing the ‘uncondi
tional’ support from which they had benefited (3).

From 1992 the Treaty of Maastricht offered the 
Community new ways in which to act: by incor
porating development cooperation policy under 
 Title XVII of the Treaty on European Union the 
treaty finally provided a legal basis for this policy, 
thus ensuring that it would last. The Community’s 
development policy had to be conducted in line 
with the policies and operations led by the Member 
States. For the sake of consistency the Commis
sion sought to coordinate efforts, focusing on the 
four  development policy objectives laid down in 
the  treaty: sustainable economic and social devel
opment; the smooth integration of the developing 
countries into the world economy; the campaign 
against poverty; and finally the consolidation of de
mocracy and the rule of law and respect for  human 
rights and fundamental freedoms (4). On the whole, 

(1) Frisch, D., ‘We have not inherited the land from our parents, we are borrow
ing it from our children’, The Courier: Africa-Caribbean-Pacific  — Euro-
pean Community, No 133, MayJune, 1992, pp. 4445; SEC(91) 2448 final, 
20 March 1992, ‘Report from the Commission of the European Communi
ties to the UN Conference on the Environment and Development’.

(2) The EC had participated in the World Bank’s special programme of assist
ance for poor and heavily indebted subSaharan African countries since 
1988. 

(3) HAEC, SEC(92) 915, 5 May 1992, ‘Development cooperation policy in the 
runup to 2000 (the Community’s relations with the developing countries 
viewed in the context of political Union) — The consequences of the Maas
tricht Treaty’.

(4) COM(93) 123 final, 24 March 1993, ‘The runup to 2000 — Identifying 
priority areas for the coordination of development cooperation policies 
 between the Community and the Member States’.

the actions to be carried out were supposed to be 
more structural than in the past, based on the need 
to empower the developing countries by encour
aging them to carry out domestic reforms (5). At the 
end of the Cold War the EC was working with part
ner countries, no matter what their ideological pos
itions, under the ‘political neutrality’ of the Lomé 
system. This meant that even ‘friends’ of Moscow or 
Beijing (such as Angola, Ethiopia or Mozambique) 
received European funding  (6). In terms of prin
ciples, the EC appeared to be particularly mindful 
of not interfering in the domestic policies of its 
partner countries, although, in practice, opting to 
promote the development of certain socioeconom
ic sectors inevitably had an impact on the benefi
ciaries’ policies. Alongside the International Mon
etary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank’s approach 
of making aid dependent on a range of criteria, the 
introduction of Lomé IV in 1989 saw the EU seek 
to raise standards of public governance, to which 
end the Commission explicitly added the respect 
for the democratic and humanist values it intended 
to promote.

For each of these crosscutting objectives the Com
mission identified the sectors in which coordin
ation with the Member States was insufficient and 
proposed ways to address this and ensure followup. 
The sectors targeted were health, education and 
training, food safety and related agricultural devel
opment. The Commission also sought to enhance 
the role of women in all these areas (7). In the mid 
1990s, however, there were still many obstacles on 
the ground (lack of human resources in the dele
gations, limited interest in certain Member States 
in coordinating measures at Community level, no 
followup by central services, difficulty in getting 

(5) HAEC, COM(92), Minutes No 1104, meeting of 9 May 1992.
(6) Interview with Dieter Frisch, 14 June 2017.
(7) COM(95) 423, 18 September 1995, ‘Integrating gender issues in develop

ment cooperation’; interview with Pierre Defraigne, 21 February 2017.
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beneficiary countries on board, etc.), which made it 
difficult to increase synergies (1).

Throughout this whole process, which was both 
a practical and a reflective exercise, the intention 
was also to develop concerted positions among the 
Member States and the Community in internation
al circles (2) in order to contribute to the overall de
bate on developmentrelated issues and strengthen 

(1) COM(95)  700, 15  December 1995, ‘Final report on the pilot scheme 
on  operational coordination between the Community and its Member 
States — Proposals for consolidating and extending operational coordin
ation’; interview with Jacobus (Koos) Richelle, 21 September 2016.

(2) Frisch, D., ‘The European Union’s development policy — A personal view 
of 50 years of international cooperation’, Policy Management Report, No 15, 
European Centre for Development Policy Management, Maastricht, 2008, 
pp.  2223: http://ecdpm.org/wpcontent/uploads/2013/10/PMR15
Euro peanUnionDevelopmentPolicyInternationalcooperation2008.
pdf 

the Community’s position as a key player in this 
area (3). 

At the same time the rivalry between East and West 
had given way to a plethora of local conflicts of a new 
kind, which undermined development prospects 
and increased migratory flows, particularly towards 
Europe. Against this backdrop it became increas
ingly necessary to implement domestic, foreign and 
security policies  (4) in conjunction with develop
ment cooperation strategies, the latter thenceforth 
designed also to act as instruments to prevent crises, 
while the former focused more on managing crises. 
From then on the Commission took an  increasingly 

(3) Interview with Stefano Manservisi, 22 February 2017.
(4) HAEC, SEC(92) 915.

Dieter Frisch (right) was Director-General of the Development DG until 1993.  
On 16 December 1987 he met Ahmed Ibrahim Abdi (left), Head of the Mission of Djibouti to the European Communities.

http://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/PMR-15-European-Union-Development-Policy-International-cooperation-2008.pdf
http://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/PMR-15-European-Union-Development-Policy-International-cooperation-2008.pdf
http://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/PMR-15-European-Union-Development-Policy-International-cooperation-2008.pdf
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holistic approach to development under the term 
‘structural stability’, combining sustainable devel
opment, democracy, human rights, building viable 
political structures, improving social conditions 
and protecting the environment (1).

At the Commission, advocates of this longterm, 
structural approach (with its traditional stronghold 
in DG VIII) worked alongside those who favoured 
what might be called a more political approach or, 
in any event, one that was more responsive to very 
shortterm needs. The determination to improve 
the Community’s ability to take action to provide 
immediate assistance to civilian victims became 
more resolute after 1991, in view of the scale of the 
famines in Africa and Bangladesh, and in particu
lar as a result of the Kurdish refugee crisis and the 
emotional response of international public opinion 
to these events. It was also clearly a question of pro
viding positive news stories and a response to Euro
pean public opinion, which paid less attention to 
what could be done in the long term. Marc Pierini, 
a member of Abel Matutes’s cabinet (North–South 
Relations), made this revealing statement in June 
1991: ‘Emergency aid is also a way for the Commu
nity to assert its position in the world. It is an essen
tial kind of common policy, the usefulness of which 
is recognised by everyone. It is in the Community’s 
own interest to make it more efficient and more 
visible’ (2). It is true that there had been a team in 
DG VIII working on emergency aid since 1978. Its 
resources and the number of geographical destin
ations to which aid was sent increased considerably 
over the years (3). In addition, several Commission 
services had started dealing with emergency food 
aid — under Phare (the programme of aid to  central 

(1) SEC(96) 332 final, 6 March 1996, ‘The European Union and the issue of 
conflicts in Africa: peacebuilding, conflict prevention and beyond’.

(2) Chapin, J.Y., ‘Aides d’urgence de la CEE  — Interview de Marc Pierini, 
membre du cabinet de Matutes’, Courrier du personnel, No 529, June 1991, 
pp. 3034.

(3) ‘Immédiatement opérationnel: le service des aides d’urgence de la DG VIII’, 
Courrier du personnel, No  501, November  1988, pp.  212  . See also ‘La 
 crise du Golfe  — Les aides d’urgence’, Courrier du personnel, No  522, 
 October 1990, pp. 2628.

and east European countries) or the European Agri
cultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund — but each 
with its own approach and logic. In 1991 how ever, 
faced with the exodus of Iraqi Kurds, the fragment
ed structures made things more difficult and the 
existing resources were insufficient. A special task 
force headed by David Williamson, the Commis
sion’s SecretaryGeneral, had to be set up ad hoc 
to provide the coordination needed to deal with 
the number of parties involved and the size of the 
budget in question, the funds for which were quickly 
released. Moreover, a team led by Juan Prat, Direct
orGeneral of DG I — External Relations, was sent 
to Turkey and Iraq and promptly realised that the 
Commission’s staff in the field were not equipped 
to deal with the scale of the challenge. Instead they 
had to make use of the Member States’ civil and 
military resources on the ground  (4). Drawing on 
the lessons learned from these problems and fearing 
that conflicts of this kind would multiply in future, 
by July 1991 the teams of Commissioners Manuel 
Marín (Development), Frans Andriessen (External 
Relations) and Abel Matutes (North–South Rela
tions) were proposing creating a European office for 
emergency humanitarian aid, which would initially 
come under their joint responsibility before being 
handed over to a single Commissioner once the 
next Commission was appointed. This office would 
concentrate the necessary expertise within one ad
ministrative body in order to deal with emergen
cies and establish appropriate procedures. It would 
improve coordination with the Member States 
and nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) and 
encourage joint operations  (5). This initiative ini
tially met with many reservations from within the 
Commission and from the Member States (6), but, 
according to Jordi Ayet Puigarnau, deputy head of 

(4) Chapin, J.Y., ‘Aides d’urgence de la CEE  — L’aide aux Kurdes  — Inter
view de Juan Prat, directeur général à la DG I — Interview de Marc Pierini, 
 membre du cabinet Matutes’, Courrier du personnel, No  529, June 1991, 
pp. 2234.

(5) HAEC, SEC(91) 1957/6, 22 October 1991, ‘Emergency humanitarian aid: 
a unified framework and the European Office for Emergency Humani
tarian Aid’.

(6) Interview with Robert Cox, 5 April 2016.
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 Commissioner Marín’s cabinet at the time, the pol
itical analysis made by the Spanish Commissioner 
and his team won the naysayers over  (1). The Col
lege ultimately adopted the proposal, but with one 
important caveat: on 1 March 1992 the European 
Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO) was set 
up for an initial period of 7 years, but a midterm 
review of its performance and activities would be 
carried out by the Commission  (2). Its first Com
missioner, Emma Bonino, appointed in 1995, rose 
to the challenge of being the face of European 
emergency aid. Her trips to the former Yugoslavia, 
Africa’s Great Lakes region, Iraqi Kurdistan and 
Taliban Afghanistan, where the regime impris
oned her for several hours, received a great deal of 

(1) Interview with Jordi Ayet Puigarnau, 27 April 2017.
(2) HAEC, SEC(92) 2550, 21 December 1992, ‘Note on the status of ECHO’.

media coverage. They also had an impact on public 
opinion and brought Europe’s institutions closer 
to its people. At that time the EU was the biggest 
source of humanitarian aid in the world, provid
ing a  total of ECU 1.6466 billion in funds (3). By 
1998, only 5 years after it had been  created, ECHO 
had been active in around 100 countries in Asia, 
 Africa, the Middle East and eastern Europe. At 
that point  — under the leadership of the Spanish 
diplomat  Alberto Navarro since 1997 — it had 108 
statutory staff assisted by 70 experts in the field. 
Working alongside the UN, ECHO could boast 
of having signed framework partnership contracts 

(3) Hehir, G. and Kaluzynska, E., ‘Humanitarian echoes’, Commission en 
 direct, No 77, December 1997January 1998, p. 3.

In 1999 the European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO) concluded a framework cooperation agreement with the International 
Committee of the Red Cross. 

Princess Astrid of Belgium, President of the Belgian Red Cross (left), and Commissioner Emma Bonino (right).
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with around 200  humanitarian organisations (the 
Red Cross and other NGOs) (1). 

Specific issues by geographical area

In general, between 1986 and 2000, regardless of 
where in the world development aid was being de
livered, more and more emphasis was placed on 
the need for that aid to be effective. For histor ical, 
geographical and political reasons, inequal ities 
remained between the sums of Euro pean official 
development assistance allocated to the different 
partner regions, where, after 1992, the prior ities 
 enshrined in the Maastricht Treaty were further 
 developed in different ways. We have already said 
that the end of the Cold War brought about a 
change in the geopolitical priorities of the Euro pean 
Community, and that the scale of the east Euro
pean countries’ needs exerted considerable pressure 
on the resources that, until then, had been targeted 
at developing countries (2). Nevertheless, the Com
munity remained very committed to subSaharan 
Africa. Additionally, following Spain and Portu
gal’s entry into the EC, Europe’s cultural links with 
Latin America were also reaffirmed, especially in 
view of the region’s great potential in terms of trade, 
investment, and knowledge and technology trans
fer. The EC also promoted stability in the Mediter
ranean, where it sought to supplement its bilateral 
relations by establishing a multilateral framework, 
which would give rise to the Barcelona process (3). 
Finally, in Asia, the magnitude of the poverty there 
called for further solidarity towards certain coun
tries, while at the same time the EC also had to con
solidate its economic presence in the most advanced 

(1) Whyte, F., ‘EU humanitarian aid — ECHO: the issues at stake’, Commis-
sion en direct, No  110, November  1998, p.  4. See also Chapter  3, ‘Major 
changes and colossal challenges: the directoratesgeneral and staffing in the 
Commission’.

(2) Interview with Stefano Manservisi, 22 February 2017. 
(3) See Chapter 21.2 ‘Europe and the Mediterranean’.

countries of a region then considered to be ‘the most 
dynamic in the world’ (4).

Within the Commission the different geographical 
areas were dealt with by different Commissioners, 
and therefore different DGs. From 1985 the ‘Medi
terranean, Asia and Latin America’ region came 
under the remit of the Commissioner for North–
South Relations and Mediterranean Policy and DG 
External Relations. Relations with Africa, the Car
ibbean and the Pacific (ACP) were dealt with by DG 
Development, which had always come under the 
Commissioner for Development’s supervision. A 
major reform was introduced on 15 October 1997, 
however, when the Commission’s external services 
were reorganised to improve the implementation 
of European aid to nonmember countries across 
all regions. From then on, while responsibility for 
the strategic design and political direction of aid 
programmes remained with the abovementioned 
DGs in accordance with their geographical areas of 
competence, the implementation of actions on the 
ground was handled by the Joint Service for Com
munity Aid to NonMember Countries (SCR), 
which became operational in April 1998  (5). Even 
within DG Development, which until then had 
been very independent and selfsufficient (6), there 
was a dominant feeling that the management bur
den had become too much for one DG and that the 
creation of a special service — initially envisaged as 
an agency  — had become inevitable, even though 
some staff considered this change to be very dam
aging, because of the significant shifts in resources 

(4) HAEC, Annex to document SEC(92) 915, 5 May 1992, ‘The Community’s 
relations with the developing countries viewed in the context of political 
Union’, 28 April 1992.

(5) HAEC, SEC(97)  1813/5, 10  October 1997, ‘Establishment of a joint 
 service to manage Community aid to nonmember countries’; press release 
IP/97/880, ‘Commission creates new structure to improve community aid 
to third countries’, Brussels, 15  October 1997: http://europa.eu/rapid/
pressrelease_IP97880_en.htm. It was a common service for DGs that 
had been responsible for implementing EU aid to nonmember countries, 
i.e. DGs I, IA (common foreign and security policy, human rights), IB, VIII 
and ECHO.

(6) Interviews with Dieter Frisch, 28  June 2010; and Stefano Manservisi, 
22 February 2017.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-97-880_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-97-880_en.htm
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and personnel  (1). The appointment of Philippe 
Soubestre as DirectorGeneral of the SCR  (2) 
 offered some reassurance, however, since he was one 
of DG  VIII’s own  (3). In 2001 the SCR gave way 
to the new EuropeAid Cooperation Office, while 
a major decentralisation process was launched to 
transfer considerable responsibilities  — until then 
held by Brussels — to the Commission’s delegations 
in the field.

Evolution of cooperation with the African, 
Caribbean and Pacific countries

The negotiations on renewing the Lomé Conven
tion, which had been started under Commissioner 
Lorenzo Natali in October 1988, were completed 
in late November 1989 under Manuel Marín, just 
a few days after the Berlin Wall came down. This 
event compounded the ACP countries’ fear that the 
development of EC relations with eastern Europe 
and the goal of creating a large internal market, to 
be achieved by the end of 1992, would mean the 
loss of their privileged position within the Commu
nity’s external relations (4). This threat was felt even 
more keenly because, as well as being confronted 
with a slump in the prices of the commodities on 
which their economies were heavily dependent — a 
slump that the export earnings stabilisation system 
(Stabex) seemed unable to offset adequately  (5)  — 
the majority of the ACP countries had to contend 

(1) Interviews with Jacobus (Koos) Richelle, 21 September 2016; and Jorge de 
Oliveira e Sousa, 14 February 2017. 

(2) HAEC, PERS(98) 159, 26 June 1998 ‘Establishment of a joint service to 
manage Community aid to nonmember countries — Changes to the or
ganisation charts of the directoratesgeneral for external relations’.

(3) Interview with Bernard Petit, 7 June 2017. Philippe Soubestre had been the 
Deputy DirectorGeneral of DG VIII.

(4) HAEC, SEC(89) 1959, ‘Summary record of the meeting held in Brussels 
between the Commission and the French government on the Lomé  IV 
 negotiations’, 9 November 1989. ‘Le dossier du mois: Lomé IV’, Courrier du 
personnel, No 515, February 1990, pp. 216. Interviews with Dieter Frisch, 
14 June 2017 ; and Stefano Manservisi, 22 February 2017.

(5) HAEC, BAC  20/2001/45, ‘Lomé  IV negotiations’; The Courier: Africa- 
Caribbean-Pacific — European Community, No 112, November December 
1988. For details of how Stabex worked see Migani, G., ‘Development aid: 
historic priorities and new dynamics’, in Bussière, É., Dujardin, V. et al. 
(ed.), The European Commission 1973-86  — History and memories of an 
 institution, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2014, 
pp. 393411.

with rocketing public debt. According to Bernard 
Petit, head of DG  VIII’s Programming Division, 
from 1986 onwards financial needs took precedence 
over all the ACP countries’ other political con
cerns (6).

For this reason — in addition to new articles on de
centralised cooperation, promoting the private sec
tor, reinforcing regional cooperation, the position of 
women in society and environmental protection — 
the Lomé IV Convention, signed on 15 December 
1989 between the Member States of the EC and 69 
ACP countries, incorporated the need for greater 
flexibility — managed with more independence and 
originality — as regards the straightjacket of IMF 
and World Bank lending requirements.

Since the beginning of the 1980s the World Bank 
and the IMF had made their loans to developing 
countries dependent on their muchvaunted struc
tural adjustment programmes, i.e. reform of the 
countries’ economic structures, which led to cur
rency devaluation and a sharp fall in government 
expenditure (caused by privatising or closing down 
noncompetitive stateowned businesses, eliminat
ing nonessential administrative services, etc.). The 
European Community, deeply concerned about the 
social repercussions of such a strategy imposed by the 
very freemarket logic of the Bretton Woods institu
tions, sought to carve out its own path of supporting 
structural adjustment, to make it viable economical
ly and less painful socially. Nevertheless, this meant 
that when it proposed initiatives the Commission 
had to be most insistent in order for the Council to 
adopt its ideas, because some Member States that 
were accustomed to accepting the leadership of the 
World Bank and the IMF and were reluctant to 
challenge it. This twofold approach was finally set 
out in a Council resolution of May 1988 and taken 
up in the provisions of Lomé IV. On the one hand, 

(6) Petit, B., ‘L’ajustement structurel et la position de la Communauté 
 européenne’, Revue Tiers-Monde, Vol. 34, No 136, Presses universitaires de 
France, Paris, 1993, p. 835.
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the European Community wanted to work along
side the IMF and the World Bank to draw up the 
various adjustment programmes, ensuring that the 
adjustment conditions were set in conjunction with 
the countries concerned, and that the transitional 
process was compatible with the countries’ long
term development and realistic in terms of the time
tables set for the reforms needed, maintained social 
welfare and — from the outset — incorporated a re
gional dimension into the process (1). On the  other 
hand, the Commission set aside specific resources 
and instruments to provide direct help to countries 
subject to adjustment. To this end the convention 
introduced a ‘facility’ of ECU 1.15 billion in grants, 
which could be supplemented by the indicative 
programme resources of the countries concerned. 
In practice, around ECU 1.5 billion was allocated 
to the eligible countries for adjustment during the 
first 5 years of Lomé IV (2). European assistance was 
provided in the form of donations, whereas World 
Bank and IMF aid came in the form of loans that 
increased the external debt of the countries that 
‘benefited’. Furthermore, in exchange for European 
aid, the beneficiary countries had to prove that the 
funds would finance sectors that were ‘important 
in human terms’ (education, health) or ‘vital to the 
economy’ (3).

This facility therefore marked the first time that 
aid planned under the Lomé process included 
 conditionality  (4): in addition to the amount that 
each ACP country received automatically for the 
5year period on signature of its national indicative 
programme negotiated with DG  VIII to finance 
certain priority sectors (infrastructure, rural devel
opment, energy, etc.), there was also special funding 

(1) COM(94)  447, 27  October 1994, ‘Community support for structural 
adjust ment in the ACP countries: towards the consolidation and strength
ening of a realistic and concerted approach’.

(2) Petit, ‘L’ajustement structurel et la position de la Communauté européenne’, 
p. 838.

(3) ‘EU–ACP cooperation in 1995  — What form of structural adjustment?, 
The Courier ACP-EU, offprint, European Commission, Brussels, 1996. 

(4) For a long time the Commission hesitated to use this word because benefi
ciary countries saw it as imposing conditions from abroad. The Commission 
preferred to talk about ‘dialogue and reciprocal commitments’.

that would be released only after the Commission 
had examined the situation in the candidate coun
try. Each country had to meet specific conditions 
(satisfactory progress in implementing adjustment 
measures, a balanced budget, the appropriate use 
of counterpart funds — but also respect for human 
rights or the democratisation process) in order to 
obtain the assistance, which would be paid in instal
ments (5). According to Jordi Ayet Puigarnau: ‘This 
facility served as a tool for modernisation and great
er efficiencies.’ He also pointed out, however, that: 

‘This innovation was met with considerable 
opposition in certain Member States: some 
were afraid that the EC was encroaching on 
what the IMF and World Bank were already 
doing, while others were very concerned by 
the fact that the ECU 1 150 million 
earmarked for the facility would be taken 
out of the overall European Development 
Fund (EDF) budget for distribution between 
the ACP countries’ (6).

Apart from the focus  — in programmes agreed 
with ACP countries — on what was important in 
‘ human terms’ and people’s basic needs, if there was 
one challenge that the Commission tried to make 
other donors aware of at the time it was that of bal
ancing adjustment with democracy. People’s expect
ations as regards democracy and improved living 
conditions could not be met in the short term be
cause of the restrictions imposed by the structural 
adjustment programmes. It was for this reason that 
the Commission wanted the IMF and the World 
Bank to relax these restrictions, so as not to slow 
down the political transitions encouraged by the 
West. Indeed, this political issue was starting to 
become a key factor in Community cooperation 
policy, especially with regard to ACP countries, and 
rightly so.

(5) ‘EU–ACP cooperation in 1995 — What form of structural adjustment?; 
Petit, ‘L’ajustement structurel et la position de la Communauté européenne’, 
p. 841.

(6) Interview with Jordi Ayet Puigarnau, 27 April 2017.
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It should be noted that, under Article 5 of the 1989 
Lomé IV Convention, respect for human rights was 
recognised as a ‘basic’ factor of development and 
that cooperation had to contribute to the promo
tion of these rights  (1). Until then these questions 
had only been touched upon, owing to the ‘pol
itical neutrality’ that the European Community 
sought to maintain in its partnership with the ACP 
countries, especially to avoid any suspicion of neo
colonialist interference and in light of the issues 
surrounding the bipolar relationship between East 
and West  (2). But Lomé IV represented a cautious 
step forward: the human rights issue was a very 

(1) Fourth ACP–EEC Convention, signed at Lomé on 15 December 1989 (OJ 
L 229, 17.8.1991, p. 3). It was the first agreement concluded by the European 
Community that incorporated this aspect into its ‘fundamental’ clauses, by 
referring not only to economic, social and cultural rights, but also to civil 
and political rights.

(2) Frisch, ‘The European Union’s development policy’, p. 24; interview with 
Dieter Frisch, 14 June 2017.

 sensitive subject throughout the negotiations, for 
the Member States, for the ACP countries and for 
DirectorGeneral Frisch himself (3).

However, the situation changed in the new geopol
itical context of the early 1990s, and the EC gradual
ly acquired the legal tools that allowed it to act more 
openly in this area. Following the Council reso
lution of 28 November 1991 setting out the  specific 

(3) HAEC, BAC  20/2001/34, ‘Note to the file of 25  November 1987 
on the minutes of the meeting of 3  November with Lorenzo Natali’; 
BAC 20/2001/31, ‘Meeting between the German Minister Hans Klein and 
Dieter Frisch, Volkmar Köhler and Lorenzo Natali’, 10  December 1987; 
‘Information on the informal meeting of development ministers, Bavaria’, 
February 1988; ‘Note to the file of 24 February 1988’; BAC 20/2001/40, 
‘Meetings of 14, 22 and 27 July 1988 with the representatives of the Mem
ber States’; BAC 20/2001/42, minutes of the Coreper meeting of 15 Sep
tember 1988, etc.; BAC 20/2001/49, ‘Briefing note by the “Human Rights” 
working group for the Brazzaville Ministerial Conference’, February 
1989; BAC 20/2001/49, ‘Speech by Dieter Frisch of 10 December 1988 on 
“ human rights and ACP–EEC cooperation” — Seminar on human dignity 
and the ACP–EEC Convention’.

The Lomé Convention brought together 71 countries in Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific. The first convention was signed  
on 28 February 1975 to promote the economic, social and cultural development of its member countries.



570 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

initiatives that the Commission and the Member 
States could take to promote human rights, democ
racy and the rule of law in developing countries (a 
positive approach to promoting human rights and 
negative measures for violating these rights), the 
Treaty of Maastricht made these principles priority 
objectives for EC foreign policy and development 
cooperation policy. Thus, when the midterm re
view of Lomé IV was carried out in 1995 the agree
ment incorporated a reference to the acknowledge
ment and the application of democratic principles, 
the consolidation of the rule of law and the proper 
management of public affairs  (1). Financial resour
ces could also be mobilised to support measures in 
this area (2). And in the revised Lomé IV Conven
tion, signed in Mauritius on 4 November 1995, for 
the first time respect for human rights, democracy 
and the rule of law was enshrined as an ‘essential’ 
element of the convention. This meant that if one 
party considered that another had failed to fulfil 
an obligation regarding an essential element of the 
agreement, it could  — if consultations to remedy 
the situation failed  — take ‘appropriate’ measures 
(i.e. sanctions), which could result in the partial or 
total suspension of cooperation. The convention 
laid down the procedure to be followed in such a 
case (Article 366a)  (3). Lomé  IVa therefore incor
porated a real suspension clause, even though the 
EC had not waited for this legal framework to be 
put in place before sanctioning certain ‘rogue’ ACP 
countries, such as Idi Amin’s Uganda at the end of 
the 1970s, Sudan in 1990 or Zaire in 1992  (4). In 
practice, once introduced, this sanction procedure 
was rarely used, as the priority was not to punish but 
to provide positive support for measures promoting 
the values recognised as ‘universal’ in  international 

(1) Interview with Manuel Marín, 28  October 2016, p.  17: ‘The democratic 
clause … that was a battle I was very pleased to win’.

(2) Sebahara, P., ‘La coopération politique entre l’UE et les États ACP — Bilan 
des politiques et des pratiques sous les 4 conventions de Lomé (19751998)’, 
ECDPM discussion paper No  7, European Centre for Development Man
agement Policy, Maastricht, 1999, p. 15.

(3) HAEC, BAC 517/2005/23, ‘Note to heads of delegation in the ACP states’, 
30 December 1995; ‘Information dossier on the Lomé IVa Convention’.

(4) Sebahara, ‘La coopération politique entre l’UE et les États ACP’, pp. 11 and 
24.

forums  (5). The signing of a protocol for South 
 Africa to join the Lomé  IVa Convention in April 
1997 was highly symbolic in this respect, as it bore 
testament to the normalisation of relations with 
a country that had great political and economic 
 potential for the entire continent (6).

Changing geopolitics in the EU also had an impact 
on Lomé IVa: for the first time there was hardly any 
increase in the total amount of the eighth EDF — 
having been set at ECU 10.8 billion for 19901995, 
it amounted to only ECU  12.9  billion for 1995
2000. Moreover, the long ratification process de
layed its implementation (7). DG Development had 
to engage in some real lobbying with certain Mem
ber States to convince them not to turn their backs 
on their commitments and responsibilities to the 
ACP countries (8).

The revised convention also reflected the EU’s strict
er requirements on the use of grants in the partner 
countries: from then on, after each ACP country 
had signed its national indicative programme, only 
70 % of the amount earmarked for the 5year  period 
would be made available; the remaining 30 % could 
only be allocated after a midterm assessment of the 
expenditure carried out with the first instalment, 

(5) Interview with Jacobus (Koos) Richelle, 21 September 2016; COM(95) 567 
final, 22 November 1995, ‘The European Union and the external dimen
sion of human rights policy: from Rome to Maastricht and beyond’.

(6) HAEC, BAC  517/2005/13, ‘Summary record of the 22nd session of the 
ACP–EC Council of Ministers’, Luxembourg, 24  April 1997. In 1995 
the Commission launched the European programme for reconstruction 
and development, which replaced the special programme of assistance for 
victims of apartheid set up in 1986. The programme was intended to sup
port the policy of the Mandela government. It was financed through the 
EU budget rather than the EDF. South Africa also benefited from partial 
access to Lomé through its special status (April 1997); in 1999, after tough 
negotiations, a bilateral agreement on trade, development and cooperation 
was signed. Interview with Erwan Fouéré, 15 April 2016.

(7) HAEC, BAC 517/2005/14, ‘Report of the ACP–EC Development Finance 
Cooperation Committee addressed to the ACP–EC Council of Ministers’, 
April 1998.

(8) HAEC, BAC 517/2005/23, ‘Note from Bernard Petit to Lodewijk Briët on 
the Carcassonne informal Council’, 15 March 1995; ‘Note from Philippe 
Soubestre to Carlos Costa, head of cabinet of João de Deus Pinheiro’, 
24 May 1995. See also BAC 517/2005/24, ‘Letter from the DirectorGener
al, Steffen Smidt, to the foreign ministers of the Member States yet to com
plete ratification’, 18 November 1996; interview with Stefano Manservisi, 
22 February 2017.
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based on qualitative and quantitative  criteria  (1). 
As with the structural adjustment support facil
ity, this flexible programming mechanism reflect
ed a new definition of cooper ation, which was no 
longer linked solely to the needs of the partner 
countries but also, increasingly, to their perform
ance. In addition, in order to involve the Member 
States more and reinforce the complementarity of 
their actions with Community policy, Director 
General Steffen Smidt suggested that, from this 
point on, instead of informing the Member States 
about the programmes to be financed per country 
only at the end of the process, when discussions be
tween the Commission and a given ACP country 
had been completed, there would be a preliminary 
discussion with the Member States on the general 
outline of what was planned, well before the docu
ments rati fying the national indicative programmes 
were signed  (2). This proposal, which received the 
backing of Commissioner João de Deus Pinheiro’s 
cabinet in June 1995  (3), gave real impetus to the 
joint programming process that later became more 
systematic. It also finetuned the sectoral approach 
started by Lomé  III, which was considered to be 
the most appropriate for facilitating dialogue with 
the ACP countries on their policies and for ensur
ing the ‘effectiveness and longterm viability of the 
EDFfunded measures’ (4). 

An opportunity to make even more wideranging 
changes to EU–ACP cooperation  — in terms of 
both content and form — presented itself in 2000, 
when Lomé IVa reached the end of its term. When 
it came to rethinking the partnership, the Commis

(1) HAEC, BAC  517/2005/23, ‘Management note “Appui aux PAS  — Pro
grammation” from DG Development on Lomé IV programming — second 
financial protocol’, 10  February 1995; ‘Note from Bernard Petit for the 
 attention of Philippe Soubestre on this subject’, 9 October 1995.

(2) HAEC, BAC  517/2005/23, ‘Note from Steffen Smidt to Carlos Costa, 
head of cabinet of João de Deus Pinheiro’, 2 June 1995; BAC 517/2005/24, 
‘Report of the EDF Committee of April 1996 drafted by Hans Carle and 
addressed to central African delegations’, 13 May 1996.

(3) HAEC, BAC 517/2005/23, ‘Note from Steffen Smidt to the members of 
management’, 27 June 1995.

(4) HAEC, BAC  517/2005/23, ‘Note from Steffen Smidt to the geographic 
directorates and the Commission’s delegations in ACP states on program
ming’, 10 April 1995.

sion wanted to move away from the old bureaucratic 
model of preparing its negotiating mandate alone 
in its corner (5) and instead start a much more in
clusive debate in which all stakeholders would be 
invited to share their views (6). In November 1996, 
thanks to the work of DG VIII and, in particular, 
Bernard  Petit, Commissioner Pinheiro published 
a Green Paper intended to serve as an analysis and 
reflection document that raised questions and 

(5) Interview with Bernard Petit, 7 June 2017.
(6) HAEC, BAC  517/2005/7, ‘DG Development (Bernard Petit) speaking 

note for Elisabeth Tison on this subject for the EU–ACP joint assembly’, 
4 March 1997.

The revised Lomé IV Convention was signed on 4 November 1995. 
Seated on the left, Javier Solana, Spanish Minister for Foreign 

Affairs and Acting President of the Council, and on the right, João 
de Deus Pinheiro, Commissioner responsible for External Relations 

with African, Caribbean and Pacific Countries and South Africa, 
including Development Aid.
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 identified options for the future. He made a very 
 critical  assessment of the Lomé system, pointing 
out in particular that the system of trade preferen
ces had failed to boost the ACP countries’ econ
omies (their share of world trade had fallen, their 
economic structures still lacked real diversification, 
their GDP per capita — for example in sub Saharan 
 Africa — had risen only very slightly, there was scant 
regional cooperation and intraACP trade, etc.). He 
also noted that the partnership principle enshrined 
in the Lomé Convention had lost its meaning: it had 
proved difficult to work as ‘equal partners’  given the 
institutional weaknesses of the beneficiary coun
tries, their reliance on aid, the proliferation of condi
tionalities and the tendency of the Commu nity and 
other donors to take the place of the weaker partner 
for reasons of efficiency. Moreover, all too often the 
relationship had been dominated by the needs of 
the moment and crisis management. Furthermore, 
NGOs, local authorities, representatives of the pri
vate sector and other segments of civil society had, 
for their part, expressed growing interest in direct 
participation in a partnership from which, with the 
exception of NGOs, they felt excluded  (1). One of 
the aims of the reform, therefore, was to strength
en and clarify the reciprocal political commitments 
by making the ACP countries more accountable to 
European citizens and ACP civil society  — who 
should play a greater role in cooperation relations — 
for the use made of the allocated resources. At the 
same time some key aspects (the contractual nature 
of the relationship, the predictability and selectivity 
of Community aid) had to be retained (2).

(1) COM(96) 570 final, 20 November 1996, ‘Green Paper on relations  between 
the European Union and the ACP countries on the eve of the 21st cen
tury — Challenges and options for a new partnership’, p. 12. Although the 
Lomé  IV Convention had stated since 1989 that EC–ACP cooperation 
should encourage people to become involved in development design and 
implementation, tangible results in terms of decentralised cooperation were 
still thin on the ground and were very much dependent on the willingness of 
the ACP countries to work with civil society, which was often insufficient
ly independent or organised to propose or implement local development 
projects. Annual report on EU–ACP cooperation, European Commission, 
Brussels, 1994. It was also difficult sometimes to work with the authorities 
beyond central government level (i.e. provinces, municipalities, etc.).

(2) COM(96) 570 final, pp. 3439.

The consultation period for the Green Paper pub
lished by João de Deus Pinheiro at the end of 1996 
ran from February to September 1997. Discussions 
took place not only within the institutions (Euro
pean Parliament, Economic and Social Committee, 
EU–ACP Council), but also in each EU Member 
State and in each of the three ACP regions through 
forums or seminars held either at the initiative of 
the Commission or on the basis of spontaneous 
initiatives put forward by NGOs, the private sec
tor, trade unions, etc., not to mention the written 
contributions sent to the Commission. This debate 
proved to be decisive. According to Bernard Petit, 
‘In many of the ACP countries, this was the first 
time that civil society had engaged in dialogue with 
its own government’ (3). In this way civil society was 
able to play a part in this reflection on cooperation 
strategies. ‘[Had this consultation not taken place 
in the ACP countries and in Europe,] I am sure that 
the Cotonou Agreement would not have contained 
all the provisions that currently exist on civil society 
participation’ (4). To close the consultation process 
a major conference was held in Brussels on 29 and 
30  September 1997, where the rapporteurs of the 
consultative forums and regional consultations (in 
the ACP countries) set out their conclusions. One 
month later, taking these conclusions into account, 
the Commission drew up guidelines on its future 
negotiating mandate with the ACP countries. In 
addition to the abovementioned aspects, the debate 
showed that the ACP countries were keen to keep 
the group intact  (5) and wanted to continue as a 
political entity, providing each other with mutual 
support. At the same time, however, the discussions 
revealed the need for tailored approaches for each 
subregion, especially as regards economic and trade 
cooperation. This is why the Commission proposed 
a new overall agreement with the ACP countries 
with differentiated procedures and agreements, in 

(3) Interview with Bernard Petit, 7 June 2017, p 6.
(4) Ibid.
(5) On this subject see also before the debate: HAEC, BAC  517/2005/10, 

‘Summary record of the informal meeting of Commissioner João de Deus 
Pinheiro with ACP ambassadors in Brussels’, May 1996.
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order to foster the regional integration of the ACP 
countries, which, given the small size of their mar
kets, was considered to be key to their development 
and incorporation into the international economy.

The other major area that required reform was the 
system of unilateral preferences, which benefit
ed the ACP countries but was incompatible with 
WTO rules, as it treated the ACP countries more 
favourably than other developing countries. In the 
end the EU was granted a derogation until 31 De
cember 2007, provided that the discriminatory sys
tem under Lomé that benefited only ACP countries 
was replaced with trade arrangements compatible 
with WTO rules. The Cotonou Agreements there
fore sought to create economic partnership agree
ments (EPAs) that would act as freetrade areas 
compat ible with Article  XXIV of the GATT. In 
order to take account of the integration processes 
under way the EU left it to the ACP countries to de
fine the regional subgroups with which it would ne
gotiate the different interregional EPAs  (1). While 
the EU provided the EPAsignatory countries or 
regions with dutyfree and quotafree access to its 
market, the ACP countries or regions undertook to 
open at least 75 % of their respective markets to the 
EU. In the 2000s, in the face of resistance and dif
ficulties, the Commission took a somewhat flexible 
approach: the interregional groups negotiated dif
ferent degrees of trade liberalisation, product lists 
and transition periods depending on their specific 
features, levels of development and ability to open 
up their markets in goods.

The earlier negotiations with the ACP countries 
launched in September 1998, which led to the signa
ture of the Cotonou Agreements in June 2000, had 
incorporated three key components of Commission 

(1) HAEC, BAC 517/2005/8, ‘DirectorGeneral Philip Lowe’s speaking note 
on the future of EU–ACP relations’, April 1988. See also BAC 517/2005/14, 
‘Bernard Petit’s briefing note for the ACP–EU Council of May 1998 on 
the future of EU–ACP relations’; COM(97) 537 final, 29 October 1997, 
‘Guidelines for the negotiation of new cooperation agreements with the 
 African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries’.

external action: politics, trade and development (2). 
The new agreement, concluded for 20  years, com
bined the following: first, much deeper political 
dia logue between the partners, including new issues 
of common interest, such as conflict prevention, 
and increasing the involvement of civil society, par
liaments and local authorities in the preparation, 
implementation and assessment of cooperation 
strategies  (3); second, trade cooperation based on 
subregional economic integration partnerships in
tended to strengthen local production  capacities by 

(2) COM(2000) 212 final, 26 April 2000, ‘The European Community’s devel
opment policy’, p. 12.

(3) See also BAC 517/2005/14, ‘Bernard Petit’s briefing note for the ACP–EU 
Council of May 1998 on the future of EU–ACP relations’.

The Cotonou Agreement was adopted in 2000 to replace the 
Lomé Convention. It is a broad partnership agreement between the 

European Union and 79 ACP countries, 48 of which are in  
sub-Saharan Africa. 

Among the projects financed, a new school is built in Benin.
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attracting foreign investment; and third, develop
ment cooperation aimed at supporting the overall 
process  (1) in order to eradicate poverty  — a cen
tral concern of European decisionmakers. This is 
how the EU and the ACP countries jointly nego
tiated their entry into the 21st century, faced with 
new challenges, not least the introduction of new 
trade arrangements and progress towards regional 
 integration. 

New priorities: Latin America and Asia

Between 1986 and 2000, while relations with Latin 
America were reaffirmed and strengthened, thanks 
to the conclusion of several agreements with indi
vidual countries (Brazil, Chile, Mexico, etc.) and 
regional organisations (the San José Group, the 
Andean Group, the Rio Group and Mercosur  (2)), 
relations with Asia really took off. The increasing 
importance of Latin America and Asia was reflected 
in the creation of a new financial instrument — the 
Cheysson facility — in 1988, aimed at encouraging 
the creation of joint undertakings between Euro
pean and local companies in emerging markets.

The accession of Spain and Portugal increased 
 interest in Latin America  (3), which had already 
returned to the forefront of the international scene 
at the start of the decade as a result of Mexico’s de
fault and the Falklands War in 1982, as well as the 
restoration of civil or democratic governments in 
several countries. In Cartagena, Colombia in 1983 
the Community signed a nonpreferential cooper
ation agreement with the countries of the Andean 
Pact (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Vene
zuela)  — the first of its kind signed between the 
Community and a regional American group. The 

(1) Aid would have to continue supporting macroeconomic and institutional 
reforms, sectoral programmes and development of the private sector.

(2) Mercado Común del Sur (Southern Common Market: Argentina, Brazil, 
Paraguay, Uruguay and Venezuela). 

