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I ntroduction:
The new case for Europe

As t he European debate reaches fever pitch, it nakes | ess and | ess sense.

Pr o- Eur opeans don’'t seemto know what their case is any nore. They can no | onger
rely on the success of the European project in the post-war period. Their old
case — based around the trinity of peace, prosperity and denbcracy — was clear
and attractive, but it has little relevance for people today. Now they are
stronger on what they are against — isolation, narrow nationalism being |eft
behi nd — than what they are for

Their failure has all owed the sceptics to nmake the running. The Santer

Conmi ssion crisis, the lowturn-out in the European Elections, and the EU s
inability to do anything about Kosovo without US support are held up as the

| atest synmptons of its lack of capacity and |legitimacy. And now, they say, we
are being asked to open up the citadels of state sovereignty — our currency, our
defence policy, our borders — without nuch say over what is done.

We can all agree that the status quo is far fromperfect — but the alternatives
seem even | ess appealing. People are being asked to make an inpossible choice.
The sceptics want to repatriate power to the national |evel and dismantle the EU
to create a free trade area. They claimthat this is the only way to regain the
denocratic rights that our ancestors risked their lives for. But | oosening our
ties with the rest of Europe flies in the face of global change. Qur nationa



governments can’'t deliver the basic things we need on their own any nore. CQur
physi cal security, a clean environnent and econom c prosperity can only be
guar ant eed t hrough inter-dependence, co-operation and pooling sovereignty. The

| oose instrunental relationships between nenbers of a free trade area will never
be able to give us the strong bonds of trust and binding rules that we need to
maintain a single narket — |l et al one protect the environnent or co-operate on

foreign policy.

Pr o- Eur opeans claimthat a European constitution, giving nore power to the

Eur opean Parlianent or electing the Comission President, will help put the EU
back in touch with its citizens and address its |lack of capacity. Though nobst do
not support the idea of a federal state, their proposals seemto |ead us

i nexorably closer to that destination. This would not just be unpopular, it
woul d be very danmaging to our economic and political prospects. In the gl oba

i nfornati on age, we need national governnments that are decentralised, closer to
the people and in conpetition with each other, not the |unbering |leviathan of a
country call ed Europe.

Peopl e don’t want to be forced to choose between a federal superstate and a free
trade area — neither will allowus to thrive in the next mllennium W want to
be able to conbine the mlitary and environmental protection, the |large nmarkets,
and the gl obal power which European integration can deliver, with the
flexibility, strong national identities and denpbcracy that we enjoy at a
national level. It is time to show that we can really have the best of both
wor | ds.

This panphlet ainms to present the new case for Europe. It will show that we can
conbi ne denocratic legitinmacy, national identity and effective European action
to tackl e cross-border problenms — but only if we learn to think about the EU in
a different way.

Properly understood, the EUis neither a failed free trade area, nor a state in
construction. It is an entirely novel formof political organisation: a network.
This is a decentralised political system organi sed around nmany centres of power
i ncl udi ng nenber states, European institutions and Non Governnenta

Organi sations. They share power and sovereignty as equals, rather than having
their roles defined by a hierarchical constitutional settlenent.

This panphlet will use the | essons from successful networks in business to
devel op a new political theory, and show how “Network Europe” can allow us to
co-operate where it is necessary on cross-border problens — while pronmoting the
heal thy conpetition between countries that has driven so nuch of the continent’s
i nnovation.1l But a network of states cannot just be about effectiveness — it
needs to be based on shared values, and political legitinmcy as well

At the heart of the theory of “Network Europe” is a new nodel of denocracy and
legitinmacy. It depends on us creating the first political systemthat is not
tied to a single state, which allows us to have political debates across

frontiers — wi thout destroying our national denocracies. | challenge the idea
that giving nore power to the European Parlianent, or electing the Conmi ssion
President can provide the legitinmcy we need. Instead, | |ook at reforns

i nvol ving direct denocracy and changes to the European Council and politica
parties that will allow us to have a debate about the kind of Europe we want to
live in, so that our continent can be run in the interests of its citizens
rather than interest groups and | obbies.2

This revolutionary theory of European integration will guide us through the

ref orm debate and show t hat European integrati on does not need to involve

i npossi bl e sacrifices. By starting with the challenges of the next century —
rather than the successes of the last — it will allowus to build a broad
coalition for Europe.



1. Europe confused:
Living with the ghost of federalism

A spectre is haunting Europe — the spectre of federalismundelivered. The ghosts
of Monnet and his dreans of a European state don’t just provide easy knocking-
copy for Eurosceptic election addresses — they are preventing pro-Europeans from
under st andi ng the EU we have and buil di ng the Europe we need.

Everywhere in the European |l exicon we see the elusive dreamof a country called
Europe. The Euro-elites’ sparkling new buildings are draped in blue and gold
flags, and Beethoven's 9th synphony is the lift-nuzak of choice. They draft
conmuni qués about political union, econom ¢ government, and a conmmon foreign and
security policy. They have nade us citizens of Europe, represented by a European
Parlianment, carrying European passports and awaiting the jangle of euros in our
pockets.

But the shallow trappings of statehood are just that. Political union in the
Maastricht Treaty is just Euro-speak for regular neetings of EU foreign
mnisters. In reality, the Common Foreign and Security Policy remains
aspirational — Europe often issues joint declarations, but would never have been
able to do anything about Kosovo wi thout Anerican help. Al “economc
government” really means, despite the Euro, is co-ordinating a small range of
policies.3 European citizenship seens sinply to repackage the rights we al ready
have, bringing little new beyond the right to vote in |ocal and European

el ections for the 2 per cent who settle in another EU country — when so nmany of
us don't even want to vote in our own. And the European Parlianent is not a rea
parlianment (it cannot elect a governnent or initiate legislation), nor is the
way we elect it European — the elections tend sinply to be low profile

ref erenduns on the performance of each national government. 4

This gulf between the sparkling symbols of statehood and the nobre nundane
reality of co-operation between states is not just a problem of semantics. By
presenting the EU as a state in construction, governnents are fuelling fears of
honogeneity. The EU is seen as a political project inposed on an unwilling
public, rather than an organic response to our problens. This also creates a
crisis of expectations, because the EU cannot deliver the things that its

trappi ngs seemto prom se. Above all, it points to a crippling nuddle in the
t hi nking and policies that are being pursued within the EU
Until we can understand the nature of the EU, we will not be able to deal with

the two defining challenges facing it today: devel oping the capacity to dea

wi th cross-border problens such as defence and organi sed crine. And delivering
the public legitinmacy the EU needs to be effective — without this it will not be
all owed to develop the capacities it needs.

People are right to worry about legitimcy. They know that the structures of the
Eur opean Uni on do not just secure a single market and common standards — they
are political instrunents for solving shared problens. Wiilst large majorities
consi stently support EU action on the environnment, defence, and internationa



crime, the EU spends nobst of its time and resources doing the things that nost
people don’t see as priorities. Half of the EU budget still supports farners

t hrough the CAP.5 This continent-sized gap between what people expect fromthe
EU and the policies they get is |eaching away at public support for the EU as
wel |l as stopping it fromworking effectively.

Peopl e feel disconnected fromthe decisions that are nmade in their name - that
is if they know about themat all. A healthy political system depends upon
debate and conpetition between alternative visions of the future — the EU sinmply
doesn't deliver this. The EU s power and significance have grown steadily — and
so | egislation, business and social novenents have becone increasingly
transnational. But European politics and political parties have renai ned
overwhel mingly national in their thinking and organisation. Wile politica
parties have not devel oped the European consci ousness to drive the European
agenda, European interest groups and conpani es have. There are already 10, 000

| obbyi sts acting on their behalf in Brussels — twi ce the nunber of senior

Conmi ssion officials. Unless the EU develops into a political sphere, the agenda
will continue to be set by interest groups.6

Everybody clains to be tackling these problens. But are they going about it in
the right way? The problemis that the debate is shaped by contrasting the EU
whi ch is perceived as undenocratic, and nati onal governnents which are seen as
legitinmate, but no | onger capable of delivering the goods al one. So both sides

fall into the trap of thinking that political legitimcy can only be delivered
on the nodel of the nation-state — after all, it’s the only nodel we've had so
far. W are stuck with an inage of Europe as a federal house three-quarters
built, where its owners ran out of noney, or political will, before the roof

could be built.

Wil e the Eurosceptics want to smash it down and rebuild | egitinacy by
repatriating powers to the nation states, too many of their opponents think that
the EU can only be legitimate by becoming nore like a state inits own right.
Even those who do not favour the destination of a federal state have not

devel oped any alternative nodel to guide themthrough the reform debate.
Therefore the idea of using sone of the tools of nation-building — witing a

Eur opean constitution, electing a European President, and turning the European
Parlianment into a proper European Parlianment — are attracti ng new supporters
under the attractive rubric of ‘denobcratising Europe’.7 As we shall see in
Chapter 4, each of these ideas is |eading pro-Europeans down a blind-alley.

We get the wrong solutions because we do not seem able to conceive of a
political systemthat is not based around a single state. Journalists and
politicians struggle to imgine politics outside a representative parlianentary
or presidential system W have yet to develop the concept of a political system
with many centres of power rather than a single one. This is why the debate
about European |egitinmacy cannot nove forward. And this failure of inmagination
goes further — nany comentators sinply rely on their own political systens as a
nodel of legitimcy and would like to see themwit |arge. The Gernmans,
notivated by the success of their own “constitutional patriotisn, see a
constitution as an answer. The British nodel of parlianentary soverei gnty neans
that we tend to see Westminster and Brussels as nutually exclusive — we are only
just learning in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland as well as in Europe about
how power can be shared. And so the British debate is between supporters of the
House of Commobns and the European Parlianent. French unease about parlianentary
power |leads to calls for a second chanber of national parlianmentarians based on
their Senate. And the Italians and Bel gians are so suspicious of their nationa
systens that they support whi chever blue-print bears |east resenblance to the
polities they love to hate.



