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1.  Introduction 

During the research period 2006/2007 Team 2 was mostly occupied by the elaboration of the 

final versions of contributions on the collective volume on the period 1969-1974. Based on a 

conference at the University of Groningen in October 2005 and edited by Jan van der Harst, 

this volume titled “Beyond the Custom Union: the European Community’s Q uest for 

Completion, Deepening and Enlargement, 1969-1974 ” will be published in spring 2007 at 

Bruylant, Brussels (D 67).  

The sixteen contributions of this volume will show that the qualification of the period in 

question here as part of the “dark ages”, as it was often said since the late 80’s, is appearing 

now, in the light of our research, as strongly misleading. Rather than emphasising the crisis, 

several chapters highlight the innovative developments during these years, like the start of 

the Community’s regional, social and educational policies (see the contributions by Antonio 

Varsori/Lorenzo Mechi and Simone Paoli) and the emergence of a European public sphere, 

characterised by a growing similarity of news coverage by the media in the EC member 

states (the contribution by Jan-Henrik Meyer). From other chapters, it appears that even 

some of the European problems of the time were less bleak than has often been assumed in 

the literature. True, the relationship with the Americans was stiff, but this gave the European 

governments a chance to search for an autonomous identity to profile themselves vis-à-vis 

third countries (Ine Megens, Claudia Hiepel and Pascaline Winand). True, the start of EPC 

was difficult, but the European governments worked closely together in the Helsinki process 

within the framework of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (Angela 

Romano). True, Britain turned out to be an “awkward partner”, but at several moments it also 

showed determination to become a committed member, for example in its actions to promote 

defence co-operation on a European level (Melissa Pine, Helen Parr and David 

Burigana/Pascal Deloge). True, the EC was criticised for its heterogeneity and institutional 

weakness, but this did not prevent her from expanding and cultivating the “acquis 

communautaire”, the corpus of European treaties and rules, which bound the member states 

and the acceding states tightly together (Morten Rasmussen). True, European integration 

was an elitist phenomenon and was criticised for its lack of democratic legitimacy, but there 

were also attempts made to intensify relations with the European citizens, for example 

through the drafting of the Tindemans report (Jürgen Nielsen-Sikora). True, Franco-German 

leadership was lacking when the 1973 energy crisis hit Europe, but soon afterwards the 

newly appointed President Giscard d’Estaing and Federal Chancellor Schmidt joined hands  

and developed initiatives to get Europe going, thereby benefiting from the groundwork done 

by their predecessors (Wilfried Loth).  
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Having said this, it would be wrong to assume that the research done for this volume has 

focused only on these “dynamic” integrationist developments and neglected the down sides. 

Fernando Guirao heavily criticises the lukewarm stance of the European Commission 

towards the developing process of democratisation in Spain in the final years of the Franco 

regime. Guido Thiemeyer shows how difficult it was to reform the Common Agricultural 

Policy, in spite of pressures from various sides (especially from the Commission itself) to 

make this happen. Lucia Coppolaro gives an elaborate impression of US incomprehension 

and criticism of the way the EC handled the Euro-Atlantic relations and the first enlargement 

of the Community. At times, the divided Europe was not treated as a serious partner by the 

Nixon administration. Furthermore, even the innovative and progressive developments, 

mentioned in the preceding paragraph, all had their shady sides. To give a few examples: the 

whole European identity discussion was characterised by fundamental internal differences - 

mainly between Atlanticists and Europeanists - differences which were also visible in the 

diluted text that finally saw the light; the “acquis communautaire” bound the member states 

and the acceding states together, but at regular intervals national governments sought to 

ignore or even roll back the acquis, sometimes with considerable success; Tindemans 

looked for ways to strengthen the concept of a Citizen’s Europe, but the actual report he 

drafted in 1976 got an extremely lukewarm reception in the member states; European social 

and regional policies were thoroughly discussed at the time and gained a firm place on the 

EC agenda, but in practice most of the national governments proved unwilling to supply the 

necessary financial means to make these policies a serious communitarian matter; the same 

could be said of educational policy - despite all the good intentions, national reflexes still 

prevailed.    