(3) Interviews with Juan Prat, 22 April 2016; and Angel Viñas, 14 June 2017. 
On EU–Latin America relations see Viñas, A., Al servicio de Europa  — 
 Innovación y crisis en la Comisión Europea, Editorial Complutense, Madrid, 
2005.

following year at the San José Ministerial Confer
ence, organised at the initiative of the Costa Rican 
president, the representatives of the countries of 
the Contadora Group (Colombia, Mexico, Panama 
and Venezuela), the EEC Member States and the 
Commission concluded a regional agreement that 
promoted a new political and economic dialogue 
between the Commission and Central America, 
and between Latin American countries themselves. 
The aim was to foster development, but also, in this 
way, to reduce the local population’s support for 
com munist parties and movements (4). In 1986 the 
Commission conducted a more thorough analysis 
of pol itical relations and economic cooperation be
tween the Community and Latin America, with a 
particular focus on industry, by means of two com
munications. In 1987 the discussions concluded 
that it was necessary to strengthen the Commu
nity’s presence in the region, step up political dia
logue, increase aid to the poorest countries, promote 
regional integration processes and develop scientific 
and technical cooperation with the most developed 
countries. That said, until the end of the 1980s the 
Commission’s actions remained focused primar
ily on two objectives: helping the poorest countries 
(those in Central America) and supporting regional 
cooperation projects (5).

Throughout the second half of the 1980s the Com
mission therefore provided systematic support to 
the attempts of Latin American countries to create 
regional organisations. The Community’s financial 
support for regional projects was quite substantial, 
accounting for 35 % of funds (6). Annual meetings 
were held with the Rio Group from 1987, and in 
1990 the Rome Conference institutionalised the 
mechanism for political consultation and ethical 
cooperation (respect for democracy, human rights, 

(4) Interview with Erwan Fouéré, 3 April 2016.
(5) Interview with Emiliano Fossati, 3 August 2016.
(6) European Commission, The Europe–Asia–Latin America dialogue  — 

 Financial and technical cooperation 1976-1989, Office for Official Publica
tions of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1991, p. 45; interview 
with Pierre Defraigne, 21 February 2017.
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environmental protection, etc.). As for the Andean 
Pact, the Commission sought above all to support 
the Junta (its executive committee). It also financed 
several projects, but in the end  — despite all the 
 efforts — the results were limited.

This greater input was reflected by an increase in 
the number of Community delegations established 
in Central and Latin American countries. Initial
ly there were delegations only in Brazil and Vene
zuela, but gradually they were opened in all of the 
countries (1). The Community’s increased presence 
across the region probably contributed to the fact 
that it was welcomed as an observer in the major 
regional Latin American organisations, despite the 
trade controversies and difficulties linked with the 
Uruguay Round negotiations.

(1) Interviews with Juan Prat, 22 April 2016; and Antonio Ducci, 26 July 2017.

In March 1993 Jacques Delors visited Mexico, Chile 
and Argentina, where he lent weight to the Com
munity’s position in the Uruguay Round negations 
and explained the common agricultural policy re
forms already undertaken. The Commission Presi
dent’s meetings with these countries’ leaders and 
the widespread media coverage of his trip helped 
improve the EU’s image, dispelling fears of a ‘trade 
fortress’ or of an EU totally wrapped up in its prep
arations for enlargement to eastern Europe. 

At the start of the 1990s new ‘thirdgeneration’ 
 cooperation agreements were signed with  Argentina 
and Chile in 1990, with Mexico and Uruguay in 
1991 and with Brazil in 1992. The measures to be 
implemented under the agreements would be based, 
above all, on respect for democracy and human 
rights, reform of the agricultural sector, regional de
velopment and trade. In this context a new frame
work agreement was signed with the San José Dia
logue countries in 1993 and with Mercosur in 1995. 
The Commission’s proposals to renew the San José 

Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs Enrique Silva Cimma (centre) visited the European Commission on 15 July 1992. On that occasion 
financing agreements were signed for programmes of democratisation and participation, the promotion of European tourism to Chile, public 

management and decentralisation, and the prevention and combating of the trade in illegal drugs.
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Dialogue and strengthen cooperation with Chile 
and Mexico were approved by the European Coun
cil in Madrid in December 1995. Political links, 
economic integration and regional free trade were 
strengthened. Relations with Latin America were 
reorganised around regional blocs (Central Amer
ica, the Andean Community, Mercosur) or individ
ual countries (Chile, Mexico) that remained outside 
the scope of regional agreements and with which 
new agreements were signed in 1996 and 1997. The 
framework agreement with Mexico also included a 
free trade area, which initially covered goods and 
later services. This was a project that had long been 
in the making, but which had been delayed by the 
reservations of France, which did not want to see a 
precedent being set for the agricultural sector, and 
by the reluctance of Mexico in relation to the adop
tion of the clause on respect for human rights (1).

Finally, in 1999 the first Latin America–Carib
bean–European Union Summit gave rise to a stra
tegic partnership based on the acceptance of a set of 
common principles that would serve to build better 
overall governance (2).

Cooperation with Latin America therefore in
creased between 1986 and 2000, in particular as a 
result of the accession of Spain and Portugal. While 
the EEC’s official development aid grew, rising from 
USD  35  million in 1980 to USD  243  million in 
1992, USD 423 million in 1996 and USD 395 mil
lion in 1999 (3), the political and economic prior ities 
stayed the same: financial and technical cooper
ation focused on the region’s poorest countries to 
foster social cohesion. In addition, the Community 
undertook to support regional integration, especial
ly in Central America. Wherever agreements were 
signed, the funding of development programmes 
went hand in hand with political dialogue. Where 

(1) Interview with Jacques Lecomte, 9 May 2016.
(2) COM(1999)  105 final, 9  March 1999, ‘A new European Union–Latin 

America partnership on the eve of the 21st century’.
(3) Ibid.; European Commission, ‘Latin America Regional Strategy Docu

ment — 20022006 programming’, April 2002.

emerging countries were concerned, Brussels sought 
to boost trade relations (in spite of some difficulties 
and imbalances) and cultural and scientific links. 
Reference should also be made to the implemen
tation of special programmes to protect forests (in 
particular in Brazil) and biodiversity, along with in
creasingly important drugprevention programmes.

Relations with Asia dated back to the end of the 
1970s, when cooperation agreements were signed 
with China in 1978 and the Association of South
East Asian Nations (ASEAN) in 1980. Then, dur
ing the 1980s, relations with Asia expanded to take 
in India and southern Asia. In 1985 an agreement 
was signed with Pakistan and a new framework 
agreement was signed with China on trade and eco
nomic cooperation.

As regards the distribution of funding to Asia and 
Latin America, Asian countries received 7075 % of 
funds, taking into account their demographic im
portance and level of underdevelopment. The Com
munity’s development cooperation priorities were 
based on implementing a limited system for guar
anteeing export revenue, promoting agriculture for 
food selfsufficiency and supporting regional in
tegration processes. Food aid played a particularly 
important role in China and India, where projects 
were funded to supply the market and improve 
the effectiveness of smallscale farming. From the 
1990s onwards, as in other regional areas, the EU 
signed thirdgeneration cooperation agreements 
with Asian countries (Cambodia, Laos, Nepal, Sri 
 Lanka and Vietnam) that included provisions on 
the respect for human rights, environmental pro
tection and support for sustainable development. 
These were generally nonpreferential agreements 
 intended to promote financial and technical cooper
ation (4).

(4) COM(1998) 40 final, 29 January 1998, ‘Report on financial and tech nical 
assistance to, and economic cooperation with the developing countries 
in Asia and Latin America, as covered by the Council Regulation (EEC 
443/92) of 25 February 1992’.



577Chapter 21 — Trade policy and development policy  

The economic vitality of some Asian countries, 
such as China, India and South Korea, prompted 
the Community to strengthen its trade agreements 
with them. One of the weaknesses of Europe’s pres
ence in Asia continued to be the low level of private 
investment, which the Community sought to sup
port by creating the post of a highprofile expert and 
joint committees for ASEAN in 1987.

The first cooperation agreement with ASEAN had 
been signed in 1980. It provided for an annual meet
ing of foreign ministers and a meeting of finance and 
economy ministers to discuss development aid pro
grammes and to organise sectoral meetings to im
prove trade, investment and scientific and technical 
cooperation. These meetings also provided an op
portunity to discuss more political questions, such 
as the difficulties of the peace process in Cambodia, 
the risk of arms proliferation in Asia (North Korea) 
and sanctions against Myanmar/Burma. However, 
the ASEAN countries, which experienced signifi
cant growth up until the Asian financial crisis of 

1997, became less and less receptive to European 
criticism. Questions concerning environmental 
protection and social standards were also the source 
of clashes and disagreements (1).

In 1994 the Community adopted a new cooper
ation strategy for Asia as a whole (2). The EU’s im
age in Asia needed to be improved. In particular 
there was a need to raise awareness of its support for 
trade liberalisation, develop cultural and university 
exchanges so as to boost mutual understanding, and 
assist European businesses trying to access Asian 
markets, which were so dynamic that they were seen 
as a threat by Europeans, who in turn were regard
ed as ‘protectionists primarily concerned with their 
own internal problems’ (3). According to Emiliano 
Fossati, who was responsible for Asia in DG I, it was 

(1) Milliot, D.  M., ‘EuropeAsie, le XXIe siècle’, Outre-Terre, Vol.  1, No  6, 
 Éditions L’Esprit du temps, Bègles, 2004, pp. 273288.

(2) COM(94) 314 final, 13 July 1994, ‘Towards a new Asia strategy’.
(3) HAEU, Jacques Delors Fonds (JD) 1634, ‘Information note to the Com

mission on followup on the new Asian strategy’.

Director of the South/Southeast Asia Directorate Emiliano Fossati (right), signed a cooperation agreement between the European Union  
and Cambodia with the Cambodian Minister for Economic and Financial Affairs Keat Chhon (left) on 7 November 1996.
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also necessary to develop a larger European presence 
in Asia and therefore undertake specific measures 
led by the EU. Given Asia’s major  — and by then 
global  — economic and political importance, the 
EU could no longer afford to focus only on cooper
ation. The Commission’s objective, therefore, was 
primarily to educate: to convince the Parliament 
and the Council that ‘more needed to be done. We 
were not suggesting that aid to the poorest countries 
should be stopped, but we were pointing out that 
it was time to defend European interests, develop a 
larger European presence in Asia and provide more 
help for European businesses to invest in Asia. We 
were after a public image and were ready to play our 
part’  (1). This evolution, approved by the Council, 
was therefore supposed to result in the Commission 
becoming more systematically involved in politics 
and not only in strictly ‘Community business’. It 
was also against this backdrop that the EU provid
ed the financing for the first elections held as part of 
the peace process in Cambodia in May 1993, with 
the Commission managing the funding. 

In accordance with this desire for reform, a new 
cooperation agreement with India also entered 
into force in 1994, having been signed the previous 
year  (2). The need to take account of India’s grow
ing political and economic importance meant that 
a strengthened partnership project was approved in 
1996, followed in June 2000 by the EU–India Sum
mit in Lisbon. Finally, in 1996 a new framework 
agreement was signed with South Korea and a new 
strategy for ASEAN was drafted, in order to take 
account of the economic and political changes that 

(1) Interview with Emiliano Fossati, 3 August 2016, pp. 2122. See also Fossati, 
E., Memorie di un eurocrate disilluso — Storie di una vita (da Genova all’-
Europa girando per il mondo), Ilmiolibro, Rome, 2016.

(2) European Commission, General report on the activities of the European 
 Union 1994, Office for Official Publications of the European Communi
ties, Luxembourg, 1995, p. 306.

had taken place since the end of the Cold War and 
to facilitate trade and investment (3).

In March 1996, partly as a result of the experience 
gained through EU–ASEAN cooperation, the first 
Asia–Europe Meeting (ASEM) was held in Bang
kok, bringing together European Union Member 
States, the Commission and 10 industrialised or 
developing Asian countries  (4) with the aim of in
tensifying political and economic dialogue between 
the two regions (5). ASEM meetings were held every 
2 years, in between which regular sectoral meetings 
(economy, finance, technology, etc.) and foreign 
minsters’ meetings were organised. The ASEM 
meetings proved particularly useful between 1996 
and 2000: on the one hand, they showed that the 
EU had not turned in on itself in its preparations 
for eastern enlargement or its common currency; 
on the other, they showed that, in spite of the Asian 
financial crisis, the EU was still committed to its 
partners.

In conclusion, while the Community’s relations 
with Asia in the 1980s were dominated by issues 
linked to economic development, these relations 
became politicised in the 1990s, with significant 
 clashes over international security, respect for 
 human rights, the environment and social stand
ards. At the same time, cooperation was expand
ed and became more complex, encompassing the 
 energy, industrial, cultural, scientific and techno
logical sectors.

AnneSophie Gijs
Guia Migani

(3) COM(96) 314 final, 3 July 1996, ‘Creating a new dynamic in EU–ASEAN 
relations’.

(4) Brunei, China, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, South 
Korea, Thailand and Vietnam.

(5) COM(96) 4 final, 16 January 1996, ‘Communication from the Commis
sion regarding the Asia–Europe meeting (ASEM) to be held in Bangkok on 
12 March 1996’.
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Chapter 22 
The Commission  
and the rest of the world

Forcefully guided by Jacques Delors himself, the 
European Commission was prompt in taking stock 
of the fastchanging European situation after 1989, 
particularly in weighing up the challenges and op
portunities that were opening up for an enhanced 
world role that the European Community (EC) 
could — and in its opinion, should — take on.

The EC obviously felt strengthened by the collapse 
of the socialist regimes, which in many ways was 
seen as a historical vindication of its own economic 
and political model. The mandate the Commission 
had received from the 1989 G7 Summit (1), to co
ordinate financial and technical aid for central and 
eastern Europe, gave it not only a voice but a direct 
role in the reshaping of the continent, thus enhan
cing its actual influence and symbolic role as a play
er on the international scene. Progress towards the 
single market and monetary union also boosted the 

(1) See ‘3.2.3. Declaration on EastWest relations’, Bulletin of the European 
Communities, No 7/8, 1989, pp. 130131.

Commission’s selfconfidence as it projected more 
effective and cohesive European economic power, to 
be directly wielded in trade negotiations (such as the 
ongoing Uruguay Round of the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade) and indirectly leveraged for a 
heightened EC role on other issues.

As early as February 1990, when they debated the 
international role and prospects of the EC, the Com
missioners reflected these changing conditions in a 
rather ambitious agenda. The EC’s growing influence 
meant  — they agreed  — that it should engage the 
United States in deeper and more farreaching forms 
of cooperation, expanding from the economic into 
the political realm. With Japan as well, a renewed 
firmness on trade frictions should be accompanied 
by intensified relations, including a more selfassured 
readiness to accept Japanese investment. Other parts 
of Asia also loomed large, especially China, which 
was seen as a focus of future growth. The Mediter
ranean was singled out as an area that the EC should 
strive to influence and guide towards cooperation 
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rather than conflict. In Central and South America, 
where democracy was gradually being reestablished, 
there was a need for expanded trade and deeper co
operation at all levels (1).

The Commission clearly envisioned a substantial 
world role for the EC, provided the latter upheld 
its internal cohesiveness and established an effect
ive foreignpolicy mechanism. These were two big, 
crucial ‘ifs’, as would soon become disappointingly 
clear. The 1991 Gulf War, immediately followed by 
the EC’s failed attempt at preventing fragmentation 
and war in Yugoslavia, showed that hard military 
power mattered even in the postCold War envir
onment, particularly as those actors — such as the 
EC  — that lacked it soon found themselves side
lined. A year later, the intergovernmental solution 
adopted in the Maastricht Treaty for the European 
Union’s (EU) common foreign and security policy 
preserved foreign policy as a realm largely dominat
ed by the Member States, with limited effectiveness 
and a reduced role for the Commission (2).

(1) HAEC, COM(90), Minutes No 998, second part, meeting of 21 February 
1990.

(2) See Chapter 23 ‘European foreign and defence policy’.

Thus the Commission’s heady optimism was rapidly 
deflated, and a good deal of disappointment set in. 
Delors himself lamented Europe’s lack of dynamism 
and willpower, sombrely seeing a danger of decline 
in relation to Asia and the United States, as the de
termined defence of some Member State preroga
tives led to a risk that the EU would be downgraded 
to a large free trade area rather than ‘the Great Eur
ope  … the political Europe’ that he envisaged  (3). 
The Commission had to adapt to a common for
eign and security policy in which its influence came 
mainly from its economic expertise. It was not seen 
as a political actor, even though it strived to enhance 
its own role, by proposing, for instance, a foreign 
policy planning unit jointly run by the Council and 
the Commission (4).

The agenda outlined by the Commissioners in the 
immediate aftermath of 1989 was certainly affect
ed by these substantial setbacks, and much reduced 
in its implementation. However, its overall thrust, 
and the vision of a much more significant world role 
for the EU, remained central, and guided the Com
mission’s efforts for the rest of the decade. The EU’s 
external action was massively expanded. Between 
1986 and 2000 its share of overall expend iture grew 
from 3 % to 6 % of a budget that had in the mean
time grown much larger. And the calibre of the staff 
involved in it was considerably upgraded by the 
deployment of highprofile figures, such as former 
Dutch Prime Minister Dries van Agt who, after 
serving in Japan, headed the Commission’s delega
tion in Washington from 1990 to 1995. 

Moreover, the EU’s own pursuit of an expanded in
ternational role was also mirrored by the increasing 
recognition of its importance (and, in a few  areas, 
of its direct clout) by most of the governments and 
partners it dealt with. The completion of the sin
gle market and the prospect of monetary union 

(3) HAEU, Jacques Delors Fonds (JD) 1825, ‘Meeting between Jacques Delors 
and Shimon Peres, Israeli Minister for Foreign Affairs’, 25 November 1993.

(4) HAEU, JD1588, ‘Note for the file of B. Zepter on the CFSP’, 3 June 1994.

A meeting of the heads of delegation in 1990. The development of 
the European Union’s external action was reflected in the increase 

in the number of Commission offices and delegations around  
the world.
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 obviously spelled the rise of an economic giant, all 
the more so as it incorporated small but advanced 
economies such as Austria and Sweden. The new 
Russian government, for instance, accepted a part
nership and cooperation agreement, finalised in 
1994, that established a framework for consulta
tions on policy issues while opening up commercial 
relations of crucial importance for both parties (1).

Perhaps even more crucially, the increasingly suc
cessful push into the restructuring of central and 
eastern Europe emphasised the strong magnetic 
pull the EU was exercising around its borders, along 
with its power to reshape norms and conditions in 
an extended region.

It is most revealing that the eventual outcome — ac
cession to the EU for most nations formerly under 
the Soviet empire — was never seriously questioned 
either within or outside the EU. Its timing and con
ditions were, of course, frequently discussed and 
contested. However, the final outcome soon came 
to be taken for granted, as a ‘given’ (2). It was seen as 
a historical transformation that, rather than being 
the subject of deep, perhaps anguished, discussions, 
was largely perceived, and therefore accepted, as 
‘the only thinkable situation’ (3). All this provided 
the EU with an aura of unprecedented relevance 
and weight, projected an image of increasing au
thority and, therefore, stimulated its international 
interlocutors to develop more serious and extensive 
 relations with it.

Central to this effort at upgrading the EU’s inter
national role and profile was, of course, the relation
ship with the United States, for both defensive and 
assertive reasons. In the early 1990s the Commis
sion had to counter the concern — often expressed 

(1) HAEU, JD1841, ‘Visit by Boris Yeltsin’, 9 December 1993.
(2) Interview with Pierre Mirel, 21 October 2016, p. 13.
(3) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p.  21. See also 

 interviews with Graham Avery, 22 and 23 March 2016; and Chris Patten, 
11 October 2016, all pointing to the same shared sense of inevitability of 
Eastern enlargement as the natural, obvious development for postCold 
War Europe.

in the United States, but also in Japan  — that 
the internal market and monetary union projects 
spelled a hostile move towards ‘Fortress Europe’, an 
inwardlooking protectionist bloc (4). As the world 
trade regime was being renegotiated in the Uruguay 
Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, the Commission was pressured to abandon 
its traditionally defensive posture  — especially on 
agriculture  — and instead take more direct, pro
active responsibility for the overall design of broad
er liberalisation. Therefore, it had to engage with the 
United States (and Japan) to discuss the structure 
of a world multilateral order, with the aim of re
straining the United States from its use of unilateral 
trade policies and advancing towards multilateral 
enforcement and controls  — a successful strategy 
that would eventually lead to the establishment of 
the World Trade Organisation (5).

However, the end of the Cold War meant that much 
more than the trade system was at stake. The entire 
geopolitical environment was being reshaped, espe
cially in and around Europe, and this provided the 
main incentive for the EC and the United States to 
deepen and institutionalise their cooperation, and 
above all to expand it beyond trade issues to a polit
ical dimension. 

A shared understanding that the EC and the United 
States carried the main responsibility for global eco
nomic growth, and that their cooperation was essen
tial for the transition towards democratic regimes 
based on market economies in central and eastern 
Europe, led in 1990 to a joint transatlantic declar
ation establishing a framework for regular consulta
tions and extensive collaboration at the ministerial 
level. A similar step was also taken in November 
1990 with Canada, with a joint  declaration that 

(4) Interview with Corrado PirzioBiroli, 18 April 2016.
(5) Interviews with HansFriedrich Beseler, 10  November 2016; and Hugo 

Paemen, 26  September 2016. A more detailed analysis is carried out in 
Chapter 21.1 ‘The European Commission and the Uruguay Round’.
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 defined the institutional architecture for an extend
ed partnership on longterm goals (1).

These were highly significant steps for the EC/EU, 
since they acknowledged, and gave highly visible 
public legitimacy to, its gradually more extensive 
responsibilities in new areas of international action. 
They were perhaps especially important for the 
Commission, as its formal presence in wideranging 
transatlantic consultations helped it, at least in part, 
to hold out against that friction with some Mem
ber States that Delors himself defined as ‘a constant 

(1) ‘1.5.3. ECUS relations’, Bulletin of the European Communities, No  11, 
1990, pp. 9091; ‘1.5.4. ECCanada relations’, ibid., pp. 9193.

battle, an ongoing latent conflict’ around the extent 
of the Commission’s prerogatives, especially on 
 foreign affairs (2).

Of course, on issues of ‘high’ international politics 
the Commission — but also the EU as such — was 
largely sidelined, particularly when questions of 
mili tary power were involved, as was the case for 
the increasingly violent conflict in the former Yugo
slavia. Transatlantic cooperation, though, grew 
gradually stronger and more broad ranging, in
cluding under the administration of President Bill 
Clinton (19922000), with which the Commission 
had, by and large, a good understanding. Within 
the shared language of a partnership for peace and 
the promotion of democracy the two sides regularly 
tried to coord inate their efforts in central and east
ern Europe, discussed the terms of engagement with 
Russia and gradually extended cooperation to new 
areas, such as human rights or the fight against in
ternational crime and drug trafficking (3).

By 1995 the two partners were ready to substantial
ly upgrade their institutional collaboration. While 
debating the vague hypothesis of a transatlantic free 
trade area, or ‘transatlantic economic area’, which 
the Commission considered with a certain circum
spection, as it ran counter to its preference for gen
eral multilateralism (4), agreement was reached on a 
‘New transatlantic agenda’, announced in Decem
ber 1995.

The new EU–US initiative outlined a partnership 
of global reach, with institutionalised consultations 
on foreign policy issues, trade and development, 
environmental policies, democracy promotion and 
the fight against international crime  (5). It also 

(2) Interview with Jacques Delors, 25 February 2016, p. 11.
(3) See for example HAEU, JD1866, ‘Meeting between Jacques Delors and 

Bill Clinton’, 11  January 1994; and JD1624, ‘Meeting between Jacques 
 Delors and Stuart E. Eizenstat, US Ambassador’, 15 December 1994.

(4) HAEC, COM(95), Minutes No  1258, second part, meeting of 26  July 
1995.

(5) ‘1.4.104. United States’, Bulletin of the European Union, No  12, 1995, 
p. 135.

‘Password?’ — ‘Maastricht!’ —  
‘How do you come up with this stuff?’ 

In 1992 the cartoonist Plantu depicted the ‘Fortress Europe’ often 
evoked by the Americans and Japanese, who saw economic and 

monetary union as the emergence of a protectionist European 
market closed to the rest of the world.  

He also depicted the Franco-German project of creating a joint 
European army, proposed at the La Rochelle Summit  

on 21 May 1992.



583Chapter 22 — The Commission and the rest of the world  

 established yearly highlevel summits, which had 
so far taken place on an ad hoc basis, between the 
US President, the President of the Commission and 
the Head of State or Government in charge of the 
rotating presidency of the European Council. Of 
course, the summit was only the tip of the iceberg of 
a complex machinery of EU–US standing groups, 
working parties and other consultative venues for 
different ministries and agencies  (1). However, it 
very much raised the public profile of the trans
atlantic partnership, and therefore exemplified the 
Commission’s pursuit of a prominent world role. 
The summitry pattern was also extended to Can
ada, with the EU–Canada action plan approved in 
1996. 

For the Commission the value of this expansion and 
institutionalisation of transatlantic  cooper ation was 

(1) On its actual workings see, for instance, HAEU, Angel Viñas Fonds (AV) 
133, ‘Note of the EU Delegation to the US on a “New transatlantic agenda, 
EUUS relations, the next 18 months”’, 28 August 1997.

not only symbolic, even though this was an import
ant aspect. In the first place, it enhanced the EU’s 
voice on global issues, such as the environment, and 
strengthened its profile as a world actor.  Second, 
it allowed Brussels to actively coordinate policy 
 efforts in those areas, such as eastern Europe, where 
the EU and the United States overlapped and were, 
to a certain extent, even competing for influence. 
The parallel expansion of the North Atlantic  Treaty 
Organisation (NATO) and the EU needed a lot 
of consultation to smooth out actual or potential 
friction, but also to contain the US tendency to 
meddle in EU affairs in order to influence its de
cisions (Washington, for instance, lobbied rather 
heavily for the accession of Turkey, with a view to 
consolidating NATO as its own key instrument of 
power projection in the area). Besides, a machinery 
for regular consultation also helped to manage the 
recurring frictions on commercial and financial 
 issues — normal between two large economies that 

Jacques Delors, President of the European Commission (left), and Jacques Santer, Prime Minister of Luxembourg (right), with Brian Mulroney, 
Prime Minister of Canada (centre), in Ottawa, Canada in 1991.
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were growing ever more intertwined through mas
sive trade and investment flows (1).

In short, it provided a means to reduce the disturb
ances in transatlantic relations arising from differ
ences in foreign policy goals and responses. Of these 
there were many, and not all of them could be han
dled to the mutual satisfaction of both parties.

The EU, for instance, and the Commission in par
ticular, was also striving to expand its presence and 
voice in Central and South America, an area that, 
especially after the entry of Spain and Portugal, re
ceived far more attention. There were good commer
cial reasons to do this, as evidenced by Delors’s visit 
to Latin America in 1993 and the ensuing discus
sions on an economic agreement with the  Mercosur 
trade area  (2). However, Brussels was also keen to 
establish partnerships to consolidate  democratic 
regimes and human rights in Central America, 
often in connection with its more vocal role at the 
 United Nations for multilateral support for demo
cratic rights. Neither of these goals, though, were 
particularly welcomed by the United States, which 
tended to see Central America as an area of exclu
sive  interest (3).

Another ground for friction that needed careful 
diplomatic handling was the recurrent idea of some 
sort of European defence entity. This, of course, 
could not be a direct concern for the Commission, 
but it obviously affected the overall transatlan
tic dia logue, since the United States was wary of, 
if not explicitly hostile to, any development that 
might hinder or weaken NATO unity under US 
leader ship. In the 1990s nothing much came of 
such proposals, promoted in particular by France 
but rejected by the United Kingdom and receiving 
little support from the other Member States. They 

(1) Interview with Eric Hayes, 11 October 2016.
(2) HAEU, JD1294, ‘Note for the President on the President’s visit to Latin 

America’, 2 March 1993.
(3) Interviews with Angel Viñas, 14 June 2017; Erwan Fouéré, 15 April 2016; 

and Juan Prat, 22 April 2016.

 agitated the transatlantic partnership, however, at 
least until the appointment of Javier Solana as EU 
High Representative for Common Foreign and Se
curity Policy in 1999. As a former NATO Secretary 
General, Solana seemed to assuage, at least tempo
rarily, some of Washington’s concerns (4).

In general, the raising of the EU’s profile as a world 
actor gave rise to an increasingly clear divergence, 
not so much on the values the EU and the United 
States upheld, which were largely similar, as on the 
way to promote them and to handle international 
relations. The EU embodied, and increasingly tried 
to propagate, multilateral approaches based on 
shared norms and negotiated solutions. The United 
States, however — due to its military power and a 
strategic preeminence that was virtually unchal
lenged in the postCold War environment — often 
tended to bend multilateralism to its own purposes, 
or bypass it altogether in favour of unilateral solu
tions. Thus, in the 1990s, the transatlantic part
nership was largely effective and cooperative, but it 
also revolved around the delicate management of a 
basic difference in approaches and means. As Chris 
 Patten recalls, ‘our main problems in the foreign 
policy field were coping with the consequences of 
American hyperpuissance misapplied’ (5). 

This would become glaringly obvious with the US 
invasion of Iraq in 2003, but was already visible in 
the preceding years, particularly in the Middle East. 
This was a key area in which the EU strived to make 
its voice and influence felt, with uneven results. 
Following the principles spelled out in its Venice 
Declaration of 1980, which had asserted the Pal
estinians’ right to selfdetermination (6), the Euro
pean Commission tried to actively contribute to the 
peace process inaugurated in the aftermath of the 
1991 Gulf War.

(4) See Chapter 23 ‘European foreign and defence policy’.
(5) Interview with Chris Patten, 11 October 2016, p. 26.
(6) Venice Declaration, 13  June 1980: http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/

mepp/docs/venice_declaration_1980_en.pdf

http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/mepp/docs/venice_declaration_1980_en.pdf
http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/mepp/docs/venice_declaration_1980_en.pdf
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The Commission was well aware that it could not 
have a role insofar as security and disarmament were 
concerned, but it could contribute ‘in the economic 
sphere’ (1). Thus, it offered, in Delors’s own words, 
‘its weight, its expertise and its own responsibility’ 
with the aim of building ‘a common area of peace, 
exchange and solidarity’ (2). This rapidly grew into 
a major assistance programme to support the Pal
estinian Authority and, more broadly, to build key 
infrastructure in the area. The EU approach hinged 
on creating the preconditions for peace and cooper
ation, and was soon extended to a broader area with 
the EuroMediterranean process, launched at Bar
celona in 1995. This was designed to use financial 

(1) HAEU, JD1715, ‘Meeting between Jacques Delors and Amr Moussa, 
Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs’, 20 July 1992.

(2) HAEU, JD294, ‘Note on President Delors’s official visit to Egypt (6
8.11.91)’, 11 November 1991.

and technical aid, together with better access to the 
EU market, to promote growth and stabilisation in 
the entire region. It would later be incorporated into 
the even larger European neighbourhood policy.

However, economic aid did not easily translate into 
political influence, particularly in the context of the 
Israeli–Palestinian negotiations. The two parties 
welcomed EU material resources but looked pri
marily to the United States as the principal, if not 
the sole, mediator. And Washington ran the show 
pretty much on its own. The EU soon found itself 
in a tight spot: ‘we must avoid … the United States 
announcing its programme and the EU financing 
it’  (3). The Commission maintained and even ex
tended its assistance programme, which certainly 

(3) HAEU, JD1144, ‘Informal Foreign Affairs Council (Alden Biesen)’, 11 
and 12 September 1993.

Jacques Santer, President of the Commission (right), and Jacques Chirac, President of France and acting President of the Council (left),  
visit Bill Clinton, President of the United States (centre), in Washington on 14 June 1995
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President Jacques Santer (centre) received Shimon Peres, former Israeli Prime Minister (left), and Michel Rocard, member of the international 
governing body of the Peres Center for Peace (right), on 10 September 1998.

improved conditions on the ground and perhaps 
helped to ease the dialogue, but it eventually had 
to admit to its very limited leverage. ‘President 
 Delors … regrets the marginalisation of the EU in 
Middle East policy, despite its action and consider
able assistance programme in the region. It is the 
United States at the forefront, when often it “merely 
puts the icing on the cake of others”’ (1). 

Another important area in which the Commission 
concentrated its efforts to enhance the EC/EU’s 
global profile and influence was Asia.

Although relations between the European Com
munity and Japan had been dominated by trade 

(1) HAEU, JD1972, ‘General Affairs Council’, 31 October 1994. See also JD
1188, ‘Note for the file on peace in the Middle East’, 16 September 1993.

issues for a long time  (2), from 1985 they gradual
ly assumed a different dimension. As soon as he 
took office, President Jacques Delors wanted ‘to 
give EC–Japan relations new ideas, more efficient 
working methods and to ask the Member States, 
as well as the Commission, to present “a common 
front”’ (3). This was also the task of the EU delega
tion in  Tokyo, which was granted embassy status 
in 1987 (4). From the middle of the 1980s the idea 
developed of extending the relationship to other 
areas in order to strengthen the Japan–EC axis in 

(2) Nuttall, S., ‘Japan and the European Union: reluctant partners’, Survival, 
Vol. 38, No  2, Routledge, Abingdon, 1996, p. 107.

(3) HAEU, JD28, Press conference with President Jacques Delors on the talks 
with Prime Minister Nakasone, 19 July 1985, p. 1.

(4) In 1990 JeanPierre Leng, the Commission’s representative in Tokyo, was 
accredited by the Emperor, while his predecessor, Dries van Agt, had been 
officially recognised by Prime Minister Nakasone. Interviews with Jean
Pierre Leng, 21 February 2017; and Dries van Agt, 24 May 2017.
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the ‘triangle’ with the United States (1). Expanding 
cooperation seemed at that time the way to ease ten
sions and maintain a channel of communication in 
the event of trade disputes (2). In 1986 the Commis
sion submitted a communication  (3) to the Coun
cil identifying several sectors in which cooperation 
could be developed (4): science and technology, in
dustrial cooperation, development aid and monet
ary cooper ation. Accordingly, in 1987 a Centre for 
Industrial Cooperation was set up (5).

Moreover, Prime Minister Takeshita spoke in  favour 
of enhancing contacts in the economic, polit ical 
and cultural fields. These speeches were met with a 
certain scepticism on the part of the Commission, 
however, since earlier declarations had not pro
duced any convincing outcomes, as Commissioner 
Carlo Ripa di Meana explained at the meeting of 
the Commission on 9 November 1988: ‘Past experi
ence has taught us that we cannot trust mere decla
rations of intent and that extreme caution is neces
sary in negotiations with our Japanese partners’ (6). 
President Delors therefore broached the discussions 
with Japanese Prime Minister  Kaifu Toshiki in 
1991 with a degree of firmness (7). With the end of 
the Cold War and the bursting of the speculative 
bubble in 1989 Japan was seeking to  assert itself 
on the international stage, and therefore wanted to 
draw up a joint declaration, similar to those made by 
the EC with Canada and the  United States (8). The 
Commission saw the opportunity here to open the 

(1) Keck, J., ‘19871990: keeping relations on an even keel’, in Keck, J., Vano
verbeke, D. and Waldenberger, F. (eds), EU-Japan relations, 1970-2012 — 
From confrontation to global partnership, ‘Routledge Contemporary Japan’ 
collection, No 46, Routledge, Abingdon, 2013, pp. 78110.

(2) Interview with Jörn Keck, 27 March 2017.
(3) COM(86) 60 final, 6 March 1986, ‘EC–Japan relations’.
(4) We note that Japan was one of the first countries to develop a network of 

researchers on European integration. Social contacts were also built up. 
See interviews with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 25 July 2016; and Fay Devonic, 
8 April 2016.

(5) Interview with Jörn Keck, 27 March 2017; COM(88) 136 final, 15 March 
1988, ‘Relations between the Community and Japan’; COM(91) 193 final, 
31  May 1991, ‘EC–Japan Centre for Industrial Cooperation: from pilot 
phase to consolidation’.

(6) HAEC, COM(88), Minutes No 939, second part, meeting of 9 November 
1988, p. 7.

(7) HAEU, JD147, Europe, No 5170, 12 January 1990, p. 9.
(8) HAEC, COM(91), Minutes No 1053, second part, 26 March 1991, p. 11.

 Japanese market to some extent, but this time the 
declaration would have to go beyond mere rhetoric 
and have actual substance (9). It was finally signed at 
The Hague on 18 July 1991 and constituted the basis 
for the European Union’s relations with  Japan (10), 
with the introduction of a real political dimension 
and the affirmation of common values. 

Cooperation, envisaged as a ‘palliative’ for the trade 
problems of the 1980s, then became a central theme 
in the 1990s (11). This new, more balanced approach 
was reaffirmed by a 1992 Commission communica
tion (12). Little progress was to be made during the 
following years, however, since there was a gradual 
loss of interest both on the European side  — the 
Commission’s attention was primarily focused on 
central and eastern Europe — and on the Japanese 
side. EC–Japan summits were often postponed or 
even cancelled, and it was only the Commission’s 
participation in the Japanese deregulation pro
gramme that gave a little momentum to relations, 
although results here were still limited (13).

It was not until 1995, with the Commission’s com
munication ‘Europe and Japan: the next steps’ (14), 
which championed the importance of political dia
logue between the European Union and Japan, that 
cooperation again became a priority. That positive 
impetus led the Commission’s representative in 
 Japan, Jörn Keck, and the French ambassador to 
draft a joint press release at the Paris Summit with 
the Japanese foreign minister, a practice that has 
carried on ever since (15).

(9) HAEU, JD147, ‘Note for the file on the meeting of President Delors and 
VicePresident Andriessen with the ambassadors of the Twelve in Tokyo’, 
27 May 1991.

(10) Available at http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/japan/docs/joint_pol_
decl_en.pdf

(11) Keck, J., ‘19901995: the politics of cooperation’, in Keck, Vanoverbeke, 
and Waldenberger, EU-Japan relations, 1970-2012, pp. 111130.

(12) COM(92)  219 final, 21  May 1992, ‘A consistent and global approach: a 
 review of the Community’s relations with Japan’.

(13) Nuttall, ‘Japan and the European Union’, p. 110.
(14) COM(95) 73 final, 8 March 1995, ‘Europe and Japan: the next steps’.
(15) Interview with Jörn Keck, 27 March 2017.

http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/japan/docs/joint_pol_decl_en.pdf
http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/japan/docs/joint_pol_decl_en.pdf
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Later summits continued the consolidation of links, 
which was strengthened with the announcement of 
a ‘Decade of Japan–Europe Cooperation’ in Tokyo 
on 19  July 2000 by the Japanese Prime Minister, 
Yoshirō Mori, the President of the Commission, 
Romano Prodi, and the French President, Jacques 
Chirac (1). Prepared on the basis of a 1999 Commis
sion working document (2), the declaration marked 
a new stage in pushing for a ‘partnership’ between 
Japan and the European Union  (3). The 21st cen
tury thereby began with new energy in EU–Japan 
cooper ation, based on four objectives: promoting 
peace and security; strengthening the econom

(1) Conseil 10577/00 (Presse 271), ‘Japan–EU Summit  — Tokyo, 19  July 
2000 — Joint conclusions’, Brussels, 19 July 2000: http://europa.eu/rapid/
pressrelease_PRES00271_en.pdf

(2) SEC(1999) 524 final, 21 April 1999, ‘Commission working document on 
Japan’.

(3) Wright, D., ‘19962000: consolidating a mature relationship’, in Keck, 
 Vanoverbeke, and Waldenberger, EU-Japan relations, 1970-2012, pp. 155
169.

ic and trade partnership; coping with global and 
 societal challenges; and bringing together people 
and  cultures.

China also loomed increasingly large. Its trade 
with the EC, regulated by a series of sectoral ar
rangements systematised in the 1985 Agreement 
on Trade and Economic Cooperation, skyrocketed 
from the mid 1980s, and not only with regard to 
cheap Chinese exports to Europe. By the end of the 
decade almost half of all the technologies imported 
by China were coming from EC Member States, as 
well as 44 % of all foreign loans to the country (4).

Thus the EC was beginning to see China as an im
portant market. Beijing was even keener to encour
age closer bonds, since it thought that there was 

(4) Shambaugh, D., Sandschneider, E. and Hong, Z. (eds), China-Europe rela-
tions: perceptions, policies and prospects, Routledge, Abingdon, 2008, p. 236.

President Jacques Delors (left) and Japanese Prime Minister Kaifu Toshiki (right) during the latter’s visit to Brussels on 19 July 1991.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_PRES-00-271_en.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_PRES-00-271_en.pdf
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more at stake than economic relations, important 
as these were. Ever since the early 1970s the Chin
ese leaders had perceived, and repeatedly declared, 
that a powerful and independent Europe would be a 
positive factor for global peace and stabil ity. In their 
conception of a multipolar world with several sub
stantial players, aimed at rebalancing and harnessing 
the superpowers, ‘they had a much more de veloped 
notion of Europe than Europeans had’  (1). The 
Chin ese looked at a partnership with Europe from 
a strategic as well as a commercial point of view, ap
preciated the ongoing deepening and strengthening 
of European integration and urged the EC to de
velop a more independent stance on foreign pol icy 
issues. This deep but highly asymmetrical mu tual 
interest was discussed in detail during President 
Delors’s official visit to Beijing in July 1986 (2).

Commercial and technical exchanges grew very 
rapid ly, but the suppression of the Tiananmen 
Square movement in June 1989 interrupted the 
consolidation of SinoEuropean ties. The Commis
sion promptly condemned ‘the brutal repression’ 
operated by the Chinese authorities and suspend
ed all highlevel consultations  (3). The European 
Council was equally stern and stated that bilateral 
relations depended also on respect of human rights. 
Financial credits were frozen, an embargo was im
posed on trade in arms, and bilateral meetings and 
cultural exchanges were suspended  (4). However, 
China loomed too large and important to be com
pletely shunned. Besides, it remained fairly imper
meable to external pressure on its domestic actions. 
By late 1990 China had lifted martial law, most 
Western governments were cautiously restoring 
highlevel contacts and the Commission surveyed 

(1) Interview with Chris Patten, 11 October 2016.
(2) See HAEC, BAC 379/1991/100, ‘President Delors’s visit to China from 1 

to 5 July 1986 — Meeting with President Deng Xiao Ping on 3 July 1986’, 
8 July 1986.