So we still have overwhel mingly national visions of where the European project
mght lead. This reflects earlier debate about the European project — which has
often not been ‘European’ at all because we experienced our shared history in
very different ways. The European bargain arose froma coi nci dence of different
national interests and priorities in the imedi ate post-war period. Gernmany’s
wish to return gradually to respectability through deferential co-operation and
being ‘tied in to Europe coincided with the French desire to achieve security
and exercise a share of power beyond her material means. Britain's wartine
victory neant she could remain conplacently aloof fromthese continenta
arrangenents, until the need to ‘catch-up’ neant joining quickly and agreeing to
abi de by the bargains already struck so as not to be left even further behind.8
It is nowtine to stop having a debate based on the different hang-ups of the
century we are leaving so that we can devel op a new politics around the combn
chal | enges which we all face in the future. To do this we rmust think about
reformin a nore inaginative way — not debating institutions for institutions’
sake and agoni sing over whether it is the French, Gernman or British ones that
are best in theory. W will need to create new forns of politics which do not
reflect or replicate any of our national systens. But creative thought will cone
fromputting institutions to one side while we focus first on what we want
Europe to do. It is only then that we will know what sort of institutions we
need to build.

2. The new context for Europe: G obalization and European Union

It is not difficult to understand why peopl e saw European federalismas the
answer 50 years ago. Fiercely independent and aggressive states were the only
political nbpdel we understood — and nobody wanted to |ive through another war
between them The priorities in 1950 were very clear: the need to pacify a
continent of over-powerful states, and to reconstruct the econonies and

soci eties that were devastated by war. That is why European co-operation began
with the heavy industries which had provided the raw naterial for weapons of
destruction, and which, after the war, lay at the heart of the continent’s
econom ¢ future.9 Today, we have inherited the institutions first created for

t hese tasks — and which hel ped to make the second half of the 20th century as
peaceful and prosperous as the first half was bl oody. But war between the EU s
nati on-states is now utterly unthinkable. The Coal and Steel Community bel ongs
to a previous econom ¢ and political age

I nstead, we now have to respond to chall enges whi ch Europe’s founders never
dreant of. dobal financial pressures on industry and enpl oynent |evels,

envi ronnent al degradati on, post-Cold War responsibilities such as protecting
mnorities against ethnic cleansing, international crinme and drugs rackets. Wat
unites these problens is that it is no |onger a question of over-nighty states
needi ng to be pacified, but of individual governments being unable to guarantee
t he basic things people need to survive and flourish — physical security, a



cl ean environnment, econom c opportunity. In short, the European story has cone
full-circle.

I nt erdependence at the heart of Sovereignty

None of the things which did nbost to give states their nmeaning in the past -
econom ¢ sovereignty, mlitary security, national identity — are the sane any
nore. These primary goods which states were created to deliver can now only be
guar ant eed by i nterdependence.

Econonies used to be primarily national. Econom cs textbooks covered the

i nternational econony last — as an interesting add-on to the main course. Today,
all analysis nust start with globalization. Only Irag, Serbia and North Korea
could claimto have truly national economes. To aspire to the cl osel y-guarded
econom ¢ sovereignty of the past is to opt out of the race for econom c growth
and prosperity. The role for states instead is to join together in internationa
regul atory regi nes such as the WO and the EU — to ensure that conpetition has
rules, that it will deliver prosperity, and that it does not becone a Dutch
auction where governnents conpete to trimtheir national regulatory regines.
This will becone even nore inportant as European countries adapt to a gl obal
econony that is increasingly powered by know edge and i nnovation rather than raw
mat eri al s and production. 10

The sane is true of mlitary security. Few of the npbst advanced states now
defend t hensel ves on their own; nost achieve mlitary security by co-operating
with others. Compul sory nilitary service — the enbodi nent of the nation’s
collective strength and will — is being phased out in nany countries. The old
real politik security rule-book is being re-witten: jeal ously guarding borders,
aggressively preserving national sovereignty and protecting national secrets is
no | onger the best way to guarantee our security. States now protect thenselves
by sharing information and intelligence — with nutual surveillance through
satellites, the inspection of weapons sites, and international agreements. And
when EU countries do need to take up arns — against rogue states |ike Serbia and
Iraq that still operate on the old bal ance of power nodel - they do so as part
of large international coalitions to defend val ues and common security, rather
than to expand their own territory. 11

The power and significance of a strong honbgenous national and politica
identity has al so been transforned by globalization. It is not just that the
nation state has lost its nonopoly over the production and distribution of
culture, as people are exposed to news, art, literature, television, filns,
fashion and food fromall over the world every day.12 O the fact that countries
are having to recast their identities in a nulticultural age, as the |egacy of
their colonial histories cones honme to roost. On a political |evel, people are
reasserting their local and regional identities, and denandi ng decentralised
government at this level. On a personal |evel, people are beconing nore at ease
with multiple, many-layered identities — which are nore rooted in socia
practices and enotional ties than parlianments and constitutions.13 Governnents
are increasingly realising that the case for multiculturalismis not just an
ethical one — but that it can give thema practical edge in the gl obal economc
contests for pronoting inward investnent, tourism and exports. As Andrew Marr
has argued, “The paradox of global culture is that, while it offers everyone the
sanme products and stories to consume, it is also constantly |ooking for points
of difference, sonething newto sell or exploit. In the know edge econony,
cultural complexity doesn’t just produce wealth; it is wealth”.14

The success of small states



The traditional answer to these new demands would be to | ook for strength and
safety by creating a bigger country — just as Gernman and ltalian principalities
cane together to formnew countries in the 19th century. Big states have been
created to protect econom c and physical security nore effectively by having

| arge markets and big armes. As we have seen, there is still some of this

i mpul se in the European project. But big countries are not the panacea that
Monnet and his associ ates believed. In a post-Fordist age, many nationa
institutions are already seen to be operating at too large a |evel.

Over 70 years ago, Ludwig von Mses, in a classic critique of state socialism
showed how the growi ng i nformati onal requirenents of an econony were

i ncreasingly naking effective state planning i nmpossible. Centralised decision-
maki ng was not difficult in a feudal systemwhere the lord could easily gather
enough know edge of the market and the local climte to plan his peasants’
activities effectively . But changes in technol ogy and the grow ng conplexity of
t he econony make it inpossible for central decision-makers in countries and

| arge conpanies to amass all of the technical expertise and know edge necessary
to make the right decisions. This is because nost of the know edge is stored in
peopl es’ heads on the ground and is overwhelmngly local in nature. So a nore
decentrali sed system — where those at the periphery are not sinply robots
carrying out orders but have genuine autonony — delivers better decisions than

t hose nade by central planners who are out of touch with |ocal needs, and who
act as a bottl eneck preventing innovation and experinentation

As the information revol ution has gathered speed, |arge, hierarchical conpanies
like 1BM and AT&T — which fell prey to snmaller, quicker, nore ninmble conpetitors
— realised that they would have to devol ve decisi on-naking or die. The trend
towards nmega-nmergers to create global brands has gone hand-in-hand with this
shift towards nuch nore | ocalised decision-naking — where power is decentralised
and co-ordinated not so much through instrunental market relationships with
their related transaction costs but through nore informal networks that are tied
t oget her by conmon interests.

Countries have also cone to realise that there is a size linmt to effective
government — citizens increasingly demand institutions which can respond

qui ckly, comuni cate better and understand the nood of the people. Hence the
current trends towards devol ved power in centralised countries |like the UK and
Spai n.

In fact, the strongest argument for the innovation of snall states cones from
Europe’s own history. In this mllennium Europe transforned itself froma
struggling backwater to a powerhouse through the devel opnent of small states.
Paul Kennedy has witten that, “At the beginning of the sixteenth century it was
by no neans apparent that [the cluster of states in Europe] was destined to rise
above all the rest. But however inposing and organi sed sone of those orienta
enpi res appeared by conparison with Europe, they all suffered fromthe
consequences which insisted upon a unifornmty of belief and practice, not only
inthe official state religion, but also in such areas as conmercial activities
and weapons devel oprment. The | ack of any such suprene authority in Europe and
the warlike rivalries anong its kingdons and city-states stinmulated a constant
search for mlitary inmprovenents, which interacted fruitfully with the newer

t echnol ogi cal and commerci al advances that were also being thrown up in this
conpetitive, entrepreneurial environnent. Possessing fewer obstacles to change,
Eur opean societies entered into a constantly upward spiral of economc growh
and enhanced nmilitary effectiveness which, over time, was to carry them ahead of
all other regions of the gl obe”. 15

O course, Europe’s invention of small nation states was a m xed blessing. It

al l owed a continent which accounted for just 8 per cent of the world s surface



and 14 per cent of its population to punch dranmatically above its weight. The
fierce conpetition — economc, technological, mlitary, political - powered
Europe’s prosperity, scientific advances, cultural richness and politica

i nnovations. But it also drove destructive urges which, in an age of nass
producti on and nass destruction, threatened to destroy the entire planet.

Eur opean countries have now come together to ensure that they don't destroy each
other again, but will they be able to nmaintain the virtuous spiral of

i nnovati on?

The key will be preserving conpetition between states. In the |ast few decades,
it is small states and micro-states that have been nost successful in adapting
to the challenges of the globalized world. Wile bigger countries have expended
much energy on sinmply hol ding thensel ves together — on financing |arge arm es
and nmaintaining internal order — smaller states such as Dennmark, Ireland,
Hol | and and Si ngapore have forged ahead. Built on a human scale, they have been
able to tap into an intensity of belonging that eludes |larger units. Above all

t hose countries which instinctively know that they cannot control the world have
been better at adapting to the need to conpete in it.