 

2.  Volume part I – Deepening and European Political Co-operation and Security 

 

The forthcoming volume is divided into five parts. The first deals with the element of 

deepening and includes chapters on European Political Co-operation and European security, 

the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe and the United Kingdom’s stance 

towards playing a role in European military and defence matters. Wilfried Loth focuses on the 

policies of Pompidou and Brandt towards European security co-operation and thereby notes 

a cautious rapprochement of positions: while France turned towards “emphasising the 

necessity of American presence in Europe”, Germany became committed “to the objective of 
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an autonomous defence of the European Community.” This process of rapprochement would 

come to real fruition under the successors Giscard d’Estaing and Schmidt. Loth further points  

to the common notions which the EC foreign ministers worked out in preparing the 

Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, which were “sufficient enough to assure  

a united West European appearance at the negotiations which began in September 1973.” 

This theme is covered in more detail by Angela Romano in her contribution on the Nine and 

the Conference of Helsinki. Romano points to the success of EPC co-operation during the 

CSCE negotiations. “The Nine were able to speak with one voice throughout the entire 

Conference” and the co-ordination by the EPC’s Political Committee “was effective, on time 

and extremely precise.” In Helsinki, third countries, such as the United States and the Soviet 

Union, were confronted with a surprisingly united European front. However, in retrospect, it 

turned out that such a joint political position was a rare phenomenon. Romano observes that 

the “learning-by-doing lesson was insufficient for the Nine to repeat their impressive 

performance elsewhere”, especially when US interests were more pronounced than at the 

CSCE talks. David Burigana and Pascal Deloge deal with the British position towards co-

operation with the European continent in the areas of weapon standardisation and 

aeronautical military production [verder uitwerken na vertaling van het artikel]. Helen Parr 

writes about the persistent efforts by British Prime Minister Heath to intensify British relations 

with France and Europe in the area of nuclear defence. Hereto, he was even prepared to 

distance himself from the United States and sacrifice the “special relationship”. However, 

Heath’s policies did not bear fruit: internally he met with opposition from his own Ministry of 

Defence, which - contrary to the Prime Minister - was not prepared “to deviate from Britain’s 

traditional nuclear relationship with America.” Moreover, it turned out that at the end of the 

day the French government was “not interested in linking defence and the EEC.” Despite 

this, Parr holds that Heath’s strategy was rather successful: “the British Prime Minister had a 

weak hand and he played it well, flexibly adjusting to the constraints Britain faced on the 

international stage.” 

 

3.  Volume part II – Widening of the European Community and the process of 

 enlargement 

  

The volume’s second part concerns the widening of the European Community, the process 

of enlargement with new members.1 Melissa Pine writes about the British relationship with 

the US prior to the moment of entering the Community. Like Parr, in the above-mentioned 
                                                 
1 See also the special edition on the first enlargement in the Journal of European Integration History 
11 (2005) 2, co-ordinated by Fernando Guirao.  
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paper, she witnesses an important transition in British foreign policy generally and in the 

“special relationship” with the United States in particular, which was accomplished during this 

period. In Pine’s view, the transition took place already before Heath came to power, namely  

during the second government of Harold Wilson. “Wilson rejected the opportunity created by 

de Gaulle’s 1967 veto to turn back toward a closer relationship with the US, underlining 

instead his normative choice in favour of Europe. He acknowledged the cost of this choice to 

Anglo-American relations and accepted it.” Heath pursued Wilson’s policy line with more  

determination, by entirely rejecting “even the semantics of the ‘special relationship’, focusing 

his whole attention on securing membership of the EC.” The reasoning behind this was that 

“only through inclusion and perhaps leadership of the EC could the British recapture their lost 

influence with the United States in a reborn and broadened ‘special relationship’.” Lucia 

Coppolaro looks at the same issue from an opposite angle and focuses on the American 

policy towards Europe in the period 1969-1973, during the presidency of Richard Nixon. She 

argues that in the process leading to the first enlargement the US government continued to 

support European integration, but - compared to previous administrations - it was “less 

ideological, less ready to compromise, less concerned with the form of European unity, and 

more pragmatic, more openly defending US interests to a point that it could even be defined 

as hostile support.” Coppolaro also shows that the Nixon administration – in an attempt to 

cope with the potential drawbacks of EC enlargement for the US – “reaffirmed the 

importance of the Atlantic framework, in order to keep the two sides of the Atlantic together in 

harmonised policies, under American leadership.” However, the initiatives taken to realise 

this objective, the “Year of Europe” (see under) and a new GATT Round, remained largely 

unsuccessful. Fernando Guirao writes about a country - Spain - which still had to wait for 

more than a decade before it was allowed to enter the Community. His research covers EC-

Spanish relations after the signing of the preferential trade agreement between Brussels and 

the Franco regime in Madrid in June 1970. Contrary to existing historical interpretations, 