(3) Press release IP/89/425, ‘China’, 5  June 1989: http://europa.eu/rapid/
pressrelease_IP89425_en.htm

(4) Presidency conclusions of the Madrid European Council, 26 and 27 June 
1989, Annex II: ‘Declaration on China’: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/
media/20589/1989_june__madrid__eng_.pdf

the  possibilities for a gradual reestablishment of 
cooper ation while maintaining its stance on democ
racy and rights (5). In the following years the Com
mission remained adamant that any improvement 
in political relations depended on Chinese progress 
on human rights, a position that was also strength
ened by the European Parliament’s constant atten
tion to the issue (6). Trade continued to grow, how
ever, with a balance of trade increasingly favourable 
to China (7).

By 1995 an overall review of EU policy towards 
China concluded that the issue of human rights 
had to be considered with pragmatism, in view of 
 China’s increasing influence, on economic and se
curity grounds (8). The Commission issued a ‘Long
term policy for ChinaEurope relations’ advocating 
a constructive, extensive engagement with the Asian 
giant, which was not only reshaping the world econ
omy, but was also becoming an international actor 
of regional and global importance. The EU intend
ed to support China’s access to the World Trade Or
ganisation, devise more extensive tools for financial 
cooperation and build an institutionalised political 
dialogue (9).

This was a turning point that opened the way to 
regular consultations on a wide range of issues. This 
new dimension of the EU–China relationship was 
further strengthened by the Asia–Europe meetings 
initiative, launched in 1996 with 26 partners. This 
initiative reflected a broader EU regional strat egy 
towards Asia, and soon developed into a forum 
for consultations between European and Asian 
 partners, encouraging a wide range of cooperative 
initiatives.

(5) HAEC, BAC 154/1996/21, ‘Note from S. J. Nuttall for the attention of Mr 
Fossati on the annual programming in the field of cooperation with China’, 
4 February 1991.

(6) See HAEC, BAC 154/1991/22 and BAC 154/1996/147.
(7) HAEU, JD475, ‘Meeting between President Delors and Qian Qichen, 

Chinese Minister for Foreign Affairs’, 12  March 1992; also COM(91), 
Minutes No 1081, second part, meeting of 6 November 1991.

(8) COM(95), Minutes No 1254, second part, meeting of 28 June 1995.
(9) COM(95)  279 final, 5  July 1995, ‘A long term policy for China–Europe 

relations’.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-89-425_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-89-425_en.htm
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20589/1989_june_-_madrid__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20589/1989_june_-_madrid__eng_.pdf


590 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

By 1998 EU–China cooperation had grown so 
robust that it generated a new charter, entitled 
‘Building a comprehensive partnership with  China’. 
The Commission stated that China was emer
ging as a constructive member of the international 
community at every level, called for an allround 
 institutionalised engagement with China and em
phasised the need to raise the EU’s profile in that 

country. Soon after, the first EU–China Summit 
took place in London, inaugurating the annual 
bilateral meetings of Heads of State or Govern
ment (1). 

Federico Romero
Sophie Kaisin

(1) COM(1998) 181 final, 25 March 1998, ‘Building a comprehensive partner
ship with China’.

Handshake between Li Lanqing (left), Vice Premier of the State Council of China, and Sir Leon Brittan (right), Commissioner for External 
Relations, 10 February 1998.
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Chapter 23 
European foreign  
and defence policy

23.1. The European 
Commission and 
the transition to the 
common foreign and 
security policy

The common foreign and security policy (CFSP) 
entered into force on 1  November 1993. It suc
ceeded the European political cooperation (EPC) 
introduced by the Davignon report in 1970, com
plemented by the Copenhagen (1973) and London 
(1981) reports, and enshrined in the institutional 
framework by the Single European Act (SEA) of 
1986. The SEA established in legal form, for the 
first time, texts that until then had been purely pol
itical in nature. However, the codification of diplo
matic practices that had been developing since 1970 
was not always reflected in any substantial progress, 

apart from the creation of an EPC  secretariat  (1). 
According to one of the founders of the EPC, sub
sequently a European Commissioner  (2), the EPC 
had certainly grown from a ‘puny child’ to become 
‘officially an adolescent’, but enshrining it in a legal 
text did not automatically mean that the Member 
States’ commitments would cease to be mere pol
itical statements of intent and become more like 
obligations similar to those set out in the Treaty 
of Rome. The EPC remained a kind of intergov
ernmental cooperation, albeit reinforced in terms 
of its basis, permanence and operating frequency 
once incorporated into the SEA, but still ad hoc 
in nature with regard to the European Commu
nity (EC) structure. However, close links with the 
 latter meant that the Commission and the presi
dency, both located at the intersection of the two 

(1) The relevant provisions of the SEA on political cooperation are to be found 
in Article 30.

(2) Preface by Étienne Davignon to the second edition of the work by Schouth
eete, P. (de), La Coopération politique européenne, ‘Europe’ collection, 
Vol. 6, second edition, Nathan, Paris, 1986, p. 3.
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processes, had to strive for consistency in the EC’s 
overarching external relations  (1). The SEA merely 
reworded an objective that the EPC had had ever 
since its inception. Nevertheless, the Commission 
objected to the establishment of an EPC secretariat, 
considering it to be a superfluous parallel intergov
ernmental body at odds with the desired consisten
cy in the EC’s external action  (2). Even before the 
SEA was negotiated Jacques Delors had publicly 
signalled his disapproval of it.

‘It is absolutely vital to maintain the unity of 
the Community institutions. The Commission 
is not opposed to the EPC secretariat for 
superficial reasons: but you cannot have a 
European Union and, at the same time, 

(1) See Article 30(5) of the SEA.
(2) The European Community meant not only the European Economic Com

munity (EEC), but also the European Coal and Steel Community and all 
that their Member States do together in the field of foreign policy. Once 
the Maastricht Treaty entered into force the term ‘European Commu nity’ 
was no longer used as an unofficial name for designating a manyfaceted 
Euro pean player, but rather as a term used for the former EEC, to take into 
account its noneconomic powers. In other words, as of 1 November 1993 
the qualities of the concept of the European Community were incorporated 
into the concept of European Union.

create the basis for schizophrenia between 
the two pillars of the Community’ (3).

This declaration gave a foretaste of the Commission’s 
subsequent tone when it came to the CFSP. 

For the Commission the matter had already been 
settled by the London report, which enshrined its 
presence at all levels of the EPC. Developments in 
the 1980s demonstrated the relevance of this pres
ence when international crises called for the use of 
economic sanctions by the EC. These crises tested 
the responsiveness of the EPC, and often called for 
the Ten, the Twelve and then the Fifteen Member 
States, always supported by the Commission, to 
use economic instruments for foreign policy ends. 
A link was established between the Community 

(3) Interview in Stern, reported in Le Monde, 4 June 1985. Étienne Davignon, 
for his part, having been both a policy directorgeneral in a national min
istry and a European Commissioner, considered it unavoidable that gov
ernments would be present if not dominant in the area of the EPC/CFSP: 
interview with Étienne Davignon, 3 May 2016. This was also the case for 
Jim Cloos, who had had a ‘mixed’ career: interview with Jim Cloos, 4 July 
2016.

The Maastricht Treaty made the common foreign and security policy the second pillar of the European Union, maintaining  
the intergovernmental nature of European political cooperation that had previously existed on an informal basis.
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 structure,  symbolised by the Commission, and the 
intergovernmental dynamic of the Member States. 
However, in 1987 doubts remained about the best 
way to adopt Community economic sanctions. This 
was the Commission’s first concern in the context 
of the EPC. The debate that arose on that occa
sion would be settled formally by the Maastricht 
 Treaty, which would also put to rest two other ques
tions that had concerned the Commission since 
the opening of the Intergovernmental Conference 
(IGC) on Political Union: the appropriate institu
tional architecture for the establishment of the EU 
(legal personality for the EU? pillared structure? 
more unified institutional structure?) and the na
ture and scope of the future CFSP and its link with 
Community action.

It is an understatement to say that the ultimate 
responses of the Heads of State or Government in 
Maastricht at the end of 1991 were not in line with 
the views of the Commission and, in particular, its 
President. Jacques Delors did not hesitate to criticise 
a work that he did not intend to endorse (1). How
ever, several proposals on political union issued by 
the Commission at the time of the IGC continued 
to be discussed, and later on some of them ended up 
in the Amsterdam or Lisbon Treaties.

The aim of this chapter is therefore to define the 
role, hopes and disappointments of the Commis
sion with regard to what could be described as the 
transition to the CFSP. A first section deals with the 
almost ‘theological’ question of how to adopt Com
munity economic sanctions, which initially antag
onised certain Member States but with regard to 
which the Commission expressed its views and  later 
its preferences. South Africa, emblematic of the 
time, was a case in point. The interesting aspect of 

(1) Jacques Delors said as much in the Nouvel Économiste (25 March 1994) in 
a kind of preliminary review of his time in office: ‘I can claim responsibility 
for the 1992 objective, the Single European Act, the reform of the  structural 
policies and their funding or the report on economic and monetary union, 
but Maastricht was not my work, but rather the creation of the govern
ments’. These words, focusing on the CFSP, were echoed in interviews with 
Jacques Delors on 16 January 2016 and 20 June 2017.

the South Africa question was that the Commission 
would come to play an ever more essential role. The 
next two sections will look at two connected issues: 
the export of dualuse items and the arms trade. In 
the fourth section consideration will be given to 
the Commission’s role as guardian of the treaties 
in the highly politicised context of the conflict be
tween Greece and the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Mace donia. Russia is the subject of the fifth section. 
Indeed, in parallel with enlargement and the Yugo
slav problem, relations between the EU and Russia 
constituted a highpoint in the 1990s with respect 
to the Commission’s interactions with the Council, 
not ably in the context of the CFSP. A final, more 
general section looks at the intricate negotiations 
on political union so as to analyse the Commission’s 
options on the institutional architecture and the 
place of the CFSP within it, comparing them with 
the results achieved at Maastricht and Amsterdam.

The Commission, European political 
cooperation and the link with the 
Community using coercive measures, 
as illustrated by the struggle against 
apartheid in South Africa

Incorporating the Commission within the EPC 
was not only a concession by the intergovernmen
talists to the Community dynamic. It also marked 
a certain pragmatism, as the Member States wished 
to use the economic weight of the Community for 
their political ends. How could trade relations with 
a nonmember country be realigned without the 
presence of the body holding exclusive powers in the 
area of trade policy, the only body able to propose 
rules organising this change in a uniform way? Ever 
since the 1980s the question had arisen in various 
cases, and sanctions against South Africa, as the 
apartheid regime became increasingly repressive, 
were a case in point following the adoption of the 
SEA. 
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For certain ‘dogmatic’ Member States (1), taking a 
Community approach to the adoption of econom
ic sanctions against a nonmember country was a 
solution they found hard to stomach in principle. It 
was important for them to make a clear distinction 
between Community affairs and the prerogatives of 
the EPC, and thus to adopt any economic sanctions 
agreed within the intergovernmental framework of 
political cooperation via national legal instruments. 
Essentially, the ‘dogmatic’ Member States were not 
questioning the principle of the sanctions but rather 
the intervention of the Community  (2). However, 
the provisions of the common commercial policy 
based on Article 113 of the Treaty establishing the 
European Economic Community, in force at that 
time, ensured rapid and uniform application and 
therefore had the benefit of avoiding a situation in 
which an agreement between foreign ministers on 
measures to be taken was emptied of substance by 
certain national parliaments  (3). That is why the 
Commission recommended this solution when it 
was required to take a view (4).

(1) Denmark mainly, along with France, although with the arrival of François 
Mitterrand as President in 1981 the latter significantly backtracked on this 
‘dogmatism’.

(2) This was, for example, Denmark’s attitude during the Falklands crisis.
(3) This was the reason that Leo Tindemans, Belgian Foreign Minister at that 

time, was in favour of the Community approach to the economic sanctions 
against South Africa decided on in 1986: ‘… Belgium …, until recently, was 
always opposed to the imposition of economic sanctions. Not for ideologic
al or political reasons but because we do not believe in their effectiveness. 
Until now, there has always been a competitor willing to do what you did 
not want to do yourself … I have always made the point that Community 
level action is needed, … because as soon as some Member States do not ap
ply the same measures as others you will need to establish border controls, 
import and export licences and so on …, in other words, under those condi
tions there would be no more single market.’ Interview on Frenchspeaking 
Belgian public radio (RTBF) on 17 September 1986.

(4) We could, for example, quote ClausDieter Ehlermann, Director General 
of the Commission’s Legal Service at that time, discussing doctrine: Ehler
mann, C.D., ‘The scope of Article  113 of the EEC Treaty’, in Teitgen, 
P.H., Études de droit des Communautés européennes — Mélanges offerts à 
Pierre-Henri Teitgen, Éditions A. Pedone, Paris, 1984, pp. 145169; Ehler
mann, C.D., ‘Communautés européennes et sanctions internationales — 
Une réponse à J. Verhoeven’, Revue belge de droit international, No 1, Bruy
lant, Brussels, 19841985, pp. 96112; or Commissioner Étienne  Davignon, 
speaking in this vein to the European Parliament on 21 April 1982,  stating 
in particular that ‘this is the only guarantee that these measures will be 
 applied in the spirit of solidarity in which they were intended … There can 
be no solidarity without an identical approach in the implementation of 
measures adopted at Community level’: ‘Session  19821983  — verbatim 
report of the proceedings of 19 to 23  April 1982’, Annex to the Official 
Journal of the European Communities: Debates of the European Parliament, 
No 1284, p. 147.

Under the influence of more ‘pragmatic’ Member 
States (5), solutions were found whereby the Com
munity framework was used while, at the same 
time, the sensitivities of those who were naturally 
opposed to this approach were managed. A consen
sus was gradually reached whereby the decision to 
apply sanctions would be made intergovernmental
ly even if, to ensure uniform application, the Mem
ber States would agree to adopt Communitywide 
measures, which would explicitly make reference to 
the deliberations under the EPC in their explana
tory memorandum. This decisionmaking primacy 
of the intergovernmental method over the Com
munity method in the area of economic sanctions 
exercised for political ends would subsequently be 
enshrined in the Treaty on European Union, which, 
in the bridges it established between its first and 
second pillars, prioritised intergovernmental deci
sionmaking while stipulating the need for Com
munity implementation (6). The Maastricht Treaty 
thus dealt definitively with the ‘theological’ ques
tion, where certain false starts had led to delays and 
hesitation with regard to the use of Community 
 instruments to support restrictive policies initiated 
by the EPC.

The Community form — the guarantee of identical, 
collective implementation — was the Commission’s 
motivation. Jacques Delors, for example, deplored 
the way that the coercive measures against South 
Africa had mixed Community provisions and inter
governmental measures. He made a case for his 
more integrated vision of the CFSP in the EU con
text, more of which later. Speaking to the European 
Parliament in June 1991, he said the following:

(5) These included both Member States traditionally in favour of farreaching 
European integration, such as the Benelux countries, and those such as the 
United Kingdom that were more reserved about integration but still keen to 
give real substance to political cooperation, at least where its own national 
interests coincided with those of the EPC.

(6) See the Treaty of Maastricht, Article  228a for goods and Article  73a for 
financial assets.
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‘I take the view that it is impossible to build 
a wall separating foreign policy from foreign 
economic policy and development aid policy. 
Why? I will give you a recent example. On 
Monday, I received Mr Mandela. He came to 
complain that he had not been consulted 
before the sanctions against South Africa 
were lifted. Ladies and gentlemen, which 
sanctions? Those imposed by the Community 
itself or those imposed by political 
cooperation? Who knows? That is why we 
maintain our proposal that there should be a 
bloc, more or less ambitious … so that a 
single body, the Council of Ministers or the 
European Parliament in the context of its 
consultative powers, should deal with the 
subject of South Africa in its entirety … 
Otherwise, this schizophrenic situation will 
persist, and we will see a growing grey zone 
in which no decisions are made’ (1).

(1) ‘Session 19911992 — verbatim report of the proceedings of 10 to 14 June 
1991’, Annex to the Official Journal of the European Communities: Debates of 
the European Parliament, No 3406, 12 June 1991, p. 179.

The situation was, in fact, both more simple and 
more complicated than Jacques Delors described: 
certainly, the principle that the sanctions, what ever 
their nature, should be lifted had been decided. But, 
while the intergovernmental restrictions had been 
lifted immediately, the Community sanctions took 
a little while longer because of differences of opin
ion between the Member States, even though the 
Commission itself, through its VicePresident Frans 
Andriessen, had declared that it was in favour of 
lifting the measures so that it could replace means 
of coercion with economic incentives intended to 
support South Africa’s now irreversible democratic 
transition. Furthermore, the Commission was al
ready administering the Community programme 

Archbishop Desmond Tutu (left) was welcomed to the European Commission by Claude Cheysson (right) on 18 April 1988, before attending 
the annual general assembly of non-governmental organisations working in the field of development.
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of assistance for the victims of apartheid that was 
delivered via nongovernmental channels (1).

Ad hoc coercive measures to manage 
the export of dual-use goods

Another episode shows how, at the end of the 1980s, 
the Commission launched a practice that gradually 
established itself — that of controls on the export of 
dualuse (civilian and military) goods. The question 
came to the fore in the context of the Iran–Iraq con
flict. In 1984 rumours abounded that the Iraqi army 
was using chemical weapons (2). The Ten decided to 
impose controls on the export of certain products 
that could be used to make chemical weapons to 
be delivered, directly or indirectly, to the warring 
countries. This concern had been discussed in the 
context of the EPC on 9 April 1984. Consequent
ly, the Commission had presented a proposal for a 
regu lation based on the common trade policy. How
ever, the Council did not adopt the measures be
cause certain Member States were already applying 
controls on the export of chemical weapons, while 
others were preparing to do so, meaning that all that 
was needed was to coordinate the legislation in this 
area. Yet it was clear that the ‘technical’ difficulty 
was designed to conceal the differences between the 
Member States on how to respond to the Commis
sion’s proposal. Far from being unanimously wel
comed, the proposal in particular had not met with 
the approval of France, the Member State holding 
the presidency at that time. The issue included a se
curity dimension in which the French government 
did not wish to see the Commission intervene (3). 

(1) The first proposals to lift the Community measures were debated in the 
College at the initiative of Commissioner Andriessen on 26 March 1991 
and submitted the following day, but were not adopted until January 1992: 
HAEC, COM(91), Minutes No 1053, second part, meeting of 26 March 
1991. See also a former director at the Commission, well versed in the EPC 
and then the CFSP: Nuttall, S.  J., ‘The Commission  — The struggle for 
 legitimacy’, in Hill, C. (ed.), The actors in Europe’s foreign policy, Routledge, 
Abingdon, 1996, p. 140.

(2) It should be noted that, as of 5 September 1983, Iraq was accusing Iran of 
the same.

(3) See Agence Europe, No 3850, 16 May 1984.

France was not the only Member State to take the 
view that measures of that kind were not part of the 
Community’s remit. Greece and Denmark had fol
lowed suit. Other Member States, however, backed 
the Commission, claiming that the matter fell 
within the Community’s exclusive competence. For 
this reason the Permanent Representatives Com
mittee (Coreper) had been asked to examine the 
issue of competence posed by this type of measure 
with regard to the treaty. Mothballed for almost 
5 years, the Commission’s proposal was resurrected 
in 1989 to serve as the basis for the Council regu
lation concerning the export of certain chemical 
products  (4). The situation changed following the 
Paris Conference on Chemical Weapons held from 
7 to 11 January 1989. The EPC decided on 14 Feb
ruary that it was appropriate to control the export 
of certain chemical products  (5). Defined by the 
foreign ministers under the EPC, the arrangements 
for these controls were the subject of an EEC regu
lation under which the export of a certain number 
of sensitive chemical products would, in any event, 
require prior authorisation that had to be issued by 
the competent authorities of the Member States. 
The text opened with a long preamble, outlining the 
essential role of the EPC in the decision to resort to 
such a regulation. The Member States also guarded 
against any future attempt at exclusive Commu nity 
management of this issue by stipulating that the 
EPC would continue to be involved (6). All legisla
tion on dualuse goods would be based on the same 
principle: the list of goods would be drawn up by 
the EPC/CFSP, while the arrangements for the 
 controls would be implemented by the Community.

(4) Council Regulation (EEC) No 428/89 of 20  February 1989 (OJ L  50, 
22.2.1989, p. 1).

(5) In addition to the Paris Conference, another factor pushed the Twelve, in 
particular the Federal Republic of Germany, to revisit the idea of Com
munity controls on the export of chemical products. It was suspected that 
 Libya was making chemical weapons, with the complicity of certain West 
German companies, under the cover of a mysterious ‘pharmaceuticals’ 
plant in Rabta. See Nuttall, S. J., European political co-operation, Clarendon 
Press, Oxford, 1992, pp. 266267.

(6) See in particular recitals 5 and 6 of Regulation (EEC) No 428/89.
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Attempts by the Commission to 
manage the arms trade

Flushed with this success, after the signature of the 
Maastricht Treaty the Commission wished to ex
tend the powers of the Community over an area 
that, until then, had been a national matter: the 
arms trade. Before the adoption of the EU Treaty, 
embargoes on weapons, munitions or other military 
material, the principle of which had been decided in 
the context of the EPC/CFSP, had never been ap
plied by Community legislation. This was the result 
of a broadly shared interpretation of Article 223 
of the Treaty establishing the European Economic 
Community, retained in the EU Treaty. It appeared 
that the Member States had signed up without 
too much difficulty to the idea that the arms trade 

should be a national rather than a Community 
 matter, as the article implied (1).

Starting in the 1990s, however, various attempts 
were made to affirm the Community nature of 
war materials exports. During the IGC on Polit
ical  Union the idea was floated of drafting an Art
icle 223a to the EC Treaty, to complement Article 
228a, relating explicitly to a Community embargo 
on armaments. However, the negotiations ended 
without the EU Treaty having been amended in 

(1) Article 223 of the Treaty establishing the European Economic Communi
ty stipulated in particular that ‘Any Member State may take the measures 
which it considers necessary for the protection of the essential interests of 
its security, and which are connected with the production of or trade in 
arms, ammunition and war material; such measures shall not, however, 
prejudice conditions of competition in the Common Market in respect of 
products not intended for specifically military purposes.’ 

At the Noordwijk informal European summit on 23 May 1997 the Heads of State or Government confirmed their wish to conclude the 
intergovernmental conference at the Amsterdam European Council and, in particular, to tackle the subject of the CFSP. 

Group photograph, from left to right, first row: John Bruton, Prime Minister of Ireland; Poul Nyrup Rasmussen, Prime Minister of Denmark; 
Jean-Luc Dehaene, Prime Minister of Belgium; António Guterres, Prime Minister of Portugal; Jacques Santer, President of the Commission; 
Helmut Kohl, Federal Chancellor of Germany; Jacques Chirac, President of France; Wim Kok, Prime Minister of the Netherlands and Acting 

President of the Council; Tony Blair, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom; Jean-Claude Juncker, Prime Minister of Luxembourg;  
José María Aznar, Prime Minister of Spain; and Abel Matutes, Spanish Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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that way (1). In 1992 the Commission attempted to 
get its way by including United Nations provisions 
concerning an embargo on military material in its 
proposal for a regulation on the imposition of sanc
tions against Libya (2). But these provisions did not 
meet with the approval of the Member States and 
did not reach the final text of Regulation (EEC) 
No 945/92. Finally, much to the disappointment of 
the Commission, which considered it a heresy  (3), 
the Council did not consider, following the entry 
into force of the EU Treaty, that Article 228a of the 
EC Treaty could be extended to cover the export of 
arms and munitions. As they had been established 
by a common position of the CFSP, strategic meas
ures of that kind still had to be applied by individual 
states (4).

(1) See, in this regard, Cloos, J. et al., Le traité de Maastricht — Genèse, analyse, 
commentaires, Bruylant, Brussels, 1993, pp. 362365.

(2) See COM(92) 142, 7 April 1992, ‘Proposal for a Council regulation (EEC) 
preventing the trade in certain goods and services between the Community 
and Libya’. The explanatory memorandum of the proposal stated in par
ticular that the regulation was intended to implement the Security Council 
resolution on the sale of weapons and military equipment.

(3) Kuijper, P. J., ‘Trade sanctions, security and human rights and commercial 
policy’, in Maresceau, M. (ed.), The European Community’s commercial 
policy after 1992: The legal dimension, Martinus Nijhoff, Dordrecht, 1993, 
pp. 404405: Pieter Jan Kuijper, a member of the Commission’s Legal Ser
vice, claimed that: ‘Although the Member States, because of Article 223, 
remain in a position where they can take individual and disparate measures, 
it would seem that as soon as they take a joint action or a common position 
(within the meaning of the treaty on a common foreign and security policy) 
on arms export controls, they will have to carry that out by Community act; 
a coordinated intergovernmental implementation is excluded. The terms 
of Article 228A do not leave any margin of interpretation here. Moreover, 
implementation of intergovernmental policies by intergovernmental meas
ures in cases where such a clear link with Community mechanisms has been 
established as in Article  228A, would constitute the beginning of a very 
dangerous undermining of the Community pillar of the European Union 
by the intergovernmental pillar.’ See also interview with Pieter Jan Kuijper, 
23 March 2017, in which, without returning to this exact question, we see 
how the interested party always defended the interests of the Community 
against the CFSP.

(4) See for example Council Decision 94/165/CFSP of 15  March 1994 (OJ 
L 75, 17.3.1994, p. 1), because of suspicions linking the regime in Khartoum 
to international terrorism, even if this motivation did not appear as such in 
the text of the CFSP common position.

The Commission, the common foreign 
and security policy and Greece, and 
their response to the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia

Another Commission contribution to the issue of 
coercive measures arose in the context of the Yugo
slav crisis, when Greece unilaterally adopted an 
embargo against the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia in February 1994. To do this, Greece 
invoked a longstanding derogation, under Art
icle 224 of the EC Treaty, providing for the taking 
of exceptional measures by a state, in particular in 
the event of war or ‘serious international tension 
constituting a threat of war’. Greece deemed that 
it was threatened by the former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia, which had taken the name of one of 
its provinces and one of its symbols for its flag. The 
Commission took the view that Greece was delib
erately misrepresenting the EC Treaty. Following 
the failure of attempts to bring about a political 
solution to the dispute between Athens and Skopje, 
the European executive decided to refer the matter 
to the Court of Justice of the European Commu
nities. Ultimately the Court of Justice ruled only 
in interlocutory proceedings (5), and the Commis
sion abandoned the case without waiting for a  final 
ruling, having obtained a political compromise 
 between the protagonists.

It is nevertheless interesting to look at the arguments 
advanced by Brussels. The Commission raised the 
issue of the compatibility of such measures with 
Community law and invited Athens to justify its 
conduct. Over the course of a prelitigation phase 
lasting more than 2 months the authorities in Brus
sels attempted to demonstrate to Greece that it was 
not in a state of ‘serious international tension con
stituting a threat of war’, as Athens claimed, and 
that its attitude was infringing the general Com
munity rules on imports and exports and specific 

(5) Order of 29  June 1994 in Case C120/94  R, Commission v Greece (ECR 
1994, p. I3037).
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rules relating to the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia. The Commission also put forward an 
argument of fact: the damage to the legitimate in
terests of many Community exporters whose lorries 
and goods were blocked in Greece, not to mention 
delays due to the systematic checking of the food 
aid sent by nongovernmental organisations to the 
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia via Greece. 
To break the impasse, and this is the most interest
ing point, the Commission proposed submitting 
the matter to a CFSP debate in order to establish 
whether there really was a case of ‘serious interna
tional tension constituting a threat of war’ or ‘ser
ious internal disturbance affecting the maintenance 
of law and order’ in Greece. Following the discus
sion of this subject at the General Affairs Council 
in Ioannina, on 27 March 1994, the Commission 
concluded that neither of the two hypotheses was 
met. It was therefore decided to submit a request 
to the Court of Justice, as the possibilities for pol
itical recourse had largely been exhausted. We can 
see here the Commission’s wish to bring together 
all the dimensions of the EU’s external action and 
to consider the CFSP as a place for the examination 
of disputes in the event of an international situation 
affecting a Member State. It was also surprising to 
see the Commission taking the legal route when 
the logic of both the CFSP and the issue itself sug
gested that the optimum route would be diplomat
ic negotiation between Member States or via a US 
mediator, which is what ultimately happened. Yet 
in this case too, as in the cases of dualuse goods 
and the arms trade, the Commission’s position was 
consistent — the Community approach was to be 
favoured.

Cooperation and tensions  
with the new Russia

The fall of the Berlin Wall, the end of communism 
in central and eastern Europe and the collapse of 
the Soviet Union provided the Commission with a 

new role, in particular via Phare (the programme of 
aid to central and east European countries) and the 
Tacis (technical assistance to the Commonwealth 
of Independent States) programme. Russia, always 
an enigmatic case, had to be handled properly. For
tunately, the Commission could boast of a certain 
degree of expertise in this regard, recognised by the 
Member States  (1). Jacques Delors, in particular, 
had a knowledge of the Soviet Union and Russia 
that the governments, and certain members of the 
G7, intended to use (2).

A first interesting episode took place as Russia was 
emerging from the stillsmoking ruins of the Soviet 
Union. In order to implement an enormous food
aid programme worth ECU 500 million, the brain
child of Helmut Kohl and François Mitterrand, 
what Michael Emerson considered (before the term 
was coined) as a European security and defence pol
icy had to be set up (3). The Commission represent
ative in Moscow was supported by service personnel 
from 10 or so Member States in implementing and 
administering this huge aid programme. Of course 
the important thing, subsequently, was the conclu
sion of the partnership and cooperation agreement 
with Russia, which would not enter into force until 
1997. The CFSP would continue to play a role dur
ing the internal crises in Russia between 1993 and 
1999.

In late 1993 the Russian President was received in 
Brussels, including by Jacques Delors  (4). At the 
same time, one of the first CFSP projects was being 
implemented in Russia to support the organisation 
and supervision of an electoral process (5). Despite 
Boris Yeltsin’s firm action to put down the revolt by 

(1) Interview with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016.
(2) Interviews with Jacques Delors, 16 January 2016 and 25 February 2016; and 

with Bernhard Zepter, 29  May 2017, highlighting that US President Bill 
Clinton in person sought the views of the Commission President concern
ing Russia during his visits to Washington in 1994.

(3) Interview with Michael Emerson, 13 July 2017.
(4) HAEU, Jacques Delors Fonds (JD) 1841, ‘Visit by Boris Yeltsin, President 

of the Russian Federation’, Brussels, 9 December 1993.
(5) Council Decision 93/604/CFSP of 9  November 1993 (OJ L  286, 

20.11.1993, p. 3).
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On 18 July 1997 President Jacques Santer (centre) and Hans van den Broek, Commissioner for External Relations with the Countries of 
Central and Eastern Europe and the CFSP (right), gave a joint press conference with Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin (left).  

Both parties expressed their wish to deepen and strengthen their relations.

the Russian parliament several weeks previously, the 
tone was one of conciliation (1). The aim was for the 
transformation of Russia to be a success and for the 
partnership and cooperation agreement to be con
cluded. Despite the behaviour of Moscow there was 
strong agreement between the Commission and the 
Member States, in the new context of the CFSP, 
on the need to stabilise Yeltsin’s Russia. Both sides 
seemed to benefit: this first common operation of 
the CFSP was an opportunity for it to prove its ef
fectiveness, and at the same time it gave Yeltsin the 
opportunity to restore a democratic image that had 
been tarnished by the events of SeptemberOctober 
1993, culminating in the assault on the Russian 
 parliament.

The situation became even more sensitive with the 
crises in Chechnya starting in 19941995, and the 

(1) HAEU, JD1841.

use of violence by Moscow to manage it. The EU ini
tially postponed signature of the interim agreement 
that was supposed to precede the entry into force of 
the partnership and cooperation agreement. The in
terim agreement had been given the green light on 
29 December 1994, but the subject was debated by 
the College of Commissioners as of 4 January 1995 
in the context of the CFSP  (2). The Commission 
wished to see its prerogative to propose this kind 
of agreement for signature respected, but Com
missioner van den Broek suggested that nothing 
should be signed without prior consultation with 
the presidency and the Member States. Most of his 
colleagues, including heavyweights such as Sir Leon 
Brittan and Karel Van Miert, followed his lead, 
but frequent disagreements on Russia remained, 
for example the wellargued reticence of the Greek 
Commissioner Ioannis Paleokrassas, who was well 

(2) HAEC, PV(95), Minutes No 1229, second part, meeting of 4 January 1995; 
PV(95), Minutes No 1230, second part, meeting of 11 January 1995.
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informed about the internal situation in Russia and 
did not wish to see the economic transition placed 
in jeopardy. Jacques Delors took the opportunity 
to criticise the CFSP’s modus operandi, deeming 
it too dependent on the current presidency, which 
had not thought fit to even hold a General Affairs 
Council to discuss this important issue. That said, 
the Commission’s doubts were shared by the other 
institutions, and the agreement was not actually 
signed until 17 July 1995, both as a mark of appreci
ation for Moscow’s cooperation in Bosnia and Her
zegovina and with a view to an end to the crisis in 
Chechnya (1).

Over that year the Commission not only presented 
a communication and a strategy on relations with 
Russia, but also drew up a draft position of the 
CFSP on the same subject  (2). This draft position 
was never finalised, and it was not until the new 
possibilities created by the Treaty of Amsterdam 
became available that a CFSP strategy saw the light 
of day in May 1999, with the Commission having 
been involved in its development (3). Nevertheless, 
beyond the text itself, doubts remained about the 
added value of such an instrument. Romano Prodi, 
for example, did not consider the CFSP strategy to 
be an institutional innovation that the Commission 
could benefit from (4). 

Around the turn of the millennium, with the return 
of the Chechen question, the EU found itself con
fronted with a ‘terrible dilemma’, according to the 
then Commissioner for External Relations, Chris 

(1) In this matter, the Commission’s ongoing concern related to the impact of 
these decisions on public opinion and the European Parliament, which was 
itself very concerned about Chechnya. At the time of making the decision 
to sign the interim agreement, Hans van den Broek expected to feel Par
liament’s ire. HAEC, PV(95), Minutes No 1253, second part, meeting of 
21 June 1995.

(2) COM(95) 223 final, 31 May 1995, ‘The European Union and Russia: the 
future relationship’.

(3) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/192, SI(99) 430, ‘Note for the attention of mem
bers of the Commission on the summary report of the second meeting of 
the EU–Russia Cooperation Council (Brussels, 17  May 1999)’, 18  May 
1999; and HAEC, BAC 532/2007/124, SI(99) 230, ‘Note for the attention 
of members of the Commission on the 1824th meeting of Coreper II (Brus
sels, 1718 March 1999) — Russia: EU common strategy’, 18 March 1999.

(4) Interview with Romano Prodi, 1 April 2016.

Patten  (5). Should it jeopardise its relations with 
Russia because of the Chechnya crisis, in order to 
exert political pressure, at the risk of isolating Rus
sia in vain? Or, on the contrary, should it maintain 
its relations while using the channel of institutional 
political dialogue to try to persuade Russia of the 
merits of restraint? Under pressure from their re
spective publics, the Heads of State or Government 
of the Fifteen were faced at the Helsinki European 
Council with the dilemma of how to continue to do 
nothing to jeopardise relations with the Russians 
while giving the impression of exerting pressure. 
The EU made a big display of taking a number of 
temporary measures, dreamed up jointly by the 
Council and the Commission, such as suspending 
benefits in the commercial sector or via the Tacis 
programme (6). Relations with the future President 
Vladimir Putin were thus largely maintained.

The Commission and a vision of the 
CFSP vis-à-vis the Member States

Schizophrenia: that was the spectre that haunted 
Jacques Delors and had to be overcome when the 
IGC on Political Union drew up its plans for the 
structure of the future EU. The Commission Presi
dent’s words quoted above on the EPC secretariat 
or the sanctions against South Africa already in
dicated his concern: avoiding conflict between the 
Community method and an intergovernmental 
process, in particular in the area of foreign policy; 
not merging everything in the future EU’s foreign 
policy but trying to achieve eventual convergence. 

(5) See speech by Chris Patten to the European Parliament on 17 November 
1999: Commission press release Speech/99/166, Christopher Patten, ‘Dec
laration on Chechnya’, Strasbourg, 17 November 1999: http://europa.eu/
rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH99166_en.htm?locale=EN

(6) Signature of a pending scientific and technological agreement would be 
suspended for around half a year; an amount of food aid not spent in 1999 
would not be carried forward to 2000; the generalised system of preferences 
would not be extended to other products; and, finally, the Tacis programme 
for Russia would be refocused on actions to promote democratic values, 
humani tarian assistance and the development of civilsociety networks.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-99-166_en.htm?locale=EN
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-99-166_en.htm?locale=EN
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As Günter Burghardt (1) emphasised, the Commis
sion did not see itself as yet another Member State, 
but rather saw its task as supporting the Commu nity 
framework for making and implementing foreign 
policy decisions. And the Commission was right to 
be concerned when the Luxembourg Presidency of 
the first half of 1991 proposed a structure for the 
EU similar to a Greek temple, with three separate 
pillars simply joined by a single institutional frame
work and a vague convergence of objectives. It was 
clear from then on that powers and decisionmaking 
procedures would vary greatly between the Com
munity pillar and the intergovernmental pillars, 
including that of the CFSP. Moreover, bridges be
tween the pillars to allow joint actions such as eco
nomic sanctions were not a step forward, according 
to the Commission; they were merely selfevident. 
This structure did not correspond to the inclusive 
approach proposed for reasons of efficiency to the 
IGC, which sought to gather together all the differ
ent aspects of the Community’s external relations 
under the umbrella term of ‘common external pol
icy’. From the outset the consistency of the future 
European Union’s external relations was clear from 
the Commission’s proposal: ‘The common external 
policy shall cover the common foreign and security 
policy, external economic policy and development 
cooperation policy as well as external relations in 
the other areas falling under the Union responsibil
ity. In the conduct of this policy, the Union shall 
seek to promote democracy, the rule of law and 
 respect for human rights’ (2).

With this inclusive definition the Commission 
was certainly not moving towards the utopia of 
full communitarisation of external action, as the 
European Council remained the driving force 
behind the CFSP. But the measures envisaged in 

(1) Interview with Günter Burghardt, 20 July 2017. On the role of the Com
mission, there was a continuity of opinion in DG IA from the time of the 
SEA until new possibilities were opened up by the Treaty of Amsterdam. 
See HAEC, BAC 532/2007 192 and BAC 532/2007 124.

(2) SEC(91) 500, 15 May 1991, ‘Intergovernmental conferences: contributions 
by the Commission’, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement, 
No 2, 1991. 

the rest of the document injected elements of the 
Community method into its operation. The Com
mission continued to expand its role, to the detri
ment of the Member States, and it was banking on 
the CFSP being managed by a qualified majority in 
the Council after areas of action had been identi
fied by the latter unanimously. This was too much 
for the Member States, and their responses to the 
Commission document ranged from reticent to 
downright hostile. Some also wondered why the 
Commission had decided to present a contribution 
on the CFSP separately rather than liaising with 
the Luxembourg Presidency to reshape the draft 
that would be presented to the IGC a month later. 
The Brussels text had been put together by François 
Lamoureux, Jacques Delors’s deputy head of cabinet 
at that time, and, whatever his intentions, it gave the 
impression of a Commission takeover. This led to a 
hardening of attitudes among the Member States, 
and the document was never seriously considered by 
the IGC (3).

As far as the CFSP was concerned, the challenge for 
the Commission was twofold: to move the inter
governmental process towards the Commu nity 
method and to relaunch the idea of a European 
defence project. This challenge was motivated by 
disappointments during the Gulf crisis and then 
the Gulf War, the first real postCold War crisis 
throwing into sharp relief the limits of the EPC 
that bi polarity had masked hitherto. At the start 
of 1991 the Commission had been trying to pre
serve the unity of the Twelve while, at the same 
time,  encouraging Washington to take the diplo
matic route and persuade Saddam Hussein of the 
regional benefits that might be secured were he to 

(3) See also Nuttall, S.  J., European foreign policy, Oxford University Press, 
 Oxford, 2000, pp.  158161. The author, a former Commission director, 
shed some light on the exact nature of the document with regard to the 
sometimes excessive criticism of it. He admitted however that its general 
tone and certain provisions could have given the impression of arrogance on 
the part of the Commission. This was confirmed in the interview with Jim 
Cloos, 5 April 2016: the perception was that the Commission had wanted 
to go over the head of the Luxembourg Presidency, and the result was that 
the text on foreign policy was rejected after less than an hour of discussion 
in the IGC.
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withdraw from Kuwait  (1). However, this was to 
no avail. During the IGC the sheer impossibility 
of managing the implosion of Yugoslavia militarily 
highlighted the need for a breakthrough so as not to 
be seen as trailing behind the events. Nevertheless, 
the result achieved at Maastricht was meagre: the 
CFSP remained essentially intergovernmental, and 
the idea of a European defence force had to make 
do with a breakthrough in principle and a longterm 
declaration of intent, which could have looked like a 
way of procrastinating.

(1) See also the discussions within the College, running up against the limits of 
the Community’s situation as it tried to influence the crisis, faced with the 
position of the United States. HAEC, COM(91), Minutes No 1042, second 
part, meeting of 9 January 1991.

Jacques Delors claimed to have realised at a very  early 
stage that the Commission’s position was unlikely 
to succeed. He realised this on 27 April 1991 at a 
Gymnichstyle meeting of foreign ministers  (2) in 
MondorflesBains in Luxembourg. At that meeting 
four founding members launched the idea of a joint 
military force, on the initiative of Hans Dietrich 
Genscher, the German Foreign Minister, joined 
by his Belgian, French and Italian colleagues Mark 
Eyskens, Roland Dumas and Gianni De Michelis. 
The Luxembourg Foreign Minister Jacques Poos, 
chairing the meeting, welcomed the proposal but 
noted the ‘Atlanticist’ opposition of Denmark, the 
Netherlands, Portugal and the United Kingdom, 

(2) An informal meeting of foreign ministers organised once every 6 months, 
taking its name from the castle where the first such meeting was held in 
1974.