The Bel gi an statesnman, Paul -Henri Spaak, once renarked, “there are only two

ki nds of countries in Europe today; those that are small and know it, and those
that are snmall and do not”. Spaak was tal ki ng about foreign policy — a call on
France and the UK after Suez to abandon their G eat Power anbitions and realise
that only European action can give thema place at the top-table. But today, his
words are as true of domestic policy: bigger countries need to create the
conditions that have given snmall states their edge: a propensity to adapt,

openness to the world, good international |inks and governnent that is close to
its people.
So the key to success in the next century will be devel opi ng strong externa

security by co-operating with others in the world while fostering innovation
decentralisation and fl eetness of foot at home. This is why, if the European
Union did not exist, we would need to invent it.16 The European Uni on shows t hat
Europe is once again leading the way — it is fifty years ahead of any other

i nternational organisation. It is already the world’'s |argest narket (tw ce the
size of Japan, and bigger than the US) and its |argest exporter and inporter
(responsible for a quarter of world trade). Wth half a century’s experience of
co-operating, pooling sovereignty and co-ordinating policy, it represents an
unparal | el ed test of how governnent and politics can do nore than sinply react
as ot her spheres of activity go gl obal

But, at the sane tine, the EUis twenty years behind what its citizens want — in
terms of what it delivers, and above all in howits decisions are nmade. QOpinion
pol s show that publics across Europe are acutely aware of the limts of their
nati onal governnents’ powers, and want to see the EU play a role in solving the
probl ens without frontiers that are too big for their own governments. Large
majorities across EU countries, including the UK, want decisions on foreign
policy, measures to protect the environnent and the fight against internationa
crime and drugs to be taken at a European rather than at a national level.17 At
the sane tine, people are also very attached to their own countries and do not
want to see them nerged into a European state. Over 60 per cent across the EU
think that the EU should be responsible only for areas that cannot be settled at
a national level. In short, people want to enjoy the security that only big
countries can afford without sacrificing the adaptability of snall countries, or
the national identities and traditions that they are attached to. 18

To neet these demands, Europe’s politicians need to learn to deliver a nunber of
different — and apparently contradictory — things at the sane tine: co-operation
and conpetition between states; decentralisation and integration; strong



national identities and a single European voice on the world stage. The EU can
show that these are not contradictions — if it can develop into a different sort
of political systemfromthat which we have known in the past. But for Europe to
reformin the right way, we nust ensure that we understand it — not just its
shortcom ngs, but the reasons why it has been able to foster its remarkable

achi evenents to date

3. Understandi ng Europe as
a network

The traditional visions of Europe — as an enbryonic federal state or as a free
trade area which should steer clear of the political arena — are now outdated.
They will not help us tackle the challenges which we will face in the future. W
need to understand the European Union in a different way if we are to reformit
rationally. Al though nobody would deny that the current EU is nessy and fl awed,
it already has many of the features that will allowit to thrive in an era of

i nt erdependence. On the one hand, it has put an end to the traditional idea of a
sovereign state in Europe. By developing links that go far beyond the

i ntergovernnmental co-operation in international organisations |ike GATT or the
CECD, Menber States have devel oped a genuine single market and shared tools to
sol ve cross-border problens and a genuine single market. But, on the other hand,
far fromdestroying them this interdependence has actually revitalised and
rescued the nation states.19 Menber states have not transferred their
sovereignty to a higher |level — they have organi sed nechani snms for pooling and
sharing sovereignty, while at the sane tinme preserving conmpetition between

st at es.

Despite the fact that it often tries to look |like one, the EUis not an
enbryonic nation state in its own right. Its institutions do not have the

ext ensi ve powers of coercion, the hierarchical bureaucracy or large welfare
budget that states have. Even if you include interpreters and translators, the
Conmi ssion enploys only 17,000 officials — less than Birm ngham City Counci l
Nobody woul d claimthat the European Conmission is a perfect nodel of efficiency
and effectiveness — but nor is it the bureaucratic nonster of sceptic nythol ogy.
We need to reformit in a way which shows nore clearly that Europe does respect
the need to be small and flexible.

However, living up to the rhetoric of devolution and subsidiarity will not be
enough. The key question is how to organise the relationship between the
different centres of power in a decentralised organi sati on — and ensure enough
co-ordi nati on between their activities. This is a problemwhich countries and
conpani es have been grappling with for years. There are two traditiona
solutions: creating a federalist structure to define the relationships within
the system or creating market relationships to link different centres. The
debat e about the future of the EU has been structured around a battle between

t hese two vi sions.



In political theory, federalismis seen as the classic way to deliver
decentralisation — parcelling out power between different |evels of governnent
according to functions (see Figure 1). There have been different nodels of how
federali smshoul d be delivered. Mnnet’'s technocratic blueprint sought to nove
towards a federal state by stealth through economic integration and the creation
of European elites, with political integration to follow at a |ater stage

Spinelli was the nost influential of those who wanted to start with a politica
conmuni ty based around the people, with a European Constitution, Parlianment, and
Suprenme Court. Despite their differences, like all federal systens, both visions

depend on creating a hierarchical relationship between a single centre and the
ot her hol ders of power. A federal Europe with a constitution could be very
decentralised in practice — if the rhetoric of power being exercised at the

| owest possible level is followed — but the relationship between the different
| evel s would remain hierarchical. There mi ght be fewer |ayers of nanagenent

bet ween the top and bottom of the pyramid — but the inportant decisions about
where power shoul d be exercised would still be taken by the centre.
Federalismfaces three problens. First, people are not ready for a hierarchica
structure in which national governnents are wholly subordinate to a central EU
conmand — they will accept integration where necessary to deliver a public good,
but they also want the nmaxi num anount of national and | ocal autonony to be
preserved. Secondly, we need additional |ayers of governnent to be as flexible
and output-orientated as possible — a whole federal |ayer of governnent on top

of national and often regional government will be seen as inevitably
bureaucratic and inefficient. But, nmore inportantly, we have seen that
hi erarchi cal organisations are ill-equipped to deal with the political and

econom ¢ dermands that gl obalization and technol ogi cal change are forcing upon
us. In business, as in politics, large and centralised regi nes — from AT&T and
IBMto the Soviet Union — have been unable to deal with the increasingly conplex
i nfornmational requirements of the world we live in. Increasingly, Max Wber’s

i deal of a rational hierarchical bureaucracy has been replaced by nore infornal
sel f-organi sed forns of co-ordination. As Francis Fukuyana has witten, “it is
no acci dent that hierarchies have gotten into trouble precisely at that tine
that societies around the world have been making the transition fromindustria
to high-tech, information-based forns of production”. 20

But the traditional alternative to federalismis equally outdated and i nadequate
— the idea that Europe should sinply be a free trade area, with mninal

political content (see Figure 2). This is intended to encourage innovati on and
diversity, and respect national identities. But a single market cannot exi st

wi thout political integration. It is necessarily a political construction, as
the only way to tackle protectionist neasures is to agree on binding rules to
govern the market, and nechanisns to enforce them Even if it were possible to
devel op a single nmarket without political content, it would not be desirable
because Europe is al so about protecting political choice. And nany of the
political challenges we face — fromorgani sed crine to environnental pollution —
depend on European action. The alternative is not a national solution — it is no
solution at all. To solve these problens we need to forge nmuch deeper

rel ati onshi ps between European countries than the instrunental ones that arise
froma comon narket.

So neither of these traditional nodels is appropriate for organising the conpl ex
set of relationships between the different conponent parts of the EU. The

hi erarchi cal federal nopdel would destroy the consensus for Europe anobngst

nati onal governnents and peoples, and create a rigid structure that is ill-
suited to the information age. The free narket nodel is too | oose and
instrunmental to allow the EU to tackle the nmobst pressing problens we are facing.



But there is another solution to the problem of co-ordinating highly
decentral i sed organi sati ons which has not entered mai nstream political debate —
this is the Network (see Figure 3). Though nobst people don’t realise it, or talk
in these terms, this is already the nodel which is closest to the EU we have.

Net wor ks don’t figure prominently in political theory, but we all benefit from
themin our everyday lives — in friendships, clubs, churches, trade unions,
political parties or the Internet. These networks are not planned by a centra
authority — they arise fromthe interactions of decentralised actors. The rules
and order that govern them depend on reciprocal relationships, shared val ues and
a common identity rather than on a rigid hierarchy.

The nodel of the network has been successfully adopted by some | arge conpani es.
Per haps the best exanple is Visa. Visa's founder, Dee Hock wanted to create an
organi sati on capabl e of managi ng a huge nunber of rapid transactions all over
the worl d, without expanding into a bloated hierarchical corporation unable to
deal with the conplexity of these transactions and cash fl ows. Hock deci ded that
the Visa nodel would be governed by core principles: the organi sation would be
equi tably owned by all participants (over 20,000 financial institutions); it
woul d distribute power and function to the maxi num degree not all ow ng any
faction or institution to donmi nated decision naking; it should be capabl e of
constant nodification within these principals and it nust enbrace diversity and
change. Visa is effectively a skeletal organisation that relies for its strength
and success on enabling others to flourish. Though its products are accepted in
over 200 countries, and used by 350 mllion people to nmake 7.2 bn transactions
which are worth 650 billion dollars per annum Visa has a tiny centra

adm nistration with only 3000 enpl oyees in 21 offices around the world.

Thi s nmodel of the networked organi sation in business with small operating units
that sonetines conpete with each other and at other tinmes co-operate is very
different fromboth the federal and free market nodels. It shows how, in the
econom ¢ sphere, organi sati ons can conme together as equals and build

rel ati onshi ps around a shared ethos and shared outward goals — nmuch as the EU
has done in the political sphere.21

In fact, the reason that the EU has been accepted, and succeeded in getting this
far, is precisely because it is already a network with many centres of power
rather than a single one. These centres of power, or “hubs” are nenber states,
European institutions and other actors which share power horizontally, rather
than vertically according to the rigidly pre-defined blue-print of a
constitution. They are all interdependent, and though they have different wei ght
on different issues, no hub, however powerful, can ignore the others. These hubs
have |inks across nany different |evels — between regi ons, conpanies, pressure
groups, regional and national governments and the range of European
institutions. This web of connections is so dense that the sharp distinction

bet ween donestic and foreign policy has becone blurred as countries sign up to
agreenments whi ch have inplications for many traditional areas of donestic policy
— right down to the conposition of beer and sausages.

