A year after the new boys entered t

surly, and definitely unwelcoming

BRATISL.AVA, BUDAPEST, PRAGUE AND RIGA

GALEN. that great  second-century
physician, observed “Triste est omne ani-
mal post coitnr”. He might have been re-
flecting on the mood of the Eoropean
Union a year after it embraced ten new
niembers, eight of them from central Eu-
rope. Most of the newcomers alfect & ho-
hum iadifference to membership now that
they have it—ceven though they worked fu-
riously to gei it. The older members pon-
der, with varying degrees of anxicty. the
low tax rates and the even lower wages
which most of the new countries have
brought with them into the single market.

The new miembers” singular lack of ju-
bilation might suggest that this latest en-
largement, the biggest by far in the
Union’s history. has been something of a
let-cdown. “We have accepted the dictator-
ship of Tesco” grumbles  Viadimir
Zelezny, a Eurosceptic Czech member of
the European Parliament.

Only the Slovaks still scem truly ex-
cited. perhaps because they came ncarest
to failing the course. After overthrowing
communism, they had to beat back the
neo-authoritarian government of Viadimir
Meciar, which ran the country in the mid-
1990s. “We would not have got rid of Me-
ciar. were it not for the vision of the EU.”
says Pavol Demes, director of the Brat-
islava office of the German Marshall [fund
of the United States.

In fact. last year's enlargement has
vone remarkubly well, both for the new-
comers and for the Union, and all the more
so when measured against the fears that
preceded it. The institutions in Brussels
have gone on working normally, despite

predictions of gridlock. The econeries of
the new meinbers have goie on growing
a healthy clip, roughly two to four times as
fast as the curo-zone average, despite wor-
ries that their industry would be choked by
regulations and their agriculture ruined by
the opening of mirkets. More ofien, the
opposite has happened, notably in Poland.
Manufactuiers have done  unexpectedly
well out of open borders and easier export-
ing. Farmers have gained irom subsidies
and now demand,

One problem s that the centrad Evrope-
ans feed themselves ds some fespucts o be
second-class members of the Union. This
spotls their pleasure. They are stuck owt-
side the Schengen zone of passport-fiee
traveld for at feast another two years. They
are denied the freedom to work in most EU
countrics for perhaps another six years:
only Britain, Ireland and Sweden have
opened their labour markets right away.
The newcomers must meet further tests be-
fore they can join the single currency.
Their farmers get smaller direct subsidics
from EU funds. starting at one-quarter of
the payments made to furmers in the 13
“old” members, 4 money-saving measure
meant to speed farm restructuring.

Most painfully, aficr the ravages of
communism and the post-communist tran-
sition, it will take the central Luropeans
decades before they can raise their average
wages 1o western European levels. For
most ordinary people, accession last year
brought “cuphoria on the eve of May Ist,a
ercat historical moment—and then. the
next day, nothing had changed.” says Rob-
ert Braun, former chicf strategy adviser Lo
the Hungarian prime minister,
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he Buropean Union, the mood is a mite

Still, given a few quiet yeari to bed
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re not i prospect.
nstead, because Europzan governmients
overestimated both the difticulties of en-
targement and the strength of popular sup-
port for the EU. they commitied themselves
last year 1o the politically exhausting busi-

ness of ratifving a new constitution. This:

document need not change much in the way
the EU operates, save in some formal re-

spects, but it does require cach country 0

re-examine and  re-confirm some  fairly
open-ended miembership commitments in
minute detail. No country is enjoying this
process, least of all France, which holds its
ratification referendum on May 29k, and
has cmerged as the unforeseen doubter.
Opinion polls say the constitution is likely
1o be rejected there.

What happens it it’s no?

The new members are looking on anx-
iously. If France voles no, its instinct might
be to (ry forming a new small group of the
EUs six original members. weakening and
perhaps undermining the wider Union. If,
on the other hand. France votes yes and
then Britain votes no (as Brilain probably
will), that would be just as worrying, if it
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Article 28. Now that we are“all b“‘mdled inside, let’s shut the door
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state budget with EU cash from French zmd'h
German pockets. The charge is wrong, but *

try telling France that.

The new members also tend 1o be much 3

more Atlanticist in their foreign relations.
In the run-up 1o the lrag war in 2003 they
mostly  supported  America, leading
France™s president. Jacques Chirac, 10 say
that they had missed a good opportunity o
shut ap. The phrase stil) rankles.

“Now they know we are ot going to
Keep quiet” says Eduard Kukan. Slova-
Kia's forcign minister. pointing to the part
the new members Live started to play in
LU policymaking. Polund and Lithuania
saved BEurope’s fuce by giving strong early
support to Hikraine ™ arange res olution fast
years Slovakia and Hungary have joined
Austrize o lobby - so tar unseccesstully, for
accession talks with Croatia. The Crech
Republic hus been seering U policy in
refations with Cuba,
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But these accession treaties have to he
vatiticd by all member states, including
France, Tt
ther, the French parliament might decide
that Ronnia is st oafit 0 join, and
refuse the treary. Germany’s Christian

Clatons deterierate much fur-

Demostats e also ang about hiocking
Romania, and their support is necded for o
constitutionzl majoriy in the Bundestag.

