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Why nobody loves Europe
By Constantine Papadopoulos

Dushana 
Zdravkova 
MEP, Vice-
Chairwoman 
of the 

European Parliament's 
Committee on 
Constitutional Affairs

Sir,

It is now arguable whether 

Europe is still experiencing 

the most prosperous time in 

its history, but we are without 

doubt enjoying the longest 

period of peace since the 

end of the Roman Empire. 

The European Union has 

transformed the lives of the 

500m people living within its 

boundaries. We have gained 

control over our everyday 

actions and can shape the fates 

of our children. And yet despite 

its 50-plus years in the making, 

the Union is still not perceived 

as a "government of the people, 

by the people, for the people."

The EU still bears the birthmark 

of its intergovernmental 

inception. It displays the 

characteristics of democracy, 

but until recently all major 

decisions have been taken in a 

rather administrative way. With 

the exception of the European 

Parliament, the political bodies 

responsible for resolving the 

problems of the Union do not 

represent its citizens. Nor are 

they directly accountable for 

their actions to the people. 

The impact of decisions made 

by EU institutions has, of 

course, changed over time. 

The lives of individuals are 

more and more influenced by 

the Union without any need 

for intermediation by member 

states. The most effective way 

for the people to exert control 

over these decisions is still via 

their national governments; that 

is why national and local politics 

prevail over European debates 

and most people feel indifferent 

about EU issues. Even though 

the last set of reforms under 

the Amsterdam treaty increased 

the power of the people, it is 

still hard to claim that their 

European vote counts for much.

The point here is that people 

do not want “their voices taken 

into account” or to “enter into 

a dialogue.” Dialogues between 

citizens and administrators 

always have a pre-determined 

outcome. What people want is 

to control the course and speed 

of the ship they are sailing 

in. And in a democracy there 

is only one way to do that – 

elections. Therefore I believe a 

reformed European Parliament 

with greater legislative and 

political powers is the only 

way to re-engage the people in 

the process of EU integration. 

Political ideas and agendas 

should be developed and 

discussed within transnational 

or EU-wide political bodies 

that represent Europeans, not 

Bulgarians, Germans or Italians 

etc. These bodies, not the 

administration, should strive to 

implement the solutions. 

This is neither a perfect remedy 

for all problems, nor will it 

happen overnight. It will require 

more effort than any other EU 

undertaking so far. But as long 

as democracy is the best system 

of governance the world has to 

offer, democracy based on the 

European Parliament will be the 

only solution capable of 

satisfying EU countries’ political 

traditions. It is clear that no 

matter how many hurdles there 

may be, everybody living in the 

Union has to be provided with 

direct control over our common 

destiny.			      

Dushana.zdravkova@europarl.europa.eu
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Is Britain a European nation?
By Stephen Wall

Pierre 
Lequiller, 
President of 
the French 
Assemblée 

Nationale’s Commission 
for European Affairs

Sir,

As a deeply anglophile 

Frenchman born to an English 

mother, I have strongly pro-

European views. And speaking 

from a purely European 

perspective, I can agree with 

many of Sir Stephen Wall’s 

observations about Britain in 

Europe. The UK does indeed 

display more pragmatism 

than enthusiasm about its 

membership of the European 

Union. But it also has “no 

choice but to be European.” 

Membership of the EU was – 

and still is – the country’s sole 

means of retaining a strong 

presence on the international 

scene, both from an economic 

and a political point of view. The 

British are no more insular than 

they aspire to be. 

It is also true that Britain is 

a conscientious European 

partner that has supported 

the single market, economic 

reform and the enlargement of 

the Union. And Europe needs 

the British, particularly when 

it comes to building on the 

French presidency’s ambitions 

for a greater European role 

in defence. France and Great 

Britain are both true European 

military powers. 

It is undeniable, too, that 

Europe was built from “the 

top down” according to the 

desires of politicians who 

believed in an “increasingly 

close union between European 

peoples.” The ordinary citizen 

is hardly ever involved with 

its construction. I am very 

conscious that this is one 

reason why most people in 

Europe – not just the British – 

do not find themselves drawn to 

the European idea. Most Britons 

think of Europe as a Leviathan, 

a monster that will consume 

their national character and 

sovereignty piece by piece. It is 

too regulatory, too protective 

and it crushes entrepreneurial 

freedom. Yet the French decry 

its excessive liberalism!

Recent events prove, however, 

that Europe is a good thing. 