The key to a network systemis that it is about nuch nore than instrunental co-
operation. Networks need comopn val ues, a common styl e of decision-naking and a
shared set of objectives to maxim se their benefits. The fact that the EU s
systemis inclusive has allowed it to get beyond the “zero-sunf conpetitive
bar gai ni ng of many international organi sati ons when each individual issue is
considered in isolation, and success for one state is seen to be achieved at the
expense of its opponents. In the EU, nenber states conply w th European
deci si ons which go agai nst them because everybody is seen to win in the |ong-
term from havi ng agreed sone binding rules and procedures. This conplex set of
rel ati onships has allowed the EU to devel op tools of co-operation to tackle



cross-border problenms, whilst preserving strong national identities and avoiding
the infornation overl oad that endangers hierarchical systens.

But our “Network Europe” has not cone about as a result of a conscious plan — it
is a fluke. It is the product of an uneasy truce between the traditional visions
— as in a balance of power system where countries peacefully coexi st not because
they have agreed to do so, but only while they seek to nuster the strength to
maxi m se their own power and influence. In the EU, over the years, both
federalists and free-traders have periodically managed to capture the agenda and
secured institutions and programes whi ch correspond to them — the direct

el ection of the European Parlianment, the creation of the Single Market, the
‘“pillarisation” of the EU systemat Mastricht. But no single vision has nanaged
to achi eve unani nous support — and never will. As a result, everybody sees

Net wor k Europe as a transitionary phase — to be replaced by one of the other

vi sions of Europe when conditions allow. This conflict between visions, and
institutions, has prevented Europe fromfulfilling its potential as a network.
We woul d never have been able to get to where we are now without this anbiguity
about the nature of the EU. But, with reformat the top of the European agenda,
it is nowtinme to pause to understand the nature of the extraordi nary system we
have created and to see “Network Europe” as a desirable goal that we can unite
around — rather than an unfortunate staging post on the road to a federal state
or a free trade area. W can then start to reformit rationally. Just as
conmer ci al organi sations such as Visa give their nenbers a clear set of shared
outward goals and incentives, the EU should start to be clearer about the
benefits that it accords its menbers. As it continues to devel op, “Network

Eur ope” should aimto provide:

I Decentral i sed governance — a decentralised system where power is shared
hori zontal | y between menber states, European institutions and non-state actors,
rather than vertically within a state

I Security — building tools to cope with cross-border problens such as

def ence, the environment, and cross-border crine

I Econonic power — creating a big nmarket and currency with rules that govern
t hem

I Conpetition — nmechanisns for sharing information and best practice to
pronot e i nnovation so that governnents |earn from each ot her

I Conpl i ance — supranati onal watch-dogs and techni ques for nutua
surveillance to ensure that the agreed rules are conplied with

I Inclusion — redistribution across nations and regions to prevent excl usion
fromand distortions to the single narket

I Denocracy — mechanisnms of political control and direct denocracy to give
citizens control over the institutions and the agenda

I Shared Val ues — a system whi ch enbodi es and pronotes comon val ues at hone
and abroad: denocracy, diversity, openness, conprom se, solidarity, individua
free exchange, and quality of life

I A Single Voice in the Wrld — a way of speaking with a single voice in
world forums, on foreign policy, defence, trade, and currency.

The EU has done well on sonme of these issues — but it also has a long way to go.
It has al ready devel oped nmany of the tools that nmake the network work — new
forms of decision-making and supra-national watchdogs. Its nost inpressive

achi evenents have been within the econom c sphere — the single nmarket, the Euro,
and the structural adjustnent programres to ensure that new applicants and
under - devel oped regi ons are not excluded formthe single market. It has been

| ess successful at developing a framework for external security, pronoting



conpetition between countries, and speaking with a single voice on the world
stage. Its single biggest failure has been at devel oping a framework of
denocratic and political control — and the resulting lack of |egitinmacy brings
the entire European project into disrepute. Unfortunately, we have not yet
devel oped a reform agenda that is appropriate for the current EU to deliver or
likely to solve these problens.

4. M sunderstandi ng the EU
How t he reform agenda coul d threaten Network Europe

European reformis not held back because we di sagree about what the probl ens
are. There is broad consensus about the need to tackle the legitimacy deficit
and | ack of capacity. But the problens have continued to get worse rather than
better because peopl e have m sunderstood the EU and | ooked for solutions in the
wr ong pl aces.

We have not properly understood the role that political institutions have played
in delivering legitimcy within nation states. They were the key to creating
national identity and legitimting the state because they offered new ri ghts and
freedons that people were desperate to attain; and they guaranteed physical and
material security at a time of great upheaval. The EU cannot replicate this
process sinply by repackagi ng existing rights with a European gl oss — or

i mposi ng new institutions on an unwi |l ling popul ace. European citizenship wll
only acquire nmeaning when it translates into real entitlenents that people want,
and which they cannot get at the national |evel.

More inportantly, the traditional reformagenda has not understood how the
enmergi ng EU system Network Europe, will be different froma traditional state.
The EU system i s path-breaking, unique, wthout precedent. And so it is
essential that the reform agenda builds on this novelty and sees how it needs to
evol ve. Reform nust not endanger the innovation and flexibility we already
benefit from Unfortunately, many of the neasures nost often proposed to nake
Europe nore legitinate do just that. They look for confort and reassurance in
the institutions we are nost famliar with, and seek to recreate the nation
state at a higher level.

If Network Europe is to develop, reforners need to understand that there are
three key differences between the EU and a state.22 Each nmkes delivering

| egitimacy and effectiveness nore conplicated. But it is these differences which
have allowed the EU to get where it is today — and which reforners nust respect
as they seek to change it.

Wiy the EU can never have an executive president

Harry S. Truman fanously had a sign on his desk in the Wite House — “the buck
stops here”. He would not know where to put it in the European Union. The reform
debate too often turns into an argunent about which European institution should
have the nmost claimto it. Should it be national governments, or the Parlianent
el ected by Europe’s citizens, or should we el ect a powerful Comm ssion President



to play this role? This debate misses the point. There is not, and can never be,
a central figure or body |like a President or Prime Mnister solely responsible
for setting the agenda and driving it forward.

We have seen that European integration has transfornmed the nature of nation
states, but it has not destroyed them In fact, national identities remain
central to its success. As a result, it would be inmpossible to have a single

el ection for an executive EU president. Even in strongly pro-European countries
like Germany and Italy, people would be nore likely to vote for a candi date of
their own nationality, than a candi date from anot her country. They woul d not
accept their national governnents being “lorded over” by an EU President.

The strength of “Network Europe” is that though different countries may have

di fferent weights on different issues, none, however powerful, can ignore the
others. This is why national governnents and peopl es have cone to accept the EU
Its fragile legitimcy would be shattered if individual countries felt
consistently ignored — just as many Scots began to question the viability of a
United Kingdomthat seened to have a perpetual Conservative Governnment which
took no account of their divergent val ues.

But the fact that there are nyriad conpeting interests operating in Europe,

whi ch nmust be represented in debate, nakes it nore difficult for the EU to act
effectively, and to devel op the | eadership and capacity it needs to punch its
wei ght on the world stage. The key will be to balance the desire to speak with
one voice in the world, with the need to accommpdate many voi ces at hone.

Wiy the EU can’'t be a parlianmentary denocracy

The need to bal ance | eadership with inclusion also explains why the EU cannot be
a parlianmentary denocracy on the national nodel. A ngjoritarian formof politics
whi ch rides roughshod over those taking the mnority view would endanger the
consensus on which Europe is built.

But even if it were acceptable, representative parlianentary denocracy will not
produce a solution to Europe’s legitimacy problens. This is partly because the
mai n focus of peoples’ political identities continues to be the nation state

whi ch delivers themthe services they care about: welfare, health and education
Eur opean el ections will probably continue to be a referendum on nationa

regi mes, rather than a forumfor people to debate conpeting visions of the EU
This means that the European Parlianent will always have less |egitimcy than

t he European Council which is nade up of the Heads of State and Governnent that
peopl e recogni se.

There are also lints to the legitinacy of representative politics — even at a
nati onal level. Across the world, there are increasing calls to suppl enent pure
representative denmocracy with nmeasures such as referenduns and citizens' juries.
Peopl e today are better educated; their concerns are nore diverse; and they are
| ess passive in their approach to authority and politics. Because traditiona
structures don’'t seemto be keeping up, we see falling turnout and an increasing
alienation. W are beginning to have these debates about giving greater range
and depth to political participation at a national |evel, but they have not been
transferred to the European | evel where they are even nore rel evant. 23 Because
the EU wi Il never have a governnent or single centre of power (which citizens
can replace if it becones unpopular), direct denpcracy is the only way that
citizens can be able to have an inpact on the whol e EU agenda (see concl usion).
The fact that the European Parliament cannot by itself deliver legitinacy does
not mean that politics does not matter. Conflict and conpetition are the
essential elenments of any denobcratic system as different groups of people put
forward alternative programmes for the future, and then battle it out to
convince the public that their vision is the right one. If the politicians



di sappoint or break their prom ses, voters can ‘throw the buns out’. The problem
is that politics in the European Union doesn’'t work like that. There are plenty
of politicians — but no genuine political contests at the European level. W
have seen that this is the direct result of the dispersion and flexible sharing
of power. But the negative consequence is that questions of European politics —
within all of the EUs institutions — are structured around artificial debates
about nmore or less integration, and different conceptions of the nationa
interest, rather than between different visions for Europe and of the policies
which it shoul d pursue. 24

In a network where power is distributed between many players, political parties
can play an inportant role as the glue that holds all the hubs together
aggregates different interests and gives the whole systema sense of direction
The key will be to imagi ne new ways of doing this wi thout constructing the
centralised hierarchical institutions which Europe will not accept or bear.