Guirao proves that the EC record in effectively defending human rights and democratic 

values in Francoist Spain was highly unsatisfactory, in the sense that “both the Commission 

and the Council were more inclined to passively support the then existing authoritarian 

regime than to actively erode it.” The European Parliament undertook numerous 

interventions asking for forceful action against Madrid, but it “ran up against the brick wall 

formed by the material interests of both the Commission and the Nine in favour of enhancing 

closer trade relations with Franco’s Spain.” Indicative was that the Nine refused to adopt the 

ultimate weapon of suspending the 1970 trade agreement, which would have been a “real 

sanction” against Franco’s regime, “because the agreement constituted a source of material 

benefits almost exclusively in Spanish favour.”    
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4.  Volume part III – Deepening and Common Agricultural, Social, Regional and 

 Educational Policy   

 

Part three concerns completion and deepening and includes chapters on the (financing of 

the) Common Agricultural Policy, social and regional policy and educational policy. Guido 

Thiemeyer portrays the CAP as “part of one of those package deals that became 

characteristic for European integration, a process which was to a large degree dominated by 

the interests of the participating states.” These interests had partly a material-economic 

(France) and partly a geopolitical (Germany) purport. At the end of the 1960s, the only actor 

who was really interested in finding a concrete solution for the rapidly emerging problem of  

agricultural overproduction was the European Commission. Agricultural Commissioner Sicco 

Mansholt introduced a radical reform plan, but he was overruled by the national governments 

“which refused to accept the predominance of the Commission even in the agricultural 

sector.” Thiemeyer argues that the “failure of the Mansholt plan coincided with a general 

trend characterised by a strengthening of the national governments and their representatives 

in the Community at the detriment of the Commission.” Antonio Varsori and Lorenzo Mechi 

observe that at the end of the 1960s the climate was favourable for introducing policies that 

promoted the social and regional development of the EC countries. Until then, the long phase 

of economic growth across the Community had not been accompanied by policies aimed to 

bridge the gap between rich and poor. Italy, with its socially and economically 

underprivileged southern regions, was understandably the main promoter of these policies. 

In its fight for extending the European funds for regional development, the Italian government 

received support from the new (candidate) member Great Britain. Britain, having a small rural 

population, felt uncomfortable about the high amount of European subsidies reserved for 

agriculture and asked for compensation in the form of regional support from Brussels for 

national industrial areas in decline. However, the European Regional Development Fund - 

created for this end - failed to meet most of London’s and Rome’s expectations. Varsori and 

Mechi conclude that “it was the oil crisis and the subsequent recession which definitely 

determined the ‘re-composition’, rapidly recalling European decision-makers to the question 

of unemployment, and to the need to concentrate on it the major part of available financial 

resources” to the detriment of regional policy. Simone Paoli has made study of the activities 

of the European ministers of National Education during the years under study. He maintains 

that education continued to be the prime domain of the nation state, but at the same time 

European governments were busy exploring areas where they could work together, for 
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example in promoting facilities for educating children of non-nationals and in encouraging 

mutual recognition of diploma’s and mobility of teachers, students and researchers.  

However, in general, national reflexes were still too strong to book real progress on these 

issues.  

 

5.  Volume part IV – The US Year of Europe 

                 

The fourth part studies the US Year of Europe initiative and the attempts to come to a joint 

Atlantic charter. Claudia Hiepel criticises the American government, and National Security 

Advisor Kissinger in particular, for the tactical mistakes they made in their strivings for a 

substantial reinforcement of the transatlantic ties. According to Hiepel, the European 

governments showed many doubts, considering the Year of Europe initiative a “shrewd 

device to give the US a say in EC matters and incorporate Europe into a US-controlled 

structure.”  American tactics worked counterproductive, with the consequence that the “Year 

of Europe was much less a year of renewal of the European-US relationship than a year of  

searching for a European identity”. Ironically, instead of strengthening Atlantic cohesion, 

Kissinger’s initiative “became a catalyst for European political unity.” This is not to say that 

the Nine were in full agreement on the issue. On the contrary, the episode could not disguise 

internal conflicts in the Community and divergent interests between the member states. 

