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PREFACE



PREFACE

~ The pgiit:.os of VWestern Burope have been dominated

by the theme of Buropean unity since the end of the Second
-?Ja_rld war. Iwo bloody and fratricidal wars in the present
century had bdred & gense of remorse and recrimination
among the thinking Europeens and as en end-produect of this
European gelf-examination was born the Buropean Economic
Communi ty. _ , _

Ae a major Buropean nation, Britain was invited by
the initiators of the European Movement to play & leading
part, But doubts and seepticism 'abeu'k the Vwisc'i-om of
linking ite fortunes with Burope in such a~radical way
after keeoping its digtance :l':éom the continent for centuries
kept successive British Governments, ILabour and Gcn‘servative
alike, at bay, Britein was considered by its leaders and
people to be too much of an internationalist, with special
ties with the United States and the Commonwealth, to link
its destiny exclusively with one continent. |

However, this delusion of grandeur was shattered with
the Suez debacle and various other constraints in the mide
19508, and the country had to turn to Burope. The entry
into the Common Market proved .to be long and arduous thanks.
mainly fo General De Gaulle'sg obstiziacy.

The present study carries the story forward from
January 1973 when Britain joined the BEC to December 1978,
It purports to be an assessment of six years of British
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membership in so far as it has affected British domestic
scene, its links with the United States, the Commonwealth
and Europe. _Y : , | ,
| In carrying out my research, I have received invaiusble
. guldance at' all stages from my superﬁeo: . B.Vivékanandan
and I would ii‘ke to record my gratefﬁi and sincere thénks
to him for his help without which it would heve been difficult
for me %o 'ecmplete ny work., | 1t would also be ﬁro;»e;r to
mention here that in oonducting my research 32‘ have mainly
dravn uwpon the materials available in the afwaharlal Rehru
University Library, the Indian Council of World Affairs
 Library at Sapru House, the Ministry of External Affairs
1dvrary, New Delhi, and the British Council Libraries in
Delhi and calc,utta, I would like to record my appreciation
of the valuéble assistance the members of the staff in
these libraries have rehdered me during the course of my

regearch,

7DUvawdfb*“ (B8 JF btin 3¢
( Purusfo¥tam Buattacharya )

Rew Delhi
24 April 1980
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION - THE HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Britain After the Second World wWar

Great Britain had entered the Second World war in
September 1939 as one of the Great Powers and the centre
of an Empire and the Commonwealth stretching from the
Carribean in the Western hemisphere to the Pacific in the
East, When the war ended in August 1945 Britain was one of
the three victors, besides the United States and the Soviet
Union, and was still regarded as a ranking world power, |
"The achievement of victory and the experience of succesns-~
fully 'standing alone' in 1940 and 1941 went a long way in
projecting British prowess and vitality in the face of
powerful challenge.“1

But the appearance of 2 gtrong and self-confident
Britain managed to conceal how exhausted and diminished the
country had really become, In fact one of the most far-
reaching effects of the war was the irreversible decline of
Britain from the rank of a Great Power. This was manifested
during the course of the war in which British contribution
vas gecondary to those of the United States and the Soviet
Union., It was the Red Army which finally overcame the might

1 Geoffrey Goodwin, "British Foreign Policy since 1945 :
The Long Odyssey to Burope" in Michael Leifer, ed.,
Congstraints and Adjustments in British Foreign Policy
{London, 1972), Pe36s
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of Hitler's 'wahrmacht? and brought'the var to 2 succesaful
conclusion in Burope, ably assisted thoﬁgh it was by the
American and British forces in the West,2

British weakness and vulnerability was pronounced on
tvo'counts; Firatly, during the period of the conflict
vast technical chenges in modern warfare had been brought
abanﬁ.. With the advent of the roéket age the Royal Navy
could no longer offer Britain the same security that it
ha& en joyed for generations, Secondly, tﬁe country was in
the throés of aﬁ unprecedented economic difficulty. With
all its traditional indnat:iea nearly ruined, it had to
draw on its foreign investment to stave off the threat of
bankruptcy,3

However, a realistic assessment of all these evident
weaknesgses was not made by the nation's foreign policy
makers. The Labour Government which came to power in 1945
believed that Britain still had & world-wide role to play
along with the United States and the Soviet Union, It
could be possible by playing effective roles in the three
centric circles to which Britain belonged - the Empire °
and the Commonwealth, the Atlantic Community and Europe.