Imagining ‘the Europe of tomorrow’, this European Commission illustration of 1997 showed the idea of a political union with a European army.
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while the other Member States remained undecid
ed. At that time relations between the future EU, or 
perhaps the Western European Union, and NATO 
were dividing the Member States into two camps: 
those who saw them as a zerosum game that the EU 
would win and NATO lose; and those who thought 
that they complemented each other (collective de
fence would always be NATO’s role, but the EU 
would be able to contribute to collective security). 
This difference of opinion created an impasse. It was 
therefore decided not to pursue a common military 
force for the time being, even if the final text of the 
Maastricht Treaty did not exclude the possibility in 
the future (1). 

The President of the Commission justified the strug
gle against potential institutional ‘schizophrenia’ by 
evoking continuity with the SEA: it was important 
to maintain unity in the European project by means 
of consistency in the EU’s architecture. At the time 
of the SEA the Commission had achieved its aim 
of having a single, unique legal act to amend the 
Treaty of Rome that included intergovernmental 
provisions on the European Council and the EPC. 
Therefore, without having pushed for it, contrary to 
what some thought (2), the Commission welcomed 
the Dutch Presidency abandoning the idea of the 
threecolumned Greek temple in favour of an in
stitutional structure simi lar to a tree with a solid 
common trunk but with branches developing at dif
ferent rates. In reality a structure of that kind had 
already been proposed by the Commission in Dres
den in June 1991. It had been welcomed by seven 
Member States and clearly opposed by three. Never
theless, the Dutch initiative of September 1991 gave 

(1) See also Delors, J. and Arnaud, J.L., Mémoires, Plon, Paris, 2004, pp. 355
356; interviews with Jacques Delors, 16  January 2016 and 25  February 
2016.

(2) ‘Some people thought that the Commission had been talked round by the 
Dutch to their proposal. Nothing could be further from the truth, but this 
rumour damaged our arguments and our defence of the tree and its branch
es’ (Delors and Arnaud, Mémoires, p. 360). This claim by the President of 
the Commission was somewhat contradicted by David O’Sullivan, who 
highlighted the encouragement given by the Commission to the Dutch 
for their chosen institutional form: interview with David O’Sullivan, 
8  September 2016.

the impression of ignoring the previous work of the 
IGC and ended in a fiasco: the idea of the ‘institu
tional tree’ was barely supported by anyone, except 
Belgium and the Commission, and was consigned 
to the scrap heap on a famous ‘Black Monday’ of the 
Dutch Presidency, on 30 September 1991 (3).

Ultimately what the Commission objected to was 
that the CFSP, as it would appear in the Maastricht 
Treaty, was something of a fantasy compared to its 
grand title of ‘common foreign and security pol
icy’. In formal terms President Delors was right: the 
term used was a promise that could never be kept. 
The great problem with the ‘common foreign and 
security policy’ was the excessive ambition its name 
suggested and its fundamental ambiguity. The term 
‘common policy’ suggested that this was an area 
in which the Community had significant or even 
exclusive competence (such as the common agri
cultural policy or the common trade policy), while 
the CFSP was nothing more than the aggregated re
sult of intergovernmental cooperation. In this case, 
‘common policy’ did not mean a single or exclusive 
policy, but rather a systematic pooling of compe
tence in order to generate cooperation. The wording 
was therefore misleading as it did not deliver what 
was implied — the CFSP, because that is what we 
must call it, covered both intergovernmental co
operation and the desired, but always uncertain, 
result thereof. The terms used thus prejudiced the 
outcome of the dynamic they were intended to de
scribe. The more modest description ‘European for
eign policy’ corresponded better to the reality of the 

(3) ‘Black Monday’ is the name given to the fateful day when the Dutch were 
forced to withdraw their preliminary draft EU treaty to return to a text 
 prepared by Luxembourg during its presidency in the first half of 1991.
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procedure (1). A great deal of ink has already been 
expended highlighting this dichotomy between 
the ambitions described and the tools developed 
to achieve them, or in other words denouncing the 
insufficiency and inappropriateness of the resources 
granted compared to the lauded aims. It was with
out doubt Jacques Delors who best summed up the 
difficulty while recalling what, in his view, would 
have been a pragmatic solution:

‘Talking about a common foreign policy is 
certainly seductive, but too ambitious for 
our ancient nations and their capacity to act 
together, given their traditions, their 
relations and their geopolitical situation. The 
realistic alternative was to say that each 
time the common good was threatened, the 
European Council would decide by common 
action … In other words, a Formula 1 racing 
car with a lawnmower engine under the 
bonnet’ (2).

The Commission President wanted, in a way, to 
 apply to the CFSP the old adage according to which 
to be ambitious you also have to be modest and prag
matic and not take refuge in illusions, because the 
perfect is the enemy of the good. But his prescience 
was not restricted to that — by raising expect ations 
that were impossible to meet, the governments of the 
Member States were, in his view: ‘sowing the seeds 
of disappointment and indifference among Euro
pean citizens as Europe demonstrated its impotence 
in the face of the tragedies that unfolded in the for
mer Yugoslavia and certain African  countries’ (3).

(1) The ambassador Philippe de Schoutheete, Permanent Representative of 
Belgium to the Communities until 1997 and personal representative of the 
Belgian Foreign Affairs Minister during the negotiation of the ‘political 
union’ part of the EU Treaty, also noted, the day after the signature of the 
text in Maastricht, that, ‘when it came to foreign policy, advocates of the 
status quo had largely won out’: ‘Exposé introductif sur l’union politique’, 
in L’Union européenne après Maastricht — Journée d’ études, ULB/GEPE, 
Brussels, 21 February 1992, p. 26. Four years later (interview in La Libre 
Belgique on 13 March 1996) he said that: ‘We begged for more than a year 
for someone to explain to us the difference between the common foreign 
and security policy and political cooperation. No one ever explained it 
 because the initiators did not know themselves. For political reasons they 
gave it a highfaluting name, but the ministers knew themselves that the 
structure was incapable of producing a common foreign policy.’

(2) L’Express, 22 September 1994.
(3) Delors and Arnaud, Mémoires, p. 361.

Nevertheless, some of the Commission’s ideas were 
taken up again in Amsterdam during the revision of 
the EU Treaty, notably the ideas of constructive ab
stention for the CFSP and of making the European 
Council the decisionmaking forum for any move 
towards a European defence capability. However, 
the appointment of a SecretaryGeneral/High Rep
resentative for the CFSP raised the spectre of com
petition with the Commission, a problem which 
would rear its head over the years to come (4).

Tanguy de Wilde d’Estmael

(4) Interviews with Romano Prodi, 1 April 2016; and David O’Sullivan, 8 Sep
tember 2016.
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23.2. The European 
Commission and the 
Yugoslav crises

The European Community and 
Yugoslavia in the post-Tito era

The European Commission’s involvement in the 
western Balkans after 1991 — the year when Croatia 
and Slovenia issued their declarations of independ
ence, confirming the disintegration of the Yugoslav 
federation — was rooted in a diplomatic tradition 
of EC–Yugoslav relations that went back to the late 
1960s. By virtue of its competences in the area of 
trade the Commission had developed direct rela
tions with Belgrade that had culminated in the con
clusion of two trade agreements, in 1970 and 1973, 
and a cooperation agreement, in April 1980 (1). The 
latter, signed the month before the death on 4 May 
of Yugoslavia’s leader Josip Broz, commonly known 
as Tito, was a way for the EC to support the coun
try’s difficult transition to the postTito era. From 
a political viewpoint relations between the EC and 
Belgrade were based on a joint declaration conclud
ed in December 1976, which recognised Yugoslavia 
as a Mediterranean, developing and nonaligned 
country. Yugoslavia was a unique EC partner: its 
delicate position between the European blocs pre
vented the country from having any prospect of 
 association with the EC. 

After Tito’s death the EC followed the development 
of the political situation in Yugoslavia attentively, as 
the economic downturn experienced by the latter in 
the early 1980s had given rise to the emergence of 
centrifugal tendencies among the federal  republics. 

(1) See Zaccaria, B., The EEC’s Yugoslav policy in Cold War Europe, 1968-
1980, ‘Security, Conflict and Cooperation in the Contemporary World’ 
collection, Palgrave Macmillan, London, 2016; Obadić, I., ‘A troubled rela
tionship: Yugoslavia and the European Economic Community in détente’, 
European Review of History, Vol.  21, No  2, Routledge, Abingdon, 2014, 
pp. 329348.

In line with the foreign policy positions of the EC 
Member States (2) the Commission showed its sup
port for Yugoslavia with the aim of strengthening 
the country’s economic stability (3). Jacques Delors 
reflected this goal during his visit to Yugoslavia 
in July 1987, which took place right after the con
clusion of a financial protocol envisaging loans of 
ECU 550 million through the European Investment 
Bank and the renewal of the commercial protocol 
included in the 1980 cooperation  agreement (4).

The political balance of EC–Yugoslav relations 
changed swiftly after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 
November 1989. The end of the bipolar equilib
rium in Europe and the rapprochement of former 
communist regimes in central and eastern Europe 
to the EC  — favoured by the G24 coordination 
initiative (as a result of the G7 Arche Summit in 
July 1989) entrusted to the European Commission 
and by the subsequent launch of the Phare pro
gramme  (5)  — encouraged the Yugoslav govern
ment to develop its relationship with the EC fur
ther, and to transform the cooperation agreement 
into an association agreement  (6). However, such 
a foreign policy change coincided with the deteri
oration of relations between the federal republics, 
prompted by the hegemonic policy of the Serbian 
leadership, headed by Slobodan Milošević, and the 
victory of separatist parties in Croatia and Slovenia 
in the first postcommunist elections, held in spring 
1990. The Yugoslav leadership, headed by reformist 
Prime Minister Ante Marković, regarded the EC as 
a crucial actor to sustain the economic recovery of 
the country. This attitude was clearly expressed by 
Marković to Delors during a bilateral meeting held 

(2) HAEC, BAC 347/1991/185, ‘Note for the attention of Mr Durieux on 
 political cooperation — Situation in Yugoslavia’, 30 April 1987.

(3) HAEC, BAC 230/1993/27, ‘Letter of Jacques Delors to Branko Mikulic’, 
3 April 1987.

(4) HAEC, BAC 230/1993/27, JJS/sd, ‘Briefing note for President Delors’s 
visit to Yugoslavia from 23 to 25  July 1987 on the political situation in 
 Yugoslavia’, 13 July 1987.

(5) The programme of aid to central and east European countries.
(6) HAEC, BAC 98/1997/765, JJS/ck, ‘Note for the attention of Juan Prat 

on the report on the mission to Belgrade (26  February1  March 1990)’, 
1 March 1990.
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in Brussels on 8 March 1990 (1). Also, the European 
Commission regarded Marković’s freemarket re
forms as a means for Yugoslavia to recuperate from 
economic stagnation and preserve political stabil
ity  (2). However, such hopes were soon dashed by 
the evolution of the internal situation in the coun
try in early spring 1991. 

The European Commission and the 
dissolution of Yugoslavia

As the country began to slide towards civil war, EC 
policymakers became anxious about the potential 
threat to regional and European stability implied 
by the potential disintegration of the country. In 

(1) HAEC, BAC 98/1997/941, ‘Note for the file on the visit by Mr Markovic, 
Yugoslavian Prime Minister’, 9 March 1990.

(2) HAEC, BAC 98/1997/765, ‘Letter from Commissioner Karel Van Miert 
to President Jacques Delors on the visit to Yugoslavia on 22 and 23 January 
1990’, 30 January 1990.

February the Community began to examine policy 
measures to try and help preserve the unified Yugo
slav state. The EC’s policy on Yugoslavia was found
ed on support for the democratic reform process in 
all the republics; mediation between the federal and 
republic authorities to help them resolve their dis
putes peacefully; and willingness to negotiate an as
sociation agreement with a pluralist and democratic 
Yugoslavia. On 26  March 1991 the Community 
issued a statement on Yugoslavia urging a peaceful 
solution to the constitutional crisis, underlining 
that ‘in the view of the Twelve, a united and demo
cratic Yugoslavia stands the best chance to integrate 
itself in the new Europe’  (3). A few days later, on 
4  April, the EC troika of foreign ministers from 
Italy (Gianni De Michelis), Luxembourg (Jacques 
Poos) and the Netherlands (Hans van den Broek), 

(3) HAEC, BAC 98/1997/314, ‘European political cooperation press release: 
Declaration on Yugoslavia (informal ministerial meeting, Château de Sen
ningen, 26 March 1991)’, 26 March 1991.

Yugoslav Prime Minister Ante Marković (centre) met President Jacques Delors (left) in the Berlaymont on 8 March 1990.
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together with Commissioner Abel Matutes, visited 
Belgrade and emphasised the Community’s interest 
in the unity and integrity of Yugoslavia (1). 

In order to stabilise the country and prevent disin
tegration the European Council, at its extraordin
ary session on 8  April, decided to provide strong 
support for Prime Minister Marković’s efforts to 
keep the federation together by offering substantial 
financial aid and progress towards an association 
agreement, subject to strict political and economic 
conditionality. However, the planned visit of the 
President of the European Council, Jacques Santer, 
and Jacques Delors on 8 and 9 May was cancelled 
following the escalation of violence in Croatia. At 
a meeting of the EC Foreign Affairs Council on 
13 May the decision was made to postpone the visit 
to the end of May as a sign of Community support 
for democratic  forces in Yugoslavia (2). The United 
States also backed the Community’s efforts on the 
basis of the latter’s historical commercial and finan
cial links with Belgrade. And yet Santer and Delors’s 
visit to Belgrade on 29 and 30 May was doomed to 
failure, as only the federal government, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and Macedonia accepted the econom
ic assistance subject to Community’s conditions (3).

In spite of European and US efforts to preserve the 
Yugoslav federation, on 25  June Croatia and Slo
venia issued unilateral declarations of independ
ence. This was a major turning point in the Yugo
slav crisis. After 2 days the Yugoslav Federal Army 
intervened in Slovenia in order to retake border 
posts. The EC reacted swiftly by sending the foreign 
ministerial troika to Yugoslavia to mediate between 
the conflicting parties  (4). The troika managed to 

(1) HAEC, BAC 98/1997/314, ‘Telegram from Marc Janssens, Head of Dele
gation in Belgrade, to Abel Matutes, European Commissioner, on the 
 progress of the ministerial troika in Belgrade (4 April 1991)’, 5 April 1991.

(2) HAEC, BAC 98/1997/314, ‘Foreign Affairs Council’, 13 May 1991.
(3) See interview with Jacques Delors, 25 February 2016; HAEU, Jacques 

 Delors Fonds (JD) 244, ‘Santer/Delors visit to Yugoslavia on 29/30 May 
1991’, 31 May 1991.

(4) Presidency conclusions of the Luxembourg European Council, 28 and 
29  June 1991: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20528/1991_
june__luxembourg__eng_.pdf

 broker an agreement signed by representatives of 
Croatia, Slovenia and the federal government on 
the Brioni Islands on 7 July. The Brioni Declaration 
ended hostilities in Slovenia; Croatia and Slovenia 
agreed to a 3month moratorium on the implemen
tation of their declarations of independence; and 
finally the declaration created a foundation for the 
establishment of the European Community Moni
toring Mission, to help stabilise the ceasefire and 
monitor the suspension of the implementation of 
the declarations of independence (5). 

The Brioni Declaration also marked the more active 
involvement of the Community in managing the 
Yugoslav crisis. On 5 July the Community imposed 
an arms embargo upon Yugoslavia and suspended 
financial cooperation (6). However, the brief armed 
conflict in Slovenia and subsequent intervention 
of the Serbdominated Yugoslav army in Croatia 
destroyed the European consensus on the policy 
of keeping Yugoslavia together, as Germany began 
to identify the Serbian authorities and Slobodan 
 Milošević as the agents responsible for the evolving 
Yugoslav tragedy. Major western European coun
tries  — Germany, France and the United King
dom  — were deeply divided over the appropriate 
course of action. Berlin, unlike Paris and London, 
became a firm supporter of Croatian and Slovenian 
appeals for international recognition of their inde
pendence. The Commission, which until summer 
had been playing an important role in formulating 
the Community policy towards the Yugoslav  crisis, 
found itself in a difficult position. As noted by 
Robert Cox, a member of the monitoring mission, 
‘when the violence started there were obviously se
vere  limits to what the European Commission with 
its very limited security mandate, could actually 
do. They could make noises but the trouble is be
cause the Member States themselves have different 

(5) HAEU, JD264, ‘Political Cooperation Council, The Hague (10/07/91)’, 
10 July 1991.

(6) ‘Yugoslavia’, Bulletin of the European Communities, No 7/8, 1991, pp. 107
108.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20528/1991_june_-_luxembourg__eng_.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20528/1991_june_-_luxembourg__eng_.pdf
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 agendas and when the Member States themselves 
are not together, you have a problem’ (1).

On 28 August, as the conflict in Croatia was turn
ing into a fullscale war, the Community and its 
Member States declared at the EPC meeting that 
they would never accept a policy of fait accompli or 
recognise changes of borders by the use of force. For 
the first time the Community directly named the 
Serbian side as respon sible for conflict escalation.

Faced with the escalation of the conflict in Cro
atia, the EC Member States decided to convene a 
peace conference and establish an arbitration pro
cedure  (2). The future of the Yugoslav Federation 
now had to be decided within the framework of The 
Hague Peace Conference, chaired by Lord Carring
ton, and the Arbitration Commission, chaired by 
Robert Badinter. Despite the opening of the Peace 
Conference on 7  September, Serb aggression to
wards Croatia intensified and, by early November, 
the conference de facto collapsed following dozens 
of broken ceasefires and Milošević’s repeated rejec
tion of peace plans. As a result, in November 1991 
the Community suspended the economic provi
sions set out in the 1980 cooperation agreement (3). 
The fall of Vukovar and attacks on Dubrovnik in 
November and early December finally broke the 
deadlock among the EC Member States. The opin
ion issued by the Badinter Arbitration Commission 
on 7  December also played an important role in 
changing EC policy regarding the issue of recogni
tion of Croatia and Slovenia, as it stated that Yugo
slavia was in the process of dissolution.

The fate of Yugoslavia was finally resolved at the 
extraordinary Council meeting on 16  December 
when, after prolonged discussion, the German 
 position prevailed over the concerns of the French 

(1) Interview with Robert Cox, 5 April 2016, p. 14.
(2) ‘Yugoslavia’, Bulletin of the European Communities, No 7/8, pp. 115116.
(3) HAEU, DORIE 1008, 9182/91, ‘Results of the work of the “ Mediterranean” 

Group of 5 November 1991 at the Permanent Representatives Committee: 
measures with regard to Yugoslavia — Draft legal texts’, 6 November 1991.

and UK governments. The Community agreed to 
recognise the independence of the Yugoslav repub
lics subject to conditions of respect of the rule of 
law, democracy and human rights; guarantees for 
the rights of ethnic and national groups and minor
ities; respect for the inviolability of all frontiers; and 
acceptance of all relevant commitments with regard 
to security and regional stability (4). By 15 January 
1992 the Yugoslav federation ceased to exist as the 
Community formally recognised Croatia and Slo
venia, while Bosnia and Herzegovina was recog
nised on 8 April.

The decision on recognition marked the end of the 
catastrophic debut performance of the emerging 
European foreign and security policy. In the fol
lowing years the UN, NATO, the Contact Group 
(the group was formed in 1994 and was composed 
of France, Germany, Russia, the United Kingdom 
and the United States) and, most importantly, the 
United States became entangled in resolving the 
escalation of war in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The 
EC/EU and the Commission continued to play an 
 important role, primarily in the humanitarian field. 

(4) ‘Yugoslavia’, Bulletin of the European Communities, No 12, 1991, pp. 119
120.

‘Our Serbian brothers have coughed!’ 
Yugoslavia broke apart in a series of violent conflicts  

between 1991 and 2001.
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The war in Bosnia and Herzegovina was one of the 
first major operations of the European Commu
nity Humanitarian Office, established in 1992  (1). 
By mid 1994 the EU had provided USD 855 mil
lion in humanitarian assistance to the region  (2). 
Apart from humanitarian aid, the Community 

(1) Interview with Robert Cox, 5 April 2016.
(2) HAEC, BAC 184/2000/108, ‘Former Yugoslavia  — Preparation for the 

Corfu European Council of 24 and 25 June 1994: efforts by the European 
Community and its Member States since the start of the conflict’, 24 and 
25 June 1994.

 re established trade relations with Bosnia and Her
zegovina, Croatia, Macedonia and Slovenia. 

The dissolution of Yugoslavia and the outbreak 
of war tested the Community’s ability to forge a 
common policy on foreign and securityrelated 
issues. At the very moment when European polit
ical leaders were negotiating further deepening and 
widening of the political, economic and security 
structures of postCold War Europe, the Commu
nity failed in its attempts to mediate a peaceful solu
tion among the former Yugoslav republics, prevent 

‘You have reached the answerphone of Slobodan Milosevic. Please leave your threat after the tone. Thank you.’ 
On 8 January 1993 the cartoonist Pancho evoked the weakness of the international community in the face of the bloody conflict  

in the former Yugoslavia. 
From left to right: US President George H. W. Bush, Chancellor of Germany Helmut Kohl, President of France François Mitterrand  

and UK Prime Minister John Major. 
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instability on its southeastern borders and speak 
with one voice in the international arena. The crisis 
also left its mark on the Commission. As argued by 
Nikolaus van der Pas, a head of unit in DG External 
Relations between 1990 and 1993:

‘I was among many colleagues who 
watched in horror at Europe’s impotence. 
The European Union was supposed to have 
ended all European wars. Now, less than 
two hours flying from Brussels, it was 
happening all over again: war, ethnic 
cleansing, etc. What could the EU do? 
Nothing. In the end American intervention 
was necessary to stop it all. We were left 
with the feeling that there was something 
deeply wrong with the European Union. It 
had done so much to create prosperity and 
peace within its borders, but was helpless to 
stop the bloodshed in neighbouring 
countries’ (1). 

Reconstructing the western Balkans

After the signing of the Dayton Agreement in No
vember 1995 the European Commission emerged 
as the leading actor in the reconstruction of the for
mer Yugoslavia (2). Among the first initiatives of the 
Commission was the organisation, in close cooper
ation with the World Bank, of two donor confer
ences (involving 50 countries and 27 international 
organisations) in Brussels, in December 1995 and 
April 1996, in order to ensure financing of the in
dispensable reconstruction and rehabilitation pro
jects throughout 1996 (3).

Starting from January 1996 procurement and 
moni toring agents were taken on in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and office space was rented in  Sarajevo 

(1) Interview with Nikolaus van der Pas, 28 January 2016, p. 29.
(2) HAEU, François Lamoureux Fonds (FL) 526, ‘Information note to the 

Commission by Mr van den Broek on BosniaHerzegovina’, 16  January 
1996.

(3) HAEU, FL522, ‘Visit of Commissioner van den Broek to Washington, 
12 May 1996 — Speaking note for meeting with President Wolfensohn, 
World Bank’, 26 April 1996.

for the installation of a Commission office. Finally, 
an interservice group was set up, under the chair
manship of François Lamoureux, Deputy Direct or
General in DG IA with responsibility for relations 
with the exYugoslavia, to coordinate and to guide 
the Commission’s actions in the former Yugoslav 
republics (4).

Aid for Bosnia and Herzegovina was main
ly financed through the European Community 
Humani tarian Office, Phare and specific budgetary 
lines devoted to the ‘Reconstruction’, ‘Aide spéciale 
au retour des réfugiés’ and ‘Europe pour  Sarajevo’ (5) 
programmes, and to mineclearance activities. The 
Commission’s involvement was not limited to re
construction policies. In order to enhance cooper
ation among the former Yugoslav republics the 
Commission proposed the launch of a ‘regional ap
proach’, which was endorsed by the General Affairs 
Council of 26 February 1996. This approach com
bined both political and regional conditionality, 
and tended to strike the right balance between the 
aspirations of former Yugoslav countries to establish 
closer links with the EU and the latter’s interests in 
regional stability (6).

In July 1996 a Council regulation named  Obnova (7) 
(reconstruction) entered into force to provide a 
specific legal basis for aid to Bosnia and Herzegov
ina, Croatia, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 
As recalled by Thérèse Sobieski, a senior official in 
DG  IA in the late 1990s, the overall goal of this 
regu lation, suggested and prepared by DG IA, was 
to finance ‘housing reconstruction, refugee return 
and reconciliation’ (8).

(4) HAEU, FL526, ‘Information note to the Commission by Mr van den 
Broek on BosniaHerzegovina’.

(5) HAEU, FL531, ‘Background note on the implementation of Community 
programmes in Bosnia — New proposals’, 23 October 1996.

(6) HAEU, FL532, ‘Note for the attention of Mr Kronenburg, deputy head of 
cabinet of Mr van den Broek, on the former Yugoslavia — Draft conclusions 
for the General Affairs Council of 2627 February’, 23 February 1996.

(7) Council Regulation (EC) No 1628/96 of 25 July 1996 (OJ L 204, 14.8.1996, 
p. 1).

(8) Interview with Thérèse Sobieski, 21 October 2016. 
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After the immediate postwar period, focused on 
institution building and postwar reconstruction, it 
was crucial for the Commission to promote a long
term stabilisation strategy in the region. In May 
1999 the Commission proposed the stabilisation 
and association process (1). Within this framework 
a tailormade category of contractual relations was 
developed by DG  IA: the stabilisation and associ
ation agreements. The latter, involving Albania, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Federal Re
public of Yugoslavia and the former Yugoslav Re
public of Macedonia — where the Commission had 
been involved in the aftermath of the 1997 financial 
crisis  (2)  — aimed to offer a political signal con
cerning the improvement of political and econom
ic relations with the EU. In June 1999 a Stability 
Pact for Southern Europe was also launched by the 

(1) COM(1999) 235 final, 26 June 1999, ‘The stabilisation and association pro
cess for countries of southeastern Europe’.

(2) Interview with Thérèse Sobieski, 21 October 2016.

EU, in cooperation with a number of  international 
 partners, including Russia and the United States. 
In December 2000 the Obnova regulation was re
placed by a new instrument, the programme of 
Community assistance for reconstruction, devel
opment and stabilisation  (3). Conceptualised once 
again within DG IA, this programme was focused 
on the development of the countries involved in the 
stabilisation and association process through in
vestments and institution building (4). By then the 
small Commission office established in  Sarajevo had 
become a fully fledged delegation, including liaison 
offices in BanjaLuka and Mostar. Remark ably, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina became a pilot area for an 
ambitious exercise of decentralisation, whereby EC 
aid was managed directly incountry by the delega
tion (a model that was replicated for the  delivery of 

(3) Council Regulation (EC) No 2666/2000 of 5 December 2000 (OJ L 306, 
7.12.2000, p. 1).

(4) Interview with Thérèse Sobieski, 21 October 2016.

Following the conclusion of the Dayton Agreement (in December 1995) the European Union contributed to the reconstruction  
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Significant work was undertaken in Mostar as part of the Obnova programme.
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EC cooperation across the world)  (1). This signifi
cantly raised the Commission’s profile and certain
ly reinforced the role of the heads of Commission 
delegations, responsible for both political and aid 
relations. 

The Commission’s involvement  
in Kosovo

The European Commission was also involved in 
Kosovo after the NATO military intervention in the 
region in 1999, assuming responsibility for Pillar IV 
of the UN Mission in Kosovo, entrusted with the 
task of its economic reconstruction, rehabilitation 
and development  (2). The Commission attached 
great importance to the EU’s involvement in the re
gion, and invited the Member States to finance the 
establishment of an agency for the reconstruction 
of Kosovo in order to decentralise and improve the 
activities of the Commission on the ground (3). The 
European Council in Cologne (June 1999) agreed 
with the Commission’s proposal (4), and the agency 
was inaugurated in January 2000 in Thessaloniki. 
Before the agency was set up a task force headed 
by DG IA official Marc Franco was established in 
Pristina in July 1999 to coordinate assistance and 
humanitarian needs (5). 

From the viewpoint of the Commission the EU’s 
presence in Kosovo and the western Balkans was a 
political imperative after the failure of the  crisis man
agement in the early 1990s. As argued by Jacques 
Santer in a letter to Jacques Chirac, in which the 
idea of an EU agency in Kosovo was first  proposed: 

(1) See HAEU, FL483, DG IA, ‘Note for the attention of Mr H. Post, Head of 
Cabinet of Mr van den Broek, Brussels’, 19 September 1996. 

(2) HAEU, FL400, ‘Information note — Monthly summary of task force ac
tivities: JulyAugust 1999’, 1 September 1999.

(3) HAEU, FL400, ‘Letter of President Jacques Santer to President Jacques 
Chirac’, 28 May 1999. 

(4) Presidency conclusions of the Cologne European Council, 3 and 4  June 
1999, Annex V: ‘European Council Declaration on Kosovo’: http://www.
consilium.europa.eu/media/21070/57886.pdf

(5) Press release IP/00/37, ‘New European Agency for Reconstruction of Koso
vo: first meeting of the Governing Board’, 17 January 2000: http://europa.
eu/rapid/pressrelease_IP0037_en.htm

‘The public would never understand if Eur ope, 
through lack of foresight and  determination, did 
not fulfil the role that it claims for itself in the re
gions adjacent to its own borders’ (6).

Ivan Obadić
Benedetto Zaccaria

(6) HAEU, FL400, ‘Letter of President Jacques Santer to President Jacques 
Chirac’.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21070/57886.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21070/57886.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-00-37_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-00-37_en.htm
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23.3. EU security and 
defence after 
Amsterdam: the 
Commission’s 
perspective

This section analyses the early challenges of the 
Euro pean security and defence policy (ESDP) after 
the Treaty of Amsterdam, focusing on the Com
mission’s role. Drafted according to the provisions 
of the Vienna Council (December 1998), the ESDP 
was conceived to make the CFSP less reactive and 
more proactive, and to make it capable of providing 
immediate responses, the lack of which badly af
fected the EU’s credibility (1). The appointment of 
Javier Solana as High Representative (HR) for the 
CFSP raised new expectations, while the United 
Kingdom’s spirit of initiative and its renewed dia
logue with France at SaintMalo  (2) promised to 
make the project successful. The chapter deals with 
four aspects: the internal EU dimension (the rela
tions between the Commission and the Council); 
the common strategy on Russia; transatlantic rela
tions; and the EU concept of security in relation to 
NATO and the United Nations.

The Commission was involved in the CFSP as a  fully 
associated institution, working in close cooper ation 
with the Council, which retained the upper hand in 
this field (3). In the wake of the  Treaty of Amsterdam 
a lively internal debate developed about the Com
mission’s role. On the one hand, new opportunities 
were seen in the treaty; on the other, the Commis
sion’s officials warned against the ‘pitfalls’ of the new 
policy. It was clear that if the  Commission wished 

(1) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, DG I/CFSP Doc 1/97, ‘Draft concept paper 
on CFSP’, 29 January 1997.

(2) Rutten, M. (ed.), ‘From StMalo to Nice — European defence: core docu
ments’, Chaillot Papers, No  47, Western European Union Institute for 
 Security Studies, Paris, 2001.

(3) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/128, SEC(97) 300, 13 February 1997, ‘The Euro
pean Union special envoys within the framework of the CFSP — Statutory 
clarification’.

to become a critical player within the new CFSP/
ESDP system a ‘structural change’ was needed. It 
should first develop synergy with the newly appoint
ed HR and his staff, and second ensure coherence 
and complementar ity across the three pillars of the 
EU. The relationship with the HR was understood 
within the newly envisaged ‘troika’ formula, which 
would soon become a ‘duo’, or an HR–Commission 
tandem (4). The Commission should also evolve in 
its ‘working culture’ (5), including better circulation 
of information and allocation of resources  — not 
least human resources. Such reflections had already 
been voiced in early 1997, when selfcriticism was 
expressed in relation to the lack of a ‘CFSP culture’. 
To enhance the Commission’s impact on political 
issues it was suggested that the flow of information 
among extern al relations services be improved and 
coordination with the Council’s working groups be 
revived, since ‘it is most often at working group  level 
where policy proposals are fleshed out and where 
the Commission can really make a mark and gain 
influence and visibility’ (6).

General, motivated optimism defined the mood 
inside the Commission back then: ‘We have the 
people, the expertise and the resources to make a 
success of this exercise’ (7); yet this confidence was 
coupled with a strong sense of responsibility for the 
challenge ahead and a sincere assessment of both 
procedural and political deficiencies.

Joint and full cooperation between the Council and 
the Commission was to be ensured, along with the 
Commission’s power of initiative within the Pol
icy Planning and Early Warning Unit  — directly 

(4) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/124, DG IA.6, ‘Note to Mr Trojan, Mr Cloos and 
Mr Post on CFSP — The Commission’s role postAmsterdam’, fiche No 2: 
‘Future Council structure’, 9 March 1999.

(5) Ibid.
(6) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, DG  IA, ‘Note to M.  K. Ebermann on the 

meeting of RELEX commissioners — Paper “Enhancing the Commission’s 
role in CFSP”’, 17 March 1997.

(7) Ibid.
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 related to the HR (1) — and the European Council, 
which involved the Commission President as a full 
member. The European Council, in fact, was given 
a stronger steering role by the treaty, through the 
common strategies  (2). It was imperative to make 
these into crosspillar, rather than merely intergov
ernmental, tools. Planning and policy formulation 
were the main areas of work for the Commission: 
more experienced officials and suitably trained staff 
were to be appointed to, respectively, cover foreign 
relations negotiations and improve the Commis
sion’s power of initiative. In general the risk that 
the Commission might be considered a mere im
plementing agency, and the danger of institutional 

(1) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, DG I/CFSP Doc 1/98, ‘Note to the file on 
the followup of Amsterdam: preparations for the Policy Planning and 
 Early Warning Unit — State of play’, 13 March 1998.

(2) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/124, DG IA.6, ‘Note to Mr Trojan, Mr Cloos and 
Mr Post on CFSP’, fiche No 3: ‘Future Commission role and structure’.

rivalry, should be avoided. Conflicts of competence, 
in fact, were historically ‘hard to sustain and to win’, 
whereas cooperation and quality of initiative could 
become the true marks of its work in the field of the 
CFSP/ESDP (3). ‘Synthesising EC and second pillar 
policies  … needs a change of culture in the Com
mission, as well as elsewhere in the EU … It needs a 
culture of singing from the same songsheet’ (4). 

Another focus was the link between soft power, 
‘hard security’ and CFSP tools for action: common 
positions and joint actions were seen mainly as ‘in
stitutional vehicles’, whereas the real instruments, 
from the Commission’s perspective, were trade pol
icies, economic cooperation and cultural relations 
with nonmember countries, coupled with such 

(3) Ibid., fiche No 2.
(4) Ibid., ‘Discussion paper’, p. 4.

Former Governor of Hong Kong Chris Patten (right) was responsible for external relations in the Commission under  
President Romano Prodi (left) from 1999 to 2004.
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shorterterm tools as enhanced political dialogue, 
peacebuilding and confidencebuilding meas
ures and conflict prevention. Interestingly enough 
though, in January 1997 it was recommended that, 
with regard to ‘hard security’ measures, the Com
mission should develop its own thinking and figure 
out how to integrate them into the wider goals of 
the CFSP (1). DG IA, moreover, recommended that 
the Commission remain committed to its compe
tence in the field of armament policy. Following the 
Treaty of Amsterdam, in fact, the common defence 
policy could be accompanied by a form of cooper
ation in this area; accordingly, it was suggested that 
talks be started with the Western European Arma
ments Group (2). 

The Commission, then, envisaged a deep internal, 
political and cultural change related to CFSP/
ESDP. This perspective is confirmed by the mem
ories of the witnesses interviewed. 

Romano Prodi and Chris Patten certainly shared 
a strong commitment to strengthening the voice 
of the Commission as a global actor. Both Patten 
and his deputy head of cabinet Christian Leffler 
emphasise the excellent relationship between the 
Commissioner and the HR. The question could 
be asked, however, whether the possible institu
tional impasse was avoided mostly because of the 
personal features of both. The need for an institu
tional position representing both the Council and 
the Commission, such as the HR/VicePresident is 
today, was considered to be an essential prerequis
ite for the functioning of the ESDP. Accordingly, 
Leffler reveals that the ideal solution at that time 
would have been a ‘Pattana’, combining the pos
itions of Patten and Solana. Yet in the Commission 
the general feeling was that the HR was little more 
than a figurehead, with limited staff at his disposal 

(1) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, DG I/CFSP Doc 1/97.
(2) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/128, DG IA, ‘Note to the directorsgeneral most 

concerned by the European armaments policy  — Orientations for the 
Commission’, 30 June 1997.

and very limited funding to  promote his initiatives. 
According to Patten, their relationship worked well 
mainly because Solana would take public positions 
only expressing ‘the lowest common denomin
ator’, since ‘what European countries were actual
ly prepared to do together was fairly limited’  (3). 
In a somewhat dismissive statement of what the 
ESDP could achieve, he  argues that he could deliver 
‘ money and cooperation agreements and trade and 
so on’, while political affairs, or security ones, very 
often resulted in strained compromises or ‘whis
tling in the wind’ (4). A simi lar view can be found 
in Leffler’s point that establishing a public EU foot
print fell mostly under the competence of Solana, 
 whereas mobilising resources was very much a task 
for  Patten and the Commission (5). The Commis
sion, therefore, still saw itself as the main actor of 
EU foreign policy, the body that could actually do 
something. Commission en direct also repeatedly re
ferred to the Commission’s activity in the Balkans 
before and after the Kosovo crisis, its commitment 
to human rights protection, the resources involved 
and, in at least one particularly emphatic interpreta
tion, the ‘success’ of the EU (6).

In spite of the abovementioned optimism about the 
opportunities offered by the Treaty of Amsterdam, 
DG External Relations’ cooperation with the HR 
and his staff was not always smooth. The suspicion 
arose that the Commission might find itself iso
lated, and many remained cautious about the pos
sible consequences of SaintMalo  (7). Eventually 
the Council retained its own overwhelming deci
sionmaking role over the Commission in the field 

(3) Interview with Chris Patten, 11 October 2016, p. 13.
(4) Ibid., p. 26.
(5) Interview with Christian Leffler, 4 April 2017.
(6) Whyte, F., ‘Sur le terrain du Kosovo’, Commission en direct, No  87, 19

25 March 1998, p. 1; Whyte, F., ‘Kosovo: preventing the spillover effect’, 
Commission en direct, No 97, 1824 June 1998, p. 1; Steyaert, R., ‘Kosovo — 
puissant élan humanitaire’, Commission en direct, No 126, 29 April5 May 
1999, p. 1; Whyte, F., ‘Dans la foulée du succès remporté au Kosovo’, Com-
mission en direct, No 134, 17 July 1999, p. 1.

(7) HAEU, Angel Viñas Fonds (AV) 148, ‘Note by Thomas Frellessen for the 
file “Implementation/Amsterdam CFSP and the new Trojka”’, 28  May 
1999; HAEU, AV143, ‘Note for the file from Yves Mollard de la Bruyère 
on the FrancoBritish declaration on European defence’, 7 December 1998.
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of security and defence through Amsterdam and 
Nice. A feeling of uneasiness related to the CFSP, 
clearly expressed in an internal note of January 
1997, remained alive inside the Commission even 
after the FrancoBritish entente and the entry into 
force of the treaty. Not only was it not dispelled, on 
the contrary it was often embittered by the imple
mentation of the ESDP. ‘CFSP is hardly crawling. 
It is unlikely to be in a much more advanced state 
after the IGC, since this is likely to produce only 
some relatively insignificant procedural changes … 
the Member States with the strongest foreign pol
icy machinery are, to say the least, ambivalent about 
the practical development of CFSP. And not with
out reason given the diversity of interests among 
Member States and the lack of means to sustain 
the Euro pean foreign policy when it verges into 
security/ defence’ (1).

Accordingly, the Commission’s power of initiative 
was assessed taking into account the limits of the 
pillar structure. There was a clear difference between 
the Community and CFSP frameworks: both con
cerned external relations, yet the Commission acted 
differently. ‘Given the constraints of “pillar” II it is 
important to avoid confusing possible Community 
action with CFSP action even if the Community 
action envisaged may have a CFSPlike impact’ (2).

From a strategic perspective, one main concern re
lating to the new map of Europe was the redefin
ition of relations with Russia after the partnership 
and cooperation agreement of December 1997. This 
was particularly important as it affected the future 
balance between the 15 Member States — the old 
core — and the candidate countries of central and 
eastern Eur ope. A more stable framework was  given 
by the June 1999 common strategy on Russia, which 
was the result of a comprehensive discussion inside 
the Council and the Commission regarding both 

(1) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, ‘Note for the attention of the Commissioner 
on CFSP concept paper’, 16 January 1997.

(2) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, DG IA, ‘Note to M. K. Ebermann’.

the future of Russia–EU relations and the very role 
of common strategies as a tool for making the CFSP 
move along. The Council focused on the ‘need for 
the Common Strategy to provide an “added value”’, 
for example with respect to the ‘implementation, 
scope and timetable’ of the paper, as suggested by 
UK Ambassador Stephen Wall, or the need for 
more precision in the definition of instruments and 
means of implementation, procedures and calen
dars, as underlined by French Ambassador Pierre de 
Boissieu (3). The Commission, instead, stressed the 
importance of the common strategy on Russia as a 
precedent, as it was the first example of a new kind 
of comprehensive tool, cutting ‘across all three pil
lars’. The Commission’s need to organise itself was 
particularly strong if it wished to enforce its pos
ition when taking part in Council debates, to pro
mote the adoption of decisions by qualified majority 
voting and to ensure Commission visibility (4). Ac
cording to Patten, moreover, the dialogue with Rus
sia was much more complicated for the bigger EU 
Member States — Spain, France, Italy, the United 
Kingdom — than for the smaller ones (5). 