Confronted by the Russo-

Georgian war and the global 

financial crisis (where the UK has 

made major contributions to its 

resolution) the EU has become 

a tool for peace, stability and 

security. These are the sort 

of events which I believe may 

change people’s attitudes 

and do much to subdue anti-

European lies and jeers. Europe 

can once more wear its badge of 

honour with pride. 

To win the hearts and minds 

of ordinary people, Europhiles 

need to promote the advantages 

of being part of Europe, and 

clarify any confusions there 

may be over national and EU 

jurisdictions in economic and 

social matters. It is incumbent 

upon national parliamentarians 

like myself to accomplish this 

task. We must also defend the 

progress achieved in the Lisbon 

Treaty, which of course the UK 

has already ratified. This treaty 

does not grant more powers to 

Europe. On the contrary, it gives 

Europe needs the British, 
particularly when it comes 
to building on the French 
presidency’s ambitions for 
a greater European role in 
defence. France and Great 
Britain are both true European 
military powers
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that Europe gives them. They 

need to hear from us how good 

things really are so they can “truly 

fall in love” with Europe.	    

plequiller@assemblee-nationale.fr

I think that the British people 

have a greater desire to be part of 

Europe than many observers 

would like to believe. But they are 

not sufficiently well informed 

about the day-to-day benefits 

parliamentary representatives 

a greater role in European 

democracy. Eurosceptic 

arguments do not work here: 

our control over European 

institutions is increasing. 

The long, hard slog of strengthening  
Europe’s defence capabilities

by Alexander Nicoll

James 
Arbuthnot 
MP, chairman 
of the UK 
House of 

Commons‘ Defence 
Committee

Sir,

Alexander Nicoll’s overview of 

Europe’s defence capability 

accurately hit the mark. Some 

progress has been made, some 

restructuring has taken place 

and some troops are deployed 

overseas, generally to good 

effect. But a mere 2.7% of 

Europe's active military personnel 

are deployed, and the great 

European idea – the Battlegroups 

– appear to be the forces held on 

highest readiness yet who are the 

least deployable because of the 

need for national approval.

Nicoll also raises an issue that 

is even more fundamental than 

deployability. In its Report 

on The future of NATO and 

European defence, published in 

March last year, my committee 

noted that the biggest shortfall 

in NATO’s capabilities arose 

from the clear absence of 

political will. If the people of 

NATO and European countries 

cannot agree or do not know 

what their armed forces are 

for, it is not surprising that 

these alliances are beginning to 

wobble.

There is a crisis in Europe of 

understanding about defence. 

People do not understand the 

purpose of their own country’s 

overseas deployments because 

they have not been persuaded 

or inspired by their politicians, 

and as a result do not give the 

notion of defence the priority it 

needs. Their politicians feel that 

defence is not a vote-winning 

issue and give it scant support. 

Here in the UK, six years of 

operations carried out above 

the level prepared for under our 

Defence Planning Assumptions 

have left our armed forces in a 

state of insufficient readiness 

for other operations. Other 

countries still have conscripted 

troops, which limits overseas 

deployments, and many EU 

nations also have strict caveats 

on troop use.

Equipment procurement is 

indeed a problem. It is more 

costly than it needs to be and 

this in turn reduces popular 

support for increasing military 

capability. Europe spends just 

over one-third as much money 

on defence procurement as the 

United States, albeit on three 

times as many programmes. But 

multinational programmes here 

in Europe, hindered by different 

approaches to procurement, 

and by different timescales 
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work together as well as they 

need to if both NATO and ESDP 

military capabilities are to 

develop hand in hand. Let’s 

start by allowing Turkey to 

participate in the EDA. But this 

too will require political will. 

Where is it?		    

arbuthnotj@parliament.uk

(EDA) needs to work on as a 

priority.

This leads me to another issue – 

one not touched upon, explicitly 

at least, in Alexander Nicoll’s 

otherwise comprehensive 

article. So long as Cyprus 

remains a sticking-point, NATO 

and the EU will not be able to 

and requirements, have not 

been a success. Perhaps more 

can be gained by countries 

increasing the efficiency of 

their own national procurement 

programmes, at least until we 

get a better view of sharing and 

developing capabilities across 

Europe. This is something that 

the European Defence Agency 

"Winning European hearts and minds on Afghanistan" 
by Fabrice Pothier 

Clare 
Lockhart, 
Director 
of the 
Institute for 

State Effectiveness, and 
co-author with Ashraf 
Ghani of “Fixing Failed 
States”

Sir,

Remaining committed to a 

partnership with Afghanistan is 

fully in the European interest. 