The flexi ble sharing of powers:

why the EU should avoid a constitution

A network system cannot have a classic division of powers between an executive,

| egi slature and judiciary where the three institutions each have excl usive
roles. Dividing powers up in this hierarchical way would emascul ate the nationa
governments which people want to remain at the centre of political Iife in each
country. But we do need to ensure that there are binding rules which the nenbers
agree to and keep — and which EU citizens can influence.

To cope with this conundrum the EU has devel oped an innovative structure that
allows all of the institutions jointly to share the roles of executive,

| egislative and judiciary. They alternate in their power and responsibility in
different policy areas and at different stages in the decision-nmaking process. 25
Control of decision-naking by national governments (through the Council of

M nisters, the rotating presidency, the executive sunmits every six nonths), is
conbi ned with the managenment of European business by a euro-technocracy which is
directed by a politically appointed European Conm ssi on and overseen by the

Eur opean Parlianent, the Court of Justice and the Court of Auditors. So, in
practice, the Council acts as an executive on |long-termissues, setting the
agenda and del egati ng managenent power to the Comm ssion. The Conmi ssion acts as
an executive in the short term for exanple on trade and agricul tural policy.
The European Parlianent and European Court of Justice have an oversight role in
many of these procedures.26 Wile sone of this conplexity is necessary to

mai ntain political control while avoiding the gridlock and |ack of conpliance
that nost international organisations face, it does nmake the EU very difficult
for its citizens to understand. Ei ght out of ten people claimto know “little”
or “not hing” about the EU

However, calls for a European Constitution to explain the EU nm sdiagnose the

exi sting problemand could make it worse. The inevitable wangling over its
content would make Maastricht look like a fam |y picnic, exacerbating rather
than closing the gulf between elites and citizens. The nost |ikely outcome of
this debate would be to freeze the EU s future devel opnent and entrench a
settlenent ill-equipped to deal with the challenges to cone. It nakes no sense
to contenplate a constitution before the EU has devel oped its security and
defence identity, measures to tackle cross-border crinme, and refornmed its
institutions to deal with enlargenent.

But it is nore than a question of timng. A hierarchical constitutiona

settl enent (which established a single executive, |egislature and judiciary)
woul d destroy the essence of European integration, nake Europe |ess rather than
nore effective, and could cause the whole project to unravel. If it fixed too



much, it would be likely to prevent the EU from devel oping in areas where sone
nmenber states had reservations even where there is a strong “coalition of the
willing”. It would endanger the conpetition between states that has delivered
sone of the nmpbst inportant innovations in public policy. Finally, a European
constitution runs against the very grain of our changing societies — where the
pressure fromcitizens is to devol ve deci si on-nmaki ng and power froma nationa
level and to bring it to a higher level only when clear tests for integration
are net and where there are obvious benefits fromdoing so. So we should
concentrate on expl ai ning and naki ng sense of this conplexity — rather than
destroying the EU we have created for the sake of intellectual clarity.

5. The new agenda for reform
Legi ti macy and effectiveness
i n Network Europe

We have seen that the European Union’s problens are a direct product of its

uni queness. W want the EU to deliver the things we usually expect of a
political system— but we can’'t use the traditional tools. Because we need to
conbine |l eadership with inclusion, we can’'t get it froman Executive President.
Because denocratic control nust respect national identity, it won't cone froma
Eur opean parlianentary denmocracy. And we nust conbine clarity with flexibility —
so we should avoid a rigid constitution. W al so need Network Europe to deliver
many goods that m ght seemto be in conflict with each other — co-operation

bet ween states which conpete and i nnovate; decentralisation and integration
internal diversity and a single voice on the world stage.

This mght sound |ike the European equival ent of calling for nore public
spendi ng and | ower taxes, or less traffic with nore car use. But it is not —
what European publics want from Europe is deliverable. The strength of “Network
Europe” is that it can avoid the fal se dichotom es which have shaped the debate
so far. But this can only happen if the reformagenda is driven by an
under st andi ng of networks and what makes them work, rather than the traditiona
theory of state-building. Oherw se, the reformagenda will becone another round
in the battle between conpeting visions of Europe and the supporters of

di fferent European institutions.

To get Network Europe right, there should be three central areas for the reform
agenda:

The first is participation. For a network to work effectively, the right hubs
need to be represented — ot herw se people becone alienated froma distant system
whose agenda is captured by special interests. At present, the interests of
citizens and consuners are |less well represented than those of | obbies and
nations. And the political parties that could aggregate different interests are
not active enough in the European arena. So we need to reinvent politics so that
it can operate effectively beyond states as well as within them

Secondly, we need to get the |inks between these hubs right. W have seen that
for the EU to be effective, it nust conbine co-operation on cross-border issues,



with the conpetition between conpani es and countries which drives innovation and
allows for the spread of good practice. To achieve this, we need to untangle
crossed wires — while we need checks and bal ances, institutions should not be
designed to naturally conmpete agai nst each other at the expense of sol ving

probl ens. And we need to make sonme connections which are m ssing at present.
Finally, the network needs a strong ethos — the guiding mssions, val ues and
identity which hold the systemtogether. This can provide the systemwth a
sense of direction, because the different parts of the network feel loyalty to a

hi gher goal. The individual transactions will not just be instrunental, they
wi || be underpinned by trust if the network is cohesive and has a strong sense
of identity.

If we | ook at each of these areas, we can see where the EUis falling short,
before | ooki ng at possible ways forward in the concl usion

Rei nventing politics and participation

Everyone now accepts that a purely technocratic Europe will never be able to
lead, let alone inspire. It is alnmost a decade since Jacques Del ors fanously
sai d that “Europe began as an elitist project in which it was believed that al
that was required was to convince the decision makers. That phase of benign
despotismis over”. But while everybody pays |lip-service to legitinmcy, we
haven't really got any further in working out how we mght deliver it within the
exi sting European system Too nany people still hope that a federal systemw ||
eventual ly conme into existence and dissolve the problem

So what would legitinacy ook |ike in a European context? At a European |evel,
as el sewhere, political legitinacy is about the quality of the connection
between citizens and the policies that are made in their name. Political systens
match public policy to citizens’ priorities by maki ng trade-offs between
conpeting interests and bundling theminto strategic progranmes which the voters
can choose between. But getting the right policies is not enough. People need to
feel that they are part of the process that nmakes them - and that they can hold
the institutions that inplenent themto account.

This sense of legitimcy and denocratic control is in decline even at a nationa
| evel where there is a hierarchical systemcentred around a single governnment
which political parties can conpete to control. Network Europe’s politica
systemis nmuch nore conplicated, operating across many centres of power. This
nmakes the cohesive function of politics even nore inportant in ensuring that

deci sion-nmaking is not utterly fragnented and can aggregate interests; that
parts of the systemdo clash with others in different fora; and that citizens
are part of the decision-naking process rather than passive consuners of polices
made in their name. But our efforts to deliver political control over European
policy nust not underm ne the strong national identity and national politica
systenms which are vital to econom ¢ innovation and public participation

So far, European politics has only delivered one side of the equation. The
genui ne need to nmaintain national identity has been allowed to squeeze out the
vital debates on social and economic priorities and values that cut across

nati onal boundaries. There is no clear way for citizens to vote for, or debate,
the kind of Europe they want and what val ues and soci o-economc priorities it
shoul d pronpote. Special interest groups and | obbies have stepped into the vacuum
created by the absence of politics and are increasingly setting the agenda.

I nstead of aggregating interests, the EU system has created different
institutions to represent nations, citizens, and the European interest — the

Eur opean Council and Council of Mnisters, the European Parlianent and the

Conmi ssion. This neans that the European interest is not seen as the sumof the
interests of nenber states and citizens — but as sonething separate and



naturally in conflict with them Institutional conflict is built into the
system The Council and Commi ssion regularly cross swords over their shared
executive role. The European Parlianent clashes with the Council over its

| egislative role, and flexes its nuscles over the Conm ssion. Nationa
Parlianments feel alienated fromthe EU, and resent the European Parlianent’s
role in the decision-nmaking process. So instead of working towards coherent

obj ectives, the EU often seens at odds with itself.

We clearly need to put the politics into Europe. But before we decide where it
shoul d go and how we put it there, we nust understand how it has failed to
develop in all the main institutions.

The nost visible institution is the European Comm ssi on — whi ch nany peopl e
actually think is the EU The Comi ssion was deliberately constructed to be
above the political fray — to save European publics and politicians from

t hensel ves. This nmeans that many think of the EU as a bureaucratic nachine,
rather than a political body. Conm ssioners swear an oath of allegiance to
European integration when they take office, pronising to | eave behind ties to
their countries and political parties. The Comm ssion does have a vital role in
i nsuring that decisions rise above the |evel of the | owest commopn denom nat or
But its inability to define its guiding European interest in terms of socio-
econom c priorities and values has neant that its clearest goal has often been
to increase its own power within the system The Conmi ssion’s awareness of its
| egiti macy probl em has nade things worse rather than better — because it can't
run for election, it has tried to build a coalition of support by inviting as
many i nterest groups as possible into the decision-making process. This has

hel ped wel | -funded and organi sed producer | obbies to prevail over consuner

i nterests.