2 A,J.P. Taylor maintains that Britein's principal
contribution in the war was to keep it going when,
with the fall of France, it was all but over until
such time as Russia (June 1341) and America
{December 1941) joined in.

3 F.5,Northedge, Descent From Power : British Foreign
Polic 1945-1973 (London, 1973), Po224
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It was quite possible, if not necessary, to keep Britain
anchored to all the three without opting totally for one
particular cirele, | ‘

It is in the light of this quest for a world role that
British attitude téwaxdé the queation er'the Western Buropean
unity, the most visible demonstration of which today is the
Eurcpean Eoonomic Community (EEC), oan 3@ gauged.

The longing for peace and 2 better understanding among
the jeaples of Europe became visibly manifest affer the war,
A ponse of great disillusionment about the nation states, the
creation of the revolutions of the Nineteenth century, and
about ite poten&iality for evil ag demonstrated by Hitler
gave birth to an idealistic yearning to replace it with a
tBuropean' identity which would overcome the nationalistie
aspirations of its constituent units.

, However, the British experience was gquite different.
Britain d4d not have to go through the nightmare of defeat
and occupation that the continental states suffered. The
British national state showed a remarkable solidarity and
exndurence under a heavy battering in its ability to survive
despite the loss of all its traditional allies in BEurope,

The courageous stand of the British atate and the help it
received in it from the United States and the Commonwealth
gserved 4o reinforce its confidence in itself and its overseas

connectlion, This was one of the fastors fundamentel to
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moulding British attitude towards Western Burope immediately
;fter the war.4 |

The other factor to have influenced British thinking
was the country's geographical isolation from the Buropean
mainland and the proféund impact it has had on Britigh
history and character, Its principal interest in the conti-
nent has been to help preserve a balance of power so that no
particular country_ceuld become too powerful and ultimately
threaten Britain's own existence., Hence British participation
in the wars against Napoleon in the igth century and'against
Germany in the'zoth,‘ This gsense of isolation from the conti-
nent had encouraged the country to look beyond Europe for
fame and fortune, This physical separation from the continent
largely contributed to fhe emotional detachment of the British
peopla from Europe which was looked at more aé a nuisance than
as an aséet to Britain constantly implicating it in costly
wars. The yearning for a Unlted Burope resulting from decades
of war, destruction and devastation, as present in Vestern
Europe, had not only no appeal to Britain, but was positively
distasteful. -

This historical hackground is necessary to appreciate

the British attitude displayed towards and the role played

4 Coral Bell (ed.,), Burope Without Britain (Melbourne,
1963) » Ppa 5"“‘6.




5

in the pioneering moves that led to the birth of the

European Economic Community (EEC). The first of these was

the formation of the European Coalvand Steel Community(ECSC).
~ The idea for the ECSC, or the Schuman Plan as it is

. also known, came from the great French'statesmap'Jean.Honnet.

The administration of the Ruhr industries which had been

placed under Allied Occupation after the Second World War

as the International Ruhr Authority was becoming & matter

of tension between France and Geréény‘ Monnet felt apprehen-

sive about what'appéared'to be an injustice that was being

done to Germany as well as worried about the possibility of

a resurgence of Franco-German hostilityqs The period had

meanwhile seen the beginning of the cold war following the

blockade of Berlin, Monnet sensed an opportunity to solve

the German question with the beginning of a unity move in

Europe, He comnmunicated his thoughts in a paper to Robert

Schuman, the then French Foreign Minister, who, after some

modifications and consultations with Monnet himself, accepted

the plan and persuaded the French cabinet to approve it on

9 May 1950. The first country they decided to consult was

Britain, The contents of the Plan were communicated to

the British Foreign Secretary, EBrnest Bevin, on the same

day by the French Ambagsador in London, Rene Masgsigli.