The common strategy on Russia, however, was also a 
precedent in a different sense. The crisis in bilat eral 
relations between Russia and some of the former 
 Soviet republics affected the CFSP. Ukraine, prob
ably the most visible case, grew increasingly com
mitted to European integration and NATO in the 
wake of its declining relationship with Moscow (6). 
The drafting of a ‘vision statement’ for ‘Ukraine’s 
place in Europe’, then, was perceived as a ‘most dif
ficult and demanding task’, also in light of its con
sequences for other east European states (7). Along 
the same path, yet in the opposite direction, ran the 

(3) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/124, SI(99) 230.
(4) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/124, ‘Statement of conclusions on common strat

egies — Russia’, 20 January 1999.
(5) Interview with Chris Patten, 11 October 2016.
(6) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, ‘Note of the delegation to the EC in Ukraine 

for the attention of Mr G. Burghardt — Political report’, 17 February 1997.
(7) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/124, SI(99) 655, ‘Note from the Presidency of the 

European Union Council to the Coreper, Annex I: “Nonpaper — Reflec
tions on a common strategy on Ukraine”’, 13 July 1999. 
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‘inclusive’ approach suggested by the Commission 
in late 1999, which accelerated the enlargement pro
cess, eventually preventing a group of central and 
east European countries from remaining isolated 
and being forced to return to a preferential relation
ship with Russia.

At the same time, after Bill Clinton’s reelection as 
US President, the opportunity for an advancement 
in EU–US relations was explored, looking back to 
the goals of the Transatlantic Declaration of No
vember 1990, which had overcome the traditional 
tradepolicy relationship and established the insti
tutional context for biannual ‘regular and intensive 

consultations’ with the Commission’s full involve
ment (1). 

In 1995 the New Transatlantic Agenda (NTA) ac
knowledged the EU’s global role and responded to 
the demand from the United States for enhanced 
international responsibility on the part of the EU. 
It included, among others, Russia and the Middle 
East. Biannual summits were now combined with 
a ‘very ambitious’ common agenda. The Commis
sion’s records, however, reveal that the bilateral dia
logue between experts was often very limited due to 
scarce coordination between the 15 Member States 
and the Commission, limited operational capability 

(1) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, DG  IF, ‘Note for the attention of Mr De 
Oliveira e Sousa on Japan  — Initiatives in the field of external policies’, 
26 March 1997.

Handshake between US President Bill Clinton (left) and Pascal Lamy, Head of Cabinet of President Jacques Delors (right), when Clinton 
visited the Commission on 11 January 1994.
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and inefficient followup  (1). DG  I role’s was quite 
partial, at both expert and politicaldirector level, 
while at ministerial and presidential level more co
herent action was also required, centred upon the 
same directorategeneral, to safeguard the right of 
the President and the Commissioner to ‘authorita
tively represent the Commission on all foreign pol
icy issues’.

‘The NTA meetings with US officials provide thus a 
unique opportunity to: 

 Ƕ go beyond the institutional limitations of the 
formal political dialogue under CFSP; 

 Ƕ transgress the sometimes artificial separation 
into different pillars and engage the US in a 
substantial foreign policy debate …; 

 Ƕ engage all actors involved (two US Under Sec
retaries of State, Presidency, Commission ser
vices) who are interested to ensure both NTA 
implementation, progress and coherence; 

 Ƕ provide more flexibility than in the troika pol
itical dialogue format’ (2).

With the NTA, therefore, the issue of how to ex
pand the scope and areas of EU–US cooperation 
was less urgent than making its implementation 
 effective and its impact real. The agenda was indeed 
already a global one, including, among other items, 
the Middle East peace process (joint missions of EU 
and US special envoys); NATO enlargement and 
Russia (including the possibility of negotiating a free 
trade agreement with Russia involving the United 
States); China (human rights protection and acces
sion to the World Trade Organisation); the Hong 
Kong handover (possible trilateral EU–Japan–US 
cooperation); the Central Africa Multinational 
Force (humanitarian corridors and deployment of 

(1) Ibid.
(2) Ibid.

a multinational force for humanitarian purposes 
and monitoring of the ceasefire); and stabilisation 
in Albania. More general, yet critical, goals also in
cluded connecting new foreign and security actions 
to firstpillar policies and developing those areas of 
cooperation in which the Commission could deploy 
its own skills.

In September 1997 the results of the NTA and 
the joint EU–US action plan were recognised in: 
supporting reconstruction and reconciliation in 
Bosnia; implementing the Dayton Agreement; 
preparing Bosnia for municipal elections; provid
ing humanitarian assistance in Albania; strength
ening ties with Turkey; cooperating in the Middle 
East to deepen the dialogue between the parties 
and promote economic development; cooperating 
in Cuba to promote democracy, economic reforms 
and  human rights; cooperating in the dialogue with 
central and eastern Europe; and fighting against 

Kofi Annan (left) became United Nations Secretary-General in 1997. 
Two years later, on 14 April 1999, he held a press conference  

with German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder (centre) and President  
of the Commission Jacques Santer (right) on the situation in Kosovo.
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violence in central Africa and promoting regional 
stability and reconciliation in the area (1).

Nevertheless, during Clinton’s second mandate 
the Commission also showed increasing signs of 
anxiety about rising US unilateralism. A number 
of Commission officials feared the consequences 
of the ‘gradual emergence of an explicit bipartisan 
consensus on reasonable unilateralism’  (2). The 
transition from the Clinton to the George W. Bush 
administration would only heighten such concerns: 
from a European perspective about US unilateral
ism; and from a US perspective about the potential 
risk, which was also the institutional conundrum 
within the EU, that the EU Member States might 
indeed give up their national sovereignty over for
eign, security and defence policy (3). ‘[T]he general 
recommendation … that in Central Europe and the 
Mediterranean we should expect our main political 
allies (i.e. US) to pursue policies to support our own 
strategy is for the birds. In many cases they are in 
competition with us and this will not change. This 
is why our approach should be to focus on specif
ic collaborative projects where we can clearly see a 
shared interest’ (4).

At the same time, Kofi Annan’s appointment 
in January 1997 as United Nations (UN) Secre
taryGeneral suggested that the UN might under
go economic reform, and that the EU should try 
and take the leadership of this process, even though 
this would imply engaging in further competi
tion with the United States (5). The Commission, 
moreover, reflected upon the changing concept of 
security within the UN, NATO and the Western 

(1) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/128, doc. DG I/CFSP 30/97, ‘Ongoing CFSP — 
Activities in DG I’, 2 September 1997.

(2) HAEU, AV133, ‘Note from the Delegation of the EC on the US debate 
about a missile defence system: isolationism or unilateralism’, 22 November 
1999.

(3) HAEU, AV133, ‘Note from the Political and Academic Affairs Section of 
the EU delegation — How would Bush and Gore govern in foreign policy?’, 
6 July 2000.

(4) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/126, ‘Note for the attention of the Commissioner 
on CFSP concept paper’.

(5) Ibid.

European Union in the early 1990s. A ‘compre
hensive understanding of security’ was endorsed, 
recalling the 1991 NATO Strategic Concept, the 
1992 UN Agenda for Peace, the Paris Charter of 
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe and the 1995 Common Concept of the 27 
Western European Union countries (6).

Depending on the context, economic measures 
could be the best response to international crises, 
or, instead, complementary action of military and 
nonmilitary instruments could be needed ‘in con
junction’: ‘Military measures may at times even be 
necessary to avert nonmilitary risks (a humanitar
ian disaster, uncontrolled migration, impeded ac
cess to vital resources, major environmental hazards 
etc.)’ (7). There was a basic difference, however, be
tween longterm ‘peace building’ activities — to be 
distinguished also from ‘post conflict peace build
ing’, and including trade agreements, economic aid, 
support for democratisation processes, good gov
ernance and support for civil societies in un stable 
countries, along with ‘measures contributing to 
population control and the preservation of the en
vironmental resource’ — and ‘shortterm measures 
designed to diffuse an incipient crisis’. The latter 
encompassed negotiation, ‘diplomatic or economic 
pressure’ and, eventually, military steps (8).

In conclusion, this section suggests that the CFSP 
was far from being dominated by the Council, and 
that the Commission has continuously claimed 
its full involvement in it. Even though the Com
mission was not one of the strongest supporters of 
the ESDP, and remained basically sceptical about 
the cohesion of the Member States in this field, 
its creation revitalised the internal discussion on 
the very role of the Commission in EU foreign 
policy and in the new system set up by the Treaty 

(6) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/128, doc. DG  I/CFSP 26/97, ‘Sources of future 
conflicts’.

(7) Ibid.
(8) Ibid.
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of  Amsterdam. The Commission seized the chal
lenge, began an internal revision of competences, 
went through a rethinking of the concept of secur
ity, spoke with a louder voice when dealing with 
traditional partners such as the United States and 
explored the opportunities provided by the com
mon strategies tool for a reassessment of its rela
tions with Russia and its former allies. ‘Singing 
from the same songsheet’  (1) was a wish, but not 
wishful thinking: it summed up the idea that, in 

(1) HAEC, BAC 532/2007/124, DG IA.6, ‘Note to Mr Trojan, Mr Cloos and 
Mr Post on CFSP’, ‘Discussion paper’, p. 4.

spite of a primarily intergovernmental ESDP, the 
CFSP remained the main and broader framework 
for foreign policy, within the even broader pillar 
structure. Here, concluded the Commission, in a 
rapidly changing world, every institution and body 
was called upon to play its own role in an increas
ingly skilled and pragmatic manner.

Laura Fasanaro
Leopoldo Nuti
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Romano Prodi

His European vision and his presidency  
of the European Commission

When he became President of the Commission Romano Prodi had a strong pro
fessional record as an economist, had already been Prime Minister of Italy and 
enjoyed considerable trust among European centreleft politicians and within the 
Clinton administration. Born in Scandiano in Reggio Emilia in 1939, he started 
his academic career at the University of Bologna, where he became a professor of 
economics and industrial policy in 1971. Prodi graduated from the School of Law 
of the Catholic University in Milan, where his supervisor was the leading Italian 
economist Siro Lombardini; moved on to a specialisation at the London School 

Romano Prodi was appointed President of the European Commission on 16 September 1999. The first year of his mandate was marked  
by the opening of a new intergovernmental conference to adjust the institutional framework of the European Union in advance  

of enlargement. The conference concluded with the Nice European Council on 11 December 2000.
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of Economics; became an expert in industrial economics and antitrust policies; 
was among the founders of the Italian School of Industrial Economics; spent 
time as a visiting fellow at Harvard and Stanford; and had already published a 
number of books and essays on the economy of small and mediumsized enter
prises, antitrust policies and the different models of capitalism (1). In 19781979 
he was Minister for Industry in the government led by Giulio Andreotti. Later 
on, from 1982 to 1989, he was President of the Italian Institute for Industrial 
Reconstruction, which he reformed and modernised. In February 1995, in the 
aftermath of a season of profound political transformation in Italy, Prodi found
ed the new centreleft political coalition named L’Ulivo, which brought together 
the left wing of the former Christian Democrat party, the reformist wing of the 
former Communist party and other political groups. In 1996 L’Ulivo won the 
general election, and Prodi became Prime Minister of Italy until 1998. During 
this term he engaged in a close political dialogue with UK Prime Minister Tony 
Blair and US President Bill Clinton on the possibility of developing an interna
tional network of progressive political parties of the centreleft.

European integration has always been a key interest of Prodi’s, both as an 
 intellectual and as a politician (2). In Bologna he was involved in the cultural life 
of the progressive academic and political group Il Mulino, the Europeanism of 
which had been strongly influenced by Altiero Spinelli in the 1950s. From 1974 
to 1978 Prodi chaired the group’s publishing house. Ever since, he has remained 
a convinced federalist, and for him, as his former deputy head of cabinet Anne 
Houtman recalls, it was particularly important to be surrounded by people who 
shared his views on Europe. He was also a liberal and a centrist (3).

Prodi understood his role at the helm of the Commission as a unique political 
experience, very different from national politics and therefore requiring the ac
quisition of new competences on technical subjects and of linguistic expertise (4). 
Choosing a skilled team of experts and advisers was also a critical point: both 
Houtman and former VicePresident Neil Kinnock emphasise the importance 
of a good cabinet for the success of the Commission (5).

The Italian professor arrived in Brussels after a relatively unexpected nomin ation, 
and found himself the subject of high expectations from some European and 
nonEuropean leaders (6). Such assumptions were also reinforced by the  difficult 

(1) See for example Prodi, R., Il capitalismo ben temperato, Il Mulino, Bologna, 1995.
(2) See for example Prodi, R., Un’ idea dell’Europa, ‘Contemporanea’ collection, Il Mulino, Bologna, 1999.
(3) Interview with Anne Houtman, 10 June 2016.
(4) Fasanaro, L. and Nuti, L., ‘Romano Prodi (19992004): so much to do at such a critical time’, in Harst, J. (van der) 

and Voerman, G. (eds), An impossible job?: The Presidents of the European Commission, 1985-2014, John Harper 
 Publishing, London, 2015, pp. 223248.

(5) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016.
(6) See for example HAEU, Romano Prodi Fonds (RP) 1, ‘Blair’s message to Prodi’, 26 July 1999; ‘Italian Embassy in 

Budapest’, in Magyar Hirlap, 30 March 1999.
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experience that the Commission had gone through in the previous years (1). The 
outstanding profile of most of the new Commissioners, who included such pres
tigious personalities as Kinnock, Chris Patten, Pascal Lamy, Günter  Verheugen, 
Mario Monti and others, helped to raise these expectations.

Most of all, Prodi’s Commission faced a number of burning issues. Unusually, 
while some long or mediumterm processes such as economic and monetary 
 union and the opening of negotiations for membership with the central and east 
European countries were close to being finalised, other major events, such as the 
internal crisis within the Commission (2), had just occurred. At the same time 
the EU was required to take on an enhanced international role after the wars in 
the former Yugoslavia. Finally, the reform process of the EU institutions was still 
in progress. Hence, the agenda that the Prodi Commission was called to deal 
with was full of challenges.

One main argument put forward in this chapter is that most of the President’s 
decisions can only be understood by recalling that his concept of the Commis
sion as the true government of the EU deeply affected his experience in Brussels. 
This was true in relation to both the Commission’s internal organisation — the 
division of work, the agenda, the interpretation of tasks and roles in his cabinet 
and the relations with Commissioners — and his relationship with European 
Heads of State or Government from 1999 to 2004 (3). According to Prodi the 
Commission should act, following its formal prerogatives, as a supranational 

(1) Dimitrakopoulos, D. G. (ed.), The changing European Commission, Manchester University Press, Manchester, 2004, 
p. 3; Kassim, H., ‘“Mission impossible”, but mission accomplished: the Kinnock reforms and the European Commis
sion’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 15, No 5, Routledge, Abingdon, 2008, pp. 648668.

(2) See Dimitrakopoulos, The changing European Commission, pp. 34; interview with Antonio de Lecea, 11 July 2017.
(3) See, among others, interview with Romano Prodi, 1 April 2016.

Romano Prodi (right)  
met CEO of Microsoft  

Bill Gates (left)  
on 11 October 1999  

in Brussels.
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authority fully entitled, after the European Council’s mandate, to exercise its 
power of initiative, as well as its executive power, in total independence from 
the Member States. During his term, in fact, the Commission’s right of initia
tive was extensively exercised through preemptive proposals that the President 
would strenuously defend against national interests or criticism. This method 
did not always include a preliminary assessment of the Member States’ readi
ness to accept the Commission’s initiatives. Prodi’s federalist vision, as well as his 
personal enthusiasm for his new position, which he describes as ‘a dream come 
true’ (1), made the Commission’s objectives even more ambitious. ‘Enlargement 
vs deepening’, a recurrent dilemma in the European public debate, was somehow 
reversed: in Prodi’s European vision the goal of enlargement was combined with 
the object ives of deepening the EU and of reinforcing its supranational charac
ter. Enlargement and deepening had never been so closely linked since the 1969 
Conference of The Hague.

The Kinnock reform of the Commission was a most contentious one. Yet  Prodi 
still considers it one of the best achievements of his College, initiated due to 
the urgent need to restore the Commission’s reputation following the collective 
resignation of the Santer Commission, to make it less bureaucratic and, in that 

(1) Interview with Romano Prodi, 11 August 2011.

‘Until now, European integration 
has been a largely economic 

process establishing the single 
market, introducing the single 

currency. From now on it will be 
an increasingly political process 
This is not a matter of choice, it 
is a necessity: Europe’s political 
integration must advance hand 

in hand with its geographical 
enlargement.’  

Speech by Romano Prodi to 
the European Parliament, 

15 February 2000.
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sense, less inefficient (1). Through a farreaching reform Prodi also intended to 
wipe out the rising criticism aimed at the Commission precisely because of its 
complicated and expensive bureaucracy. He considered the Euroscepticism that 
resulted from this criticism to be a serious threat, which embittered European 
politics and hampered the work of the Commission  (2). Étienne Reuter, who 
spent his early years at the Commission in the cabinet of Roy Jenkins, explains 
that the Kinnock reform addressed some of the structural problems dating back 
to the late 1970s, though he also admits that he did not entirely agree with all 
the implemented changes (3). From Kinnock’s perspective it was meant to be a 
reform from the inside: with a few technical exceptions the ideas and procedures 
it included, along with its management, were put in place by Commission teams 
(and he underlines this point with pride). While he admits that its content was 
disputed even in its early stages, he also remarks that the draft reform was made 
known and widely discussed within the Commission in a transparent way (4). Yet 
Houtman, when referring to the measures proposed by Kinnock, suggests that 
Prodi might not have been thoroughly informed about their potentially disrup
tive consequences. She tends to defend Prodi’s goodwill by explaining that what 
he considered a positive change, namely making the Commission more transpar
ent and accountable, also had negative consequences that the President could not 
anticipate, as it made procedures more cumbersome and complicated. From her 
perspective officials and services should have made him aware of this (5). In the 
end, however, the reform received the full support of the entire College (6). 

The enlargement to the countries of central and eastern Europe, which is only 
mentioned briefly here since it is thoroughly analysed in other chapters of this 
volume, was definitely a priority right from the Commission’s early steps in 
 October 1999, when it adopted an inclusive approach. The President made his 
own  personal contribution to this approach since he strongly believed in the 
process of enlargement, which he preferred to call the ‘unification of Europe’. 
He played an important role in its acceleration and implementation. From his 
perspective European integration was the key to rebuilding a reunified continent 
and to securing peace in Europe after the end of the Cold War (7). Prodi also had 
a clear idea of how the EU should redefine its relations with its neighbours, in 
particular by creating a ‘ring of friends’. While this idea promoted extended eco
nomic, trade, political and cultural relations with the Mediterranean countries 

(1) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25  October 2016; Kassim, ‘“Mission impossible”, but mission accomplished’, p.  25; 
HAEU, RP 34, ‘Letter from Belgian PM J. L. Dehaene to R. Prodi’, 6 April 1999 and annex; HAEU, RP 34, ‘Letter 
from L. Brittan to R. Prodi’, 29 March 1999.

(2) Interviews with Romano Prodi, 11 August 2011 and 1 September 2011.
(3) Interview with Étienne Reuter, 3 November 2016.
(4) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016.
(5) Ibid.; and interview with Anne Houtman, 10 June 2016.
(6) Interview with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016.
(7) See, among others, Prodi, R., La mia visione dei fatti — Cinque anni di governo in Europa (ed. by Sandro Gozi), Il Mulino, 

Bologna, 2008; Speech/99/159, ‘Mr Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission: Commemoration of the 
10th anniversary of the fall of the Berlin Wall — Intervention before the European Parliament’, Brussels, 10 November 
1999: http://europa.eu/rapid/pressrelease_SPEECH99159_en.htm

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-99-159_en.htm
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and the eastern neighbours (under the slogan of ‘everything but the institutions’), 
it was also a risky approach, since it essentially excluded further enlargement to 
some of these countries, which for their part accepted conditionality rules only 
with a view to future EU membership.

In the economic field Prodi assigned a primary role to industrial policy. With 
his closest officials, however, he also shared a ‘sense of powerlessness’, since he 
claimed that industrial policy must first of all be implemented by the Mem
ber States, as the Commission cannot directly help industries (1). This feeling 
can be traced in particular to the uncooperative attitude of some of the leading 
governments in the EU, such as France at the Nice European Council meet
ing (2). With regard to the euro, some of the worst criticism he received came 
after his famous statement that the Stability and Growth Pact was ‘stupid’ (3). 
Looking at his overall activity as Commission President, however, this state
ment can hardly be seen as expressing opposition, or lack of commitment, to 
the pact. It was, on the contrary, the result of his increasing worries that a rigid 
interpretation of the pact might lead some Member States to infringe it, which 
might eventually jeopardise the entire framework of the common currency. His 
background as an economist made him particularly concerned about the gaps 
between Member States within the euro area (4). According to Prodi the euro 
and the Stability and Growth Pact should have been accompanied by  stronger 
supranational monitoring of national economies  (5). This supranational ap
proach often generated tensions with the Member States, and not only in rela
tion to economic and monetary matters. It was also the case with the European 
Convention, after Prodi’s decision to involve a group of officials in the drafting 
of a parallel constitutional project, the socalled Penelope text, expressing his 
support for a federalist reform of the EU (6). His commitment to institutional 
reform, however, also led him to the successful conclusion of a new interinsti
tutional agreement with the European Parliament and to the publication of 
a White Paper promoting new forms of European governance to strengthen 
democracy within the EU (7).

As for Prodi’s style of work, he suffered from a certain weakness in communi
cating with the press and the public in general. Nevertheless he was also praised 
within the institution as a politician, as an economist and also as a ‘humanist’ (8). 
Assessments of his leadership vary greatly: Neil Kinnock, for example, praised 
Prodi’s ability to chair Commission meetings with charm and persuasion and 

(1) Interview with Anne Houtman, 10 June 2016.
(2) Interview with Michel Petite, 26 June 2016.
(3) Fasanaro and Nuti, ‘Romano Prodi (19992004)’, pp. 228230.
(4) Interview with Anne Houtman, 10 June 2016.
(5) Ibid.
(6) Fasanaro and Nuti, ‘Romano Prodi (19992004)’, pp. 243247.
(7) COM(2001) 428 final, 25 July 2001, ‘European governance — A White Paper’.
(8) Interview with Michel Petite, 26 June 2016.
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to guide the College to compromises, whereas Chris Patten regards Prodi as a 
rather passive chair, who tended to let the big ‘stars’ in the Commission run the 
proceedings (1).

In conclusion, the combination of various urgent priority items on the  agenda 
of the Prodi Commission in 1999 with the President’s own determination to 
interpret his role in accordance with his strong supranational beliefs may ex
plain some of the many difficulties encountered by his Commission in the early 
2000s. Many of the initial expectations were disappointed  — both those of 
some of the EU leaders who had supported him and those of Prodi himself. 
Other factors, however, contributed to this disappointment: the unpredicted 
consequences of the Kinnock reform, the lack of agreement between the Coun
cil and the Commission on the institutional changes in the EU, the 9/11  attacks 
and the Iraq crisis. These events cannot be analysed in this chapter, which only 
refers to the chronological arc from 1999 to 2000, yet in the history of the Prodi 
Commission they should at least be mentioned, together with other equally 
controversial or, rather, more successful issues related to the EU’s international 
role, such as its evolving common security and defence policy, its relationship 

(1) Interviews with Neil Kinnock, 25 October 2016; and Chris Patten, 11 October 2016.

Under the presidency of 
Romano Prodi several 

important steps in European 
integration were taken: the 

enlargement of the EU with 10 
new central and east European 

countries; the placing of the 
euro notes and coins into 

circulation; and the signature 
of a treaty establishing a 

constitution for Europe. 
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with Russia and the Kyoto Protocol. True to his strong federalist vision Prodi 
often advocated the extension of the Community method, not only in the re
form of the institutional architecture of the EU, but also to foster the global 
role of the Commission. This remained an objective that he continu ously pur
sued, despite the strong internal divisions within the EU in the last phase of his 
presidency.

Laura Fasanaro 
Leopoldo Nuti
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Timeline — 1986-2000

Commission of 6 January 1985 to 5 January 1989
Composed of Jacques Delors (President), Frans Andriessen (VicePresident), Arthur Cockfield (Vice 
President), Henning Christophersen (VicePresident), Manuel Marín (VicePresident), Lorenzo Natali 
(VicePresident), KarlHeinz Narjes (VicePresident), António Cardoso e Cunha, Claude Cheysson, Stan
ley Clinton Davis, Willy De Clercq, Abel Matutes, Nicolas Mosar, Alois Pfeiffer (until 1  August 1987, 
replaced by Peter Schmidhuber from 22  September 1987), Carlo Ripa di  Meana, Peter Sutherland and 
Grigoris Varfis.

1986 — European Year of Road Safety

1 January Enlargement of the European Community with the accession of Spain and Portugal.

15 January Signing of an agreement between the Community, the United States and Japan for 
cooperation in the field of controlled thermonuclear fusion.

17 and 28 February Signing of the Single European Act, first in Luxembourg and then in The Hague.

26 April Accident at the Chernobyl nuclear power plant.

1 May Entry into force of the third Africa, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP)–EEC Convention, 
signed in Lomé.

29 May European flag raised for the first time in front of the Berlaymont.

26-27 June The Hague European Council.

24 July Adoption by the Council of the Comett programme.

15-20 September Launch of new round of multilateral trade negotiations at the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade conference in Punta del Este (Uruguay).
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16 September Adoption of a declaration on a set of restrictive measures against South Africa by 
the foreign affairs ministers.

5-6 December London European Council.

1987 — European Year of the Environment

20 January Election of Sir Henry Plumb as President of the European Parliament. 

18 February Presentation of the communication ‘Making a success of the Single Act: a new 
frontier for Europe’ to the European Parliament by President Jacques Delors.

14 April Formal application by Turkey to join the European Communities.

5 May Presentation of the conclusions of the report of the World Commission on 
Environment and Development chaired by Gro Harlem Brundtland.

15 June Adoption by the Council of the Erasmus programme.

26 June Transmission to the Council, the European Parliament and the Economic and Social 
Committee of the Green Paper on the development of the common market for 
telecommunications services and equipment.

29-30 June Brussels European Council.

1 July Entry into force of the Single European Act.

12 September Adoption of measures to strengthen the European Monetary System (EMS) by the 
economy and finance ministers at the informal meeting in Nyborg.

18 September Retirement of Secretary-General Émile Noël.

28 September Adoption by the Council of the second framework programme for research and 
technological development 1987-1991.

14 October Creation of a unit tasked with coordinating the fight against fraud.

17 November Adoption by the Council of the research and development coordination programme in 
the field of medical and health research (1987-1991).

4-5 December Copenhagen European Council.

7 December Adoption by the Council of the first package of measures to liberalise civil aviation in 
the Community.

1988 — European Year of Cinema and Television

11-13 February Brussels European Council: agreement on all of the conclusions of the 
communication ‘Making a success of the Single Act: a new frontier for Europe’; 
agreement on own resources and budgetary discipline and on the reform of the 
Structural Funds (‘Delors I package’).

8 June Adoption of the ‘Environment and agriculture’ communication.

15 June Signing of a cooperation agreement between the European Community and the 
member states of the Cooperation Council for the Arab States of the Gulf.

16 June Adoption by the Council of the ‘Youth for Europe’ programme.
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24 June Adoption by the Council of a directive on the full liberalisation of capital movements 
from 1 July 1990.

25 June Signing of the joint declaration on the establishment of official relations between the 
Community and the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance.

27-28 June Hanover European Council: appointment of a committee, chaired by Jacques Delors, 
tasked with examining and proposing the steps to be taken to implement monetary 
union; renewal of Jacques Delors’s mandate as President of the European 
Commission.

26 September Signing of the trade and economic cooperation agreement between the Community 
and Hungary.

24 October Adoption by the Council of a decision establishing a Court of First Instance of the 
European Communities.

2-3 December Rhodes European Council: adoption of two declarations on the environment and the 
international role of the European Community and its Member States.

Commission of 6 January 1989 to 5 January 1993
Composed of Jacques Delors (President), Frans Andriessen (VicePresident), Martin Bangemann (Vice 
President), Sir Leon Brittan (VicePresident), Henning Christophersen (VicePresident), Manuel Marín 
(VicePresident), Filippo Maria Pandolfi (VicePresident), Carlo Ripa di Meana, António Cardoso e Cunha, 
Abel Matutes, Peter Schmidhuber, Christiane Scrivener, Bruce Millan, Jean Dondelinger, Ray MacSharry, 
Karel Van Miert and Vasso Papandreou.

1989 — European Year of Information on Cancer

12 January Meeting between the Commission and the social partners in the context of 
relaunching the social dialogue.

17 January Presentation to the European Parliament of the new Commission’s objectives.

12 April Presentation of the Delors Committee’s report on economic and monetary union 
(EMU).

12 June Adoption by the Council of the framework directive to encourage improvements in 
the safety and health of workers at work.

15-18 June Third European Parliament elections on the basis of direct universal suffrage.

26-27 June Madrid European Council: adoption of conclusions on EMU and of two declarations on 
the situation in the Middle East and China.

14-16 July Western economic summit: Commission tasked with coordinating measures to assist 
economic restructuring in Hungary and Poland.

17 July Formal application by Austria to join the European Communities.

25 July Election of Enrique Barón Crespo as President of the European Parliament.

28 July Adoption by the Council of the Lingua programme. 
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25 August Proposal for a third framework programme for research and technological 
development for the 1990-1994 period. 

19 September Signing of the trade and commercial and economic cooperation agreement between 
the Community and Poland.

9 November Fall of the Berlin Wall.

7 December Launch of the Jean Monnet action.

8-9 December Strasbourg European Council: decision to convene an intergovernmental conference 
before the end of 1990 in order to draw up amendments to the treaty in light of 
EMU; adoption of the Community Charter of Fundamental Social Rights of Workers.

15 December Signing of a new ACP–EEC Convention in Lomé.

18 December Signing of a trade and commercial and economic cooperation agreement with the 
Soviet Union.

1990 — European Year of Tourism

5 February Establishment of an action plan to develop relations between the Community and 
the countries of central and eastern Europe. 

2 April Signing of a framework agreement for trade and economic cooperation with 
Argentina.

23 April Adoption by the Council of the third framework programme for research and 
technological development (1990-1994).

28 April Special meeting of the European Council in Dublin: establishing a common approach 
to German reunification and relations with the countries of central and eastern 
Europe.

7 May Adoption by the Council of the trans-European mobility programme for university 
studies (Tempus), establishment of the European Training Foundation and creation of 
the European Environment Agency.

17 May Adoption of a ‘Europe against cancer’ action plan for 1990-1994.

29 May Signing in Paris of the agreement establishing the European Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development.

6 June Presentation of the Green Paper on the urban environment.

19 June Signing of the Schengen Convention on the abolition of border checks by Belgium, 
Germany, France, Luxembourg and the Netherlands.

25-26 June Dublin European Council: decision to launch two intergovernmental conferences, one 
on EMU and one on political union.

28 June Adoption by the Council of the Thermie programme for the promotion of energy 
technology.

1 July Entry into force of the first stage of EMU.

4 July Formal application by Cyprus to join the European Communities.

16 July Formal application by Malta to join the European Communities.
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24 July Adoption by the Council of three regulations on the liberalisation of air transport.

2 August Invasion of Kuwait by Iraq.

21 September Entry into force of the regulation on merger control.

3 October Reunification of Germany.

27-28 October Special meeting of the European Council in Rome on the preparation of the two 
intergovernmental conferences.

16 November Adoption of the communication ‘Industrial policy in an open and competitive 
environment — Guidelines for a Community approach’.

22 November Adoption by the Community and its Member States of two joint declarations, with 
Canada and the United States, reaffirming their determination to work towards 
strengthening their partnerships.

27 November Signing of the Schengen Agreement by Italy.

3-7 December Ministerial negotiating conference of the Uruguay Round in Brussels (Heysel).

14-15 December Rome European Council: launch of the intergovernmental conferences on EMU and 
political union.

1991

18 March Launch of the Managua conference (‘San José VII’) on political dialogue and 
economic cooperation between the Community and its Member States on the one 
hand and the countries of Central America, Columbia, Mexico, Panama and Venezuela 
on the other.

8 April Informal meeting of the European Council in Luxembourg on the problems in the 
Middle East.

14 April Inauguration of the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development.

26 April Launch of the EEC–Rio Group Ministerial Conference.

21 May Political agreement of the Council on the reform of the common agricultural policy.

29 May Commission decision to vacate the Berlaymont.

28-29 June Luxembourg European Council.

1 July Formal application by Sweden to join the European Communities.

1 September Entry into force of the fourth Lomé Convention.

7 September Launch of the peace conference on Yugoslavia in The Hague.

29 October Adoption of the SAVE programme on energy efficiency.

30 October Launch of the Near East peace conference.

6 November Commission decision to set up a European Community Humanitarian Office.

26 November Community accession to the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations.
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9-10 December Maastricht European Council: agreement on the draft Treaty on European Union.

12 December Agreement of the Council on several environmental proposals, including the creation 
of the LIFE financial instrument.

16 December Signing of ‘European agreements’ with Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland.

17 December Signing of the European Energy Charter.

25 December Resignation of Mikhail Gorbachev as President of the Soviet Union.

1992 — European Year of Safety, Hygiene and Health Protection at Work

14 January Election of Egon Klepsch as President of the European Parliament.

22-23 January Washington Conference on assistance to independent states of the former Soviet 
Union.

7 February Signing of the Treaty on European Union in Maastricht.

18 March Adoption of the fifth environmental action programme.

Formal application by Finland to join the European Communities.

2 May Signing of the agreement establishing the European Economic Area in Porto.

20 May Formal application by Switzerland to join the European Communities.

21 May Adoption by the Council of the directive on the conservation of natural habitats and 
of wild fauna and flora.

2 June Danish referendum rejecting the ratification of the Treaty on European Union.

3-14 June Rio Conference on Environment and Development.

26-27 June Lisbon European Council.

25 August Launch of the International Conference on the former Yugoslavia in London.

14 September Launch of the first ministerial meeting of the national coordinators of the Tacis 
programme to support the independent states of the former Soviet Union.

16 October Birmingham European Council: adoption of the declaration ‘A Community close to its 
citizens’.

19 October Adoption by the Council of eight directives and one decision on the approximation of 
VAT rates and excise duties.

27 October Adoption of a communication on the implementation of the subsidiarity principle.

20 November Blair House Agreement between the European Community and the United States on 
the agricultural component of the Uruguay Round negotiations.

25 November Formal application by Norway to join the European Communities.

2 December Communication of the Sutherland report on the functioning of the internal market 
after 1992.

Adoption of the White Paper on the future development of the common transport 
policy.
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6 December Swiss referendum rejecting the ratification of the agreement establishing the 
European Economic Area.

11-12 December Edinburgh European Council: opt-outs granted to Denmark on the single currency 
and defence; agreement on the second package of structural and financial measures 
(‘Delors II package’).

31 December Adoption by the Council of almost 95 % of the regulatory framework concerning the 
creation of an internal market.

Commission of 6 January 1993 to 5 January 1995
Composed of Jacques Delors (President), Henning Christophersen (VicePresident), Manuel Marín 
(VicePresident), Martin Bangemann, Sir Leon Brittan, Pádraig Flynn, Abel Matutes, Bruce Millan, 
 Ioannis Paleokrassas, João de Deus Pinheiro, Antonio Ruberti, Peter Schmidhuber, Christiane Scrivener, 
René Steichen, Hans van den Broek, Karel Van Miert and Raniero Vanni d’Archirafi.

1993 — European Year of the Elderly and Solidarity between Generations

1 February Launch of accession negotiations with Austria, Finland and Sweden.

Signing of the European Agreement and the Interim Agreement on trade and trade-
related matters with Romania.

8 February Adoption by the Council of a regulation establishing a European Monitoring Centre 
for Drugs and Drug Addiction.

8 March Signing of the European agreement and the interim agreement on trade and trade-
related matters with Bulgaria.

5 April Launch of accession negotiations with Norway.

29 April Adoption of the second phase of the Tempus programme (Tempus II).

18 May Second Danish referendum approves the Treaty on European Union.

21-22 June Copenhagen European Council.

19 July Adoption of a new Tacis programme to support the independent states of the former 
Soviet Union.

2 August Decision by ministers and the Member States’ central bank governors to widen 
currency fluctuation bands in the EMS.

29 September Adoption of the Green Paper on the European dimension of education.

25 October Adoption of a declaration on democracy, transparency and subsidiarity and of a draft 
interinstitutional agreement on the implementation of the principle of subsidiarity.

29 October Brussels European Council: 1 January 1994 set as the date for the entry into force of 
the second stage of EMU.

1 November Entry into force of the Treaty on European Union.

17 November Adoption of the Green Paper on European social policy.
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24 November Adoption of a communication on establishing a public health framework.

5 December Adoption of the White Paper ‘Growth, competitiveness, employment — The 
challenges and ways forward into the 21st century’.

9 December Signing of a declaration on strengthening relations between Russia and the European 
Union.

10-11 December Brussels European Council.

15 December Uruguay Round negotiations. 

21 December Adoption of a report on European citizenship.

22 December Adoption by the Council of the first recommendation on the broad guidelines of the 
economic policies of the Member States of the Community.

1994 — European Year of Nutrition and Health

1 January Beginning of the second stage in achieving EMU and creation of the European 
Monetary Institute.

Entry into force of the Agreement on the European Economic Area.

3 February Adoption of a proposal for a decision establishing the Socrates education programme 
(1995-1999).

30 March Conclusion of accession negotiations with Norway, Austria, Finland and Sweden.

31 March Formal application by Hungary to join the European Union.

5 April Formal application by Poland to join the European Union.

15 April Signing of the final act of the Uruguay Round negotiations in Marrakesh. 

19 April Decision on a joint action to support the Middle East peace process.

26 April Adoption by the Council of the fourth framework programme for research (1994-
1998).

6 May Adoption of several resolutions and conclusions on the coordination of development 
policies.

16 May Adoption by the Council of the regulation establishing the Cohesion Fund.

26-27 May Inaugural conference on the Pact on Stability on Europe in Paris.

9 and 12 June Fourth European Parliament elections on the basis of direct universal suffrage.

12 June Austrian referendum approving Austria’s accession to the European Union.

14 June Signing of a partnership and cooperation agreement between the European 
Communities and Ukraine.

24-25 June Corfu European Council.

Signing of the acts of accession of Norway, Austria, Finland and Sweden and of a 
new partnership and cooperation agreement between the European Communities 
and Russia.

15 July Extraordinary meeting of the European Council in Brussels: Jacques Santer appointed 
to succeed Jacques Delors as President of the European Commission.
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18 July Signing of free trade agreements with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.

19-22 July First plenary session of the European Parliament: appointment of Klaus Hänsch as 
President.

27 July Adoption of the White paper ‘European social policy — A way forward for the 
Union’ and of a communication on cultural policy accompanied by two proposals for 
decisions to support cultural productions (Kaleidoscope 2000) and books and reading 
(Ariane). 

10 October Signing of a cooperation agreement between the European Community and South 
Africa.

16 October Finnish referendum approving Finland’s accession to the European Union.

25 October Adoption of the Green Paper on the liberalisation of telecommunications 
infrastructure and cable television networks.

13 November Swedish referendum approving Sweden’s accession to the European Union.

17 November Council agreement on a resolution on the liberalisation of telecommunications 
infrastructure.

28 November Norwegian referendum rejecting Norway’s accession to the European Union.

30 November Adoption by the Council, for the first time, of a joint action in the field of cooperation 
on justice and home affairs.

6 December Adoption by the Council of the Community’s ‘Leonardo da Vinci’ vocational training 
programme.

9-10 December Essen European Council: agreement on the launch of a multiannual aid programme 
for Northern Ireland.

17 December Signing of the European Energy Charter Treaty in Lisbon.

Commission of 6 January 1995 to 17 September 1999
Composed of Jacques Santer (President), Sir Leon Brittan (VicePresident), Manuel Marín (VicePresident), 
Martin Bangemann, Ritt Bjerregaard, Emma Bonino, Hans van den Broek, Édith Cresson, Franz Fischler, 
Pádraig Flynn, Anita Gradin, Neil Kinnock, Erkki Liikanen, Mario Monti, Marcelino Oreja, Christos 
Papoutsis, João de Deus Pinheiro, YvesThibault de Silguy, Karel Van Miert and Monika WulfMathies.

1995 — European Year of Road Safety and Young Drivers

1 January Enlargement of the European Union with the accession of Austria, Finland and 
Sweden.

23 January Vote of approval by the European Parliament and appointment of President Jacques 
Santer and Members of the European Commission.

1 February Entry into force of the Europe association agreements with Bulgaria, the Czech 
Republic, Romania and Slovakia.

13-14 March Adoption by the European Parliament and the Council of the Socrates and ‘Youth for 
Europe III’ education programmes.
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20-21 March Adoption of the Pact on Stability on Europe.

26 March Entry into force of the Schengen Agreement (Belgium, Germany, Spain, France, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Portugal).

9 April Liechtenstein referendum approving its accession to the European Economic Area.

28 April Signing of the Schengen Agreement by Austria.

3 and 10 May Adoption of the White Paper on the preparation of the associated countries of central 
and eastern Europe for integration into the internal market of the Union.

29 May Introduction by the Council of a standard clause on respect for human rights in 
agreements with non-member countries.

31 May Adoption of the Green Paper on the practical arrangements for the introduction of 
the single currency.

2-3 June Inaugural meeting of the reflection group to prepare for the 1996 intergovernmental 
conference.

12 June Signing of the association agreement with the three Baltic states.

15 June Signing of the association agreement between the European Union and Slovenia.

22 June Formal application by Romania to join the European Union.

26-27 June Cannes European Council: overall agreement on external financing.

27 June Formal application by Slovakia to join the European Union.

17 July Signing of the interim agreement between the European Union and Russia, the Euro-
Mediterranean agreement with Tunisia and the cooperation agreement between the 
European Union and Vietnam.

26 July Signing of the Europol Convention, the Convention on the Use of Information 
Technology for Customs Purposes and the Convention on the Protection of the 
European Communities’ Financial Interests. 

22-23 September Informal meeting of the European Council in Mallorca.

27 October Formal application by Latvia to join the European Union.

30 October Conclusion of the formal cooperation agreement with Brazil.

4 November Revision of the Lomé IV Convention.

16 November Signing of the Euro-Mediterranean agreement with Morocco.

20 November Signing of an association agreement with Israel and a cooperation agreement with 
Nepal.

28 November Formal application by Estonia to join the European Union.

Adoption of the ‘Barcelona Declaration’ at the Euro-Mediterranean Conference.