One m ght expect nore divisions over socio-economc interests or a stronger
Consuner voice fromthe politicians in the European Council and Council of

M ni sters. But because these bodies were designed to reflect the nationa
interest, their discussions are typical of European debate at every |evel -
about nmore or |less Europe, or different national interests, rather than which
direction Europe should go in. Even when the Convergence Criteria for the Single
Currency were set, the European Council did not discuss the social and economc
i mplications for enploynent or wel fare spending — only whether Europe shoul d
proceed with the plan, and which nenber states to exclude. The rotating

Presi dency of the European Council does not help to give political |eadership.
Every country enjoys its tinme in the sun and is keener to launch its own
projects than set a clear political agenda or bring existing projects to
fruition. And the timng of this “buggins turn” system|eaves nuch to chance.
The British governnent had only been in power for a few nonths when its

presi dency started, while the German government was not even fully forned.

The Council of Mnisters is even less political. The fact that decision-naking
has been split into a huge array of sectoral councils — including some where the
EU has very little role, such as health, education, culture, youth and i ndustry
— means that decision-nmaking is very fragmented and easily dom nated by

organi sed interests. The departmental m nisters who nmake policy and distribute
subsi di es do not have to raise the noney they hand out and there is no tine
[imt on their discussions. This nmeans that Mnisters tend to act nore as
glorified | obbyists for particular interests than as politicians outlining a
strategic programe. In practice, 90 per cent of decisions are arrived at by
national civil servants in informal policy networks with national experts and
organi sed interests. The fact that there is so little structured politica
debate or interest aggregation is partly a product of the failure of the Foreign
M nisters’ Ceneral Affairs Council which is neant to co-ordinate the work of



ot her councils. As the European policy agenda has bal |l ooned, and many urgent
foreign policy issues have appeared, the General Affairs Council has totally
failed to keep pace.

Direct elections to the European Parlianent were established to make up for this
| ack of accountability and political debate — the parlianent is neant to
represent the peoples of Europe. The European Parlianent is the one institution
that is organised on party lines, and its party groupings are becom ng nore

di sci plined and cohesive. But the Parlianment cannot be expected to turn people’s
priorities for Europe into a coherent political programme for the continent. As
we have seen, its elections are fought on national rather than European issues,
so people do not get to vote for the kind of Europe they want within their own
countries, never mnd across them The Parlianment’s culture and procedures are
not geared to airing real political disagreenents. It depends on a de facto
coalition between the centre-left and centre-right groupings, and requires a
two-thirds majority on the nobst inportant questions such as budgetary matters.
So, the European Parliament cannot set the strategic agenda for Europe — it is
not a focal point of public debate; we don't recognise its nmenbers and it

doesn’t have the powers. It does, however, play an increasingly inportant role
as a watchdog within the EU system— it acts as a check on bad |egislation,
oversees the EU budget, scrutinises the Central Bank and nonitors the workings
of the Comm ssion. It is helping the EU to work better — even if it is unlikely
to set the public inmagination on fire. What holds it back is that it is judged
agai nst an inappropriate yardstick — as if it were Europe’s equivalent of the
Bundestag or the House of Commons.

The EU s inability to hold real political debates stens fromthe fact that it
was not initially conceived of as a political body. National governnments wanted
to create a regulatory framework which would allow themto shift responsibility
for unexciting but inportant issues requiring technocratic solutions to a
European level. As a result, political parties have not got involved in the
process. The political structures that have evolved fit this mould, and enshrine
a political deficit. Discussions are focused on regul ati ons, dom nated by horse-
tradi ng, and nost decisions are taken by national civil servants. But a nodel of
deci si on- maki ng designed for technical issues |ike |aw-nmwer sound em ssions
and the conposition of tonmato paste is inappropriate for deciding howthe single
currency or a European foreign policy should work.

The reason that we need to reinvent politics is that we are trying to create the
first political systemthat is not tied to a single state, one that allows us to
have political debates across frontiers. This will mean thinking about politics
very differently. Instead of seeing EU politics as a bolt-on extra that can be
confined to the European Parliament, we need to ensure that the political debate
runs through all the EU institutions. But inproving representative denocracy

wi Il not be enough. Because the EU will never have a single governnment or
president that citizens can vote out, we need nore direct ways to involve
citizens in deciding the future of the EU In the conclusion | wll propose ways

both to reformthe EU s representative systemand to i ntroduce direct denocracy
so the EU can both respect national identify and give a voice to people’s
priorities.

Getting the right Iinks: delivering conpetition and co-operation

Net wor k Europe is about having our cake — and eating it too. W need to be able

to co-operate on a continental scale to deliver solutions to the problens which

need cross-border solutions, speak with a single voice on global issues where we
share interests, and create a | arge and dynami c single market and currency. But

at the sane tinme we need to preserve the conpetition between countries and



conpani es that has acted as a spur to innovation over the centuries. Only the
structure of a network can ensure this. But for it to function effectively we
need to have connexions that work.

At the nmonment, EU nenber states often co-operate in areas where they should
conpete, and conpete in areas where they should be speaking with a single voice.
Qur historical inheritance is a European Union that often seens to be npst
integrated where it is |east relevant. The core projects in the history of
European integration — the Coal and Steel Community, Euratomor the CAP — are
now either redundant, or in desperate need of reform But the fragnmented nature
of the Council of Mnisters and the inertia of sectoral councils has nmade it
difficult to nove co-operation out of these increasingly defunct traditiona
areas of integration.

At the sanme time, the EU has not yet devel oped the capacity to deal with

i nternational crime, drugs, or the environnent — |l et alone a crisis such as
Kosovo. In fact, the EUis particularly weak at providing its nenmber states with
the external security they need — because instead of co-operating and com ng up
with comon solutions — the EU often works against itself on the world stage.
Wiile the EUis able to protect our trading interests very effectively by
speaking with one voice, its foreign and defence identity has been underni ned by
fifteen separate foreign policies.

The EU s traditional techniques for co-operation were innovative in their tine.
It now needs to devel op new nodels suitable for today’s cross-border problens.
The nodel of convergence criteria that was devel oped for the single currency
provides a practical way to devel op the EU s defence capacity. Setting a strict
tinme-table and quantitative and qualitative critieria for capacity for each
nmenber state which wishes to and is able to participate should allow us to get
beyond warm words. Qther recent innovations to encourage co-operation, such as
Qualified Majority Voting, constructive abstentions in the Council of Mnisters,
or the “flexibility” clause signed at Ansterdam should all allow us to devel op
capacity on the environnment, or on solving international crine.

We also need to build the EU s capacity for competition. Arong its greatest

achi evenents is the economic conpetition of the single market — it now needs to
enhance political conpetition between countries, too. Instead of a highly
centralised nodel of political econony, or the anarchy of unregul ated
conpetition, the single market replaced 15 different national regulatory regines
wi th binding rules and an apparatus to police them — delivering the biggest free
mar ket the world has ever seen and ensuring that it is underpinned by basic

st andar ds.

We now need a single nmarket for governnent and ideas. There are many areas of
government activity which legitimately renmain national in scope, but which are
of conmmon interest to the EU as a whole. National policy failure — in education
enpl oyment, wel fare, |abour nmarket reform social exclusion, health or pensions
— coul d damage ot her countries through its inmpact on the functioning of the
singl e market and the Eurozone. There will be no support for centralising

deci sion-nmaking in these areas, but we can all benefit from mechani sns for

noni toring and peer review. Mnber states have an interest in agreeing to clear
conmon obj ectives, within a defined tinetable, which each can neet in the way
nost appropriate to their own experience and national conditions. The EUs role
in these policy areas will not be to drive the policy agenda, or devise “one-
size-fits-all” solutions, but to collect information, nonitor progress, bench-
mark countries’ achi evenents and highlight their shortcom ngs. Each EU nenber
shoul d see its partners as comon | earning resources across the full range of
policy — so that the European Uni on becones a | aboratory for policy

i nnovati on. 27



The nobst advanced experinents with political conpetition are in enploynent
policy, where Menber States have agreed guidelines and targets for

enpl oyability, entrepreneurship, adaptability and equal opportunities, and then
prepared National Action Plans to achi eve these. Progress has been revi ewed at
subsequent summits. Sinilarly, EU nmenber states have agreed national targets for
cutting greenhouse gas emissions in line with the Kyoto agreenment, while
retaining responsibility for inplenentation

But there are barriers to developing this kind of structured conpetition. One is
the m ndset of the Commi ssion and sone nmenber states. There is still a strong
tendency to see harnonisation and m ni mum standards as the only way to tackle
Eur opean chal | enges. The recent wangl es over tax policy showed this very
clearly — and there is still strong pressure to seek to devel op a single nodel
for social policy or |abour markets. Even when conpetition has been applied, too
many think that it is a tenporary experinent, which could be replaced with
traditional integration in due course — there have already been calls for an EU
carbon tax to be inplenented if EU governnents don’t | ook set to neet their
Kyoto targets.

The other barrier is the EU s lack of flexibility. Even when it does recognise
its deficiencies, it finds it very difficult to reformitself. Its

I ntergovernnental Conferences (I GCs) are cunbersone, inflexible, |engthy and
unfocussed. Progress is often bogged down by protracted wangling over fringe
topi cs of peripheral concern to the vast mpjority of nembers. The final two
weeks before the last |1 GC saw 55 new proposal s from nenber states, hanpering
coherent discussion and strategic planning of the future direction of the EU as
a whole.28 So to get its links right, the EUw Il need to change its m ndset,
and devel op better ways of reformng itself.

G ving Network Europe a sense of direction and ethos

Net wor k Europe al so needs to devel op shared val ues and a comopn set of
objectives if it is to effectively pronbte co-operation and conpetition. The
networ k needs to devel op cohesion, but not according to the traditional nodel of
state building. Durkheimfanopusly described how hi erarchical organisations were
gl ued together by functions, with the division of |abour creating a kind of
“mechani cal solidarity” between different cogs in a machine. In a simlar way,
federal countries are not just held together by a clear identity, but by clearly
specified tasks and a specified |line of command.