Keeping Turkey out
The gyuestion mark over Romanja s acees-
ston is o osmall one. A much bigeer one
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hangs over any further EU enlurgement-.
Twrkey has been accepted as a candidute,
but few EU countries can casiin conceive
of it as a member. even ten youre from
now. The fear in sonie quarters of biinging
n IsLumic country into Burope - leasi o
great as the desire. in other quarters. 1)
show it can be done. Turker™s size und rel
alive poverty exdacerbate the o
resultas that the EU piske o memeg o
tons with Turkey Later this year with no
serious intention of completing them.

The countries of the western Balkans—
Albania, Bosnia, Croatia. Macedonia, and
Scrbia and Montenegro-- have all been
promiscd in principle that they can join the
tion once thiey are ready. But ihat pron:
ise, given in 2003, has no tmetable o
tached to it. and most of the couniries
stilbamess. Indeed. until the finad stans ol
Kosovo is decided in tafks due
and until the welaticn:
Serbiaand Montenegio is & ciced b oien

Lo sty thr

wear.,

crendm next year. itis not cven eleas o
many countries the region with comprise.
Only Croatia is anywhere near ready o
skt entry negotiations, but its hopes oi do-
ing so last month faltered when the EU de
cided that it was not co-operating with the
Hague war-crimes tribunal. o precondition
for talks. The Luropeans muindy want
Croatia to surrender. or to intform on, Anie
Gotovina, a fugitive Croat army chict whe
hus been charged vl cibimice cicanising
during Croatia™s war with the Scibs,
Ukriine is not recognised as a candi-
date for Union membership, but i its new
pro-western government forges op with
bold and
breaking with Russian ond poed-Sovier

pohtical ceonomic reforms,

models, accession talks will be hard 1o re-
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sist. But there is a chicken-and-cge prob.
lem. Ukraine may be able to hold the
course of reform only il it has a clear pros-
pect of EU entry already in front of it, as
was the case in Slovakia. Poland and most
other central Evropean countries think it is
crystal elear that Ukraine should be oftered
ioprospeet ol membership in order to
stiffen its resolve, They want Moldova to
follow, and some day cven Belarus, it it
can ditch its dictator of the past ten years,
Alexander Lukashenka.

Losing the will to enlarge

But other EU countries disagree. They do
not want to anger Russia, which sees these
former Soviet lands as its sphere of inftu-
ence. France nurtures Russia as a diplo-
matic ally. Germany relies on it for gas.
Both want the Union to be nicer to Rus

sia—unlike the new members, especially
the Baltic states, who tend to view Russia
as a nuisance if not an outright danger.

It is something of an irony, in sum. that
while enlargement has become the most
popular and successful instrument of re-
gime change in Enrope’s history. the Euro-
pean Union is losing the will to enlarge any
more. It does not really want any more
members, save perhaps for Croatia. and
oaly then because Croutia has such o beau-
tiful coastling,

Of course. if truth were wld. there was
precious little popular support for las:
vear's enlargement either, Like many other
Union policies it was negotiated between
governments  and  then  implemented
against a background of public indiffer-
ence. A Eurobarometer opinion poll taken
in 2002, just as EU governments were con-
cluding terms for the 2004 enlurgement,
found that 4 1% of EU citizens did not want
to know any more about the candidate

countries, 76% did nol wish to live or work
in them, and 919 felt “no tie of any kind”
with them.
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History witl wurely judge the EU gy
crnments to have acted wisely, nonethe-
in pursuing the 2004 enlargement,
and with it the rehabifitation of central Bu-
rope after halt o century of communism,
But some of thuse governments now find
that they huve frightened themselves, und
many of their citizens, with the prospect of

less.

a wider and woollier Burope. Public opin-
ion has been aroused. 1t worries about the
shifting of factories and jobs to the low-
wage centrad Lurope— diéfo-
calisation, as the French say.
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“Far from denonstrating that the European Union is in decline or disarray, the

constifutional crisis demonstrates its essential stability and legitimacy.”

Too Perfect Union?

Why Europe Said “No”