5 Richard Mayne, "The Role of Jean HMonnet® in
Ghita Ionescu,{ed.), The New Politicg of European
Integration (London, 1972), DP»36=~39.
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The plan called for "the placing of the whole of the
Franco-German Production of coal and steel under a high
authority in an organisation open to other countriesvof
Europe;”é e ‘ |

'In view of the known British scepticism of Buropean
entanglemeﬁ%s both Monnet and Schuman personally undertook
& trip to London within the next few days to try to persuade
the British to accept the Plan, Monmnet informed the British
that "the French Government felt it desirable that the ‘
acceptance by other Governments of thé principles set ouf
‘4n the French communique of the 9th May should precede any
vorking out of the practical application of their
proposals."7 ’ |

Within a few days after this, the French were able to
report to the British the acceptance of the offer by Germany
after a visit to Adenéuer. the Federal Chancellor, by
Monnet. On 25 May 1950, in a note to the British the French
Government pointed out that "if it were desired to reach
concrete results it was necessary thét‘tha Governments should
be in agreement from the beginning on the principles and the
essential undertakings defined in the French Government's
document, but that the numerous problems which would arise
from putting the project into effect would require discussions

and studies which would have to be pursued in common..;"8

6 Michael A,Wheaton, "The Labour Party and Europe,1950-71",
in Ghita Ionescu, ed., The New Politice of European
Integration (London, 1972}, p.87.

7 HMSQ, Anglo-French Discussions Begarding French proposals
for the Western Eurcpean Cosl, Iron and Steel Industries,
May-June 1950 (CMD 7970), p.b.

8 Ibid., p.7.
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'B} coincidence, on the same day. Bevin sent & note to
Paris rejecting the Ffrench demand of prior commitment to the
principles of the programme even before discussion had
started, He proposed instead "direct conversations between
France and Germany" and Britein would like "to participate
in these from the outset, with the hope that by obtaining
& clearer plcture of howlfhe propcéals would operate in
detail, they would be able to jdin the scheme“.g On 27 May
1950 in reply to the French note of 25 May, Britainvinformed
France: '“..;if the . French Govermment intend to iamsist on
& comnitment to pool resources and set up an authority with
certain sovereign powers as & prior condition to joining in
the talks, His Majesty's Government would reluctantly be
.napablé to accept such a conditian.“‘o

The divergence ¢f approach to the question was clear.

The, French Governument wanted, at least, acceptance of the
‘fundamehtal‘prineiple of the rroposition as a basis for the
discussion; it did not necegsarily commit the countries
concerﬁed to surrender thelr soversignty. But this was the
bagic minimun that wag required to star! any meaningful
discussion. On 30 May 1950 the French Government made one
last effort to clarify the issue. The French note said:

¥ ..there will be no commitment except by the signature of

of a treaty between the gtates concerned and its pariiamentary

ratification."11 But this etill failed to convince the

9 Ibid., pe7.
10 Ibid., p.8.
11 Ibid., p.8.
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might have suited French and German interests as o means
of making any future war between them unmprofitable to
either of them; but it dld not suit British interests,
Britain's export trade, full employment and econcmic health
in general vitally depended on those industries which the
. Schuman Plan was seeking to place under an independent
European machinery and there was no way Britain could agree
to that,'?