3 December Signing of the Transatlantic Agenda between the European Union and the United 
States.

5 December Presentation of the reflection group’s final report on the intergovernmental 
conference.
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12 December Formal application by Lithuania to join the European Union.

Signing of the first agreement in the framework of the implementation of the social 
protocol by social partners.

13 December Adoption of the White Paper ‘An energy policy for the European Union’.

14 December Signing in Paris of the Dayton Agreement for peace in the former Yugoslavia.

15 December Signing of the framework agreement on economic and trade cooperation between 
the European Union and Mercosur.

15-16 December Madrid European Council: 1 January 1999 set as the date for the introduction of 
the single currency and 29 March 1996 for the start of the intergovernmental 
conference.

16 December Formal application by Bulgaria to join the European Union.

1996 — European Year of Lifelong Learning

17 January Formal application by the Czech Republic to join the European Union.

22 January Organisation of a round table on the single currency as part of the information 
campaign on the introduction of the euro.

31 January Adoption of the Green Paper on the revision of the merger regulation.

1-2 March EU–Asia Summit in Bangkok.

27 March Commission decision to prohibit exports of meat and meat products from bovine 
animals slaughtered in the United Kingdom to protect against bovine spongiform 
encephalopathy.

29 March Turin European Council: launch of the Intergovernmental Conference on the Revision 
of the Treaty on European Union.

Signing by the European Parliament and the Council of the decisions establishing the 
Kaleidoscope 2000 programme for culture and the programmes to combat cancer, 
AIDS and other communicable diseases.

22 April Signing of partnership and cooperation agreements with Armenia, Azerbaijan and 
Georgia.

10 June Signing of the association agreement between the European Union and Slovenia and 
formal application by Slovenia to join the European Union.

14-15 June Tripartite Conference on Growth and Employment in Rome, involving the Community 
institutions, the Member States and the social partners.

21-22 June Florence European Council.

30 June Signing of a joint declaration on political dialogue between the European Union and 
the Andean Community.

23 July Signing by the European Parliament and the Council of a decision on Community 
guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network.

Adoption by the Council of the regulation implementing the MEDA programme (Euro-
Mediterranean partnership).

30 July Adoption of the White Paper ‘A strategy for revitalising the Community’s railways’.
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5 October Special meeting of the European Council in Dublin: confirmation of the 
intergovernmental conference timetable.

13 November Launch by the Commission of a research programme concerning transmissible 
human and animal spongiform encephalopathies.

4-5 December London Conference: adoption of a peace consolidation plan for the former 
Yugoslavia.

10 December Signing of the Euro-Mediterranean interim agreement with the Palestine Liberation 
Organisation (PLO).

13-14 December Dublin European Council: adoption of the Dublin Declaration on Employment.

17 December Signing of a joint political declaration between the European Union and Canada.

19 December Signing of the Schengen Agreement by Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and 
Sweden.

1997 — European Year against Racism and Xenophobia

14 January Election of José María Gil-Robles as President of the European Parliament.

22 January Adoption of the Green Paper on vertical restraints in EC competition policy.

24 February Signing of a joint statement between the European Community and the PLO 
establishing regular political dialogue and a Euro-Mediterranean interim association 
agreement.

24 April Decision adopted by the ACP–EC Council of Ministers approving the protocol 
governing the accession of South Africa to the Lomé Convention.

29 April Signing of a trade and cooperation agreement with the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia.

30 April Adoption of guidelines for a programme to modernise administration and personnel 
policy (MAP 2000).

6 May Adoption of an anti-fraud work programme (1997-1998).

23 May Informal meeting of the European Council in Noordwijk.

16-17 June Amsterdam European Council: agreement on a draft treaty and adoption of a 
resolution on growth and employment.

17 June Adoption by the Council of a regulation establishing certain provisions on the 
introduction of the euro.

16 July Presentation of ‘Agenda 2000 — For a stronger and wider Union’.

2 October Signing of the Treaty of Amsterdam by the foreign affairs ministers of the 15 
Member States.

13 October Adoption of the Raphael programme by the European Parliament and the Council.

26 October Entry into force of Italy’s membership of the Schengen area.

12 November Adoption of an action plan on the free movement of workers.

20-21 November Extraordinary European Council meeting on employment in Luxembourg.
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26 November Adoption of the White Paper ‘Energy for the future: renewable sources of energy’.

1-10 December International Climate Change Conference in Kyoto.

8 December Entry into force of Greece’s membership of the Schengen area.

10 December Adoption of the Green Paper on ports and maritime infrastructure.

12-13 December Luxembourg European Council: launch of the enlargement process and adoption of a 
resolution on economic policy coordination.

1998 — European Year of Local and Regional Democracy

21 January Adoption of a communication on a European strategy for a global navigation satellite 
system.

30 March Launch of the EU accession process for the 10 central and east European applicant 
countries and Cyprus.

3-4 April Second Asia–Europe Meeting.

29 April Signing of the Kyoto Protocol on climate change in New York.

3 May Establishment by the Heads of State or Government of the list of 11 states meeting 
the conditions required for the adoption of the single currency; adoption by the 
Council of two regulations on the harmonisation of technical specifications of coins 
denominated in euros and on the introduction of the euro; nomination of Wim 
Duisenberg as the first President of the European Central Bank.

18 May Launch of a transatlantic economic partnership at the EU–United States Summit.

26 May Appointment of the President, Vice-President and other members of the executive 
board of the European Central Bank by the governments of euro-area Member 
States.

1 June Creation of the European Central Bank.

15-16 June Cardiff European Council.

25 June Signing of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe Convention on 
access to information, public participation in decision-making and access to justice in 
environmental matters in Aarhus.

20 July Adoption by the European Parliament and the Council of the Community action plan 
‘European Voluntary Service for young people’.

1 October Entry into force of the Europol Convention on the fight against drugs.

24-25 October Informal meeting of the European Council in Pörtschach.

10 November Accession conferences with the Czech Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Hungary, Poland and 
Slovenia.

4 December Franco-British Saint-Malo Declaration.

11-12 December Vienna European Council.

14 December Adoption of the first multiannual framework programme for actions in the energy 
sector (1998-2002).

22 December Adoption of the fifth framework programme for community research.



646 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

31 December Adoption by the Council of fixed and irrevocable exchange rates between national 
currencies and the euro.

Commission of 18 September 1999 to 21 November 2004
Composed of Romano Prodi (President), Neil Kinnock (VicePresident), Loyola de Palacio (VicePresi
dent), Michel Barnier, Frits Bolkestein, Philippe Busquin, Anna Diamantopoulou, David Byrne, Franz 
Fischler, Pascal Lamy, Erkki Liikanen, Mario Monti, Poul Nielson, Chris Patten, Viviane Reding, Michaele 
Schreyer, Pedro Solbes Mira, Günter Verheugen, António Vitorino and Margot Wallström.

1999 — European Year of Action to Combat Violence against Women

1 January Launch of the euro.

27 January Adoption of the White Paper on commerce.

8-9 February First ACP–EU Ministerial Conference in Dakar to negotiate a development partnership 
agreement.

10 February Commission proposal to develop a European navigation satellite system (Galileo).

17 February Adoption of the communication ‘“Women and science”: mobilising women to enrich 
European research’.

18 February EU–Russia Summit in Moscow.

26 February Informal meeting of the European Council in Bonn.

1 March Entry into force of the framework agreement on cooperation with the countries of 
the San José Group.

15 March Collective resignation of the Commission.

24-25 March Berlin European Council: overall agreement on Agenda 2000; Romano Prodi asked to 
lead the next European Commission; adoption of declarations on Kosovo, the Middle 
East peace process and the enlargement.

14 April Informal meeting of the European Council in Brussels.

15-16 April Third Euro-Mediterranean Conference in Stuttgart.

29 April Adoption of the third phase of the Tempus programme (Tempus III).

1 May Entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam.

5 May Appointment of Romano Prodi as President of the Commission, approved by the 
European Parliament.

6 May Signing of an interinstitutional agreement on budgetary discipline as part of 
Agenda 2000.

17 May Adoption by the Council of regulations on the reform of the common agricultural 
policy, under Agenda 2000.

1 June Creation of the European Anti-Fraud Office.
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3-4 June Cologne European Council: adoption of the first EU common strategy on Russia and 
of the declarations on Kosovo and on strengthening the common foreign and security 
policy (CFSP); appointment of Javier Solana as High Representative of the CFSP and 
Secretary-General of the Council.

10, 11 and 13 June Fifth European Parliament elections on the basis of direct universal suffrage.

17 June EU–Canada Summit in Bonn.

20 June Eighth EU–Japan Summit in Bonn.

21 June Signing of sectoral bilateral agreements between the European Community and 
Switzerland.

EU–United States Summit in Bonn.

22 June Summit between the European Union and Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia in 
Luxembourg.

28-29 June First EU–Latin America and the Caribbean Summit: adoption of the Rio Declaration.

19 July Appointment, with the agreement of President Prodi, of the members of the 
Commission.

20-23 July First plenary session of the new European Parliament: appointment of Nicole 
Fontaine as President.

23 July Third EU–Ukraine Summit in Kiev.

15 September Vote by the European Parliament on the appointment of the new Commission.

11 October Signing of the trade, cooperation and development agreement with South Africa.

15-16 October Tampere European Council: special summit on justice and internal affairs.

22 October EU–Russia Summit in Helsinki.

15 November Adoption by the Council of a regulation establishing the European Agency for 
Reconstruction.

1 December Adoption of a communication on the creation of the ‘single European sky’.

10-11 December Helsinki European Council: decision to convene an intergovernmental conference to 
revise the treaties in February 2000; adoption of a common strategy on Ukraine, the 
Millennium Declaration and a declaration on Chechnya.

12 December Sinking of the oil tanker Erika off the coast of Brittany.

16 December EU–Canada Summit in Ottawa.

17 December EU–United States Summit in Washington.

21 December Second EU–China Summit in Beijing.

2000

18 January Adoption of the communication ‘Towards a European research area’.

9 February Adoption of the White Paper on environmental liability.
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14 February Launch of the Intergovernmental Conference on Institutional Reform in Brussels.

Adoption by the European Parliament and the Council of the ‘Culture 2000’ 
programme (2000-2004).

15 February Launch of accession negotiations with Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Romania 
and Slovakia.

28 February Adoption of a multiannual programme for the promotion of renewable energy 
sources in the Community (Altener II) and a multiannual programme for the 
promotion of energy efficiency (SAVE II).

1 March Adoption of the White Paper on reforming the Commission.

9 March Application by Greece to participate in the third stage of EMU.

23-24 March Special meeting of the European Council in Lisbon: definition of EU objectives for the 
next decade.

27 March Adoption by the Council of an action plan on organised crime.

3-4 April Europe–Africa Summit in Cairo.

13 April Adoption by the European Parliament and the Council of a Community action 
programme for youth.

17 April Adoption by the Council of a decision concluding the Euro-Mediterranean association 
agreement with Israel.

19-20 June Santa Maria da Feira European Council: approval of Greece’s accession to the euro 
area.

23 June Signing of a new partnership agreement with the ACP states in Cotonou. 

28 June First EU–India Summit in Lisbon.

5 July Signing of a framework agreement on relations between the European Parliament 
and the Commission.

13 September Addition of a Code of Good Administrative Behaviour to the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedure.

28 September Adoption by the Council of a decision establishing a European Refugee Fund.

13-14 October Informal meeting of the European Council in Biarritz.

15-16 November Euro-Mediterranean Conference in Marseille.

23-24 November EU–Balkans Summit in Zagreb.

Signing of the stabilisation and association agreement with the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia.

29 November Adoption of the Green Paper ‘Towards a European strategy for the security of energy 
supply’.

5 December Adoption of the CARDS programme (2000-2006) to provide Community assistance 
to the countries in south-east Europe.

7 December Solemn proclamation of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union.

7-9 December Nice European Council: agreement on a draft for a new treaty.

Sophie Kaisin
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Directory of the Commission  
of the European Communities in October 1986
According to the Directory of the Commission of the European Communities (October  1986), Office for 
 Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1986.

The Commission

• President of the Commission

• Vice-Presidents of the Commission

• Members of the Commission

Secretariat-General of the 
Commission

• Secretary-General

• Deputy Secretary-General

• Directors

Legal Service

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Spokesman’s Service (1)

• Spokesman

• Deputy Spokesman

• Assistant to the Spokesman

(1) Under the authority of the President.
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Joint Interpreting and Conference 
Service

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Relations with the conference services of 
international organisations

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ General matters

 Ƕ Training 

• Conference services Directorate

Statistical Office

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directly attached to the Director-General:

 Ƕ OS-1 Office for liaison with Community 
institutions in Brussels

• Directorate A — Processing and dissemination 
of statistical information

• Directorate B — General economic statistics

• Directorate C — External trade, ACP and 
non-member countries, and transport 
statistics 

• Directorate D — Energy and industrial 
statistics

• Directorate E — Demographic and social 
statistics — Agricultural statistics

DG I — External Relations

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser hors classe responsible for North–
South Relations and Mediterranean Policy

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Protocol

External relations and trade policy (1)

• Directorate A — GATT, OECD, commercial 
questions with respect to agriculture, 
fisheries, services and high technology, and 
relations with South Africa

• Directorate B — Relations with North 
America, Australia and New Zealand; external 
relations in the research, science and nuclear 
energy fields

• Directorate C — General questions and 
instruments of external economic policy

• Directorate D — Negotiation and 
management of textile agreements; trade in 
industrial products

• Directorate E — Relations with northern and 
central European countries, and state-trading 
countries

• Directorate F — Relations with China, Japan, 
and the other countries of the Far East

North–South relations and Mediterranean 
policy (2)

• Directorate G — Mediterranean, Near and 
Middle East

• Directorate H — Relations with developing 
countries in Latin America and Asia (except 
the Far East)

• Directorate I — North–South relations

(1) Special responsibilities of Mr De Clercq, Commissioner for External Rela
tions and Trade Policy.

(2) Special responsibilities of Mr Cheysson, Commissioner for Mediterranean 
Policy and NorthSouth Relations.
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DG II — Economic and Financial 
Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Secretary of the Monetary Committee and the 
Economic Policy Committee

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Economic advisers

• Administrative unit attached to one of the 
Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ Data processing and statistics 
coordination

• Directorate A — National economies

• Directorate B — Economic structure and 
Community intervention

• Directorate C — Macroeconomic analyses and 
policies

• Directorate D — Monetary matters

• Commission/European Investment Bank 
Liaison Office

DG III — Internal Market and 
Industrial Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Director

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Industrial affairs I

• Directorate C — Industrial affairs III: 
distributive trades

• Directorate D — Approximation of laws, 
freedom of establishment and freedom to 
provide services

• Directorate E — Steel

• Directorate F — Industrial restructuring, 
non-member countries and raw materials

Task Force for Small and Medium-
sized Enterprises

• Director 

• Secretariat of the Task Force

DG IV — Competition

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Hearing Officer

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directly attached to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Directorate A — General competition 
policy

• Directorate B — Restrictive practices and 
abuse of dominant positions I

• Directorate C — Restrictive practices and 
abuse of dominant positions II

• Directorate D — Coordination of competition 
decisions

• Directorate E — State aids

DG V — Employment, Social Affairs 
and Education

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Secretariat for the Special Report (reports and 
analyses) 

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Employment

• Directorate B — Living and working conditions 
and welfare

• Directorate C — Education, vocational training 
and youth policy

• Directorate D — European Social Fund

• Directorate E — Health and safety
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DG VI — Agriculture

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Director

• Chief adviser attached to one of the Deputy 
Directors-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Economic affairs and general problems

• Directorate A — General matters

• Directorate B-I — Agro-economic legislation

• Directorate B-II — Quality and health

• Directorate C — Organisation of markets in 
crop products

• Directorate D — Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

• Directorate E — Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops

• Directorate F-I — Agricultural structure and 
forestry

• Directorate F-II — European Agricultural 
Guidance Fund and agricultural research

• Directorate G — European Agricultural 
Guarantee Fund

• Directorate H — International affairs relating 
to agriculture

DG VII — Transport

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Relations with other institutions, 
international relations

• Directorate A — Maritime transport, 
legislation, transport economics

• Directorate B — Inland transport; market 
analysis; transport safety; research and 
technology

• Directorate C — Air transport, transport 
infrastructure, social and ecological aspects 
of transport

DG VIII — Development

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Development analysis and forecast

 Ƕ ‘The Courier’ (EEC-ACP) and 
documentation

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Deputy Director-General with special 
responsibility for Directorates A and E:

 Ƕ Non-governmental organisations 

• Administrative units directly attached to the 
Deputy Director-General with special 
responsibility for Directorates B, C and D:

 Ƕ General planning questions; Finance 
Committees 

 Ƕ Technical specialists’ group 

• Directorate A — Development activities

• Directorate B — West and central Africa

• Directorate C — East and southern Africa; the 
Indian Ocean

• Directorate D — The southern and eastern 
Mediterranean; the Caribbean and Pacific

• Directorate E — Finance

• Directly attached to Directorate E (Finance):

 Ƕ European Association for Cooperation 
(EAC)
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DG IX — Personnel and 
Administration

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Director

• Adviser-Mediator

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Relations with representatives of staff 
organisations

• Administrative units directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ External offices

 Ƕ Staff information

 Ƕ Medical Service for Decentralised Staff

 Ƕ Medical Service for Brussels Staff

 Ƕ Medical Service, Luxembourg

 Ƕ Medical Service, Ispra

• Directorate A — Personnel

• Directorate B — Administration

• Directorate C — Translation

• Directorate D — Personnel and administration 
in Luxembourg and general services

• Directorate E — Informatics

• Directorate F — Coordination and resources

DG X — Information, 
Communication and Culture

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Secretariat for programming and relations 
with the other institutions

• Directorate A — Information

• Directorate B — Communication

DG XI — Environment, Consumer 
Protection and Nuclear Safety

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Implementation of programmes and 
general affairs

 Ƕ International affairs

 Ƕ Nuclear safety

 Ƕ Finance and contracts

• Directorate A — Protection and improvement 
of the environment

• Directorate B — Protection and promotion of 
consumer interests

DG XII — Science, Research and 
Development

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Scientific and technical 
coordination, cooperation with non-member 
countries, and COST

• Directorate B — Means of action

• Directorate C — Technological research

• Directorate D — Nuclear research and 
development

• Directorate E — Alternative energy sources, 
energy conservation and energy R & D 
strategy

• Directorate F — Biology, radiation protection 
and medical research

• Directorate G — Environment, raw materials 
and materials technology

• Fusion programme
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Joint Research Centre

• Director-General

• Programmes Director

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

Ispra

• Establishment Director 

• Advisers

• Security Officer (Engineering)

• Administration Director

• Site Director

• Adviser

• Technical and vocational training school

• Directors

Central Office for Nuclear 
Measurements (Geel)

• Establishment Director 

• Advisers

Institute for Transuranium 
Elements (Karlsruhe)

• Establishment Director 

• Advisers

Institute for Advanced Materials (Petten)

• Establishment Director

• Advisers

DG XIII — Telecommunications, 
Information Industry and 
Innovation

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directly attached to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Adviser (responsible for contractual and 
legal questions)

 Ƕ Task force

• Directorate A — New technologies

• Directorate B — Information management

Task Force for Information and 
Telecommunications Technologies

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Information technology — 
Esprit

• Directorate B — Telecommunications

DG XIV — Fisheries

• Director-General

• Director responsible for coordination

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Markets and external 
resources 

• Directorate B — Internal resources and 
monitoring

• Directorate C — Structures
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DG XV — Financial Institutions and 
Company Law

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Financial institutions

• Directorate B — Company law, company and 
capital movements taxation

DG XVI — Regional Policy

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Financial management, monitoring and 
ex post evaluation

• Directorate A — Guidelines and priorities

• Directorate B — Preparation and assessment 
of operations

• Directorate C — Development operations

DG XVII — Energy

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Brussels

• Directorate A — Energy policy, analyses and 
forecasts, and contracts

• Directorate B — Coal

• Directorate C — Oil and natural gas

• Directorate D — Nuclear energy

• Directorate E — Energy saving and alternative 
energy sources, electricity and heat

Luxembourg

• Directorate F — Euratom safeguards

DG XVIII — Credit and Investments

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Borrowings and 
administration of funds

• Directorate B — Investments and loans

DG XIX — Budgets

• Director-General

• Director with responsibility for general 
coordination

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative units directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Budget forecasts and economic and 
financial assessment

 Ƕ Coordination of the Directorate-General’s 
external relations

 Ƕ Documentation and overview

 Ƕ Relations with Parliament’s Committee on 
Budgetary Control and the Court of 
Auditors

• Directorate A — Expenditure

• Directorate B — Resources

• Directorate C — Budget execution

DG XX — Financial Control

• Director-General (Financial Controller)

• Director (Deputy Financial Controller)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Questions of principle; 
control of operating, research and cooperation 
expenditure

• Directorate B — Control of revenues, 
expenditure under EAGGF, IMPs, and the Social 
and Regional Funds
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DG XXI — Customs Union and 
Indirect Taxation

• Director-General

• Director-General of the Customs Union 
Service

• Adviser

• Assistant

• Directorate A — External tariff questions

• Directorate Β — Customs union legislation

• Directorate C — Indirect taxation including 
elimination of fiscal frontiers

DG XXII — Coordination of 
Structural Instruments

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Secretariat of the Interdepartmental 
Coordination Group (ICG)

Euratom Supply Agency

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Security Office

• Director 

Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities

• Director 

• Assistant

Information offices (1)

• Belgium — Brussels

• Denmark — Copenhagen

• France — Paris

 Ƕ Marseille (suboffice attached to Paris 
office)

• Federal Republic of Germany — Bonn

 Ƕ Berlin (suboffice attached to Bonn office)

 Ƕ Munich (suboffice attached to Bonn office)

• Greece — Athens

• Ireland — Dublin

• Italy — Rome

 Ƕ Milan (suboffice attached to Rome office)

• Luxembourg — Luxembourg

• Netherlands — The Hague

• Portugal — Lisbon

• Spain — Madrid

• Switzerland — Geneva

• Turkey — Ankara

• United Kingdom — London

 Ƕ Belfast (suboffice attached to London 
office)

 Ƕ Cardiff (suboffice attached to London 
office)

 Ƕ Edinburgh (suboffice attached to London 
office)

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which information offices are located.
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External delegations (1)

In non-member countries

• Algeria

• Angola

• Antigua and Barbuda (2)

• Australia (3)

• Austria

• Bangladesh (4)

• Barbados (5)

• Belize (6)

• Benin

• Botswana

• Brazil

• Burkina Faso

• Burundi

• Cameroon (7)

• Canada

• Cape Verde

• Central African Republic

• Chad

• Chile (8)

• Comoros (9)

• Congo

• Costa Rica (10)

• Djibouti

• Egypt

• Equatorial Guinea (11)

• Ethiopia

• Gabon (12)

• Gambia

• Ghana

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which delegations and suboffices are sit
uated.

(2) Suboffice of the delegation to Barbados.
(3) Head of delegation also responsible for New Zealand.
(4) Branch office of the delegation for South Asia.
(5) Delegate also responsible for Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Saint Lucia, 

Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, the OCTs of An
guilla, the British Virgin Islands and Monserrat.

(6) Suboffice of the delegation to Jamaica. 
(7) Delegate also responsible for Equatorial Guinea.
(8) Office of the delegation for Latin America. 
(9) Suboffice of the delegation to Mauritius.
(10) Office of the delegation for Latin America.
(11) Suboffice of the delegation to Cameroon.
(12) Delegate also responsible for São Tomé and Principe.

• Grenada (13)

• Guinea Bissau

• Guinea Conakry

• Guyana (14)

• India (15)

• Indonesia (16)

• Israel

• Ivory Coast

• Jamaica (17)

• Japan

• Jordan

• Kenya

• Lebanon

• Lesotho

• Liberia

• Madagascar

• Malawi

• Mali

• Mauritania

• Mauritius (18)

• Morocco

• Mozambique

• Netherlands Antilles

• Niger

• Nigeria

• Pacific (Fiji) (19)

• Pakistan

• Papua New Guinea (20)

• Rwanda

• São Tomé and Príncipe (21)

• Senegal

• Seychelles (22)

• Sierra Leone

• Solomon Islands

• Somalia

(13) Suboffice of the delegation to Trinidad and Tobago.
(14) Delegate also responsible for relations with the Caricom Secretariat.
(15) HQ of the delegation for South Asia.
(16) Office of the delegation for SouthEast Asia.
(17) Delegate also responsible for the Bahamas, Belize, the Cayman Islands and 

the Turks and Caicos Islands.
(18) Delegate also responsible for Comoros, Seychelles, Mayotte and Réunion.
(19) Delegate also responsible for Fiji, Samoa, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, French 

Polynesia, New Caledonia and dependencies, Pitcairn Islands and Wallis 
and Futuna Islands.

(20) Delegate also responsible for Kiribati.
(21) Suboffice of the delegation to Gabon.
(22) Suboffice of the delegation to Mauritius.
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• Sudan

• Suriname

• Swaziland

• Syria

• Tanzania

• Thailand (1)

• Togo

• Tonga (2)

• Trinidad and Tobago (3)

• Tunisia

• Uganda

• United States

 Ƕ New York

 Ƕ Washington

• Vanuatu (4)

• Venezuela (5)

• Western Samoa (6)

• Yugoslavia

• Zaire

• Zambia

• Zimbabwe

To international organisations

• Geneva

• New York

• Paris

• Vienna

(1) HQ of the delegation for SouthEast Asia.
(2) Head of delegation also responsible for New Zealand.
(3) Delegate also responsible for Grenada, Falkland Islands and dependencies, 

French Guiana, Guadeloupe and dependencies, Martinique, Saint Helena 
and dependencies, Saint Pierre and Miquelon, the British Antarctic Terri
tories and the French Southern and Antarctic Territories.

(4) Head of delegation also responsible for New Zealand.
(5) HQ of the delegation for Latin America.
(6) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
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Directory of the Commission  
of the European Communities in July 1989
According to the Directory of the Commission of the European Communities (July 1989), Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1989.

The Commission

• President of the Commission

• Vice-Presidents of the Commission

• Members of the Commission

Secretariat-General of the 
Commission

• Secretary-General

• Deputy Secretary-General

• Director (coordination of fraud prevention) (1)

• Chief Advisers

• Assistant

• Directorate A — Registry

• Directorate B — Internal coordination and 
data processing

• Directorate C — Planning of Commission 
work, and inspection of and information for 
delegations

• Directorate D — Relations with the Council

• Directorate E — Relations with Parliament 
and the Economic and Social Committee and 
with the vocational professions

• Directorate F — Intergovernmental 
cooperation between Member States, 
including political cooperation, and human 
rights

• Directorate G — Coordination of fraud 
prevention (2)

(1) Under the direct authority of the President.
(2) Under the direct authority of the President.

Forward Studies Unit (3)

• Director-General

• Adviser 

• Assistant

Legal Service

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Spokesman’s Service

• Spokesman

• Deputy Spokesman

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Spokesman

Joint Interpreting and Conference 
Service

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Interpreting services

• Directorate B — Conference services

(3) Under the direct authority of the President.
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Statistical Office

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Reporting directly to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Advisers 

• Directorate A — Dissemination and computer 
processing

• Directorate B — Economic statistics and 
national accounts, prices and coordination 
relating to the single market

• Directorate C — International trade statistics 
and relations with ACP and other countries

• Directorate D — Business statistics

• Directorate E — Social and regional statistics

Translation Service

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Planning and coordination

 Ƕ Information technology

• Directorate A — Translation — Brussels

• Directorate B — Translation — Luxembourg

• Directorate C — Development of resources

Security Office

• Director

DG I — External Relations

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser hors classe

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Protocol

External relations and commercial policy — 
Cooperation with other European 
countries (1)

• Directorate A — GATT, OECD, commercial 
questions with respect to agriculture, 
fisheries, services and high technology

• Directorate B — Relations with North 
America, Australia and New Zealand; external 
relations in the research, science and nuclear 
energy fields

• Directorate C — General questions and 
instruments of external economic policy — 
Relations with South Africa

• Directorate D — Negotiation and 
management of textile agreements; trade in 
industrial products

• Directorate E — Relations with northern and 
central European countries, and state-trading 
countries

• Directorate F — Relations with China, Japan, 
and the other countries of the Far East

Mediterranean policy, relations with Latin 
America and Asia and North–South 
relations (2)

• Directorate G — Mediterranean, Near East 
and Middle East

• Directorate H — Relations with developing 
countries in Latin America and Asia (except 
the Far East)

• Directorate I — North–South relations

(1) Portfolio of Mr  Andriessen, Commissioner for External Relations and 
Trade Policy, and Cooperation with other European Countries.

(2) Portfolio of Mr  Matutes, Commissioner for Mediterranean Policy, Rela
tions with Latin America and Asia and NorthSouth Relations.
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DG II — Economic and Financial 
Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Secretary of the Monetary Committee and the 
Economic Policy Committee

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Directly attached to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Economic advisers

• Administrative unit attached to one of the 
Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ Data processing and statistics coordination

• Directorate A — National economies

• Directorate B — Economic evaluation of 
Community policies

• Directorate C — Macroeconomic analyses and 
policies

• Directorate D — Monetary matters

• Directorate E — Financial engineering and 
capital movements

• Commission/European Investment Bank 
Liaison Office

DG III — Internal Market and 
Industrial Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Financial Service

• Directorate A — Industrial economy, service 
industries, non-member countries, raw 
materials

• Directorate B — Internal market and 
industrial affairs I

• Directorate C — Internal market and 
industrial affairs II

• Directorate D — Approximation of laws, 
freedom of establishment and freedom to 
provide services

• Directorate E — Steel

• Directorate F — Public procurement

DG IV — Competition

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Hearing Officer

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — General competition policy 
and coordination

• Directorate B — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition I

• Directorate C — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition II

• Directorate D — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition III

• Directorate E — State aids

DG V — Employment, Industrial 
Relations and Social Affairs

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Head of Unit with special responsibility for 
coordination

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Coordination of the programme of action 
against cancer, and of health aspects of a 
people’s Europe

• Directorate A — Employment

• Directorate B — Living and working conditions 
and welfare

• Directorate C — European Social Fund

• Directorate D — Health and safety
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DG VI — Agriculture

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Director

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Studies and overall approach

 Ƕ Personnel administration and general 
services

• Directorate A — General matters, and 
relations with the European Parliament and 
the Economic and Social Committee

• Directorate B-I — Agro-economic legislation

• Directorate B-II — Quality and health

• Directorate C — Organisation of markets in 
crop products

• Directorate D — Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

• Directorate E — Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops

• Directorate F-I — Rural development I

• Directorate F-II — Rural development II

• Directorate G — European Agricultural 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund

• Directorate H — International affairs relating 
to agriculture

DG VII — Transport

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Relations with other institutions, 
international relations

• Directorate A — Maritime transport; transport 
economics; legislation

• Directorate B — Inland transport; market 
analysis; transport safety; research and 
technology

• Directorate C — Air transport; transport 
infrastructure; social and ecological aspects 
of transport

DG VIII — Development

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Modernisation of working methods

• Administrative unit directly attached to one of 
the Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ Coordination of OCT affairs

• Directorate A — Development activities and 
trade policy

• Directorate B — West and central Africa; 
Caribbean

• Directorate C — East and southern Africa; the 
Indian Ocean; Pacific

• Directorate D — Management of instruments

• Directorate E — Finance

• Directly attached to the Director-General and 
to one of the Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ European Association for Cooperation 
(EAC)
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DG IX — Personnel and 
Administration

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Director 

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Relations with staff organisations

• Mediator

• Deputy Mediator

• Administrative units directly attached to the 
Director-General: 

 Ƕ Informatics: administration

 Ƕ Staff information

 Ƕ Ispra: Individual rights, sickness fund, 
social activities and legal matters

 Ƕ Medical Services

 Ƕ Coordination of equal opportunities 
between women and men

 Ƕ Health and safety at work

• Directorate A — Personnel

• Directorate B — Management of resources

• Directorate C — General administration

• Directorate E — Personnel and administration 
in Luxembourg and general services

• Directorate F — Informatics

• Directorate reporting to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Administration of delegations and 
information offices (DAD)

DG X — Information, 
Communication and Culture

• Director-General (acting)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Surveys, research and analyses

 Ƕ Relations with higher education 
establishments and research institutes

• Directorate A — Priority programmes and 
decentralised information

• Directorate B — Communication

DG XI — Environment, Nuclear 
Safety and Civil Protection

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Legal aspects and application of 
Community law

 Ƕ International affairs

 Ƕ Relations with the institutions, information 
and education in the field of environment

 Ƕ Finance and contracts

• Directorate A — Nuclear safety, impact of 
industry on the environment, and waste 
management

• Directorate Β — Protection of water and the 
air, and conservation; civil protection

DG XII — Science, Research and 
Development

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant

• Director-General of the Joint Research Centre 
(JRC)

• Deputy Directors-General

• Chief Adviser

• Programme Coordinator

• Directorate A — Scientific and technological 
policy

• Directorate B — Means of action

• Directorate C — Technological research

• Directorate D — Nuclear safety research

• Directorate E — Environment and non-nuclear 
energy sources

• Directorate F — Biology

• Directorate G — Scientific and technical 
cooperation with non-member countries

• Directorate H — Science and technology 
policy support

• Fusion programme
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Joint Research Centre

Brussels

• Director-General

• Adviser hors classe

• Principal Adviser

• Adviser

• Secretariat of Board of Governors

• Assistant to the Director-General

Programmes Directorate (Brussels)

• Director

• Safety engineer 

Ispra

• Administration Director

• Advisers

Central Bureau for Nuclear 
Measurements (Geel)

• Institute Director

• Advisers

Institute for Transuranium 
Elements (Karlsruhe)

• Institute Director

• Advisers

Institute for Advanced Materials (Petten and 
Ispra)

• Institute Director

• Advisers

Institute for Systems Engineering (Ispra)

• Institute Director

• Advisers

Institute for the Environment (Ispra) 

• Institute Director

• Advisers

Institute for Remote-Sensing Applications 
(Ispra) 

• Institute Director

• Advisers

Institute for Safety Technology (Ispra) 

• Institute Director

• Advisers

Centre for Information Technologies and 
Electronics (Ispra)

• Director of the Centre

• Adviser

Institute for Prospective Technological 
Studies (Ispra) 

• Institute Director

• Adviser

DG XIII — Telecommunications, 
Information Industries and 
Innovation

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Assistant to the Deputy Director-General

• Directorate A — Information technology and 
Esprit

• Directorate B — Information industry and 
market

• Directorate C — Exploitation of research and 
technological development, technology 
transfer and innovation

• Directorate D — Telecommunications policy

• Directorate E — General affairs

• Directorate F — RACE programme and 
development of advanced telematics services
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DG XIV — Fisheries

• Director-General

• Director responsible for coordination

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Markets and external 
resources

• Directorate B — Internal resources and 
monitoring

• Directorate C — Structures

DG XV — Financial Institutions and 
Company Law

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Financial institutions

• Directorate B — Company law, company and 
capital movements taxation

DG XVI — Regional Policy

• Director-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Internal coordination and cohesion of 
operations

• Directorate A — Formulation and launching of 
regional policies

• Directorate B — Operations in regions whose 
development is lagging behind (Objective 1): 
Greece, Ireland, Northern Ireland and Portugal

• Directorate C — Operations in regions whose 
development is lagging behind (Objective 1): 
Spain, France and Italy

• Directorate D — Operations in regions 
affected by industrial decline (Objective 2) 
and in rural areas (Objective 5b); and ECSC 
conversion measures

• Directorate E — Financial management and 
communication

DG XVII — Energy

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Brussels

• Administrative unit directly attached to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Contracts and management of resources

• Directorate A — Energy policy

• Directorate B — Coal and other solid fuels

• Directorate C — Hydrocarbons

• Directorate D — Nuclear energy

• Directorate E — Rational use of energy, new 
and renewable sources of energy, electricity

Luxembourg

• Directorate F — Euratom Safeguards

DG XVIII — Credit and Investments

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Research and new financial techniques

• Directorate A — Finances and accounting

• Directorate B — Investments and loans
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DG XIX — Budgets

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Budget forecasts; economic and financial 
assessment

 Ƕ Coordination of the Directorate-General’s 
external relations

 Ƕ Documentation and overview

 Ƕ Relations with Parliament’s Committee on 
Budgetary Control and with the Court of 
Auditors

• Directorate A — Expenditure

• Directorate B — Resources

• Directorate C — Budget execution

DG XX — Financial Control

• Director-General (Financial Controller)

• Director (Deputy Financial Controller)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Questions of principle; 
control of operating, research and cooperation 
expenditure

• Directorate B — Control of revenue, EAGGF, 
IMP and Social and Regional Fund 
expenditure, accounting, and borrowing and 
lending operations

DG XXI — Customs Union and 
Indirect Taxation

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Computerisation and data processing

 Ƕ Prevention and prosecution of fraud

 Ƕ Enforcement of Community provisions

• Directorate A — External tariff questions

• Directorate Β — Customs union legislation

• Directorate C — Indirect taxation including 
elimination of tax frontiers

DG XXII — Coordination of 
Structural Policies

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Overall coordination and planning

 Ƕ Financing methods and coordination with 
the EIB

• Directorate — Coordination, monitoring and 
assessment of structural policies

DG XXIII — Enterprise Policy, 
Distributive Trades, Tourism and 
Cooperatives

• Director-General

• Director (general coordination)

• Adviser

• Assistant

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Small business and structural policies

• Directorate — Enterprise policy and small and 
medium-sized enterprises (SME)
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Consumer Policy Service 

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant

• Director

Task Force for Human Resources, 
Education, Training and Youth 

• Director

• Assistant

• Adviser

Euratom Supply Agency

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities

• Director

• Assistant

European Foundation for the 
Improvement of Living and 
Working Conditions

• Director

• Deputy Director

European Centre for the 
Development of Vocational Training 
(Cedefop)

• Director

• Deputy Directors

Offices in the Community (1)

• Belgium — Brussels

• Denmark — Copenhagen

• France — Paris

 Ƕ Marseille (suboffice attached to Paris 
office)

• Federal Republic of Germany — Bonn

 Ƕ Berlin (suboffice attached to Bonn office)

 Ƕ Munich (suboffice attached to Bonn office)

• Greece — Athens

• Ireland — Dublin

• Italy — Rome

 Ƕ Milan (suboffice attached to Rome office)

• Luxembourg — Luxembourg

• Netherlands — The Hague

• Portugal — Lisbon

• Spain — Madrid

• United Kingdom — London

 Ƕ Belfast (suboffice attached to London 
office)

 Ƕ Cardiff (suboffice attached to London 
office)

 Ƕ Edinburgh (suboffice attached to London 
office)

• Switzerland — Geneva

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which information offices are located.
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External delegations (1)

In non-member countries

• Algeria

• Angola

• Antigua and Barbuda (2)

• Aruba

• Australia (3)

• Austria

• Bangladesh

• Barbados (4)

• Belize (5)

• Benin

• Botswana

• Brazil

• Burkina Faso

• Burundi

• Cameroon (6)

• Canada

• Cape Verde

• Central African Republic

• Chad

• Chile (7)

• China

• Comoros (8)

• Congo

• Costa Rica

• Djibouti

• Egypt

• Equatorial Guinea (9)

• Ethiopia

• Gabon (10)

• Gambia

• Ghana

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which delegations and suboffices are sit
uated.

(2) Suboffice of the delegation to Barbados.
(3) Head of delegation also responsible for New Zealand.
(4) Delegate also responsible for Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Saint Kitts 

and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, the OCTs of 
Anguilla, the British Virgin Islands and Monserrat.

(5) Suboffice of the delegation to Jamaica. 
(6) Delegate also responsible for Equatorial Guinea.
(7) Office of the delegation for Latin America. 
(8) Suboffice of the delegation to Mauritius.
(9) Suboffice of the delegation to Cameroon.
(10) Delegate also responsible for São Tomé and Príncipe.

• Grenada (11)

• Guinea (Conakry)

• Guinea Bissau

• Guyana (12)

• India (13)

• Indonesia

• Israel

• Ivory Coast

• Jamaica (14)

• Japan

• Jordan

• Kenya

• Lebanon

• Lesotho

• Liberia

• Madagascar

• Malawi

• Mali

• Mauritania

• Mauritius (15)

• Mexico

• Morocco

• Mozambique

• Netherlands Antilles

• Niger

• Nigeria

• Norway

• Pacific (Fiji) (16)

• Pakistan

• Papua New Guinea (17)

• Rwanda

• São Tomé and Príncipe (18)

• Senegal

• Seychelles (19)

• Sierra Leone

• Solomon Islands

(11) Suboffice of the delegation to Trinidad and Tobago.
(12) Delegate also responsible for relations with the Caricom Secretariat.
(13) HQ of the delegation for South Asia.
(14) Delegate also responsible for the Bahamas, Belize, the Cayman Islands and 

the Turks and Caicos Islands.
(15) Delegate also responsible for Comoros, Seychelles, Mayotte and Réunion.
(16) Delegate also responsible for Fiji, Samoa, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, French 

Polynesia, New Caledonia and dependencies, Pitcairn Islands and Wallis 
and Futuna Islands.

(17) Delegate also responsible for Kiribati.
(18) Suboffice of the delegation to Gabon.
(19) Suboffice of the delegation to Mauritius.
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• Somalia

• Sudan

• Suriname

• Swaziland

• Syria

• Tanzania

• Thailand

• Togo

• Tonga (1)

• Trinidad and Tobago (2)

• Tunisia

• Turkey

• Uganda

• United States

 Ƕ New York

 Ƕ San Francisco (3)

 Ƕ Washington

• Vanuatu (4)

• Venezuela (5)

• Western Samoa (6)

• Yugoslavia

• Zaïre

• Zambia

• Zimbabwe

To international organisations

• Geneva

• New York

• Paris

• Vienna

(1) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(2) Delegate also responsible for Grenada, Falkland Islands and dependencies, 

French Guiana, Guadeloupe and dependencies, Martinique, Saint Helena 
and dependencies, Saint Pierre and Miquelon, the British Antarctic Terri
tories and the French Southern and Antarctic Territories.