When these hierarchical relationships are weaker or absent, it is inmportant to
devel op cohesi on through a shared sense of identity, a common set of objectives
and a common way of doi ng busi ness. Fukuyanma has argued that a network is “a
group of individual agents who share informal norns or val ues beyond those
necessary for ordinary market transactions”. If daily tools, tasks and
structures of the organisation are linked to a higher goal then this provides a
gl ue which holds the network rel ati onshi ps together through establishing a
shared sense of direction. The rel ati onshi p between husbands and wi ves,
traditionally defined by a hierarchical and uneven division of household | abour
has nmoved towards a nore equal partnership based on a shared sense of identity
and comopn projects.29 W no |onger see very hierarchical systens as legitinate
or effective, but need to deliver nore attractive forms of cohesion to avoid
highly instrunental relationships between individual hubs, characterised by
zero-sum t hinking, high transaction costs and results which rarely get beyond

t he | owest comon denomi nat or

Perhaps as a result of its functionalist roots, the European project has not
succeeded in devel oping a sense of identity which inspires its citizens. Raynond
Aron has witten that ‘the European idea is enpty ... It was created by



intellectuals, and that fact accounts for its genuine appeal to the mind and its
feebl e appeal to the heart’.30 The EUis well aware that this is its Achilles’
heel . It has given nuch tine and thought to the task of creating Europeans. But
its attenpts to create a European identity have addressed the issue in exactly

t he wrong way.

I nstead of building on the Europe that we live in our everyday lives — in
hol i day snapshots, on supernarket shelves, in history |essons, on schoo
exchanges, in novels, filns, nusic and restaurants — politicians tend to start
with abstract and elitist ideas from European history. Roman | aw, denocracy,
Judaeo- Christian ethics, the Renai ssance, humanism rationalism enpiricism
romanti ci smand cl assicismare nerged together with key personalities from
Descartes to Beethoven to construct a European cultural heritage.31 And this
identity has been comuni cated and expressed through the adopti on of Beethoven’s
9th synmphony as an anthem the gold stars on the blue background as a flag, the
cel ebration of Europe Day on 9 May and the creation of the European passport.

At best, this attenpt to create European identity has failed to appeal beyond
the Eurocrat-elite; at worst it has increased Eurosceptismand fear of the EU
with its nation-building synbols. If the EU sets itself up to conpete with
national identities, it will fail. Instead of working against the identities we
have, seeking to inpose an ersatz, esperanto identity with no genui ne enptiona
appeal , the EU should be working with the genuine European identities which

al ready exist — and show how Europe is adding sonething to the identities we
cheri sh.

The EU has so far been missing an attractive overarching narrative which gives
the identity a content and shows why it delivers sonething that we want. What
shoul d Europe do about this failure of its identity projects to take a grip on
its peoples? One answer is that it could tackle the identity deficit, and the

| ack of understanding of the EU and what it does, by calling a constitutiona
convention. The nodel of the United States of Anmerica and the Federal Republic
of Germany suggest that a European constitution could over tinme deliver

i ncreased understandi ng, participation and pride in the European project. But
this seems unlikely to be the answer for Europe today. W have seen the
difficulties which the process of constitution-formng would create and, in
fact, the proposal replicates the m stake of thinking that European identity
will follow as soon as the EU resenbles a nation-state

Its not just that a European identity can’'t replace national identity — it can't
draw on many of the el ements which have pronoted national identities in the
past. But while the EU can’t rely on a shared religion, ethnicity or a single
education systemto inculcate identity myths, this is not a problemsince we are
not trying to create the sort of identity which people are prepared to die for
The European identity which we are striving for will have to be very different
fromthe national identities which it will supplenent. It nust be based on a set
of common val ues and obj ecti ves.

And so the real |esson which we need to learn fromthe USif we are to give
identity and cohesion to Network Europe has nothing to do with its federa
structure or constitutional obsessions. Wat the Anericans have, which Europe
needs, is a dream— a vision of the values which the United States shares, which
helps it to debate and decide where it is going. The Anerican Dream has inspired
successive generations to inprove their lot, held together a nongrel nation, and
gi ven Anericans a clear sense of the future.

It is tine to harness the powerful untapped European identity to provide a
European dream This will be different to the Anerican dream because Europe has
different values to the United States. W value our rich diversity and would

rej ect a honogenous nelting-pot; we want prosperity, but understand quality-of-



life in less materialistic terms; we value social solidarity as well as socia
change; we believe in sharing power as well as projecting it. A European
identity, which values all of the diversity which Europe contains, can provide a
beacon of what Europe stands for which attracts those queuing up to join; can
help to provide the social capital to lubricate particular transactions; and
bring Europe to life for its citizens.

Eur ope has an opportunity to define what it stands for in the MIlennia

Decl aration which the Hel sinki summit will release this Decenber. The EU needs
to take this opportunity to give European citizens a nuch clearer sense of what
Europe is and what it is for; to give applicant countries a sense of the

standards they will have to live up to; and to provide a route-map for European
reform But, above all, the EUw Il have to enbody this identity — based on
denocracy, diversity, solidarity, quality of life, nmultilateralism and
conpromise — in its actions at hone and abroad. In the past it has often failed

tolive up to its ideals. It talks of diversity but the reality is often
harmoni sation. It tal ks of denbcracy, but the reality is a denocratic deficit.
It tal ks of common chal |l enges, but too often can’'t find conmon sol utions.

Concl usi on:
Ref or mi ng Networ k Europe

This is the monent for European reform There is w despread agreement on the
need to nmake Europe nore effective, better understood and nore | egitimte. But
everyt hing depends on how we do it.

We have seen that the traditional reformagenda risks taking us even further
fromthe Europe which we need to thrive, and could turn people off by making
Europe seemlike a threat to well-being and identity.

In this panphlet, | have tried to set out a new way of thinking about Europe —
whi ch takes us beyond the fal se choi ces which have structured the debate in the
past. The theory of Network Europe will also allow us to construct a new reform
agenda which will not just make Europe nore effective, but nore popul ar too.
This will provide us with a vital platformto start rebuilding the consensus for
Eur ope

The test of European legitinmacy will not be the precise structure of the EU s
institutions — they should just be a neans to an end. The real test will be the
EU s ability to deliver the things that its citizens expect of it. In 2020,
people will want to see an EU that is powerful enough to defend its security, to
tackl e organised crime, to pronbote jobs and a clean environnent. But they will

al so expect to retain a strong sense of national identity and to have contro
over the key decisions which affect their lives.

That is why the key chal |l enges for European reform are:

(1) To reconnnect Network Europe to its citizens — by reinventing politics and
participation so that it can operate beyond states as well as within them



(2) To untangl e Network Europe’s crossed wires — by cutting back bureaucratic
and institutional conflict, and enhancing the EU s ability to pronote co-
operation and conpetition in the right areas

(3) To devel op a clear ethos for Network Europe — to ensure that Network
Europe is held together through shared objectives, identity and a conmon sense
of destiny.

So, how can we get closer to the Europe we need?

(1) Reconnecting Citizens — Reinventing Politics

Di spersing power is essential in Europe — but the first casualty can be
accountability and political debate. How can we develop a focus for politica
contests in a network with many centres of power? At present, the EU is good at
representing countries and special interests, but not citizens. The key to
changing this is integrating politics into the whole institutional framework —
not treating it as a bolt-on extra confined to the European Parlianent. W need
to make all of the institutions nore representative of Europe’s citizens and
better at airing the political conflicts which cut across national boundari es.
Political parties have a key role to play in this as they are represented in al
EU countries and all EU institutions. They are still the only body that exist
expressly to link public policy with the public. But inproving the
representative side will not be enough. Unlike national denocracies, the EU
systemw || never have a single government which voters can throw out. So we

al so need to allow citizens to participate in a nore direct way — so that we can
make choi ces about the Europe we want, rather than being offered it on an all-
or-not hing basis. The proposals bel ow show how we can deliver political contests
at the EU | evel w thout underm ning national denopcracies.

Rei nvi gorating representative denocracy

To reinvigorate representative denocracy, we nust concentrate on reforming the
Eur opean Council so that it can give political direction to the whole EU system
It is the EUinstitution with the nost power and |legitinmacy because it contains
Europe’ s best-known and nost powerful political leaders. It is tine for these

| eaders to renenber that they are party |leaders as well as heads of government,
and to treat the European Council as a political forum not only sonewhere that
they defend their national interests. Obviously the European Council wil]l
continue to be split between the different national interests, but suitably
reforned it could also play a role in debating the political issues that cut
across national boundaries.

By acting as a nore political body, the European Council can develop tools for
strategi ¢ deci si on-naki ng and | eadershi p, and provide the political and policy
framework for the Commission s legislative, financial and adm nistrative
proposal s. Building on the now established practice of party caucusi ng before
sunmits, party | eaders and heads of government need to use and devel op the
transnational party infrastructures to feed their agenda into the Council of

M ni sters, national parlianents and European Parlianment. This will overcone sone
of the institutional rivalry and pronote greater coherence. The Comi ssion wl|
again be able to fulfil its central role of encouragi ng nmenber states to stick
to the conmitments which they sign up to in front of the cameras, rather than
posi ng as a European governnent in waiting. And the Parlianment will act as a
denocratic check within the system - scrutinising |legislation and the running of
the conm ssion, rather than | obbying for nore | egislative power.

How can this cone about?



I Scrap the rotating EU Presidency, and deliver strategic |eadership. The
six-nmonthly rotating EU Presidency should be scrapped as it stops the EU from
devel opi ng real |eadership — everybody starts their favourite projects; there is
much less interest in bringing themto fruition. It should be replaced by a
Presidency that is elected by the nmenber states of the European Council for a
two year period. The el ected Presidency should be a consortium of three nmenber
states — one nmenber state should take the chair on each pillar of the EU The
Council as a whole should issue a five year programme at the begi nning of each
Conmi ssion term and an annual programe of work each year. Party |eaders shoul d
use their transnational party groups to produce draft programmes of EU work for
themto support in the European Council

I Counci| of Europe Mnisters. A powerful new authority, nmde up of Europe
M nisters with deputy PM status, should neet nonthly in Brussels and co-ordinate
the work of the different Councils of Mnisters to ensure that a strategic
agenda is being followed and be responsible for strategic co-ordination. Their
role would be to drive through the priorities agreed by the European Counci l
with the support of their countries’ diplonatic representatives in Brussels who
neet as COREPER. This woul d encourage national politicians to see the European
sphere as continuation of national politics. There should be party caucuses of
the Europe Mnisters before each neeting.