Hiepel therefore concludes that eventually the “Year of Europe attempt to solve the 

fundamental conflict of whether the EC should be based on an “Europe européenne” or an 

Europe atlantique remained as futile as on any other previous or future occasion.” Pascaline 

Winand has studied the same topic, but she uses an American rather than a European 

perspective to study the “Year of Europe”. She speaks of “a year of transatlantic 

misunderstandings”, (…) “rooted in different conceptions of European unity and transatlantic 

relations.” In the US view, European unity was not an end in itself but predominantly “a 

means of strengthening the West as part of a larger Atlantic partnership.” Thus, when the 

Europeans spoke of developing a Europe “differentiated from the US, which evolved its own 

identity and that would not include an American tenth member in shaping its decisions, 

Kissinger and Nixon begged to differ.” According to Winand, the latter could simply not 

“accept a united Europe speaking with a single voice in the political field, sometimes at odds 

with the United States.” She adds that - looking at Kissinger’s recent publications – he has 

not abandoned his idea of an “Atlantic structure which would anchor Europe institutionally in 

the American camp.” Irritations about the American initiative induced the EC member states 

to sharpen their own profile. Ine Megens writes about the December 1973 declaration on 

European identity and she arrives at the conclusion that the latter was the “outcome of the 
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transatlantic debate as much as the result of team spirit among European diplomats.” Hereby 

she refers in particular to the activities of the Political Committee of the European Political 

Co-operation forum. The informal contacts established by high-level officials of the national 

ministries of foreign affairs created a special esprit de corps and an atmosphere in which 

European diplomats “were willing to reach a compromise and eager to come up with a 

result.” According to Megens, the impact of team spirit became very clear at the time of 

drafting the document on European identity. In addition, she also analyses the shortcomings 

of the European document. The heads of state and government refused to discuss the text 

and failed to commit themselves and also in later years the document hardly had much of an 

appeal.  

 

6. Volume part V – The institutional developments in the Community 

 

The volume’s fifth and last part deals with institutional developments in the Community, from 

the Hague summit to the Tindemans report. Jan-Henrik Meyer focuses on the emergence of 

a European public sphere, through a transnational analysis of newspaper reports on two 

events: the Hague summit of 1969 and the Paris summit of 1974 (witnessing the creation of 

the European Council). Applying the criteria “salience, topics and framing” to the coverage of  

the two events in a selective number of newspapers in France, Britain and Germany, he 

comes to the conclusion that “the ‘strength’ of the respective European public spheres was 

almost identical”, meaning that the summits of The Hague and Paris both gave evidence of a 

shared debate throughout Europe, “due to exchanges and mutual observation across 

borders.” Morten Rasmussen’s contribution addresses the role of the “acquis 

communautaire” in Community decision-making. He argues that the “acquis” had a path-

dependent effect: “once a policy or procedure had been decided on, it was extremely difficult 

to roll it back and consequently future decisions often would have to be based on 

interpretations of the existing acquis.” During the enlargement negotiations, it took “only a 

few member states with intense interests in defending the acquis to make it untouchable.” 

They were helped by the European Commission, which played a central role as “authoritative 

interpreter of the acquis.” This is not to say that all parts of the enlargement negotiations had 

a communitarian streak. Rasmussen points to the Common Fisheries Policy as an example 

of a policy area where the new member states even succeeded in rolling back the acquis. 

Despite this, Rasmussen speaks of a “joint decision trap”: the decision that the new member 

states had to accept the acquis was binding. Finally, Jürgen Nielsen-Sikora looks at the EU 

as the promoter of a Citizen’s Europe, thereby linking the 1976 Tindemans report to the 

recent European Constitution. He writes that the much maligned Tindemans report “may be 
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regarded as a milestone in the dialogue between Europeans about ‘their’ European identity 

and as an outstanding characteristic of a gradually awakening European consciousness in 

times of a (…) European crisis.” In regard of a Citizen’s Europe, Tindemans stated that the 

new EC he envisaged was a “rapprochement of peoples who wish to go forward together 

and who wish to safeguard their common heritage.” Although Nielsen-Sikora admits that the 

recommendations of the Tindemans report had “no direct consequence for European 

decision-making because the European Council refused to make it a basis for  

adequate initiatives”, he nonetheless holds that the report had an instructive value, not only 

then, but also more recently, during the drafting of the European Constitution.      

To sum it up, the era of Willy Brandt and Georges Pompidou was characterized by pragmatic 

evolution in several crucial fields, structuring the cooperation within an enlarged Community 

with enlarged objectives. The sense of compromise and creative pragmatism shown be the 

politicians of the late 60’s and early 70’s would be strongly recommended to present actors, 

too. 

 

 