Opposition to suprénaxionalism was made clear in a
Labour Party policy document issued by the Party's National
Executive Committee in May 1950.14 The document strongly
opposed the establigshment of any Buropean institutions
preposed by Monnet, "™No Socialist Party could accept a
systen®, 1t went on, "by which important fields of National
Policy were surrendered to 2 European representative
authority,”?s

After Britain's refusal to join, negotiations among
the eix were sﬁccessfully carried on and the European Coal
and Steel Community came into exigtence in the summer of
1952, with Jean Monnet as the President of the High Authority.
Deppite some controversies in Frence snd Germany, ratification

by all six parlisments concerned was obtained soon.

13 Northedge, n.35, p.158.

14 European Unity : A Statement Issued by the NEC
of the labour party, May 1950, quoted in Michael
A, Wheaton, n.6, Dp.oS8.

15 Ibid.
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Flughed with the success of their first effort, the
'Burcpeans' were keen to extend the concept of supranation-
alism that had been initiated with the ECSC and efforts in
this avenue were undervway between 1952 and 1955. One of
the first efforts was to try and form a Burcopean Defence
Community (EDC) for the joint control of Burope's military
forces within the framework of Atlantic defence to be
followed finally with the formation of a European Political
Community with the ECSC and the EDC providing the basic
foundation, However, after nearly two years of uncertainty
the suspicion and opposition of the French Gaullists finally
killed the EDC when the French Assembly re jected it in
August 19%4. The British were not very enthusiastic about
the EDC idea either and it was hardly expected that & govern-
ment that could not permit the country's basic industries to
be run by a supranational auxhority.would‘make an exception

for its military forces,'®

The only positive move towards
an exclusive link with Europe at this time was an ‘association!
agreement which Britain signed on 21 December 1954 with the
ECSC.

With the beginning of 1955 the idea of 'relaunching
Europe' was gaining momentum, despite the EDC setback, backed

by the active support of Jean Monnet, The idea of a Common

16 Britain feared that military commitments on the
continent might interfere with the defence of her
colonial and Commonwealth interests,
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Market was first floated by 2 memorandum of the Benelux
countries on 20 May 1955 which contained suggestions for a
common market and co-operation in new areas such as trangport
and energy, particularly atomic energy in which France was
known to be interested. The Foreign Minlsters of the Six

met at Messina in Italy in June 1955 and a detailed resolution
on the nature and the principles of the community they wanted
was worked out, Strong preference, especially at the
1nstancé of the Benelux countries and Italy, was expressed

at the Messina conference to include the ﬂhita& Kingdonm in
the proceedings of the new venture, France readily agreed

to this, perhaps iﬁ the hope of closex co~operation Withvthe
‘British in Atomic Energy in which the latter were leaders

in Burope at that timec17 Hence it was decided at Messina

to invite the United Kingdom to take part in the deliberations
from the start.

The Spaak Committee (headed by M, Spaak, the Belgian
Foreign Minister) which was to analyse the problems and then
prepare the texts of the Treaties {July~December 1955),
started its wnfk on 9 July 1955 in Brussels with the repre-
sentation of the Six and Britain, Britain's position wae
made clear at the very outset that she wag taking part without
any prior commitments to the Messina resolution that had called

for the creation of a Common Market.

17 Miriam Camps, Britain and the European Community,
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There were two fundamental differences between Britain
and thé Six from the start, Firstly, British preference
was for a free trade aréa rather than a customs union which
was considered too rigid and sweeping & step. Secondly,
British desire was to make maximum use of the Organisation
for Eurepean Economic Co~operation (OEEC) rather than
establish new institutions with their suprenational impli-
'cationé.gé Moreover, a new gupranational organisation with
a customs union would necessitate a common. External Tariff
which would affect British trade with the rest of the world,
especislly the Commonwealth, On the other hand, British
Ansistence on ;he maximum possible use of the OEEC framework
vas snnoying to the Six since they felt that the OEEC was
not sufficiently equipped to handle the kind of radical
venture they were golng into, though at this gtage they
themselves were not sure about what kind of institutions
they wanted.19

Ag the proceedings of the Spask Committee went on, the
real lack of interest by the British became clear; when
agked by M. Spaak to commgnt on the draft report produced
'by the expert committees in Nevember 1955, the British

representatives replied that no final decision could be

i8 The Organisation for Buropean Economic Co-operation
was established in 1947 "to promote coordination
among European countries in the planning and
execution of the recovery programme™ (The Marshall
Plan), See Camps, ibid,, p.6.