ANDREW MORAVCSIK

The people of France and the Netherlands have spoken. Asa

0

result of their referendums this spring, the European Union
constitution is dead, as is Turkish membership in the EU, and
progress in areas from services deregulation to Balkan enlarge-
ment will now be much more difficult. Yet for the chattering
dlasses the outcome was an opportunity (o repolish long-held
positions. In the face of implacable opposition to Turkish mem-
bership, The Econoniist blithely interpreted the rejection of a pro-
posed EU constitution as evidence that Europe has gone too far,
too fast—except, of course, on enlargement. Oxford’s Timothy
Garton Ash, a perennial optimist about the reconciliation of
Britain’s transatlantic and Ewropean vocations, espied another
promising moment for Blairite diplomacy. The court philoso-
pher of continental social democracy, Jiirgen Habermas, called
on European leaders (read: his former student, German Foreign
Minister Joschka Fischer) to recapture the “idealism of 1968” by
leading a leftist movement against neoliberal US hegemony.
With quintessentially French misanthropy, Serge July of Libéra-
tion accused French politicians of opportunism and French vot-
ers of racism. Across the Atlantic, Weekly Standard editor Bill
Kristol, undeterred by the massive protest vote against Euro-
pean econemic reform, called for rejection of the welfare state,
open borders to immigration, and an embrace of America.
tis time to view Europe as it really is. Far from demon-
strating that the European Union is in decline or disarray, the
¢ Constitutional crisis demonstrates its essential stability and le-
. gitimacy. The centra) error of the European constitutional
. framers was one of style and symbolism rather than sub-
* stance. The constitution contained a set of modest reforms,
’ very much in line with European popular preferences. Yet Eu-
i Topean leaders upset the emerging pragmalic scttlement by
£ dressing up the reforms as a grand scheme for constitutional
{ revision and popular democratization of the EU.
2 Looking back in 50 years, historians will not sec this year's
E referendums as the end of the EU—or as the beginning of the
end. The union remains the most successful experiment in po-
litical institution building since World War IL. Historians will
{ Seeinstead the last gasp of idealistic European federalism born
P in the mid-1940s, symbolized by the phrase “ever closer
b union” and aimed at establishing a United States of Europe. It
E is time to recognize that the EU can neither aspire to replace
]
t

i

nation states nor seek democratic legitimacy in the same way
nations do. The current EU constitutional settlement, which
has defined a stable balance between Brussels and national
capitals and democratic legitimacy through indirect account-
ability and extensive checks and balances, is here to stay. To
see why this is so, we must understand the nature of the cur-
rent constitutional compromise, the reasons European leaders
called it into question, and the deeper lessons this teaches us
about the limits of European integration.

JUST SAY NO

Voting patterns in the referendums were a reflection of three re-
lated motivations that have dominated every EU election in his-
tory. First is ideological extremism. The center supported
Europe while the extreme right and left, which now account for
almost one-third of the French and Dutch electorates, voted
“no.” Second is protest voting against unpopular governments.
Third, and most important, is a reaction against the insecurity
felt by poorer Europeans. Whereas business, the educated elite,
and wealthier Europeans favored the constitution, those fearful
of unemployment, labor market reform, globalization, privati-
zation, and the consolidation of the welfare state opposed it. To-
day these concems dovetail with the perceived economic and
cultural threat posed by Muslim immigration.

This type of disaffection is the primary political problem for
FEuropean governments today, since it is directed both against
poor economic performance and against reform measures de-
signed to improve it. As Newsweek's Fareed Zakaria has ob-
scrved, the tragedy is that “Europe needs more of what's
producing populist paranoia: economic reform to surviveinan
era of economic competilion, young immigrants to sustain its
social market, and a more strategic relationship with the Mus-
lim world, which would be dramatically enhanced by Turkish
membership in the EU.”

Forgotten in the clectoral chaos this spring was the docu-
ment itself. The constitution is, after all, a conservative text
containing incremental improvements that consolidate EU
developments of the past 20 years. The “no” campaigns con-
ceded the desirability of the modest reforms from the start—
including appointment of a foreign minister, formulation of
a stronger anti-crime policy, and streamlining of voting pro-
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cedures. Such changes are popular, not least in France,
which propused most of them. One is forced to conclude that
the constitution became controversial not because its content
was objectionable, but because the conlent was so innocuous
that citizens saw a chance to castan inexpensive protest vote.

What were they protesting against? Here, too, the referen-
dums cannot be viewed as plebiscites directed at the EU’s pol-
icies. Although the EU is associated, through its advisory
“Lisbon process,” with labor market and welfare reform,
these matters remain firmly within the competence of the
member states. The EU's activities as a whole, while they in-
clude oversight of state subsidics and trade policy, may just as
reasonably be seen as part of a European effort to manage glo-
balization rather than promote it. Opponents made occasional
mention of EU policies not contained in the constitution, such
as the recent enlargement to 25 members, the introduction of
the euro, the deregulation of electricity, and Turkish acces-
sion. Yet only the fast of these seems to have swayed many
voters, and they seem to have been unaware that free migra-
tion has been ruled out even before negotiations begin,

So what lesson should the EU take away? The relative lack of
direct criticism of the constitution, the lack of fundamental objec-
tions to EU policies, and, above all, the stunning lack of positive
proposals for reform are striking evidence of the underlying sta-
bility of the EU system. The 16 years since the fall of the Berlin
Wall have been, after all, the most successful period in EU his-
tory. The single market, the curo, and a nascent European foreign
and defense policy came into being. EU enlargement was carried
out with surprisingly little disruption in existing member states,
and proved the most cost-effective Western instrument for ad-
vancing global democracy and security. In sum, notwithstand-
ing the rejection of the proposed charter, the EU appears to have
quietly reached a stable constitutional settlement.