First, Europe’s engagement in 

Afghanistan is solidly based on 

international legitimacy: after 

the tragedy of September 11, 

the establishment of a new 

government and deployment 

of the International Security 

Assistance Force (ISAF) were 

backed by UN Security Council 

Resolutions, rooted in a global 

consensus. Second, Europe’s 

future in a globalising world 

is tied not only to its internal 

security but also global security, 

and Afghanistan is now one of 

the weakest links in the chain: 

Europe’s security cannot be 

secured without Afghanistan’s 

stability. And third, now that 

recent US elections have secured 

the President-elect a clear 

mandate, and he has committed 

to making Afghanistan a priority 

for his Administration, it is an 

opportunity for a renewed global 

partnership. India, China and 

Russia are also interested in a 

stable Afghanistan, and there is 

a clear opportunity for Europe 

to reaffirm its partnership in 

this global consensus to secure 

Afghanistan’s future. 

There is indeed a need for 

Europe’s leaders to engage in 

public discussion and explain 

why supporting Afghanistan’s 

security remains squarely within 

national and European  

interests. There needs to be 

a realisation that we are all 

connected, and that security 

can no longer be secured purely 

within national or European 

boundaries. Reporting on 

Afghanistan must move from 

coverage of small battles to 

understanding the economic, 

political and security institutions 

that are required to underpin 

stability, which may not make 

catchy headlines but are the 

root to security. To engage 

on these issues, review 

commissions could be useful, 

together with the broader 

engagement of media, academia 

and think-tanks. 

However, a renewed 

engagement must come with 

a realisation that a changed 

context within Afghanistan and 

in its region calls for a revised 
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Afghanistan remains a feasible 

project. Like the project of 

Europe itself, it needs 

recognition that the time 

dimension for rebuilding after 

war and building a regional 

consensus is a project of fifteen 

or twenty, not five years. And 

with a clearer understanding of 

what is at stake and what can 

be done, Europe can be the key 

lynchpin in putting Afghanistan 

back on track to becoming a 

responsible member of the 

community of nations. 	   

clarelockhart@effectivestates.org

look to trade and investment 

mechanisms in a regional 

context that secure jobs in 

Afghanistan on a sustainable 

basis. Europe can use its 

weight in global fora-security, 

political and economic – to help 

realign a strategic consensus 

behind a clear vision for 

Afghanistan’s future. Europe 

must also realise that it can 

and must ask for accountability 

from the government; the 

idea of a “double compact” 

with Afghanistan calls for 

responsibilities from the 

Afghan leadership rather than 

unconditional support from 

Europe. 

approach. Between 2001 and 

2005 Afghanistan was on the 

right track, with a series of joint 

achievements that gave the 

international community and 

Afghan citizens alike confidence 

in the future. Since 2005 there 

has been a steady deterioration 

in trust of all parties. Getting 

Afghanistan back on track 

requires learning from the 

lessons of what went wrong. 

A renewed partnership must 

recognise that funds to date 

have not been widely spent; 

instead of aid projects that 

fragment the rule of law and 

put the issue of coordination 

on the table, Europe could 

A six-point plan for reforming EU aid 
by Simon Maxwell

Paavo 
Väyrynen, 
Finland's 
Minister for 
Foreign Trade 

and Development

Sir,

Of Simon Maxwell’s six 

suggestions for reforming EU 

aid, I can unhesitatingly support 

only two; expansion of the 

Peace Facility and combining all 

EU development policies under 

one Commissioner.

I have some doubts about 

the two proposals concerning 

our cooperation with the 

ACP countries. Some steps 

in the direction proposed by 

Maxwell are in any case going 

to be taken when reviewing the 

Cotonou agreement. 

The other two proposals I cannot 

accept. The EDF should be 

brought into the EU budget, not 

the other way around. And the 

share of Commission-disbursed 

funds should not be increased. 

But what I missed in Simon 

Maxwell’s article is the 

substance of our development 

policy and its links with other 

policy sectors. I myself have a 

relatively long personal history 

in Finnish development policy, 

as I became responsible for 

it as Foreign Minister back in 

1977, when we still spoke about 

development aid. I remained in 

charge of it almost continuously 

until 1987, when we had 

moved on to the concept of 

development cooperation. 