19  Miriam Cemps, n.17, p.40.
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taken until the British Government knew all the details of
the Plen, They also indicated that Britain's difficulties
in participating in a Common Market were well known, Soen
the British representatives left for London and a statement
from London announced the British decision not to teke any
further part in the pxoceedings.zo ,
The reasons for the British decision to withdraw were
not far to seek. After the"association"égreement with the
ECSC Britainmmd felt that a satisfactory relationship with
Europe had beeh-eaﬁablished, Most beople in the United Kingdom
had failed to understand the strong desire for real unity as
against the Bri‘ﬁish recipe of intergovernmental cooperation
in Eﬁrépe;‘ It was not appreciated that a new gituation had
been created in Europe by the war, There was also a failure
to grasp the political significance of the Common Market move
which was primarily thought to be an economic and commercial
question, Hence the principal British representative to the
Spaak Commitiee deliberations was from the Board of Trade and
not at the Foreign Secretary level., Besides the implication

20 Ibid., p.43. M. .Spaak has also commented, rather
wryly,;, on the British attitude to the process of
Furopean integration in his memoirs. This ig evident
from what he wrote: "Throughout our early discussions,
his (British Representative's)attitude was one of
discreet scepticism, While the representatives of
other Powers went about their work with a will, he
remained silent for the most part. When he did join
our discussions, it was only to express doubt asg to
whether his country could accept whatever idea looked
like becoming the basis of agreement at any given time,"

pawl Henri Spaak, The Continuing Battle : Hemoirs of a
European, 1936-1966 (London, ig%ii, P.232.
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for British trade with the Commcnwealthg_government leaders
:were 8180 consclous of the ﬁresaures that a customs union
would exert towards a poiitical union, anathema to‘the
British peeple.z‘ |
Britishvmisgivings'abautvthe whole venture was so serious

that their lack of interest also;turhed to0 distinct hastilityfg
1¢ waé assumed thét an unequivoca1 British opposition would .
aiéﬁouragé the Six to go any farther - another British mis-
calculation of the strength and desire for a unity move in
Europe. The apparent hostility of Britain was resented on
the continent and the seeds of mistrust sowed during this
period'proved to be an obstacle later when Britain tried to
find an accommodation with the Six.

The developments from the Schuman Plan to the work of
the Spaak Committee between July and November 1955 opened
up & deep chasm between Britain and its West European allies,
British leaders continued to believe that Britain could play
a more effective role in werld affairs by keeping its distance
from Buropean affairs; and this would be difficult,if not
inmpossible, if it had become a part of a federating Europe.23
Despite the eagerness among the West Buropean countries for

some kind of positive action and leadership from Britain,

21 Miriam Camps, n.17, p.48.
22 Ibid., p.50.
23 Northedge, n.3, p.171,
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the country, its leadership and its people remained firmly
opposed to any kind of organic‘links-With Eurcpe that would
relegate its Commonwealth and American connections to the
background. The very possibility of it was emotionally as
well as politically quite unacceptable to both the British
people and its leadership. ’

Méanwhile, tﬁe Spaak Committee had submitted its Report
to thé Six and negotiations to create the Common Market had
been going all through 1956, These were successfully
concluded by the end of the year and the Treaties establishing
the European Gémmunity congisting of the Buropean Coal and
Steel Community, the Buropean Econromic Gommunity (EEC), and
Euratom were signed in Rome on 25 March 1957 and jointly
came into force w,e.f, i January 1958, The main provisions
of the Treaty of Rome included gradual abolition of obstacles
to the free movement of persons, servieeé and capital within
the community, the inauguration of common policies for agri-
culture and transport, the adoption of procedures to co-ordinate
economic policies and prevent disequilibfia in the balance of
payments and the control of competition g0 as to prevent
‘tdistortion’,