FIXING THE UNBROKEN

What is this settlement? The EU is now preeminent in trade,
agriculture, fishing, eurozone monetary policy, and some
business regulation, and helps to coordinate cooperation in
forcign policy. Contrary to statistics one often reads, this
amounts to only about 20 percent of European regulation and
legislation. Most areas of greatest public concern—taxes,
health, pensions, education, crime, infrastructure, defense,
and immigration—remain firmly national. With a tax base
one-fifticth the size of the member states’, an administration
smaller than that of a small city, no police force or army, and
a narrow legal mandate, the EU will never encompass these
fiscally and administratively demanding tasks.

There is no new grand projet, akin to the single market of the
1980s or the single currency of the 1990s, to justify change. In
18 months of deliberation, the constitutional convention de-
voled only two days to the expansion of EU competencies. Eu-
ropean health, pension, fiscal, and education policies have
little support, while a US-style military buildup exceeds Eu-
rope’s means and insults its “civilian power” ideals. There
was always less to the constitution than both its proponents
and its detractors proclaimed.

Many believe that a European defense independent of the
United States poses an imminent threat to US interests. Of
course, it is true that if the United States were again to attempt
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an operation on the scale of Iraq with so little substantive justi--.
fication or multilateral legitimation, European nations would
be uniformly opposed. (Even the British government has al- -
ready declared that it does not see any uscful military options. -
for regime change in Iran.) But another Iraq is an unlikely pos-
sibility, given the evident costs of that imbroglio; the United
States is militarily incapable of repeating this adventure at the
current time. More important is the facl that the United States.
and the EU have agreed on every other major use of force since _
the 1989 Gulf War. More than 100,000 European troaps are cur-.
rently stationed out of their home countries, most involved in
operations that involve the United States.

The ambition to form a European Union military or dip-~
lomatic superpower with a principal mission of opposing”
American “hyperpower” is little more than-—and always
was little more than—idle talk. Only the combination of ig-
norance and bias regarding the EU that is so uniquely con-
centrated  among  sclf-reinforcing  groups  of US
neoconservatives and British Euroskeptics could construe
the EU as a military or geopolitical threat. As recentlyasa
year ago, many conservatives pleaded with the Bush ad- -
ministration to oppose the EU constitution, encourage Brit- ;)
ish withdrawal, and insist on the unconditional
predominance of NATO. With the recent European trips by
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and President George -
W. Bush, these demands for an aggressive policy toward -
Europe have been definitively rebuffed. :

Consider also European social policy, of which we heard vl
so much in the referendum campaigns. What concrete EU
policies should this imply? Blocking sensible efforts to re-
form the welfare state for long-term sustainability is short- ~ %
sighted. While many studies show that a division of labor
between the new and old members of the EU will generate
growth, there is litle evidence of a regulatory or fiscal “race
to the bottom™” driven by the EU, and plenty of room remains
for social policy at the national level. The neoliberal “Anglo-
Saxon” threat is a myth. Britain is building up its welfare state by
faster than any of its partners, based partly on a Scandinavian .-
model. Indeed, with continental liberalization and British so-
cial democratization, Europe’s social systems are converg-
ing—through the pressure of national politics, not as the
result of some EU social policy pipe dream.

A similar constitutional compromise has emerged with
regard to institutions. Although Anglo-American Eurosk-
eptics have sought to resurrect the bogeyman of a Brussels
superstate headed by the European Commission, treaty
changes since 1970 have consistently moved Europe in the
opposite direction. They have increased the power of the
council of ministers (favored by France and Britain, partic-
ularly for matters outside the economic core) and the di-
rectly elected European parliament (favored by Germany)
at the expense of the technocratic commission.

The proposed constitution sought to marginally improve
the EU's efficiency and transparency while retaining its basic
structure. All of this is the sensible stuff policy wonks love
and publics generally support. The constitution called for ex-
panding the role of the directly elected European parliament -
in EU legislation (termed “co-decision” in Brussels-speak),
giving national parliaments an advisory and gate-keeping




role, abolishing the rotating presidency, adjusting voting
weights to represent large countries more fairly, and central-
izing foreign policy coordination in a foreign minister, The

Article 29. A Too Perfect Union? Why Europe Said “No”

proposal was a multinational constitutional compromise
thatattended to the interests of large and small countries, lefl
and right parties, and Europhile and Euroskeptic tendencies.

It is tinie to recognize that the EU can neither aspire
states nor seck democratic legitimacy in the same

to replace nation
way nations do.

The reforms enjoyed broad support among member
slates, and none met a serious challenge in the referendum
debates. The biggest change—creation of a European foreign
minister empowered lo recommend, though not impose, a
more coordinated foreign policy—enjoys 70 percent ap-
proval across Europe. And recognizing the EU as it is, the
constitution struck the classic idealist phrase “ever closer
union” from the Treaty of Rome, and substituted the more
balanced “unity in diversity.”