(3) Office of the delegation in Washington.
(4) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(5) HQ of the delegation for Latin America.
(6) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
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Directory of the Commission  
of the European Communities in May 1993
According to the Directory of the Commission of the European Communities (May 1993), Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1993.

The Commission

• President of the Commission

• Vice-Presidents of the Commission

• Members of the Commission

Secretariat-General of the 
Commission

• Secretary-General

• Deputy Secretary-General

• Director (coordination of fraud prevention)

• Chief Advisers

• Assistant

• Reporting directly to the Secretary-General:

 Ƕ Administrative and financial management; 
Commission mail and archives; and 
in-service traineeships

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Secretary-
General:

 Ƕ Specific databases

• Directorate A — Registry

• Directorate B — Coordination I (Institutional 
matters, Community law, information 
technology and publications)

• Directorate C — Coordination II (Internal 
coordination and planning; organisation of 
departments; and grants)

• Directorate D — Relations with the Council

• Directorate E — Relations with Parliament, 
the Economic and Social Committee, the 
Committee of the Regions and trade and 
industry

• Directorate F — Cooperation in the fields of 
justice and home affairs

• Directorate G — Coordination of fraud 
prevention

• Directorate H — Cohesion Fund 

Forward Studies Unit (1)

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant

Inspectorate-General

• Inspector-General

• Assistant

• Inspectors

Legal Service

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Spokesman’s Service

• Spokesman

• Deputy Spokesman

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Spokesman

(1) Under the direct authority of the President of the Commission.
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Joint Interpreting and Conference 
Service

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Resource programming, staff training and 
data processing

• Directorate A — Interpreting services

• Directorate B — Conference services

Statistical Office

• Director-General

• Adviser (legal matters and confidentiality)

• Assistant

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Administration, staff and internal 
management

• Directorate A — Dissemination and public 
relations; computer processing; and relations 
with ACP countries

• Directorate B — Economic statistics and 
economic and monetary convergence

• Directorate C — General matters; 
international and interinstitutional relations; 
and external and intra-Community trade 
statistics

• Directorate D — Business and energy 
statistics, research and development, and 
statistical methods

• Directorate E — Social and regional statistics 
and structural plans

• Directorate F — Agricultural, fisheries and 
environmental statistics

Translation Service

• Director-General

• Director (Luxembourg departments)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Planning and resources

 Ƕ Information technology

 Ƕ Modernisation of working methods 

• Directorate for General and Language Matters

• Translation — Brussels 

• Translation — Luxembourg

Informatics Directorate

• Director-General (1)

• Director

• Assistant

• Information Resources Manager

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Information strategy and internal 
dissemination (2)

 Ƕ Coordination of local organisations

 Ƕ Operational departments

Security Office

• Director 

• Assistant to the Director

(1) Also head of the Translation Service.
(2) Will work in cooperation with the Committee for Information Strategy 

and Dissemination (Codifin).
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DG I — External Economic 
Relations

• Director-General

• Director-General ad personam (North–South 
relations, Mediterranean policy and relations 
with Latin America and Asia)

• Deputy Directors-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Reporting to the Chief Adviser:

 Ƕ Advisers

 Ƕ Coordination G24

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Administration and personnel; and 
budgetary and financial affairs

External relations and commercial policy (1)

• Uruguay Round Steering Group

• Reporting to one of the Deputy Directors-
General:

 Ƕ External policy and data analysis

• Directorate A — GATT, OECD, commercial 
questions with respect to agriculture and 
fisheries; export credit policy; export 
promotion; internal market and external 
relations in the research, science and nuclear 
energy fields

• Directorate B — Relations with North 
America, Australia, New Zealand and South 
Africa

• Directorate C (2) — General questions and 
instruments of external economic policy

• Directorate D — Sectoral commercial 
questions

• Directorate E — Relations with the newly 
independent states

• Directorate F — Relations with China, Japan 
and other Far Eastern countries

• Directorate L — Relations with central and 
east European countries

(1) Portfolio of Sir Leon Brittan, Commissioner for External Economic Affairs 
(North America, Japan, China, Commonwealth of Independent States, Eu
rope — including Central and Eastern Europe) and Trade Policy.

(2) Reporting to the DirectorGeneral.

North–South relations, Mediterranean policy 
and relations with Latin America and Asia (3)

• Director-General ad personam

• Adviser (relations with Parliament)

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General ad 
personam

• Reporting to the Director-General ad 
personam:

 Ƕ Drugs

• Directorate H — Mediterranean, Near East 
and Middle East

• Directorate I — Latin America

• Directorate J — Asia (4)

• Directorate K — North–South relations

(3) Portfolio of Mr Marín, Commissioner for Cooperation and Development 
(Economic Cooperation with Southern Mediterranean, Middle East, Near 
East, Latin America and Asia; Lomé Convention) and the European Com
munity Humanitarian Office.

(4) Except the Far East (China, Hong Kong, Japan, Macao and South Korea).
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DG IA — External Political 
Relations

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Protocol

 Ƕ Inspection of delegations

 Ƕ Planning and analysis

• Reporting directly to the Director-General

 Ƕ Adviser (relations with the European 
Parliament)

• Directorate A — Multilateral political relations

• Directorate B — Political relations with 
European countries and the CIS

• Directorate C — Political relations with North 
America, Asia, Australia and New Zealand

• Directorate D — Political relations with Latin 
America, Africa and the Middle East

• Directorate E — Personnel, administration 
and communications matters for delegations

Enlargement Task Force 

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Negotiators

DG II — Economic and Financial 
Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Secretary of the Monetary Committee and the 
Economic Policy Committee

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Economic advisers

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Administration and personnel

 Ƕ Directorate-General’s external relations; 
economic documentation and information

• Reporting to one of the Deputy Directors-
General:

 Ƕ Statistical coordination

 Ƕ Data-processing resource management

 Ƕ Business surveys and publications

• Directorate A — National economies

• Directorate B — Economic service

• Directorate C — Surveillance of the 
Community economy

• Directorate D — Monetary matters

• Directorate E — Financial interventions and 
capital movements

• Directorate F — International economic and 
financial matters
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DG III — Industry

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Management, coordination and planning 
of resources; budgetary matters

• Directorate A — Industrial policy

• Directorate B — Legislation and 
standardisation and telematics networks

• Directorate C — Industrial affairs I: Basic 
industries

• Directorate D — Industrial affairs II: Capital 
goods industries

• Directorate E — Industrial affairs III: 
Consumer goods industries

• Directorate F — R & TD: Information 
technologies

DG IV — Competition

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Hearing Officer

• Adviser, Hearing and Security Officer (mergers)

• Advisers

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Information technology

• Merger Task Force

• Directorate A — General competition policy 
and coordination

• Directorate B — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition I

• Directorate C — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition II

• Directorate D — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition III

• Directorate E — State aids
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DG V — Employment, Industrial 
Relations and Social Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Forward and strategic planning

• Coordination and information policy

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Adviser (cancer programme)

 Ƕ Adviser

• Directorate A — Industrial relations and social 
dialogue

• Directorate B — Employment and labour 
market

• Directorate C — Social security, social 
protection and living conditions

• Directorate D — European Social Fund

• Directorate E — Health and safety

DG VI — Agriculture

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Director

• Chief Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Studies and overall approach

 Ƕ Personnel administration and general 
services

• Reporting to one of the Deputy Directors-
General:

 Ƕ Periodic agricultural instruments and joint 
secretariat of management committees

 Ƕ Promotion of agricultural products

• Directorate A — General matters and 
relations with the European Parliament and 
the Economic and Social Committee

• Directorate B.I — Agro-economic legislation

• Directorate B.II — Quality and health

• Directorate C — Organisation of markets in 
crop products

• Directorate D — Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

• Directorate E — Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops

• Directorate F.I — Rural development I

• Directorate F.II — Rural development II

• Directorate G — European Agricultural 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund

• Directorate H — International affairs relating 
to agriculture
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Veterinary and Phytosanitary 
Office (1)

• Director 

DG VII — Transport

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Policy, legislation and information 
coordination

• Directorate A — International relations and 
relations with other institutions; transport 
economics; networks and infrastructures; 
research and development

• Directorate B — Inland transport

• Directorate C — Air transport

• Directorate D — Maritime transport

(1) Reporting directly to the DirectorGeneral for Agriculture.

DG VIII — Development

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Communications, publications and The 
Courier (ACP-EEC)

 Ƕ Relations with the delegations

 Ƕ Support for structural adjustment and 
planning

 Ƕ Administration and personnel

• Reporting directly to one of the Deputy 
Directors-General:

 Ƕ Advisers

• Reporting directly to one of the Deputy 
Directors-General:

 Ƕ Relations with other institutions

 Ƕ Coordination, technical cooperation and 
financing committees

 Ƕ Training and cultural cooperation

 Ƕ Health and AIDS programmes

• Directorate A — Development policy

• Directorate B — Management of instruments

• Directorate C — Finance

• Directorate D — West and central Africa

• Directorate E — East and southern Africa

• Directorate F — Caribbean, Pacific and Indian 
Ocean

• Reporting directly to the Director-General and 
to one of the Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ European Association for Cooperation 
(EAC)



677 Commission directories

DG IX — Personnel and 
Administration

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Coordination and administrative questions

• Assistant 

• Mediator

• Deputy Mediator

• Administrative strategy and relations with 
national civil services

• European Schools

• Relations with official bodies representing the 
staff and with the trade unions and staff 
associations

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General: 

 Ƕ Staff Regulations and European civil 
service

 Ƕ Finance and budget

 Ƕ Administrative efficiency and 
decentralisation

 Ƕ Health and safety at work

 Ƕ Information offices

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Adviser

 Ƕ Assistant 

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Personnel (Luxembourg)

 Ƕ Social policy (Luxembourg)

 Ƕ Administration (Luxembourg)

 Ƕ Equal opportunities

 Ƕ Buildings policy — Options and contracts 
(Luxembourg)

• Directorate A — Personnel

• Directorate B — Rights and obligations

• Directorate C — Administration

DG X — Audiovisual Media, 
Information, Communication and 
Culture

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Planning, budgets, finance; Commission’s 
priority information programme (1); and 
relations with Parliament

• Directorate A — Audiovisual media

• Directorate B — Information

• Directorate C — Culture, communication and 
people’s Europe

DG XI — Environment, Nuclear 
Safety and Civil Protection

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Adviser (general affairs)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Legal affairs and application of 
Community law

 Ƕ Relations with other institutions and the 
European Environment Agency (2)

 Ƕ Finance and contracts 

 Ƕ Chief Adviser (3) 

 Ƕ Nuclear plant safety 

• Directorate A — Nuclear safety, industry and 
the environment, and civil protection

• Directorate B — Environment quality and 
natural resources

• Directorate C — Environmental instruments 
and international affairs

(1) The priority information programme is placed under the direct authority of 
the Director of Directorate B.

(2) Once the agency has been established. During the transitional period, a task 
force will be responsible for setting up the agency.

(3) Responsible for management of nuclear safety. 
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DG XII — Science, Research and 
Development

• Director-General

• Director-General of the JRC, Deputy Director-
General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser (economic matters relating to 
research)

• Adviser

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General: 

 Ƕ Personnel

 Ƕ Budget, finance and Court of Auditors

 Adviser (budgetary planning for the 
framework programme)

 Ƕ Information technology support

 Ƕ Secretariat (preparation and monitoring of 
implementing decisions) and 
interdepartmental coordination

 Ƕ Legal and contractual aspects and 
management supervision

 Ƕ Interinstitutional relations

 Ƕ Information and communication

 Ƕ  Chief Adviser

• Directorate A — R & TD: Strategy and 
accompanying measures (1)

• Directorate B — R & TD: Cooperation with 
non-member countries and international 
organisations (2)

• Directorate C — R & TD: Industrial and 
materials technologies

• Directorate D — R & TD: Environment

• Directorate E — R & TD: Life sciences and 
technologies

• Directorate F — R & TD: Energy 

• Fusion programme — R & TD: Thermonuclear 
fusion

• Directorate G — R & TD: Human capital and 
mobility

(1) Also operates for DG XIII. 
(2) Also operates for DG XIII. 

Joint Research Centre

Brussels

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Secretariat of the Board of Governors

• Budget Coordinator

• Assistant to the Director-General

Programmes directorate (Brussels)

• Director

• Security Officer (Engineering)

Coordination of resources (Ispra) 

• Resources Coordinator

Institute for Reference Materials and 
Measurements (Central Bureau for Nuclear 
Measurements) (Geel)

• Director of the Institute

Institute for Transuranium Elements 
(Karlsruhe)

• Director of the Institute

• Adviser (Deputy Director of the Institute)

• Adviser (programmes)

Institute for Advanced Materials (Petten and 
Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

• Advisers

Institute for Systems Engineering and 
Information Technology (Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

• Adviser (thermonuclear fusion)

• Adviser
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Institute for the Environment (Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

Institute for Remote-Sensing Applications 
(Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

Institute for Safety Technology (Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Heads of Unit (Deputy Directors of the 
Institute)

Institute for Prospective Technological 
Studies (Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

DG XIII —Telecommunications, 
Information Market and 
Exploitation of Research

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Adviser hors classe

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Assistant to the Deputy Director-General 
(Luxembourg)

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Personnel (1)

 Ƕ Budget, finance and Court of Auditors (1)

 Ƕ Information technology support

 Ƕ Legal and contractual aspects, 
management supervision and legislation

 Ƕ Coordination of R & TD activities with 
those of DGs III and XII, and relations with 
Eureka

 Ƕ Relations with Parliament and other 
institutions

 Ƕ Information and communication 

• Directorate A — Telecommunications and 
postal services

• Directorate B — Advanced communications 
technologies and services

• Directorate C — Technological developments 
relating to telematics applications (networks 
and services)

• Directorate D — R & TD: Dissemination and 
exploitation of R & TD results, technology 
transfer and innovation

• Directorate E — Information industry and 
market and language processing

(1) Part of this unit is located in Luxembourg.
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DG XIV — Fisheries

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Legislation, legal matters and periodic 
instruments

 Ƕ Task force: 1991 report 

• Directorate A — General and budgetary 
matters

• Directorate B — External resources and 
markets

• Directorate C — Internal resources and 
conservation policy

• Directorate D — Structures

DG XV — Internal Market and 
Financial Services

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser (1)

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Directorate A — General matters and 
coordination

• Directorate B — Free movement of goods and 
public procurement

• Directorate C — Financial institutions

• Directorate D — Company law and direct 
taxation

• Directorate E — Intellectual and industrial 
property; freedom of establishment and 
freedom to provide services, notably in the 
regulated professions, the media and data 
protection

(1) Reporting directly to the Deputy DirectorGeneral.

DG XVI — Regional Policies

• Director-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Internal coordination and cohesion of 
operations

 Ƕ Coordination of assessment

• Directorate A — Formulation and launching of 
regional policies

• Directorate B — Operations in regions whose 
development is lagging behind (Objective 1): 
Greece, Ireland, Northern Ireland and Portugal

• Directorate C — Operations in regions whose 
development is lagging behind (Objective 1): 
Spain, France and Italy

• Directorate D — Operations in regions 
affected by industrial decline (Objective 2); in 
rural areas (Objective 5b) and in the five new 
German Länder ; ECSC conversion measures

• Directorate E — Budgetary and financial 
management, communication and information 
technology
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DG XVII — Energy

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Director (coordination of nuclear energy 
matters)

• Chief Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Contracts and management of resources (1)

• Deputy Head of Unit

Brussels

• Task force, reporting directly to the Director-
General — Community integration

• Directorate A — Energy policy

• Directorate B — Industries and markets I: 
Fossil fuels

• Directorate C — Industries and markets II: 
Non-fossil energy

• Directorate D — Energy technology

Luxembourg

• Directorate E — Euratom safeguards

DG XVIII — Credit and Investments

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Internal audit

 Ƕ Information Resource Unit

• Directorate A — Finance

• Directorate B — Investments and loans

(1) Also responsible for ‘Personnel and administration’ in DG XVII.

DG XIX — Budgets

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit:

 Ƕ Relations with Parliament, the Court of 
Auditors and the Member States

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ ECSC

• Directorate A — Expenditure

• Directorate B — Resources

• Directorate C — Budget execution

DG XX — Financial Control

• Director-General (Financial Controller)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Monitoring of frauds and irregularities

 Ƕ Internal audit

 Ƕ Personnel; administrative, budgetary and 
financial matters; information technology; 
and seminars and training

• Directorate A — Control of administrative, 
research, energy and industrial expenditure; 
methods; control of accounting; Sincom

• Directorate Β — Control of flanking policies 
(ERDF, ESF, EAGGF Guidance Section), IMPs, 
borrowing and lending operations, financial 
engineering and movement of funds; cost-
effectiveness and cost–benefit analysis

• Directorate C — Control of revenue; control of 
EAGGF Guarantee Section, cooperation and 
food aid expenditure
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DG XXI — Customs and Indirect 
Taxation

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser (information programme for 1992) (1)

• Assistant

• Task Force on Statutory Contributions and 
Charges (2)

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Enforcement of Community provisions

• Directorate A — General matters

• Directorate B — Customs

• Directorate C — Indirect taxation

DG XXIII — Enterprise Policy, 
Distributive Trades, Tourism and 
Cooperatives

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Interinstitutional relations

• Directorate A — Improvement of the business 
environment

• Directorate B — Community action to assist 
enterprises

Consumer Policy Service 

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Director

• Adviser

(1) DirectorateGeneral representative on the Enlargement Task Force.
(2) Reporting directly to Mrs Scrivener, Commissioner for Customs and Indi

rect Taxation, Direct Taxation and Consumer Policy.

Task Force for Human Resources, 
Education, Training and Youth 

• Director-General

• Director

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

European Community 
Humanitarian Office

• Director

• Adviser (relations with other institutions)

• Adviser (project evaluation)

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director

Euratom Supply Agency

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities

• Director 

• Adviser

• Assistant

European Foundation for the 
Improvement of Living and 
Working Conditions

• Director

• Deputy Director
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European Centre for the 
Development of Vocational Training 
(Cedefop)

• Director

• Deputy Directors

• Administration and general services

Offices in the Community

Offices in the Community (1)

• Belgium — Brussels

• Denmark — Copenhagen

• France — Paris

 Ƕ Marseille

• Germany — Bonn

 Ƕ Berlin

 Ƕ Munich

• Greece — Athens

• Ireland — Dublin

• Italy — Rome

 Ƕ Milan

• Luxembourg — Luxembourg

• Netherlands — The Hague

• Portugal — Lisbon

• Spain — Madrid

 Ƕ Barcelona

• United Kingdom — London

 Ƕ Belfast

 Ƕ Cardiff

 Ƕ Edinburgh

Information office

• Switzerland — Geneva

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which information offices are located.
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External delegations (1)

In non-member countries

• Albania

• Algeria

• Angola

• Antigua and Barbuda (2)

• Argentina

• Australia (3)

• Austria

• Bangladesh

• Barbados (4)

• Belize (5)

• Benin

• Botswana

• Brazil

• Bulgaria

• Burkina Faso

• Burundi

• Cameroon

• Canada

• Cape Verde

• Central African Republic

• Chad

• Chile

• China

• Colombia

• Comoros

• Congo

• Costa Rica

• Cyprus

• Czechoslovakia

• Djibouti

• Dominican Republic

• Egypt

• Equatorial Guinea

• Ethiopia

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which delegations and suboffices are sit
uated.

(2) Suboffice of the delegation to Barbados.
(3) Head of delegation also responsible for New Zealand.
(4) Delegate also responsible for Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Saint Lu

cia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Anguilla, the 
British Virgin Islands and Monserrat.

(5) Suboffice of the delegation to Jamaica. 

• Finland

• Gabon (6)

• Gambia

• Georgia

• Ghana

• Grenada (7)

• Guinea

• Guinea-Bissau

• Guyana

• Haiti

• Hong Kong

• Hungary

• India

• Indonesia

• Israel

• Ivory Coast

• Jamaica (8)

• Japan

• Jordan

• Kazakhstan

• Kenya

• Lebanon

• Lesotho

• Liberia

• Madagascar

• Malawi

• Mali

• Malta

• Mauritania

• Mauritius (9)

• Mexico (10)

• Morocco

• Mozambique

• Namibia

• Netherlands Antilles (11)

• Niger

• Nigeria

• Norway

(6) Delegate also responsible for São Tomé and Príncipe.
(7) Suboffice of the delegation to Trinidad and Tobago.
(8) Delegate also responsible for the Bahamas, Belize, the Cayman Islands and 

the Turks and Caicos Islands.
(9) Delegate also responsible for Seychelles, Mayotte and Réunion.
(10) Head of delegation also responsible for Cuba.
(11) Also responsible for Aruba.



685 Commission directories

• Pacific (Fiji) (1)

• Pakistan

• Papua New Guinea

• Peru

• Philippines

• Poland

• Romania

• Russia

• Rwanda

• São Tomé and Príncipe (2)

• Senegal

• Sierra Leone

• Slovenia

• Solomon Islands

• Somalia

• South Africa

• South Korea

• Sudan

• Suriname

• Swaziland

• Sweden

• Syria

• Tanzania

• Thailand

• Togo

• Tonga (3)

• Trinidad and Tobago (4)

• Tunisia

• Turkey

• Uganda

• Ukraine

• United States

 Ƕ New York

 Ƕ San Francisco (5)

 Ƕ Washington

• Uruguay

(1) Head of delegation also responsible for Kiribati, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, 
Western Samoa, French Polynesia, New Caledonia and dependencies, Pit
cairn Islands and Wallis and Futuna Islands.

(2) Suboffice of the delegation to Gabon.
(3) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(4) Head of delegation also responsible for Grenada, Falkland Islands and de

pendencies, French Guiana, Guadeloupe and dependencies, Martinique, 
Saint Helena and dependencies, Saint Pierre and Miquelon, the British 
Antarctic Territories and the French Southern and Antarctic Territories.

(5) Office of the delegation in Washington.

• Vanuatu (6)

• Venezuela

• Western Samoa (7)

• Yugoslavia

• Zaire

• Zambia

• Zimbabwe

To international organisations

 Ƕ Geneva

 Ƕ New York

 Ƕ Paris

 Ƕ Rome

 Ƕ Vienna

(6) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(7) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
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Directory of the European Commission in March 1995
According to the Interinstitutional directory — European Union — March 1995, Office for Official Publi
cations of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1995.

The Commission

• President of the Commission

• Vice-Presidents of the Commission

• Members of the Commission

Secretariat-General of the 
Commission

• Secretary-General

• Deputy Secretary-General

• Adviser hors classe

• Director (coordination of fraud prevention)

• Chief Advisers

• Assistant

• Reporting directly to the Secretary-General:

 Ƕ Administrative and financial management; 
Commission mail and archives; in-service 
traineeships

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Secretary-General:

 Ƕ Specific databases

• Directorate A — Registry

• Directorate B — Coordination I 
(Interinstitutional matters; Community law; 
information technology; publications)

• Directorate C — Coordination II (Internal 
coordination and planning; organisation of 
departments; grants)

• Directorate D — Relations with the Council

• Directorate E — Relations with the European 
Parliament, the Economic and Social 
Committee, the Committee of the Regions and 
trade and industry

• Directorate F — Cooperation in the fields of 
justice and home affairs

• Directorate G — Coordination of fraud 
prevention

Forward Studies Unit (1)

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Chief Adviser

• Advisers

Inspectorate-General

• Inspector-General

• Deputy Inspector-General

• Assistant

• Inspectors

Legal Service

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Spokesman’s Service

• Spokesman

• Deputy Spokesman

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Spokesman

(1) Under the direct authority of the President of the Commission.
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Joint Interpreting and Conference 
Service

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Resource programming, staff training and 
data processing

• Directorate A — Interpreting services

• Directorate B — Conference services

Statistical Office

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Administration, staff and internal 
management

• Directorate A — Dissemination and public 
relations; computer processing; relations with 
ACP countries

• Directorate B — Economic statistics and 
economic and monetary convergence

• Directorate C — General matters; 
international and interinstitutional relations; 
external and intra-Community trade statistics

• Directorate D — Business and energy 
statistics, research and development, and 
statistical methods

• Directorate E — Social and regional statistics 
and structural plans

• Directorate F — Agricultural, fisheries and 
environmental statistics

Translation Service

• Director-General

• Director (Luxembourg departments)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Advisers

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Planning and resources

 Ƕ Information technology (1)

 Ƕ Modernisation of working methods (1)

• Directorate for General and Language Matters

Translation (Brussels)

• A — General and administrative affairs, 
budget and financial control

• B — Economic, financial and industrial affairs, 
internal market and competition

• C — Agriculture, fisheries, regional policy and 
structural policies

• D — External relations, customs union and 
development

• E — Technology, energy, transport and 
environment

Translation (Luxembourg)

• F — Social affairs and consumer policy

• G — Eurostat, information and innovation, 
credit and investments, Publications Office 
and ECSC

(1) Department located in Luxembourg.
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Informatics Directorate

• Director-General

• Director

• Assistant

• Information resources management

• Coordination of local organisations:

 Ƕ Relations with users and IT consistency

 Ƕ Coordination of human and budgetary 
resources (master plans)

• Operational departments:

 Ƕ Information systems support

 Ƕ Logistical support and training

 Ƕ Office systems and technical support

 Ƕ Data transmission service

 Ƕ Computing centre

Security Office

• Director

• Assistant to the Director

DG I — External Economic 
Relations

• Director-General

• Director-General ad personam (North–South 
relations, Mediterranean policy and relations 
with Latin America and Asia)

• Deputy Directors-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Adviser (relations with the European 
Parliament)

• Adviser

• Administrative unit reporting to the Director-
General:

 Ƕ Personnel, budget, administration and 
data processing

External economic relations and commercial 
policy (1)

• Uruguay Round Steering Group

• Administrative unit reporting to one of the 
Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ Analysis and policy planning

• Directorate B — Relations with North 
America, Australia and New Zealand 

• Directorate C (2) — General matters and 
instruments of external economic policy

• Directorate D — Sectoral commercial matters

• Directorate F — Relations with Far Eastern 
countries

• Directorate G — WTO, OECD, commercial 
matters with respect to agriculture and 
fisheries; export credit policy; export 
promotion

• Directorate M — Services and external 
dimension of the Union; external relations in 
the research, science, nuclear energy and 
environment fields

(1) Portfolio of Sir Leon Brittan, Commissioner for External Relations with 
North America, Australia, New Zealand, Japan, China, Korea, Hong 
Kong, Macao and Taiwan, Common Commercial Policy and Relations 
with the OECD and WTO.

(2) Reporting to the DirectorGeneral.
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North–South relations, Mediterranean policy 
and relations with Latin America and Asia (1)

• Director-General ad personam

• Adviser (relations with Parliament)

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General ad 
personam

• Administrative unit reporting to the Director-
General ad personam:

 Ƕ Drugs

• Directorate H — South Mediterranean and 
Middle East

• Directorate I — Latin America

• Directorate J — Asia (2)

• Directorate K — North–South relations

(1) Portfolio of Mr Marín, Commissioner for External Relations with South
ern Mediterranean Countries, the Middle and Near East, Latin America 
and Asia (except China, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, Macao and Taiwan), 
including Development Aid.

(2) Except the Far East.

DG IA — External Political 
Relations

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Chief Advisers

• Adviser (relations with the European 
Parliament)

• Adviser

• Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Protocol

 Ƕ Administration, personnel, budget and 
coordination

 Ƕ Planning and analysis

 Ƕ External policy: European correspondent

 Ƕ Inspection of delegations

• Reporting to one of the Deputy Directors-
General:

 Ƕ Chief Adviser

 Ƕ Adviser (public relations and legal 
matters)

• Coordination G24

• Directorate A — Multilateral political relations

• Directorate B — Europe I: Central Europe and 
Phare

• Directorate C — Europe II: Eastern Europe and 
Tacis

• Directorate D — Europe III: Other European 
countries and the European Economic Area

• Directorate E — Management of external 
missions
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DG II — Economic and Financial 
Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Secretary of the Monetary Committee and the 
Economic Policy Committee — Director

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Economic advisers

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Personnel and administration, CFSP and 
external diplomatic missions

 Ƕ Directorate-General’s external relations; 
economic documentation and information

• Administrative units reporting to one of the 
Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ Management of IT resources

 Ƕ Business surveys and publications

• Directorate A — National economies

• Directorate B — Economic service

• Directorate C — Surveillance of the 
Community economy

• Directorate D — Monetary matters

• Directorate E — Financial instruments and 
capital movements

• Directorate F — International economic and 
financial matters

DG III — Industry

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Chief Adviser

• Advisers

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Management, coordination and planning 
of resources; budgetary matters

• Directorate A — Industrial policy

• Directorate B — Legislation and 
standardisation and telematics networks

• Directorate C — Industrial affairs I: Basic 
industries

• Directorate D — Industrial affairs II: Capital 
goods industries

• Directorate E — Industrial affairs III: 
Consumer goods industries

• Directorate F — R & TD: Information 
technologies
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DG IV — Competition

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Hearing Officer

• Adviser, Hearing and Security Officer (mergers)

• Adviser

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Administrative, budget and information 
matters

 Ƕ Informatics

• Merger Task Force (EC and ECSC Treaties)

• Directorate A — General competition policy 
and coordination

• Directorate B — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition I

• Directorate C — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition II

• Directorate D — Restrictive practices, abuse 
of dominant positions and other distortions of 
competition III

• Directorate E — State aids

DG V — Employment, Industrial 
Relations and Social Affairs

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Advisers

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Personnel and administration

 Ƕ Coordination and planning

 Ƕ Employment Framework Task Force

• Directorate A — Employment and labour 
market

• Directorate B — European Social Fund: policy 
development and assessment

• Directorate C — European Social Fund: 
operation

• Directorate D — Social dialogue and freedom 
of movement for workers

• Directorate E — Social policy and action

• Directorate F — Public health and safety at 
work
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DG VI — Agriculture

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Director

• Chief Adviser to Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Studies and overall approach

 Ƕ Personnel administration and general 
services

• Directorate A — General matters and 
relations with the European Parliament and 
the Economic and Social Committee

• Directorate B.I — Agro-economic legislation

• Directorate B.II — Quality and health

• Directorate C — Organisation of markets in 
crop products

• Directorate D — Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

• Directorate E — Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops

• Directorate F — Coordination of procedures, 
simplification of regulations and promotion of 
agricultural products

• Directorate F.I — Rural development I

• Directorate F.II — Rural development II

• Directorate G — European Agricultural 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund

• Directorate H — International affairs relating 
to agriculture

Veterinary and Phytosanitary 
Office (1)

• Director

DG VII — Transport

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Policy, legislation and information 
coordination; Interinstitutional relations

• Directorate A — International relations; 
transport economics; networks and 
infrastructures; research and development

• Directorate B — Inland transport

• Directorate C — Air transport

• Directorate D — Maritime transport

(1) Reporting directly to the DirectorGeneral for Agriculture.
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DG VIII — Development

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Inspection of development cooperation and 
fraud prevention

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Communications; publications; ‘The 
ACP-EU Courier’

 Ƕ Information technology

 Ƕ Support for structural adjustment and 
planning

 Ƕ Personnel and administration, CFSP and 
external diplomatic missions

• Reporting to one of the Deputy Directors-
General:

 Ƕ Advisers

 Ƕ Adviser (technical cooperation)

• Administrative units reporting to one of the 
Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ Relations with other institutions

 Ƕ Coordination, technical cooperation and 
financing committees

 Ƕ Training and cultural cooperation

 Ƕ Health and AIDS programmes

• Directorate A — Development policy

• Directorate B — Management of instruments

• Directorate C — Finance

• Directorate D — West and central Africa

• Directorate E — East and southern Africa

• Directorate F — Caribbean, Pacific and Indian 
Ocean

• Reporting to the Director-General and to one 
of the Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ European Association for Cooperation 
(EAC)

DG IX — Personnel and 
Administration

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Coordination and administrative questions

• Adviser

• Assistant

• Mediator

• Deputy Mediator

• Administrative strategy and relations with 
national civil services

• European Schools

• Relations with official bodies representing the 
staff and with the trade unions and staff 
associations

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General: 

 Ƕ Finance and budget

 Ƕ Administrative efficiency and 
decentralisation

 Ƕ Health and safety at work

 Ƕ Information offices

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Adviser

 Ƕ Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ Personnel (Luxembourg)

 Ƕ Social policy (Luxembourg)

 Ƕ Administration (Luxembourg)

 Ƕ Equal opportunities

 Ƕ Buildings policy — Options and contracts 
(Luxembourg)

• Directorate A — Personnel

• Directorate B — Rights and obligations

• Directorate C — Administration
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DG X — Information, 
Communication, Culture and 
Audiovisual Media

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Assistant to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Special projects

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Planning, budgets, finance

• Directorate A — Information and 
communication strategy

• Directorate B — Communication media

• Directorate C — Institutional matters

• Directorate D — Culture and audiovisual 
policy

DG XI — Environment, Nuclear 
Safety and Civil Protection

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Policy coordination, integration of the 
environment in other policies and 
environment action programmes

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ Management of IT resources

• Directorate A — General and international 
matters

• Directorate B — Environmental instruments

• Directorate C — Nuclear safety, civil 
protection and industry

• Directorate D — Environment quality and 
natural resources 

DG XII — Science, Research and 
Development

• Director-General

• Director-General of the JRC

• Deputy Director-General

• Adviser

• Reporting directly to the Director-General: 

 Ƕ Chief Adviser

 Ƕ Adviser (research and training)

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General: 

 Ƕ Science initiatives

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General: 

 Ƕ Chief adviser (economic matters relating 
to research)

 Ƕ Adviser

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ Coordination PME

• Directorate AG — General administrative 
matters

• Directorate A — R & TD: Strategy and 
accompanying measures

• Directorate B — R & TD: Cooperation with 
non-member countries and international 
organisations

• Directorate C — R & TD: Industrial and 
materials technologies

• Directorate D — R & TD: Environment

• Directorate E — R & TD: Life sciences and 
technologies

• Directorate F — R & TD: Energy 

• Fusion programme — R & TD: Thermonuclear 
fusion

• Directorate G — R & TD: Human capital and 
mobility
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Joint Research Centre

Directorate-General (Brussels)

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Secretariat of the Board of Governors

• Budget Coordinator

• Assistant to the Director-General

Programmes directorate (Brussels)

• Director

• Advisers

• Security Officer (Engineering)

Coordination of resources (Ispra)

• Resources Coordinator

Institute for reference materials and 
measurements (Geel)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

Institute for Transuranium Elements 
(Karlsruhe)

• Director of the Institute

• Adviser (Deputy Director of the Institute)

• Adviser (programmes)

Institute for Advanced Materials (Petten and 
Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

• Adviser

Institute for Systems Engineering and 
Informatics (Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

• Adviser (thermonuclear fusion)

Environment Institute (Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Head of Unit (Deputy Director of the Institute)

Institute for Remote Sensing Applications 
(Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

Institute for Safety Technology (Ispra)

• Director of the Institute

• Heads of Unit (Deputy Directors of the 
Institute)

Institute for Prospective Technological 
Studies (Seville)

• Director of the Institute

• Advisers



696 The European Commission 1986-2000 — History and memories of an institution

DG XIII —Telecommunications, 
Information Market and 
Exploitation of Research

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Adviser hors classe

• Chief Adviser

• Advisers

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Assistant to the Deputy Director-General 
(Luxembourg)

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Personnel (1)

 Ƕ Budgets, Court of Auditors (2)

 Ƕ Information technology support

 Ƕ Legal and contractual aspects, 
management supervision and legislation

 Ƕ R & TD coordination (liaison with other 
Directorates-General), Eureka and 
information society

 Ƕ Relations with Parliament and other 
institutions

 Ƕ Information and communications 

• Directorate A — Telecommunications and 
postal services

• Directorate B — Advanced communications 
technologies and services

• Directorate C — Technological developments 
relating to telematics applications (networks 
and services)

• Directorate D — R & TD: Dissemination and 
exploitation of R & TD results, technology 
transfer and innovation (3)

• Directorate E — Information industry and 
market and language processing (4)

(1) Part of this unit is located in Luxembourg.
(2) Part of this unit is located in Luxembourg.
(3) Portfolio of Mrs Cresson, Commissioner for Science, Research and Devel

opment, the Joint Research Centre, Human Resources, Education, Train
ing and Youth.

(4) Luxembourg.

DG XIV — Fisheries

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Chief Adviser (economic matters)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Legal coordination of internal and 
horizontal matters; legal issues and 
introduction of a Mediterranean 
management system

 Ƕ Coordination of implementation of the 
1992 report and fisheries issues related to 
enlargement negotiations

• Directorate A — General and budgetary 
matters

• Directorate B — Markets, external resources 
and international fisheries organisations; and 
economic evaluation of fisheries agreements

• Directorate C — Internal resources, 
conservation policy and environment issues

• Directorate D — Structures and areas 
dependent on fisheries
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DG XV — Internal Market and 
Financial Services

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Adviser (relations with the European 
Parliament) 

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Management and planning of resources; 
budgetary matters and information 
technology

• Directorate A — General matters and 
coordination — Free movement of persons and 
direct taxation

• Directorate B — Free movement of goods and 
public procurement

• Directorate C — Financial institutions

• Directorate D — Free movement of information, 
company law and financial information

• Directorate E — Intellectual and industrial 
property; freedom of establishment and 
freedom to provide services, notably in the 
regulated professions; the media

DG XVI — Regional Policies

• Director-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Coordination of operations and coordi-
nation of technical assistance and studies

 Ƕ Coordination of assessment

• Directorate A — Formulation and launching of 
regional policies

• Directorate B — Regional operations in 
Belgium, Denmark, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, Greece and Portugal

• Directorate C — Regional operations in Spain, 
Ireland, Northern Ireland and Italy

• Directorate D — Regional operations in 
Germany, France and the United Kingdom

• Directorate E — Cohesion Fund

• Directorate F — Budgetary and financial 
management, communication and information 
technology

DG XVII — Energy

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Director (coordination of nuclear energy 
matters)

• Chief Adviser

• Assistants to the Director-General

Brussels

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Contracts, internal audit and information 

• Directorate A — Energy policy

• Directorate B — Industries and markets: 
Fossil fuels

• Directorate C — Industries and markets: 
Non-fossil energy

• Directorate D — Energy technology

Luxembourg

• Directorate E — Euratom safeguards

DG XVIII — Credit and Investments

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser (1)

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Internal audit

 Ƕ Information Resource Unit

• Directorate A — Finance

• Directorate B — Investments and loans

(1) Seconded to the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development.
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DG XIX — Budgets

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Relations with Parliament, the Court of 
Auditors and the Member States

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ ECSC

• Directorate A — Expenditure

• Directorate B — Resources

• Directorate C — Budget execution

DG XX — Financial Control

• Director-General (Financial Controller)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Monitoring of frauds and irregularities

 Ƕ Internal audit

 Ƕ Personnel; administrative, budgetary and 
financial matters; information technology; 
and seminars and training

• Directorate A — Control of administrative, 
research, energy and industrial expenditure; 
methods; control of accounting; Sincom

• Directorate Β — Control of flanking policies 
(ERDF, ESF, EAGGF Guidance Section), IMPs, 
borrowing and lending operations, financial 
engineering and movement of funds; cost-
effectiveness and cost–benefit analysis

• Directorate C — Control of revenue; control of 
EAGGF Guarantee Section, cooperation and 
food aid expenditure

DG XXI — Customs and Indirect 
Taxation

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Adviser (internal training programme)

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Enforcement of Community provisions

 Ƕ Task Force on Statutory Contributions and 
Charges

• Directorate A — General matters

• Directorate B — Customs

• Directorate C — Indirect taxation

DG XXII — Education, Training and 
Youth

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Cooperation with non-member countries 
on education and vocational training, 
including Tempus and the European 
Training Foundation

• Directorate A — Cooperation in the fields of 
education and youth

• Directorate Β — Cooperation on vocational 
training
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DG XXIII — Enterprise Policy, 
Distributive Trades, Tourism and 
Cooperatives

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Interinstitutional relations

 Ƕ Budgetary and financial matters

• Directorate A — Improvement of the business 
environment

• Directorate B — Community action to assist 
enterprises

Consumer Policy Service 

• Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant

• Director

European Community 
Humanitarian Office

• Director

• Adviser (operational coordination and 
institutional relations)

• Adviser (evaluation of humanitarian aid)

• Adviser (information)

• Assistant to the Director

• Assistant to the Director (policy coordination)

Euratom Supply Agency

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities

• Director-General ad personam

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

Offices in the European Union (1)

• Austria — Vienna

• Belgium — Brussels

• Denmark — Copenhagen

• Finland — Helsinki

• France — Paris

 Ƕ Marseilles

• Germany — Bonn

 Ƕ Berlin 

 Ƕ Munich

• Greece — Athens

• Ireland — Dublin

• Italy — Rome

 Ƕ Milan

• Luxembourg — Luxembourg

• Netherlands — The Hague

• Portugal — Lisbon

• Spain — Madrid

 Ƕ Barcelona

• Sweden — Stockholm

• United Kingdom — London

 Ƕ Belfast

 Ƕ Cardiff

 Ƕ Edinburgh

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which delegations and suboffices of the 
European Union are situated.
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External delegations (1)

In non-member countries

• Albania

• Algeria

• Angola

• Antigua and Barbuda (2)

• Argentina

• Australia (3)

• Bangladesh

• Barbados (4)

• Belize (5)

• Benin

• Bolivia

• Botswana

• Brazil

• Bulgaria

• Burkina Faso

• Burundi

• Cameroon

• Canada

• Cape Verde

• Central African Republic

• Chad

• Chile

• China (6)

• Colombia (7)

• Comoros

• Congo

• Costa Rica (8)

• Côte d’Ivoire

• Cyprus

• Czech Republic

• Djibouti

• Dominican Republic

(1) In alphabetical order by country in which delegations and suboffices of the 
European Union are situated.

(2) Suboffice of the delegation to Barbados.
(3) Head of delegation also responsible for New Zealand.
(4) Delegate also responsible for Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Saint Lu

cia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Anguilla, the 
British Virgin Islands and Monserrat.

(5) Suboffice of the delegation to Jamaica. 
(6) Delegate also responsible for Mongolia.
(7) Delegate also responsible for Ecuador.
(8) Delegate also responsible for Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama 

and El Salvador.