The implications of the creation of the EEC were momentous
for Britain, For fhe first time in history it would bring
together sii states of Western BEurope into an exclusive
econonmic and commefcial union consigting of 200 million of

the most advanced people in the world while Britain chose to
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be kept out of 1t. Though Britain was invited to join

' the Six £nvthe process of creaﬁing the EEc,supfanationalism
-wag 8till anathem2 %o her, The mere fact that the Common
External Tariff (CET), one of the principal foundations of
the EEC would, if Britain were to join it, convert
Commonwealth §references into discriminstion againgt tﬁe
Commonwealth, was enough-in itself to be anathema to any
British Government. On the other hand for a nation ag
dependent on trade and commerce for its very survival as
Britain evidently was, it was not possible to ignore the
existence of the Common Market, well on its way to becoming
at that time one of the largest trading bloes in the world.

Thus while the Common Market negotiations were still
going on in Brussels an important shift took place in British
trade policies seeking to replace its highly protectionist
practices of nearly twentyfive years with free trade in
industrial products in an enlarged West Buropean free trade
aresa,

British objectives for a free trade area were dealt with
by Harold MacMillan, then Chancellor of the Exchequer, in a
speech in the House of Commons on 26 Sbﬁember 1956, DPritain
needed to gain a foothold in the rapidly growing markets
of VWegtern Burope and arranging = free trade area wag the
only way discrimination againgt British goods in these
markets could be avoided. Thisg would 2lgo offer the United
Kingdom the opportunity to become more competitive and to

achieve a higher rete of investment and growth besides the
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incentive to more economic forms of production and benefits
of a greater variety of consumer products at lower prices.24
And mosgt important of all was that such an arrangemenf would
enable Britain to enjoy free trade with the continent and
at the same time meintain the Commonwealth preferential
trade., Politically also a fres trade area would gerve to
avoid further divisions in Burope and strengthen the
continent's unity.

At & meeting of the Ministerial Council of the GBEC in
July 4957 » Britain proposed that possibilities for forms
of association between the Six and the eleven members of the
O EEC should be explored with particular regard to a8 free
trade area, In Ccicber 1957 the OEEC Council agreed %o the
British suggestion and an intergovernmental Ministerial
Committee was appointed with the BritishPay Master General
Reginald Mandling ag its Chairmen to start detailed negotia- .
‘tions with the Six.2”

So, for the next two years British efforts concenitrated,

along with & few other countries of Western, Central and

Nortnern Europe,26 in reaching an agreement with the Six for

24  U.K., Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1956-57,
vol. 561, col,43. ' ' ' '

25 = HMS0, "Negotistions for a Buropean Free Trade Area"
(London, 1959), Cmnd 648, ».S5.

26 These other countries were Augtrie, Denmark, Norway,
Sweden, Switzerland and Portugsl all of which were
unwilling to join the EEC but were anxious to protect
their economic interests which might be jeopardised
by the EEC,
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& kind of free trade arrangements in Burope. These efforts
of 'Bridge vuilding', as it came to be known, hovever, came
to nothing since no agreement c¢ould be reached regarding
the lowering of the tariff within the area, There was &
1ot of mistrust and suspicion between Britain ana_ France,
‘Britain suspected that Franee was trying to force Britain
on its knees by refusing to cooperate while France alleged
that Britain was trying to turn the EEC iato a free trade
area and thus wreck itz ultimate objective of European
integra'tﬁ.en, Two factors were prominent in French mindas
for their opposition to British moves, Firstly, if Britain
had its way French industry would be confronted with
competition from British goods on top of the German
onslaught, Secondly, French federalist opinions were more
concerned with political rather than economic integration
and in the light of Britain's well known opposition to any
close political links, its moves wore highly suspect in
Ewance.zv ‘