UNDONE BY IDEALISM

So it was nol the substance of the emerging conslitutional settle-
ment that triggered opposition. The objectionable aspect was its
form: an idealistic constitution. Since the 1970s, lawyers have re-
garded the 1957 Treaty of Rome as a de facto constitution. The
new document was an unnecessary public relations exercise
based on the scemingly intuitive, but in fact peculiar, notion that
democratizationand the European ideal could legitimate the EUL
In the wake of the Nice and Amsterdam treatics, which consoli-
dated the union, Euro-enthusiast scholars, politicians, and com-
mentators have argued that the EU is unpopular primarily
because it is secretive, complex, unaccountable, and distant from
the public— in sum, because it suffers from a “demacratic defi-
cit.” Fischer, the German foreign minister, gave the idea of con-
stitutional legitimation a big push with his celebrated lecture on
the ultimate goal of integration at Humboldt University in 2000.
But like the other European leaders who jumped on his band-
wagon, Fischer, while ostensibly transcend ing a narrow, national
discourse, was in fact framing the argument in a familiar domes-
tic manner: in his case 1968-style German anti-nationalism.

The idea was to legitimale the FU not through trade, cco-
Nomic growth, and useful regulation, as had been the case
for 50 years, but by politicizing and democratizing it. This
was to be done through a constitutional convention. Fn-
thused by the prospect of a reenactment of Philadelphia
1787, millions of web-savvy Europeans were supposed Lo
¢ deliberate the meaning of Europe. More pragmatic voices
.. hoped to combat cynicism by simplifying the treaty and de-
+ lincating 12U prerogatives. To justify the need for change, re-

formers also scized on the perception that the EU would
. Tequire a radical overhaul to avoid gridlock with 25 rather
than 15 members—a fear that now seems unjuslified, both
because the new states are proving constructive and because
the BU is not moving as far or fast as it once did.

Of course, the constitutional deliberation did not mobilize
. Europeans. Few citizens were even aware of the 200 conpen-
tionmels’ deliberations. When testimony from civil society was
-Tequested, professors turned up. When a youth conference
Was called, would-be Eurocrats attended. When those who
did attend came to consider democracy, they found that the
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arrangement Europe currently has is appropriate to a diverse
polity in which member states insist on checks and balances at
every level. There was little popular or clite support for dem-
ocratic reform beyond the modest increases in scrutiny by na-
tional and European parliaments the constitution contains.

This is as it should be, for there is no “democratic deficit”
in the EU-~or not much of one. Once we set aside ideal no-
tions of democracy and look to real-world standards, we see
that the EU is as transparent, responsive, accountable, and
honest as its member states. The relative lack of centralized
financial or administrative discretion all but eliminates cor-
ruption. The EU’s areas of autonomous authority—trade
policy, constitutional adjudication, and central banking—are
the same as those in most democracies, where these func-
tions are politically insulated for sound reasons.

The notion of imposing democralic controi through mul-
tiple checks and balances, rather than through clections to a
single sovereign parliament, is more American than Euro-
pean—but it is no less legitimate for that. Everyone getsasay
i & system in which a European directive nceds approval
from a technocratic commission, a supermajority of demo-
cralic national governments, and a directly clected parlia-
ment, and must then be implemented by national regulators.
Studies show thal EU legislation is both consensual and rel-
atively responsive to shifts in partisan and popular opinion.

Enthusiasts for democracy fail to grasp its limits. Engaging
European citizens will not necessarily create rational (ict alone
supportive) debate, because those with intense preferences
about the EU tend to be its opponents. Average citizens and
political parties keep but a few issues—usually those involv-
ing heavy taxing and spending—in mind at any one time,
and thus respond only to highly salient ideals and issues.
The pull of Europe remains weak, while the bread and butter
policies citizens care about most, including the welfare and
identity issucs that dominated the referendum debates, re-
main almost exclusively in national hands. The failure of Eu-
ropean clections to generate high turnouts or focus on EU
issues over the years suggests that cilizens fail 1o participate
in EU politics not because they are blocked from doing so,
but because they have insufficient incentive.

Some democratic enthusiasts propose jump-starting EU
democracy by incorporating hot-button issues like social
policy and immigration, despile the lack of popular support
for doing so. This is, in essence, Habermas's vision. Yet any-
one except a philosopher like Habermas can see that this is
the sort of extreme cure that will kill the patient. There is Iit-
tle that could lead the European public to decisively reject an
mstitution ag deeply embedded as the LU, but transferring
conlroversial issues like social policy to it without justifica-
tion might just do it.
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The constitution became controversial not because its content -
was objectionable, but because the content was so innocuous that
citizens saw a chance to cast an inexpensive protest vote. :

More sober voices propose to empower national parlia-
ments, which the constitution sought to do in a modest way.
Yet this reveals a final fallacy of the democratizers. There is lit-
tle reason to believe thal turning policy over to a legislature
makes it more legitimate. In Western democracies, popularity
is inversely corrclated with divect electoral accountability. The
most popular institutions are the courts, the police, and the
military. Parliaments are generally disliked. Whatever the
source of Europe’s declining popularity—a general decline in
political trust, unfamiliarity with institutions, xenophobia,
discontent with economic performance—it has little to do
with Europe’s democratic mandate.