During my last period as 

Finland’s Foreign Minister 

from 1991 to 1993 we already 

had another minister for 

development cooperation. But 

I nevertheless led the Finnish 
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ensuring firm commitments 

of the quantity of aid but also 

in improving the quality and 

effectiveness of development 

cooperation. The importance 

of the private sector and 

the principles of sustainable 

development in all of its three 

dimensions are there. 

We have to continue internal 

discussions on our development 

policy guidelines, and there 

might be a need for an early 

review of our 2005 Development 

Policy Consensus. 

			 

I support the idea of having only 

one Development Commissioner 

in the next Commission, and I 

also support Simon Maxwell’s 

proposal on forming a special 

Commission to prepare the 

wider coordination of the EU’s 

external activities, and I think 

it should make its proposals 

before the new EU Commission 

takes office. 

We need a well coordinated 

and coherent development 

policy, but we also need a 

comprehensive global policy 

for the EU. As Finland’s 

Development Minister I 

participated, in the spirit of Rio, 

in all possible environment-

related meetings, such as the 

UN Commission of Sustainable 

Development meetings 

I would favour triangular 

cooperation with developing 

countries and delegated 

cooperation with the Union’s 

member states.

Too much emphasis has been 

given, in my opinion, in EU 

aid to direct poverty reduction 

through the public sector, 

while infrastructure and the 

productive private sectors, 

agriculture in particular, have 

been neglected. This kind 

of unbalanced policy is not 

economically and socially 

sustainable and it is ineffective 

in poverty reduction. 

But there are some signs of 

change in EU development 

policy. 

Both in Accra and when 

preparing for Accra, I got some 

support for my proposals 

to include the principles of 

sustainable development and 

the role of the private sector 

in the Agenda document. 

The EU negotiators, however, 

concentrated on strengthening 

the Paris Declaration’s 

commitment to a narrower 

aid effectiveness. Then, 

after Accra, we had an open 

and critical discussion in 

Development Council meetings. 

In the negotiations on the 

Doha declaration, the EU 

had a leading role not only in 

delegation to the 1992 UN 

Conference on Environment 

and Development (UNCED) 

in Rio, where the principles 

of sustainable development 

were accepted as the common 

basis. Then, from 1995 to 

2007, I served in the European 

Parliament as a member of 

the Foreign Affairs Committee 

and followed development 

policies only from a distance. 

When I returned to the Finnish 

Government in the Spring of 

2007 as Minister for Foreign 

Trade and Development, I was 

astonished by the almost total 

absence of the Rio principles of 

sustainable development. 

After careful preparation, 

our government accepted 

in October 2007 a new 

Development Policy Programme 

based on the idea that poverty 

reduction can be effective 

and bring fast and lasting 

results only if it is sustainable 

ecologically, economically and 

socially. On the basis of our 

experience, we emphasised 

the role of the private sector in 

effective poverty reduction.

At EU Council meetings I have 

met another kind of policy 

thinking and that’s why I am not 

eager to increase the EU’s role 

in development policy. Instead 

of increasing EU aid, possibly 

as general budgetary support, 
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care. We all should follow the 

principles of ecologically, 

economically and socially 

sustainable development. In 

climate change negotiations the 

principles of development policy 

should be followed fully. In trade 

policy, emerging economies 

should follow our example and 

give the Least Developed 

Countries (LCD’s) a quota and 

duty-free access to their 

markets. China and India have 

already indicated their 

willingness to do so, and the 

others should follow suit. 	   

paavo.vayrynen@formin.fi

circumstances and interests of 

the developing countries are 

very different.

We Europeans therefore have to 

promote convergence in 

development policies. Northern 

donors should allocate more 

resources for infrastructure and 

the productive sectors. 

Southern donors which have 

been the most active in 

developing infrastructure and 

the resource based productive 

sectors, should make greater 

use of their invaluable 

experience in developing 

primary education and health 

and Climate Change fringe 

gatherings. As I am also my 

country’s Minister for Foreign 

Trade, I have been able to 

look at the links between 

development, environment and 

trade from a wider perspective. 

We are simultaneously 

negotiating global agreements 

in all these areas, and others 

too. We Europeans do not 

have proper coordination 

between these negotiating 

fora, yet everywhere we meet a 

united front of the developing 

countries led by emerging 

economies like China, India 

and Brazil even though the 

advertisement 
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