Thus Anglo-French antagonism clouded the negotiations
and by November 1958 the disocussions of the Mandling
Committee had reached a fruitless stage. On 16 November
1958 deliberations of the Committee were postponed
indefinitely,

Besides bad blood beiween Britaln and France, the

principal reason for the failure of the free trade area

27 Harold Macmillan, R
(London, 1973), Pp.
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negotiations was %he unwillingness of the Community to
compromise on the common external tariff, the pillar on
vhiech the Treaty of Rome very much rested., Any relaxation
of this teriff to reach an understanding for a free trade
ares would have greatly ueakanéﬁ the Community structure
and undermined its wvery existence. The signifieanéevof g
thig was little understood or appreciated at the time by
the non-community countries, 2o |

Thug, when the negotiations with the EEC for a
European Free Irade Area failed, Britain decided to join
Austr§a, Depmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden and Switzerland
%o arrange plana for & European Free Tradé Agssociation (EFTA)
whi¢h wag created by the Stockholm convention on 4 January
{960 and came into effee% on 3 May 1960C. Accoerding to the
Convention the arrangements were limited to abolition of
obstacles to internal trade with regard to tariffd and quotes
and provision vwas made for some slight coordination of
economic policies.

This arrangement, however, proved to be unsatisgfactory.
Ite principal weakness was that the member‘cbuntries of the
EFTA did most of their trade with the EEC countries and
not emong themselves, For Britain this was hardly an answer
4o its trade and economic problems since iis trade with other

EFTA countries was not very large and whatever trade it had

oo

28  Bdward Heath, QL& Worlds, New Horizons : Britain,
The Common Market and The Atlantic Alliance
(Tondon, 1970)y De21. ' -
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waas' either duty free or subject to low duties., These
couﬁtries also did not have any powerful industries among

them to give the competition thrust to Britieh manufacturing
vhich the BEC could.

- Change of Course

1960 wag o watershed in the history of posi-war Britain.
This was the year when a historical shift in British foreign
policy thinking Yook place, Until then the fundamental basgis
of British foreign policy rested on the so called three
¢irecles ~ the Commonwealth, the United States and Burope.

It wos to preserve its connection with and deep attachment
to the first two circlea, the Commonwealth and the United
States, that successive British Governments had refused to
hparticipate in unity movements in Western Burope that sought
to bind the countries of the region in a federal union. But,
by 1960 the time had come when a fundamental re-examination
of this sirategy was necessary,for it was no longer found tp'
be sultable to British interests,

The Britieh Commonwealth of Nations had become one of
the principal factors in British foreign policy calculations
after the war and it was thought that the emotional and
political bonds with 1t was one of the most powerful assets
that Britain had %o sustain its world role. DBut the closer
integration inside the Commcnwealth that Briteim had hoped
to forge became unatiainadle following the growth of the

newly decolonised states in its ambit after 1945,
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The divergences between the political attitudes of the
Afro~Asian Commonwealth countries on the one hand and
those of the o0ld dominions (Australia, Canada, New Zealand
and the Union of South Africa) and Britain on the other not
only excluded close political ties dbut produced sharpest
differences on current international affairs, The harsh
criticism by India of British action in Suez in Novémber'
1956 was an fllustration of this dichotomy,

The concept of strategic unity within the Commonwealth
was also lost with the decline in Britain's ability %o
provide agsistance to the member countries. Most important
of all, economically the commonwealth‘was beconing less
important to Britain, Britain was no longer an éxporter
of cheap shirts and coal %o the Commonwealth but of expensive
manufactured goods which most of the new Gommbnwealth countries
were too poor to buy. |