Forcing an unstructured debate about an institution that
handles matters like telecommunications standardization,
the composition of the Bosnia stabilization force, and the
privatization of clectricity production inexorably drove de-
bate to the lowest common denominator. When pro-Euro-
pean political elites found themselves defending a
constitution with modest content, they felt they had no alter-
native but to oversell it using inflated notions of what the EU
does and rhetoric drawn from 1950s Luropean idealism.
Small wonder they were oulgunned by grumpy populists
with stronger symbols rooted in ¢class, nation, and race {and
gven more inflated views of what the EU does). Publics be-
came confused and alarmed by the scare tactics of both sides.
The referendums came to inhabit a strange twilight zone of
symbolic politics, in which claims about the EU bore little re-
lationship to reality, and support and opposition for a status
quo constitution became a potent symbol for the myriad
hopes and fears of modern electorates.

A UNION THAT WORKS

In the wake of this debacle, European politicians must find a
constructive path forward. They should start with a collective
mea culpa. The document itself must be renounced. Then,
over the next few years, the EU should return to its successful
tradition of quiet and pragmatic reform. Europeans consis-
tently support incremental advances in the union’s foreign,
internal sccurity, and economic policies along the lines set
forth in the constitution.

Turkish membership is off the agenda, as it probably
would have been even without the referendums, which re-
vealed a considerable degree of popular concern and some
virulent opposition to Turkish membership. To quell it,
France committed itself to another referendum, should the
question arise—a procedure also required by some other EU
national constitutions. It is clear that a high-profile move to-
ward Turkey at this point would bolster popular fear of and
opposition to the EU—which are otherwise likely to wither

away. Negotiations with Turkey should and will be pyr-
stued, so as to maintain the momentum of reform in that
country. It should be obvious, however, that no further
movement on accession is likely for some time. The best out.
come would be for lalks to continue quietly for a decade or
two while Europeans attend to more pressing and practical
plans for Balkan enlargement. Politicians need to concede
this, and concede it loud and clear, not least in order to pre-
serve continued LU enlargement in the Balkans.

A halfway arrangement acceplable to both EU and Turk-
ish publics remains o realistic goal over the next 20 vears,
and may be better for Turkey than the limited type of EU
membership that is currently on offer. This arrangement
mighl provide for even freer trade, substantial regulatory
convergence, and close cooperation on foreign and internal
security policies, perbaps culminating in a privileged associ-
ate status. No other Euwropean policy could contribute as
much to global peace and security.

Above all, European politicians need to acknowledge ex-
plicitly the existence of a stable European constitutional set-
tlement. The unique genius of the EU is that it locks in policy
coordination while respecting the powerful rhetoric and
symbols that still attach to national identity. Publics will be
reassured if it is portraved as stable and successful. There is
no shameful compromise with grand principies here. On the
contrary, it 15 a highly appealing constitutional order that
presecves national democratic politics for the issues most sa-
lient to citizens while delegating to more indirect demaocratic
forms those issues that are of less concern—or on which
there is an administrative, techunical, or legal consensus,

The EU' distinctive system of multilevel governance is the
only new form of state organization to emerge and prosper since
the rise of the welfare state at the tumn of the twentieth century.
Now it is a mature constitutional order, one that no longer needs
to move forward to legilimale its past and present successes. Left
behind must be the European centralizers and democratizers for
whom “ever closer union” remains anend in itself. They will in-
sist that the answer to failed democracy is more democracy and
the answer to a failed constitution is another constitution. But Eu-
rope has moved beyond them. Disowning this well-meaning,
cven admirable, band of idealists may seem harsh, but it is both
necessary and just. On this basis, Europeans can develop a new
discourse of national interest, pragmatic cooperation, and consti-
tutional stability—a discourse that sees Europe as it is. The con-
stitution is dead, long live the constitution!

ANDREW MORAVCSIK is & professor of politics at Princeton University,
iwhere e directs the Enropean Union program. He s the cditor of Europe
without Hlusions (Lankum, Mdd.: Lhtiversity Press of America, 2005).
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After the votes: Europe’s leaders
confront the consequences of

‘the

answer’

Attachment to the European ideal has waned and French and Dutch citizens
found few compelling reasons to support the constitutional treaty. It could
be years before consensus emerges on what the EU must do.

George Parker

i1
@vcr the last heady weeks in the Euro-
pean Union. 2 kind of revolution has been
under way: a movement of dissent that
found its voice in the votes against the EU
constitution in France and the Netherlands
and is still fomenting across the continent.
French and Dutch voters have ulmost cer-
tainly killed the constitutional treaty but
stark images from the campaign tell 2 more
profound story of how the European
project and its elite became fatally discon-
nected from its citizens.

One image is of a desperaie Jucques
Chirac. French president, thrashing around

for ways to convince a television audicnce of

young people why they should love the EU.
Pollsters watching the 72-year-old's perfor-
mance noted how the audience was unmoved
as Mr Chirac recalled the union's foundiing
purpose: to remove the threat of war from the
continent. He simply failed 1o connect.