• East Jerusalem

• Egypt

• Equatorial Guinea

• Eritrea

• Ethiopia

• Gabon (9)

• Gambia

• Georgia

• Ghana

• Grenada (10)

• Guinea

• Guinea Bissau

• Guyana

• Haiti

• Hong Kong (11)

• Hungary

• India

• Indonesia (12)

• Israel

• Jamaica (13)

• Japan

• Jordan (14)

• Kazakhstan

• Kenya

• Lebanon

• Lesotho

• Liberia

• Madagascar

• Malawi

• Mali

• Malta

• Mauritania

• Mauritius (15)

• Mexico (16)

• Morocco

• Mozambique

• Namibia

(9) Delegate also responsible for São Tomé and Príncipe.
(10) Suboffice of the delegation to Trinidad and Tobago.
(11) Head of Office also responsible for Macao.
(12) Head of Representation also responsible for Brunei and Singapore.
(13) Delegate also responsible for the Bahamas, Belize, the Cayman Islands and 

the Turks and Caicos Islands.
(14) Head of delegation also responsible for Yemen.
(15) Head of delegation also responsible for Seychelles, Mayotte and Réunion.
(16) Head of delegation also responsible for Cuba.
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• Netherlands Antilles (1)

• New Caledonia (2)

• Niger

• Nigeria

• Norway (3)

• Pacific (Fiji) (4)

• Pakistan

• Papua New Guinea

• Peru

• Philippines

• Poland

• Romania

• Russia

• Rwanda

• São Tomé and Príncipe (5)

• Senegal

• Sierra Leone

• Slovakia

• Slovenia

• Solomon Islands

• Somalia

• South Africa

• South Korea

• Sudan

• Suriname

• Swaziland

• Syria

• Tanzania

• Thailand (6)

• Togo

• Tonga (7)

• Trinidad and Tobago (8)

• Tunisia

• Turkey

(1) Delegate also responsible for Aruba.
(2) Reporting to the Fiji delegation.
(3) Head of delegation also responsible for Iceland.
(4) Head of delegation also responsible for Kiribati, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, 

Western Samoa, French Polynesia, New Caledonia and dependencies, Pit
cairn Islands and Wallis and Futuna Islands.

(5) Suboffice of the delegation to Gabon.
(6) Head of delegation also responsible for Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar and Cam

bodia. 
(7) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(8) Head of delegation also responsible Grenada, Falkland Islands and depend

encies, French Guiana, Guadeloupe and dependencies, Martinique, Saint 
Helena and dependencies, Saint Pierre and Miquelon, the British Antarctic 
Territories and the French Southern and Antarctic Territories.

• Uganda

• Ukraine

• United States

 Ƕ San Francisco (9)

 Ƕ Washington

• Uruguay

• Vanuatu (10)

• Venezuela

• Vietnam

• Western Samoa (11)

• Yugoslavia

• Zaire

• Zambia

• Zimbabwe

To international organisations

• Geneva

• New York

• Paris

• Rome

• Vienna

European Centre for the 
Development of Vocational Training 
(Cedefop)

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director

• Deputy Directors

European Foundation for the 
Improvement of Living and 
Working Conditions

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director

• Deputy Director

(9) Office of the delegation in Washington.
(10) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(11) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
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European Environment Agency

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director

The European Agency for the 
Evaluation of Medicinal Products

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Vice-Chairman

• Director 

Office for Harmonization in the 
Internal Market (Trade Marks and 
Designs)

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Chairman of the Budgetary Committee

• Chairman of the Office, Executive Director

• Vice-Chairmen

European Training Foundation

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director

European Monitoring Centre for 
Drugs and Drug Addiction

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Vice-Chairman

• Director

Translation Centre for the Bodies 
of the European Union

European Agency for Safety and 
Health at Work

Community Plant Variety Office

• Chairman of the Administrative Board
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Directory of the European Commission in January 2000
According to the Interinstitutional directory — Who’s who in the European Union? — January 2000 edition, 
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 2000.

The Commission

• President of the Commission

• Vice-Presidents of the Commission

• Members of the Commission

Secretariat-General of the 
Commission

• Secretary-General

• Deputy Secretary-General

• Advisers

• Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Secretary-General:

 Ƕ Human and financial resources; 
Commission mail and archives

 Ƕ Informatics

 Ƕ Intergovernmental Conference on the 
reform of the institutions

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Secretary-General:

 Ƕ Coordination of the co-decision procedure

• Directorate A — Registry

• Directorate B — Horizontal matters 
(institutional matters; application of 
Community law; information)

• Directorate C — Coordination

• Directorate D — Relations with the Council

• Directorate E — Relations with the European 
Parliament, the European Ombudsman, the 
Economic and Social Committee and the 
Committee of the Regions

• Directorate F — Forward Studies Unit (1)

(1) Reporting directly to the President of the Commission.

Legal Service

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

Press and Communication Service

• Deputy Spokesman, Head of Service

• Commission Spokesperson

• Assistant
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Economic and Financial Affairs DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Director — Secretary of the Economic and 
Financial Committee and the Economic Policy 
Committee

• Directors

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ General coordination; human resources 
and administration

 Ƕ Budget resources; relations with the 
European Parliament, the Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of 
the Regions

 Ƕ Evaluation and internal audit (1)

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ Information, publications and economic 
documentation

 Ƕ Management of IT resources

• Directorate A — Economic studies and 
research

• Directorate Β — National economies

• Directorate C — Economy of the euro zone 
and the Union

• Directorate D — International questions

• Directorate E — Economic evaluation service

• Directorate F — Economic analyses of 
financial markets and capital movements

• Directorate SOF — Financial Operations 
Service

(1) Unit located in Luxembourg.

Enterprise DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Financial resources

 Ƕ Human resources

 Ƕ Informatics

 Ƕ Information and communication

 Ƕ Relations with the other institutions

• Directorate A — Enterprise policy

• Directorate Β — Promotion of 
entrepreneurship and SMEs

• Directorate C — Innovation (2)

• Directorate D — Services, Commerce, Tourism

• Directorate E — Environmental aspects of 
enterprise policy, specific industries

• Directorate F — Single market, regulatory 
environment, industries under vertical 
legislation

• Directorate G — Conformity and 
standardisation, new approach, industries 
under new approach

(2) Luxembourg.
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Competition DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser (Reforms)

• Hearing Officers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Staff, budget, administration, information

 Ƕ Information technology

• Directorate A — Competition policy, 
coordination, international affairs and 
relations with other institutions

• Directorate Β — Merger Task Force

• Directorate C — Information, communication 
and multimedia

• Directorate D — Services

• Directorate E — Cartels, basic industries and 
energy

• Directorate F — Capital and consumer goods 
industries

• Directorate G — State aid I

• Directorate H — State aid II

Employment and Social Affairs DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Planning and coordination

 Ƕ Information and publications

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ International cooperation

• Directorate A — Employment strategy and 
European Social Fund policy development and 
coordination

• Directorate Β — National employment 
monitoring and ESF operations I

• Directorate C — National employment 
monitoring and ESF operations II

• Directorate D — Social dialogue, social rights 
and equality

• Directorate E — Social security and social 
integration

• Directorate F — Management of resources
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Agriculture DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Adviser (responsible for MAP 2000 
coordination and human resources planning)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Economic analyses; forward 
studies

• Directorate A.I — Administration and general 
matters; budgetary and financial relations; 
evaluation; clearance of EAGGF accounts

• Directorate A.II — Relations with the 
European Parliament and other institutions; 
information and IT

• Directorate B.I — Agro-economic legislation

• Directorate C — Organisation of markets in 
crop products

• Directorate D — Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

• Directorate E — Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops

• Directorate F.I — Rural development I

• Directorate F.II — Rural development II

• Directorate G — Agricultural budgetary and 
financial matters

• Directorate H — International affairs relating 
to agriculture

Energy and Transport DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Internal audit — Evaluation

 Ƕ Human resources and training, budget and 
information technology

• Directorate A — General affairs

• Directorate Β — Trans-European networks — 
Energy and transport

• Directorate C — Conventional sources of 
energy

• Directorate D — New sources of energy and 
demand management

• Directorate E — Inland transport

• Directorate F — Air transport

• Directorate G — Maritime transport

ESA — Euratom Supply Agency (1)

• Director-General

• Euratom safeguards (2)

(1) Attached for administrative purposes to the Energy and Transport DG.
(2) Attached for administrative purposes to the Energy and Transport DG. 

Office located in Luxembourg.
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Environment DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ Technical cooperation with non-member 
countries

• Units responsible for the integrated 
management of resources

 Ƕ Human resources; administration

 Ƕ Budget, finance, contracts and evaluation

 Ƕ Management of IT resources

 Ƕ Information and communication

• Directorate A — General and international 
matters

• Directorate B — Integration policy and 
instruments

• Directorate C — Nuclear safety and civil 
protection

• Directorate D — Environment quality and 
natural resources

• Directorate E — Industry and environment 

Research DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General: 

 Ƕ Chief Adviser

 Ƕ Advisers

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General: 

 Ƕ Interinstitutional relations

 Ƕ Competitiveness, economic analysis and 
indicators

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Advisers

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ SMEs coordination

• Directorate AP — Policy coordination and 
strategy

• Directorate AG — Administrative and financial 
matters

• Directorate B0 — Life sciences — 
Coordination

• Directorate BI — Life sciences I

• Directorate BII — Life sciences II

• Directorate C0 — Competitive and 
sustainable growth — Coordination

• Directorate CI — Competitive and sustainable 
growth I

• Directorate CII — Competitive and sustainable 
growth II

• Directorate D0 — Preserving the ecosystem 
— Coordination

• Directorate DI — Preserving the ecosystem I

• Directorate DII — Preserving the ecosystem II

• Directorate E — International role

• Directorate F — Human potential and mobility
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Joint Research Centre

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Programmes Directorate 
(Brussels)

• Directorate B — Administration Directorate 
(Ispra)

• Directorate C — Directorate for the Ispra site 
infrastructure

• Directorate D — Institute for Reference 
Materials and Measurements (Geel)

• Directorate E — Institute for Transuranium 
Elements (Karlsruhe)

• Directorate F — Institute for Advanced 
Materials (Petten)

• Directorate G — Institute for Systems, 
Informatics and Safety (Ispra)

• Directorate H — Environment Institute (Ispra)

• Directorate I — Institute for Space 
Applications (Ispra)

• Directorate J — Institute for Health and 
Consumer Protection (Ispra)

• Directorate K — Institute for Prospective 
Technological Studies (Seville)

Information Society DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Assistant to the Deputy Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Analysis, policy planning and coordination 
of competition cases

 Ƕ Interinstitutional relations (1)

• ISAC — Information Society Activities Centre

• R — Integrated management of resources 
and horizontal questions

• Directorate A — Communications services: 
policy and regulatory framework

• Directorate Β — Information Society 
technologies: systems and services for the 
citizen

• Directorate C — Information Society 
technologies: new working methods and 
electronic commerce

• Directorate D — Information Society 
technologies: content, multimedia tools and 
markets (2)

• Directorate E — Essential Information Society 
technologies and infrastructures

• Directorate F — Information Society 
technologies: technological developments of a 
generic nature and horizontal actions

(1) Relations with the Court of Auditors are the responsibility of Unit R2.
(2) Luxembourg.
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Fisheries DG

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Adviser (responsible for forward planning in 
the common fisheries policy: analysis and 
strategy formulation)

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Information technology

 Ƕ Budget and human resources, evaluation

• Directorate A — Horizontal measures and 
markets

• Directorate Β — International fisheries 
organisations and fisheries agreements

• Directorate C — Conservation policy and 
monitoring

• Directorate D — Structures and areas 
dependent on fisheries

Internal Market DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Planning and management of resources

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Adviser (responsible for relations with the 
European Parliament)

• Directorate A — Functioning and impact of 
the single market; general affairs and 
coordination

• Directorate Β — Public procurement policy

• Directorate C — Financial services

• Directorate D — Free movement of goods and 
regulated professions

• Directorate E — Free movement of 
information; intellectual property; the media; 
data protection

Regional Policy DG

• Director-General

• Assistants to the Director-General

• Directorate A — Formulation of regional 
policies

• Directorate B — Regional operations in 
Belgium, Denmark, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, Greece, Portugal, Austria, 
Finland, Sweden

• Directorate C — Regional operations in Spain, 
Ireland and Northern Ireland, and Italy

• Directorate D — Regional operations in 
Germany, France and the United Kingdom

• Directorate E — Cohesion Fund

• Directorate F — Budgetary and financial 
management, communication and computer 
services

• Directorate G — Coordination and evaluation 
of operations

Taxation and Customs Union DG

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Management of human and financial 
resources

• Directorate A — General affairs

• Directorate Β — Customs policy

• Directorate C — Tax policy

• Directorate D — Programme management
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Education and Culture DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Assistant to the Deputy Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Relations with the European Parliament 
and the other institutions

 Ƕ Coordination of work and information on 
programmes and actions

• Directorate A — Education

• Directorate B — Vocational training

• Directorate C — Culture, audiovisual policy 
and sport

• Directorate D — Citizenship and youth

• Directorate E — Resources

Health and Consumer Protection 
DG

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Evaluation of risks

• Directorate A — Consumer policy

• Directorate B — Scientific health opinions

• Directorate C — Coordination of horizontal 
questions

• Directorate D — Food and Veterinary Office

• Directorate E — Public, animal and plant 
health

• Directorate F — Public health

Justice and Home Affairs DG

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Resources (1)

 Ƕ Information (2)

• Directorate A

• Directorate B

(1) Staff, administration, budgetary matters, programme management, infor
mation technology, archives.

(2) Communications strategy and implementation.
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External Relations DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Directors-General

• Advisers

• Chief Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Inspection of delegations

• Administrative units reporting to one of the 
Deputy Directors-General:

 Ƕ European correspondent

 Ƕ CFSP and legal matters

 Ƕ ALA-MED programming and 
committees (1)

• Directorate A — Planning and coordination 

• Directorate Β — General matters and 
multilateral relations

• Directorate C — North America, Australasia, 
Japan, Korea

• Directorate D — Western Balkans, EFTA, EEA, 
other European countries

• Directorate E — Eastern Europe, Caucasus, 
central Asian republics

• Directorate F — Southern Mediterranean and 
Middle East

• Directorate G — Latin America

• Directorate H — Asia (except Japan and 
Korea)

• Directorate I — Headquarters resources, 
information, interinstitutional relations

• Directorate K — External missions

(1) As far as Middle East and south Mediterranean programming and commit
tees are concerned, this unit works in close coordination with the corre
sponding units.

Trade DG

• Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Director

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Personnel, budget, administration and 
external missions

 Ƕ Coordination and statistics

 Ƕ Relations with the European Parliament 
and information

 Ƕ Information technology

• Directorate C — Anti-dumping strategy: 
dumping aspects (policy, investigations and 
measures)

• Directorate D — Sectoral trade questions, 
market access

• Directorate E — Anti-dumping strategy: injury 
and Community-interest aspects (policy, 
investigations and measures); other 
instruments of external economic policy and 
general questions

• Directorate G — WTO, OECD, commercial 
questions with respect to agriculture and 
fisheries; export credit policy

• Directorate M — Services, investment, 
dual-use goods, standards and certification, 
external relations in the research, science, 
nuclear energy and environment fields
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Development DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General

 Ƕ Group of Advisers

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Information and communication

 Ƕ Relations with the Council, Parliament, 
ACP-EU institutions; complementarity

 Ƕ Priorities and programming

 Ƕ Human resources — relations with the 
delegations; information technology

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

 Ƕ Financing decisions and evaluation (1)

• Directorate A — Sectoral strategies

• Directorate B — Development cooperation

• Directorate C — Caribbean, Pacific and Indian 
Ocean

• Directorate D — West and central Africa

• Directorate E — East and southern Africa

Enlargement DG

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Resources and finance

 Ƕ Information and interinstitutional relations

• Head of pre-accession coordination

(1) Identification, appraisal, decision, evaluation, interface with SCR.

Common Service for External 
Relations

• Director-General

• Assistant

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Coordination of decentralisation and 
devolution policy

• Directorate A — European projects (central 
and eastern Europe, NIS and western 
Balkans); CFSP

• Directorate B — Projects in the 
Mediterranean, Middle East, Latin America, 
South and South-East Asia; forestry and the 
environment; gender issues

• Directorate C — ACP projects, food aid, NGOs 
and rehabilitation

• Directorate D — Budgets and finance

• Directorate E — Invitations to tender, 
contracts and legal matters

• Directorate F — Resources, relations with 
other institutions, evaluation and information

Humanitarian Aid Office

• Director

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director
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Eurostat

• Director-General
• Assistant
• R — Resources
• Directorate A — Statistical information 

system; research and data analysis; technical 
cooperation with Phare and Tacis countries

• Directorate B — Economic statistics and 
economic and monetary convergence

• Directorate C — Information and 
dissemination; transport; technical 
cooperation with non-member countries 
(except Phare and Tacis countries); external 
and intra-Community trade statistics

• Directorate D — Business statistics
• Directorate E — Social and regional statistics 

and geographical information system
• Directorate F — Agricultural, environmental 

and energy statistics

Personnel and Administration DG

• Director-General
• Deputy Director-General
• Assistants to the Director-General
• Mediator
• Adviser
• Task Force for Administrative Reform (1)
• Administrative units reporting directly to the 

Director-General:
 Ƕ Relations with the institutions; 

programming and evaluation
 Ƕ Communication; Europa and Europa+

• Directorate A — Staff policy
• Directorate Β — Rights and obligations; social 

welfare policy and actions
• Directorate C — Buildings policy and 

management; management of services (2)
• Directorate D — Resources (3)
• Directorate DIA — Informatics and 

administration (Luxembourg and Ispra) (4)
• Directorate SPS — Protocol and Security 

Service (5)

(1) Reporting directly to VicePresident Kinnock.
(2) Reporting to the Deputy DirectorGeneral.
(3) Reporting to the Deputy DirectorGeneral.
(4) The Informatics Directorate reports directly to VicePresident Kinnock.
(5) Reporting directly to VicePresident Kinnock.

Inspectorate-General

• Inspector-General

• Assistant

Budget DG

• Director-General

• Deputy Director-General

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Reporting directly to the Director-General:

 Ƕ Chief Advisers

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Budget overview and assessment

 Ƕ Computerisation and audit of procedures

 Ƕ General coordination; human and budget 
resources

• Reporting directly to the Deputy Director-
General:

 Ƕ Relations with Parliament, the Court of 
Auditors and the Member States

 Ƕ ECSC

• Directorate A — Expenditure

• Directorate B — Resources

• Directorate C — Budget execution
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Financial Control DG

• Director-General (Financial Controller of the 
Commission)

• Adviser (Internal audit of the DG)

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Personnel; administrative, budgetary and 
financial matters; information technology

 Ƕ Methodology; coordination of audits and 
controls; accounting systems

 Ƕ Relations with the European institutions; 
legal affairs

• Directorate A — Audit and control of 
administrative expenditure and internal 
policies

• Directorate Β — Audit and control of 
structural operations

• Directorate C — Audit and control of revenue, 
the CAP and external action

European Anti-Fraud Office

• Director-General

• Director

• Adviser

Joint Interpreting and Conference 
Service (1)

• Head of Service

• Assistant to the Head of Service

• Reporting directly to the Head of Service:

 Ƕ Advisers

• Administrative unit reporting directly to the 
Head of Service:

 Ƕ Planning and resources

• Directorate A — Interpreting, training and 
documentation

• Directorate B — Interpreting and conferences

(1) The Joint Interpreting and Conference Service is responsible for interpret
ing at meetings organised by the Council, the Commission, the Economic 
and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions and the European 
Investment Bank.
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Translation Service

• Director-General

• Chief Adviser

• Advisers

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Resources

 Ƕ Informatics (1)

 Ƕ Modernisation of working methods (2)

• Directorate for General and Language Matters

• Translation Directorate

• TR/AB — Legal, economic and financial 
affairs, competition and information

• TR/C — Agriculture, fisheries, regional policy 
and cohesion

• TR/D — External relations, customs, 
development, enlargement and humanitarian 
aid

• TR/E — Research, telecommunications, 
energy, industry, environment, transport

• TR/F — Social affairs, human resources, 
consumer policy

• TR/G — Statistics, internal market, enterprise 
policy, information market and innovation (3)

Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities

• Director-General

• Adviser

• Assistant to the Director-General

• Administrative units reporting directly to the 
Director-General:

 Ƕ Budget, personnel and administration

 Ƕ Informatics and general services

• Directorate A — Production

(1) Unit located in Luxembourg.
(2) Unit located in Luxembourg.
(3) Department based in Luxembourg.

Representations in the European 
Union (4)

• Austria — Vienna

• Belgium — Brussels

• Denmark — Copenhagen

• Finland — Helsinki

• France — Paris

 Ƕ Marseille

• Germany — Bonn

 Ƕ Berlin

 Ƕ Munich

• Greece — Athens

• Ireland — Dublin

• Italy — Rome

 Ƕ Milan

• Luxembourg — Luxembourg

• Netherlands — The Hague

• Portugal — Lisbon

• Spain — Madrid

 Ƕ Barcelona

• Sweden — Stockholm

• United Kingdom — London

 Ƕ Belfast

 Ƕ Cardiff

 Ƕ Edinburgh

(4) In alphabetical order.
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External delegations, 
representations and offices (1)

In non-member countries

• Albania

• Algeria

• Angola

• Antigua and Barbuda (2)

• Argentina

• Australia

• Bangladesh

• Barbados

• Belize (3)

• Benin

• Bolivia

• Bosnia and Herzegovina

• Botswana

• Brazil

• Bulgaria

• Burkina Faso

• Burundi

• Cameroon

• Canada

• Cape Verde

• Central African Republic

• Chad

• Chile

• China (4)

• Colombia

• Comoros

• Congo

• Costa Rica (5)

• Croatia

• Cyprus

• Czech Republic

• Democratic Republic of the Congo

• Djibouti

• Dominican Republic

• Egypt

(1) In alphabetical order.
(2) Suboffice of the delegation to Barbados.
(3) Suboffice of the delegation in Jamaica.
(4) Also responsible for Mongolia.
(5) Also responsible for El Salvador, Guatemala, Nicaragua and Panama.

• Equatorial Guinea

• Eritrea

• Estonia

• Ethiopia

• Fiji (6)

• Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

• Gabon (7)

• Gambia

• Georgia

• Ghana

• Guatemala

• Guinea

• Guinea Bissau

• Guyana

• Haiti

• Honduras (8)

• Hong Kong

• Hungary

• India

• Indonesia (9)

• Israel

• Ivory Coast

• Jamaica

• Japan

• Jordan

• Kazakhstan

• Kenya

• Latvia

• Lebanon

• Lesotho

• Liberia

• Lithuania

• Madagascar

• Malawi

• Mali

• Malta

• Mauritania

• Mauritius (10)

(6) Also responsible for Kiribati, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, Western Samoa, 
French Polynesia, New Caledonia and dependencies, Pitcairn Islands and 
Wallis and Futuna Islands.

(7) Also responsible for São Tomé and Principe.
(8) Office under the responsibility of the delegation to Costa Rica.
(9) Also responsible for Brunei and Singapore.
(10) Also responsible for Comoros, Seychelles, Mayotte, Réunion and Rodri

gues Island.
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• Mexico (1)

• Morocco

• Mozambique

• Namibia

• Netherlands Antilles (2)

• New Caledonia (3)

• Nicaragua

• Niger

• Nigeria

• Norway

• Pakistan

• Papua New Guinea

• Peru

• Philippines

• Poland

• Romania

• Russia

• Rwanda

• São Tomé and Príncipe (4)

• Senegal

• Sierra Leone

• Slovakia

• Slovenia

• Solomon Islands

• Somalia

• South Africa

• South Korea

• Sri Lanka

• Sudan

• Suriname

• Swaziland

• Syria

• Tanzania

• Thailand (5)

• Togo

• Tonga (6)

• Trinidad and Tobago (7)

• Tunisia

• Turkey

(1) Also responsible for Cuba.
(2) Also responsible for Aruba.
(3) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(4) Suboffice of the delegation to Gabon.
(5) Also responsible for Cambodia, Laos, Malaysia and Myanmar/Burma.
(6) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(7) Also responsible for Netherlands Antilles and Aruba.

• Uganda

• Ukraine

• United States

• Uruguay

• Vanuatu (8)

• Venezuela

• Vietnam

• West Bank and Gaza Strip

• Western Samoa (9)

• Yugoslavia

• Zambia

• Zimbabwe

To international organisations

• Geneva

• New York

• Paris

• Rome

• Vienna

(8) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
(9) Suboffice of the delegation for the Pacific (Fiji).
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European Centre for the 
Development of Vocational Training 
(Cedefop)

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director

• Deputy Director

European Foundation for the 
Improvement of Living and 
Working Conditions

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director

European Environment Agency

• Executive Director’s Office

• Deputy Director’s Office

• Finance

• Human resources and administrative services

• Technologies, information and exchange

• Integrated assessment and reporting

• Monitoring and thematic reporting

European Agency for the 
Evaluation of Medicinal Products 
(EMEA)

• President

• Deputy Chairman

• Scientific Committee for Proprietary Medicinal 
Products (CPMP)

• Scientific Committee for Veterinary Medicinal 
Products (CVMP)

• Permanent secretariat

• Etomep (European Technical Office for 
Medicinal Products)

Office for Harmonization in the 
Internal Market (Trade Marks and 
Designs)

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Chairman of the Budget Committee

• President of the Office for Harmonization in 
the Internal Market (Trade Marks and Designs)

• President’s Office

• Vice-Presidency for technical and 
administrative affairs

• Vice-Presidency for legal affairs

• Boards of appeal

• Financial controller

European Training Foundation

• Chairman of the Governing Board

• Representatives of the Commission

• Director

• Deputy Directors

• Central Europe north

• Central Europe south

• The Russian Federation, Ukraine, Belarus and 
Moldova

• MEDA

• Tempus Department

• Information and Publications Department

• Computer Systems Department

• Finance, Personnel and Legal Department

• Administrative Services Department

• Development Unit

• Management Training Unit

• Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit

European Drugs and Drug 
Addiction Monitoring Centre

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Vice-Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director
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Translation Centre for the Bodies 
of the European Union

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Director

European Agency for Safety and 
Health at Work

• Director

• Head of the Information and Communications 
Unit

• Head of the Working Environment Unit

• Head of the Administration Unit

Community Plant Variety Office

• President

• Deputy Chairman

• Head of the Legal Unit

• Head of the Technical Unit

• Head of the Administration and Finance Unit

• Chairman of the Administrative Board

• Vice-Chairman of the Administrative Board

Sophie Kaisin
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Sources

1. Archives of the European institutions
Historical Archives of the European Commission (HAEC), Brussels

EC archives: BAC
Speeches archive
Minutes of the meetings of the College of the European Commission, 1986-
2000
Archives of the Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs
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A
ACNAT: action by the Community relating to nature conservation

ACP: African, Caribbean and Pacific States (party to the Lomé Convention)

AER: Assembly of European Regions

AHIG: Ad Hoc Immigration Group

AIDS: acquired immune deficiency syndrome

Altener: programme for the promotion of renewable energy sources in the European 
Union

ARION: Actieprogramma: Reizen met een Instructief Karakter voor 
Onderwijsspecialisten (EC programme for study visits for educationalists)

ASEAN: Association of South-East Asian Nations

ASEM: Asia-Europe Meeting

ATM: automated teller machine

B
Benelux: Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands

BRITE: programme for basic research in industrial technologies for Europe

BSE: bovine spongiform encephalopathy
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C
CAP: common agricultural policy

CARDS: Community assistance for reconstruction, development and stabilisation

CdT: Translation Centre for the Bodies of the European Union

CDU-CSP: political alliance of the Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands 
(Christian Democratic Union of Germany) and the Christlich-Soziale Union in Bayern 
(Christian Social Union in Bavaria)

Cedefop: European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training

CEEC: central and east(ern) European countries

CEEP: European Centre of Public Enterprises

CELEX: Communitatis Europaeae Lex (interinstitutional computerised documentation 
system for Community law)

CEMR: Council of European Municipalities and Regions

CEO: chief executive officer

CFC: chlorofluorocarbon

CFDT: Confédération française démocratique du travail (French Democratic 
Confederation of Labour)

CFP: common fisheries policy

CFSP: common foreign and security policy

CIS: Commonwealth of Independent States

CISA: Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement

CJEC: Court of Justice of the European Communities (later Court of Justice of the 
European Union (CJEU))

Comecon: Council for Mutual Economic Assistance

Comenius: Community action programme on the mobility of primary and secondary 
school teachers and students

Comett: Community programme in education and training for technology

Coreper: Permanent Representatives Committee

COST: European cooperation in science and technology

CPVO: Community Plant Variety Office

CSCE: Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

D
DAF: ‘Documentation anti-fraud’ database

DG: directorate-general

E
EAEC: European Atomic Energy Community (also called Euratom)
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EAGGF: European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund

EAR: European Agency for Reconstruction

EC Treaty Treaty establishing the European Community

EC: European Community

ECB: European Central Bank

ECFIN (DG): Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs

ECHO: European Community Humanitarian Office

ECHR: European Convention of Human Rights

Ecofin: Economic and Financial Affairs Council

ECR: Europen Court Reports

ECSC: European Coal and Steel Community

ECU: European currency unit 

EDF: European Development Fund

EEA: 1. European Economic Area 
2. European Environment Agency

EEAS: European External Action Service

EEC Treaty: Treaty establishing the European Economic Community

EEC: European Economic Community

EESC: European Economic and Social Committee

EFTA: European Free Trade Association

EGNOS: European Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service

EIB: European Investment Bank

EMA: European Medicines Agency

EMCDDA: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction

EMI: European Monetary Institute

EMP: Euro-Mediterranean Partnership

EMS: European Monetary System

EMU: economic and monetary union 

Envireg: regional action programme on the initiative of the Commission concerning 
the environment

EP: European Parliament

EPA: economic partnership agreement

EPC: European political cooperation

EPP: European People’s Party

ERA: European research area

Erasmus: European Community action scheme for the mobility of university students

ERDF: European Regional Development Fund

ERT: European Round Table of Industrialists

ESA: European Space Agency
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ESCB: European System of Central Banks

ESDP: European security and defence policy

ESF: European Social Fund 

Esprit: European strategic programme for research and development in information 
technology 

ETF: European Training Foundation 

ETUC: European Trade Union Confederation

EU Treaty: Treaty on European Union

EU: European Union

EUMC: European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia

EU-OSHA: European Agency for Safety and Health at Work

Euramis: European Advanced Multilingual Information System 

Euratom: see EAEC

Eureka: European Research Coordination Agency 

EUR-Lex: website providing access to EU law

Eurodac: European Union (EU) fingerprint database for identifying asylum seekers and 
irregular border-crossers

Eurodicautom: multilingual terminology database of the European Commission

Eurofer: European Steel Association

Eurofound: European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions

Eurojust: European judicial cooperation unit

Europol: European Police Office

Eurostat: Statistical Office of the European Communities (now statistical office of the 
European Union)

Eurydice: information network on education in Europe

Euterpe: European Terminology for the European Parliament

F
FBI: US Federal Bureau of Investigation

FIDE: International Federation for European Law

FIFG: Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance

Finefta: Finland–EFTA Association System

FRG: Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany)

FTA: free trade agreement
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G
G7: Group of Seven (leading industrialised nations)

G24: Intergovernmental Group of Twenty-four on International Monetary Affairs

GATT: General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

GDP: gross domestic product

GDR: German Democratic Republic (East Germany)

GIOVE: Galileo In-Orbit Validation Element

GMES: global monitoring for environment and security programme

GNP: gross national product

GNSS: global navigation satellite system

GPS: Global Positioning System

Grundtvig: Community programme aimed at adults who have decided to go back into 
education

GSM: Global System for Mobile Communication

H
HAEC: Historical Archives of the European Communities

HAEU: Historical Archives of the European Union

HC: head of cabinet

HR: High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy

I
IATE: Inter-Active Terminology for Europe

IGC: intergovernmental conference

ILO: International Labour Organisation (UN)

IMF: International Monetary Fund (UN)

IMO: International Maritime Organization

IMP: integrated Mediterranean programme

INSEE: National Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies

Interpol: International Criminal Police Organisation

Interreg: European territorial cooperation (initiative concerning border development, 
cross-border cooperation and selected energy networks)

IRA: Irish Republican Army

IRENE: ‘Irrégularités, enquêtes, exploitation’ database

IT: information technology
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J
JHA: justice and home affairs

JICS: Joint Interpreting and Conference Service

JRC: Joint Research Centre

L
Leader: links between actions for the development of the rural economy

Leonardo da Vinci: action programme for the implementation of a vocational training 
policy

LIFE: the financial instrument for the environment

Lingua: action programme to promote foreign-language competence in the 
Community

M
MAGP: multiannual guidance programme

MAP 2000: modernisation of administration and personnel policy for the year 2000

MED Campus: programme to support development cooperation schemes between the 
universities and higher education establishments of Europe and the Mediterranean 
non-member countries

MED Media: programme to support cooperation in joint projects of media 
professionals, institutions and organisations in the Community and in the 
Mediterranean non-member countries

MED Urbs: programme to support cooperation between local authorities in the 
Community and those in the Mediterranean non-member countries

MEDA: programme to implement the cooperation measures designed to help 
Mediterranean non-member countries reform their economic and social structures 
and mitigate the social and environmental consequences of economic development

MEP: Member of the European Parliament 

Mercosur: Southern Common Market

Minerva: Community programme for information and communication technologies in 
education

MOVE: improved management, efficient organisation, clearer vision for a better 
environment programme

N
NARIC: National Academic Recognition Information Centre

NATO: North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

Natura 2000: network of nature protection areas in the EU

NGO: non-governmental organisation
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NIP: national indicative programme

NTA: New Transatlantic Agenda

O
OCTs: overseas countries and territories

OD: French overseas department

OECD: Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

OHIM: Office for Harmonization in the Internal Market (Trade Marks and Design)

OJ: Official Journal

OLAF: European Anti-Fraud Office

OPOCE: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities

P
PDO: protected designation of origin

Peace: Northern Ireland peace programme

PES: Party of European Socialists

PESCA: Community initiative concerning the restructuring of the fisheries sector

PETRA: action programme for the training and preparation of young people for adult 
and working life

PGI: protected geographical indication

Phare: programme of aid to central and east European countries

PLO: Palestine Liberation Organisation

Poseican: programme of options specific to the remote and insular nature of the 
Canary Islands

Poseidom: programme of options specific to the remote and insular nature of the 
French overseas departments

Poseima: programme of options specific to the remote and insular nature of Madeira 
and the Azores

Prince: priority information for the citizens of Europe programme

R
R & D: research and development

R & TD: research and technological development

RAPID: Rapid Access to Press and Information Data

Rechar: Community initiative concerning the economic conversion of coal-mining 
areas

REGEN: Community initiative concerning transmission and distribution networks for 
energy
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REGIS: Community initiative concerning the most remote regions

RELEX: external relations

Renaval: Community programme to assist the conversion of shipbuilding areas

Resider: Community programme to assist the conversion of steel areas

RTD: research and technological development

S
SAVE: specific actions for vigorous energy efficiency 

SCR: Joint Service for Community Aid to Non-Member Countries (later Common 
Service for External Relations)

SdTVista: database containing the originals and translations of documents sent to 
the Translation Service

SEA: Single European Act

SED: Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands (Socialist Unity Party of Germany)

SEM 2000: sound and efficient management 

SMEs: small and medium-sized enterprises

Socrates: Community action programme in the field of education

SPD: Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (Social Democratic Party of Germany)

Stabex: export earnings stabilisation system

STAR: special telecommunications action for regional development (programme for 
the development of certain less-favoured regions of the Community by improving 
access to advanced telecommunications services)

STCF: Scientific and Technical Committee for Fisheries

Stride: science and technology for regional innovation and development in Europe

Synergy: multiannual programme to promote international cooperation in the energy 
sector

T
TAC: total allowable catch

Tacis: programme of technical assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent 
States

TAO: technical assistance office

Tempus: trans-European mobility programme for university studies

TEN: trans-European network

TFEU: Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

Thermie: programme of European technologies for energy management

TIS: Terminology Information System

TMC: third Mediterranean countries

TPA: third-party access
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TREVI: intergovernmental forum for national officials from the justice and interior 
ministries of the Member States of the European Community

TSG: traditional speciality guaranteed

U
UCLAF: Unit for the Coordination of Fraud Prevention

UEFA: Union of European Football Associations

UK: United Kingdom

UN: United Nations

UNECE: United Nations Economic Commission for Europe

UNEP: United Nations Environment Programme

UNICE: Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe

UNRWA: United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 
East

US/USA: United States/United States of America

USSR: Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

V
Valoren: programme for the development of certain less-favoured regions of the 
Community by exploiting endogenous energy potential

VAT: value added tax

vCJD: variant Creutzfeldt–Jakob disease

W
WWF: World Wide Fund for Nature

Z
ZDF: Zweites Deutsches Fernsehen (German public-service television broadcaster)
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Following the Fontainebleau relaunch in 1984 and then the arrival of Jacques Delors, who 
was able to rely on a reinvigorated relationship between Germany and France, the process of 
European integration accelerated, with the Commission playing a leading role. Three large-scale 
projects were launched under Jacques Delors: completion of the internal market; economic 
and monetary union; and opening up the EU to the countries of central and eastern Europe 
a� er the fall of the Berlin Wall. Under Jacques Santer and Romano Prodi the Commission took 
care to complete these projects or ensure their continuity, leading the preparatory negotiations 
on the establishment of EMU and the greatest enlargement in the European Union’s history, 
eff orts to deepen the Community and discussions on European governance with a view to future 
accessions.

New treaties were signed, substantially increasing the Community’s powers. However, diffi  culties 
with the ratifi cation of the Maastricht Treaty also showed that the public had still to be convinced 
and that better public communication and information were needed.

A total of 52 academics and researchers from more than 30 universities and research centres 
in Europe, the United States and around 15 countries took part in the dra� ing of this work. The 
authors had access to new Commission archives, and many witnesses to the events, former 
offi  cials, Commissioners and Presidents of the Commission were interviewed.

These new sources, both oral and written, constituted a wealth of documentation that enabled 
the researchers to shed new light on the work of the Commission between 1986 and 2000.

A similar project has already led to the publication of two other works, the fi rst dedicated to the 
years 1958-1972 and the second to the 1973-1986 period.


	Preface
	Acknowledgements
	A new golden age? The years from 1986 to 2000
	Part one
	The internal functioning of the Commission and its relations with the other institutions
	Introduction
	Chapter 1
Leadership in the Commission
	1.1.	Three men, one job: the presidency of the European Commission
	1.2.	The College of Commissioners
	1.3.	The cabinets

	Chapter 2
The Secretariat-General
	Chapter 3
Major changes and colossal challenges: the directorates-general and staffing in the Commission
	Chapter 4
The challenges of housing the Commission: choosing a headquarters and the Berlaymont saga
	The proliferation of European agencies

	Chapter 5
The ‘horizontal’ services
	5.1.	The Legal Service
	5.2.	Eurostat or European statistics policy: ‘at the service of all other policies’
	5.3.	Translation and interpreting: the ‘language of Europe’
	Commission actions to promote a European identity and common heritage

	5.4.	The Spokesman’s Service, public opinion and the communication policy

	Chapter 6
The Commission and institutional reforms
	Subsidiarity: the emergence of a new Community term

	Chapter 7
Enlargements and the administrative culture
	7.1.	The impact of the 1986 and 1995 enlargements, particularly on the administrative culture
	7.2.	Preparations for the fifth enlargement of the European Union (2004-2007)

	Chapter 8
Commission relations with the other Community institutions
	8.1.	The Commission and the European Council
	8.2.	All change with qualified majority voting: relations with the Council
	8.3.	From love affair to stand-off: relations with the European Parliament
	The fight against fraud


	Chapter 9
The budgetary revolution: from near bankruptcy to stability

	Part two
	Economic policies and measures
	Introduction
	Chapter 10
Towards economic and monetary union
	The major professional and employer organisations

	Chapter 11
The internal market and competition
	11.1.	At the heart of the recovery in the 1980s: the internal market
	11.2.	Competition policy
	Telecommunications


	Chapter 12
The networks
	12.1.	Transport policy: reaching for the future
	The beginnings of Galileo

	12.2.	Energy policy: security, competitiveness and the environment — an impossible trinity?

	Chapter 13
Industrial and research policy
	13.1.	Industrial policy
	The steel industry

	13.2.	European research policy
	13.3.	Towards a European public health policy

	Chapter 14
The common agricultural policy and the common fisheries policy
	14.1.	The common agricultural policy
	14.2.	The common fisheries policy

	Chapter 15
Environmental policy
	Jacques Delors

	Part three
	Solidarity policies and measures
	Introduction
	Chapter 16
European social policy
	The trade unions and the European Community/Union — from Delors to Prodi

	Chapter 17
Regional policy: a new source of Europeanisation
	The Peace programme for Northern Ireland
	The Committee of the Regions
	Bridging the gaps: the ‘outermost regions’ and the EEC/EU

	Chapter 18
European education policy
	Erasmus

	Chapter 19
Justice and home affairs
	Europol
	The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union

	Jacques Santer

	Part four
	External policies and actions
	Introduction
	Chapter 20
The integration of East Germany and the enlargements
	20.1.	East Germany, the European Community and German reunification
	20.2.	The accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden (1995)
	20.3.	The opening of accession negotiations with the countries of central and eastern Europe
	Relations with the Council of Europe


	Chapter 21
Trade policy and development policy
	21.1.	Managing globalisation: the European Commission and the Uruguay Round
	21.2.	Europe and the Mediterranean
	21.3.	Development cooperation policy

	Chapter 22
The Commission and the rest of the world
	Chapter 23
European foreign and defence policy
	23.1.	The European Commission and the transition to the common foreign and security policy
	23.2.	The European Commission and the Yugoslav crises
	23.3.	EU security and defence after Amsterdam: the Commission’s perspective

	Romano Prodi

	Annexes
	Timeline — 1986-2000
	Commission directories

	Sources and bibliography
	Sources
	Bibliography

	Tables and index
	The authors
	Index of names
	List of acronyms and initialisms
	Credits