I Enhance the Parlianent’s Watchdog role, not its |legislative powers. The
European Parlianent’s role as a denocratic watchdog should be strengthened. It
does not need any nore |egislative power, but it should be given the right to
censure individual conm ssioners, and al so access to the m nutes of the European
Central Bank, so that it can hold it to account nore effectively.

Suppl ementing representative politics with direct denocracy

Ref ormi ng representative denocracy in this way within the EU woul d nake the EU
system nore strategic, and allow citizens to see a |ink between the way they
vote in national elections, and the policies being pursued at a European |evel.
But people will also want a nore direct way of participating and voting for what
we want Europe to do. So we shoul d consider ways to suppl enment representative
politics with direct denocracy.

I Eur ope-wi de Referenduns. Many countries already have referenduns about the
EU — on questions |ike EU nenbership, treaty reformor whether to adopt the
Euro. But these are really national debates which get mxed up with the
jockeying for position of national political parties between general elections.
To give citizens the chance to influence the European agenda directly, we need a
di fferent sort of European referendum These would give citizens across Europe
the chance to overturn an existing piece of EU legislation, or to put a new

| egi slative issue on the agenda in policy areas of EU conpetence. The votes
woul d be held if a set nunber of signatures (as a percentage of popul ation) was
collected in three quarters of nmenber states, and would need to be won by
‘“double majority’ — a majority across the EU, and victory in nost of menber
states. The votes could be held on the sane day as el ections to the European
Parl i ament . 32

I Eur opean Peopl e’ s panel. The European Conm ssi on al ready conducts
quarterly opinion polls in all EU countries for its Eurobarometer studies. But
the questions are not very closely related to the needs of policy-nakers. These
shoul d be transfornmed into a standi ng people’'s panel that any policy-naker in



the EU s institutions or in national governnents can draw upon to test public
attitudes to what the EU s priorities should be, and how service delivery can be
i nproved fromthe point-of-view of the user. Representative panels of 5000
peopl e in each country could be used to test proposals nade before each European
sunmit, and an i ndependent report outlining public attitudes and priorities
should be circulated to all policy-nakers in advance.

(2) Untangling Wres — Ensuring Europe co-operates and

conpet es

We have seen why EU nenbers need to conpete and co-operate if they are to
survive and thrive in the future. But the EU has often co-operated in the areas
whi ch needed conpetition — and conpeted over the cross-border probl ens which
need comon action. Its ability to act on the gl obal stage has been underm ned
by 15 separate voices. Internally, EU institutions have conpeted over which
shoul d have nore power, instead of working together towards a shared agenda. W
need wi despread institutional change, to nake the institutions nore responsive,
flexible and capable of working in a joined-up way. W al so need to chall enge
the m ndset which assunes that harnoni sati on and mi ni num standards wi || provide
a solution, and develop the institutional capacity to structure conpetition

bet ween countri es.

I Joi ned-up governnent, not sectoral representation. The Council of
M nisters is organised around Sectoral Councils which make EU deci si on- maki ng
hi ghl y segnented, unstrategic, and easily open to producer capture. W need to
vastly reduce their nunber — to just four. This will allow strategic decision-
maki ng and focus political attention on the key issues — just as the need to
conpete for parliamentary tine in national parlianents creates a discipline on
their |egislative agenda. The new Council of European Mnisters should co-
ordinate the strategic agenda agreed by Heads of Governnent; working with EcoFin
(Finance M nisters), a Council for Foreign Affairs and Defence, and one dealing
with Justice and Home Affairs.

Thi s means scrapping sectoral councils for Agriculture, Environment,
Transport, Fisheries, Social Affairs, Industry, Research, Internal Market,
Devel opnent, Energy, Health, Budget, Education, Tel ecomruni cations, Consuner
Affairs, Culture, etc. The Council of European M nisters should create and
oversee European M nisterial Taskforces, nade up of a range of Mnisters from
di fferent departnental backgrounds to tackle other issues. This will help to
break up the departnental fiefdons which have cone to dominate in EU decision-
maki ng.

I A stream i ned Conmi ssion, supporting policy conpetition. The Conmi ssion
has to becone nore strategic and | ess prone to seek harnoni sation in areas which
need conpetition. Reducing its labyrinthine structure (DGs I-XXII), which only
| obbyi sts and acadeni cs understand, it should be streamined to match a reforned
Eur opean Council with four divisions dealing with Finance and Econom cs; Foreign
and Security Policy; Justice and Hone Affairs, and Structural Reform which would
be chaired by Comm ssion Vice-Presidents. For all other areas, the President
shoul d set up working-groups chaired by a co-ordinating Com ssi oner

Wth a refornmed European Council providing political direction, the
Conmi ssi on should focus on ensuring that nenber states keep to the pronises
whi ch they have nade, of speaking for the EU in global negotiations, and, above
all, of developing the EU s capacity for benchnmarki ng. The Commi ssion shoul d
gat her information on best practice, work with nmenber states to nmake nethods of
data collection and reporting as simlar as possible to allow reliable



conpari sons, and have the confidence to highlight the shortcom ngs of countries
which aren’t neeting the agreed targets.

I Qut conme-1led reform not Intergovernnental Conferences.

One obstacle to getting Europe right is the attenpt to deliver reformthrough

I nt ergovernnental Conferences (1GCs). We should replace themw th themed ‘reform
sunmits’ which tackle one key challenge at a tinme. The EU cannot cope with
having I GCs too often — after the Maastricht experience in 1991, the Ansterdam

| GC of 1997 was deliberately kept |owkey. But it is nowtinme to find nore

rati onal ways to deliver reform An IGC effectively puts the EU into
‘constitutional convention’ node, where everything gets brought to the table as
nmenber states pile extra issues onto the agenda, and the focus is on fudging the
i nevitabl e di sagreenents. W have seen that the EUis nost likely to progress by
focusing on specific agreed challenges, |ike Defence, rather than trying and
failing to solve everything at once.

(3) Devel oping ethos, identity and | eadership

The key to successful reform - and an effective, legitimte EU — will be
devel opi ng the ethos, identity and | eadership which can give the EU cohesi on and
a sense of direction. We will deliver legitimcy by reinventing politics and
ensuring that Europe is effective, but we also need to strengthen our shared
ethos to encourage positive-sum co-operation — so that Europe’s peoples have a
cl ear sense of what Europe is, and what it is not; and so that Europe’s policy-
nmakers have a clear vision to guide the reform process.

I M ssion Statement. The EU should make sure that the M Il ennial Declaration
is a genuine Mssion statenent for the EU, which sets out its values and vision
of the EU and the world which it seeks to contribute to, and back this up with
concrete pledges which it can neet over the next five years.

I Under st and what makes Europe different. Europe has rmuch in common with the
United States, and a | ove of US popular culture is shared across Europe. But
there are key differences. Above all, we value our rich diversity and would

rej ect a honogenous nelting-pot; we want prosperity, but understand quality-of-
life in less materialistic terms; we value social solidarity as well as socia
change; we believe in sharing power as well as projecting it. These can underpin
a specifically European identity.

I Match its actions to its values. There is a powerful, if latent, European
identity energing — in our increasingly sinmlar lifestyles, patterns of
consunption, values and priorities — but the EUs institutions too often seemto
threaten rather than enbody it. The EU nmust be sensitive to custonms which are
central to national identity and European diversity from doubl e decker buses in
the UK to carrot jamin Portugal; and nmust pronote innovation and conpetition
rat her than harnonisation. The EU nust al so tackle the problenms which underm ne
European identity such as fraud, inefficiency and excessive secrecy.

I Pronot e European values in the world. The EU should be seen to stand for
Eur opean values in a global context by supporting multilateralism denocracy,
environnental protection, diversity, social conditions, and freedom of speech in
institutions |ike the WIO and the UN, as well as through its hunanitarian and
mlitary interventions.

W nni ng the argunent



If we understand the nature of Network Europe and reformit in the right way, we
have a uni que opportunity to build a broad coalition for Europe. But to do this
we nust first bury the ghosts of federalismand free trade areas so that we can
start to define a European dream which is appropriate for our age.

The pro-European case nust once again convince Europe’s peopl es that European
integration is something that they need to inprove their |ives rather than
sonet hi ng i nposed upon them for political reasons.

The starting point should not be Europe’s historic achievenents, but the need to
co-operate to solve shared problens. There is powerful |atent support for this
vision in peoples’ grow ng sense of European identity, and their gut feeling
that we need to co-operate with others to thrive in an era of global change. The
theory of “Network Europe” nakes sense of these instincts, and provides the
basis for an attractive, forward-|ooking and unthreateni ng European future.

But devel oping fresh thinking for the EU will have benefits that go far beyond
our continent. It is not just that regional organisations everywhere wll
continue to study the EU as they consider their own future co-operation

Devel opi ng new forns of legitimacy for this unique systemw ||l also help us to
reformother nultilateral organisations — such as the WO, UN and I MF — as we
seek to reshape politics to ensure that power renains subject to denocratic
control. A new era of global co-operation and interdependence offers
opportunities for progressives, but it cannot be delivered at the expense of the
denocratic rights that citizens have struggled for centuries to win. So getting
the EU right is not just essential for its own sake, but will be a vital elenent
in maintaining the consensus for globalization and devel opi ng a new

i nternationalism33
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