A second image is of a weary Jean-
Claude Juncker. the Luxcemboury prime
minister, insisting on the night of the
Duich No that the constitution was still
alive. He wants both countries to vote
again so they can give “the right answer™,

But the postwar ceriainty of Lurope’s
elite has been shattered over the last few
days, afier France voted by a ratio of 55-45
against the proposed new EU constitution

, . and the Dutch by a bigger margin of 62-38.

The new image of Europe is one of No voters
in the strects of Toulouse and Amsterdam—
some of them waving the EU’s version of the
star-spangled  banner—partying into the
night and demanding a new approach,

There has been ttle atiempt 10 minimise
the significance of the French and Dutch No
voles. Mr Chirac climed France would
“cease 1o exist politically™; Mr Juncker
warned of a “catastrophe™; Gerrit Zalm,
Dutch finance minister, said the “lights
would go ouwt”. Their predictions are based
not so much on the likely demise of the con-
stitution but on the political fali-out from a
fundamental rejection of the BU by two of
its founding members.

The constitation itself is less than it
sounds: “We should never have called it a
constitution,” admits Denis MacShane,
Britain’s former Europe minister. “That
was our big mistake.” In fact it is a dry 324-
page international treaty that aims to im-
prove the operation of the enlarged EU of
25, including the creation of a forcign min-
ister, a lull-time president and a new voling
system to stop the club grinding 1o a halt.

Some of these may yet be salvaged as
the constitution’s carcase is picked over.
There are proposals to make the union a bit
more democratic—a bigger role for na-
tional parliaments and for the European
parlinment—and a modest increase in
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“federal” powers in areas such as asylum
and immigration. But the bulk of the con-
stitution is simply a pulling together of old
treaties within one cover. So when French
and Dutch voters kicked out the constitu-
tion, they were not simply opposing what
the European Union might become: they
were rejecting what it already s,

“We have a serious problem,” admitted
Jos¢ Manuel Barroso. European Commis-
sion president. The constitution was sup-
posed to conneet Europe to its citizens, not
sever the ties. The big question hanging
over Europe’s clite is: how do we get out of
it? The EU has a scrious cxistentialist
question when its cilizens cannot remem-
ber why it was created, they do not appear
to like what it has become and they arc
frightened of what it will be in the future.

It used to be simple. German diplomats
recall how, when Hans-Dictrich Genscher
was forcign minister, they would pass po-
tentially difficult policy papers to him with
@ crucial final line: “This will be good for
integration.” His signature was immediately
forthcoming. The European political and
cconomic integration process launched with
the Treaty of Rome in 1957 was barely
qucstioned, as it created the prosperity and
trust needed to raise western Europe from
the rubble of the second world war,
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Bui the EU nas Lecome a victim of its
own suecess. Wi has receded into the dis-
tant memory: -in western  Europe  at
feast— and means little to two gencrations.
Meanwhile, the cconomic prosperity and
comtortable litestyles of Europe's social
model, underpinned by the Ets single
market. have adready been banked by Eu-
rope’s citizens. As the union’s original
emotional power over its citizens—its
ability 10 deliver postwar security and
prosperity—has waned. they have started
to see the EU niore as a burcaucratic ma-
chine. “We don’t dream of Europe any
more.” kunented Mr Juncker, the current
hokler of the EU presidency,

On o this faceless machine have been
projected many of the fewrs and suspicions
ol the Dutch and Fronch electorates, who
found dozens of repsons 1o vore agrainst
Furope and few compelling reasons to vote
for ii.

me the French. there was opposition
10 the “Anglo-Saxon™ cconomic model
supposedy in the ascendant in Brussels,
distrust of an enfarged Europe and a rejec-
tion of future Turkish membership of the
EL. Turkophobia was shared by the Dutch
No camp but its gripes atso included the
poor performance of the euro, the domina-
tion of Europe by big countries and a loss
of national sovereigniy to Brussels. It waus
a mixed message. bound up intrinsically
with national politica) debate. but it sends
out a strong warning to Europe’s leaders
that in future they should not take public
opinion for granted,

The first casualty of the French and
Dutch No votes is likely to be Europes fu-
ture enlargement programime. which has
helped to bring stability and prosperity to
the former dictatorships of Spain. Portu-
gal. Greece and most recently in castern
Europe. “Enlargemient is not guilty of Eu-
rope’s problems,” pleaded Olli Rehn, the
Finnish ¢nlargement commissioner, yes-
terday. arguing that a lack of economic re-
form in “old” member states was the root
cause of their high unemployment. But al-
ready Europe's shutters can perhaps be
heard coming down: Turkey, Ukraine. the
western Balkans and even Romania and
Buigaria could be left outside.

Then there is the risk to Europe's liberal
cconomic reform agenda. promoted by the
Barroso Commission, which Mr Chirac
denounces as “Anglo-Saxon”™. Mr Barroso
wd e Brmsh presidency of the EU,
which starts on July I, will attempt wo pro-

mote relorms including deregulation, a
crackdown on state aid and a revival of the
controversial plan to open up Europe’s ser-
vices market, which amounts to as much as
70 per cent of EU gross domestic product.
While Mr Chiruc may try to obstruct lib-
cral ceonemic reforms. Britain and its lib-
cral - allies  (inchuling  many  castern
Luropean countries) will act w frustrite
any attempts by France to export its creak-
ing social model. Yesterday, Britain as-
sembled a coalition including Germany,
Poland and Slovakia to block an attempt-—
championed by France--to limit working
hours in the UK,

The social and liberal camps have
fought themselves o a standstill. It the
death of the constitution stops  Europe
moving ahead, some fear the political ten-
sion unlcashed by the double No vores
could lead to the EU's strting to unwind,
feaving at risk its most ambitious project:
the curo.

The markets have foreed the currency
sharply lower in recent days against the
dollar, with some banks. even speculating
on the euro’s eventual demise—a view
ldeseribed] as “utter nonsense™ by Now
Wellink, the Dutch central bank governor
who is a member of the European Central
Bank’s governing council. Nevertheless.
the ewro is part of an intensely politicat
project-—an  cconomic  and  monetary
union-—that demands from its members a
high level of European solidarity, includ-
ing a willingness o accept the constrainis
of a one-size-fits-all interest rate and com-
maon fiseal rules,

Dutch No voters sigralled their suspi-
cion that solidarity is already breaking
down, a point illustrated this week when
Jean-Louis Debré, aclose ally of Mr Chirac,
said the French government would increase
social spending regardless of whether it
broke the EU's deficit rules. “Today that's
no longer the problem,” he said.

I one includes in the ELVs woes the on-
going dispute between rich and poor coun-
tries over the financing of the next seven-
year EU budget round, the constitutional
debacle can be seen as a climactic expres-
sion of a general breakdown in European
co-operation and conlidence in the future,

Where does the European Union go
from here? Initially there will be a period
of bitter introspection, 1o the despuir of
those in Washington and elsewhere who
want to see Europe take a more active role
in the world. Peter Mandelson, Britin's
LEU trade commissioner. has called for Eu-
rope to “hit the pause button™ and stop
things spiralling out of control. “The prior-
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itics must be survival and revival,” he told

colleaguces this week.

Mr Mandelson believes the EU must set-
out its vision and sell it; but it could by -
years before a political consensus cmerges
1o convinee a seeptical public of the merjtg -

of free wrade. deregubited labour markets
and a Europe that extends to the sleppes
and the Black Sea,

D
i:l ut above all Europe needs !e:ndcrship.

at a ime when most of its national leaders

are clinging 10 power. bulfeted by globali-
sation and resorting to “Brussels-bashing™ -

as & way of shifting the blame. Tradition-
ally. this would be o time for the Franco-
German motor o whir into action— und
there is specudation in Brussels that the old
couple would try 1o revive the ides of a
“rore Europe™ 1o breathe life into the
project. “But what would we do” asks a
diplomat from one of affected countries.
“Where are the arcas of agreement. and
wha would follow Chirac now””

Even Germany and France would strug-
gl 1o come up with policy areas around
which a core could be built. ~“There are no big
new projects.” admits an aide to Mr Barroso,
Others in Brussels argue thut Furope will
in oniy after a whaolesale
chunge of the guard in the naional capitals,
particebarly in Berlin, Pasis and London. An-
gela Merkel, Germany's opposition conser-
vative leader, and Nicolas Swrkozy. the
populist, fiberal rival 10 Mr Chirae. would
bring a dose of free-market enthusiasm to
complement that already embraced i Lon-
don. Since both leaders are also instinctively
pro-American, that could ease the geopofiti-
cal divide that has gripped Europe since Mr
Chirac and Gerhard Schrider, the German
chancellor, led opposition to the war in Irag,

In what one EU official calls “the opti-
mist scenario”, Tony Blair would be re-

mone abead 4

placed by Gordon Brown, his chancellor of

the exchequer, who has a more continental
approach to strong public service provi-
sion. “He's scen as less of u threat than
Blair.” the official says.

Ms Merkel, Mr Sarkozy and Mr Brown
niight offer a fresh start for Europe, but
they are no euro-dreamers; any enthusiasm
for Brussels they might bave is based on
what it can deliver in terms of jobs, growth
and international clout. But bard-headed
realism and results may well be what the
voung people on the streets of France and
the Netherlands were asking for when they
voted Non or Nee, not Europe's lofty
founding vision of “ever closer union™.
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Article 30. After the votes: Europe’s leaders confront the consequences of ‘the wrong answer’

Mr Sarkozy struck a chord—a rarity in the emotional appeal of the likes of Fran- the horrors of their countries’ 1916 batile
the French Yes campaign- -when he tokd cois Mitterrand and Helmut Kohl, the of Verdun. But it may be 4 European mes-
students that Furope had given them cheap former leaders of France wnd Germany. sage for our times,
mobile phones and budget airlines. Jtuchs whose vision of Europe was inspired by
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