Thug, while the Commonwealth had proved to be 2 useful
diplomatic contrivance and carried powerful emotional over-
tones,in the changed c¢ircumstances it could hardly be a
convincing home for Britain, { —

The 'Special Relationship' with the United States which
wag another of the three circles of British foreign policy
since the war, dates back to the first world war, Ever since
the emergence of the United States as a great Power, Great

Britain has endeavoured to keep a cloge relation with that~
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Thie relationship reached its peak during the Second World
War when Churchill and Roosevelt established an extraoréi~
narily warm and close relationship, Since the end of the
war Britain hasg been instrﬁmental in coordinating American
economic ald, especially the Marshall Plan, for the re-
building of Europe and its defence in the 1940s and 1950s
from what was perceived to be a threat from the Soviet
Union, This.Atlantic connection was considered to be of
vital importance to Britain's continuing world rule.zg 1ts
contiﬁuatien precluded any organic link with Europe.
However, the irony of it all was that during all this period
the United States was eitremely keen that Britain should
join the West Buropean integration process which would
strengthen Burope against any possible misadventure by the
Soviet Union., British objection that this would turn
Britain into a mere unit in the West Buropean juggernant and
thus be unfair to its status in the world only raised scepti-
c¢ism in Washington.

However, the sharpest breach in the Anglo-imerican tie
in this period was the Suez Affair, The British action
againaf Egypt brought a gwift and sharp reaction from the

29 This Atlantic connection which meant not just the
United States but also Canada and other overseas
connections (meaning Australia and New Zealand) were
vitally important in safeguarding British gtrategic
interests in Burope. Coral Bell, The Debatable

Alliance : An Essay in Anglo-American Relations
(Lonaon, 19647, p.§§"'
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United States which viewed 1t as just another case of
imperialist adventure in %he_thirﬁ world.and hence unacéept-
able, It was primarily the Ameriéan action in the Uﬁited
Nations that forced the humiliating British withdrawal. The
resultant backlash against the United Stateé waé bittér in
Britain and despite subsequent reconciliation the whole |
affair left an unpleasant taste, 0 | -

v'The *Special Relationship' was baged on inequality and
against all logic of power and worid strategic develéyment.
The gulf in economic and military power between the ﬁhited.
States agnd Britain went en.éidening in the late 50s and
early 60s and with the taming of its cold war the need for
the moderating British role also faﬁed, Hence by the year
1960 "Britain hed %o think, not so much of relations between
itself and the United States, as of relations between the
United Sﬁates and Burope, of which Britain was now and
henceforth a ?art,?si |

Besides the decline in the Commonwealth and the American

connection, there were other obvious factors begging for
British ccnsiderations. By 1961 EEC was becoming a succeas
the implications of which were being ominously fel$ in
Britain, Tariff cuts in the community had been going ahead
of schedule (30 per cent by 1961); economic growth rates in

30 Macmillan, n,27, pp.159,167, 175-76.
31 NOﬂhedge, 3.3, 9.330.
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the BEC countries were higher than they were in Britain
between 1954 and 1960, British industrial output during
this period grew by cﬁly.a £ifth as aga;nst a growth rate
of over & half in the EEC states, 4American funds which
had previously gone to Britain were now finding their way
to the EEC, "Before the EEC was created over & half of
American investment in Europe came to Britain, but in 1960
only 41 per cent did so while over 50 per cent was expected
to go to the Six, "2 | |

This development threatened to bypass Britain and throw
it into the background, There wasg stagﬁaticn on the
British economic front. 33 The balance of payments problem

34,Was'not going to be

which was getting worse every year,
helped by being shut out of the richest and most powerful of

the two trading blocs, 1t was possible that a British

»
-

32 Ibid., p.337.

33 The average growth rate of British real national
income between 1950-64 was 2.6 per cent as against
Germany's 7,1 per cent, Italy's 5.6 per cent, France's
4.9 per cent, Netherland's 4.9 per cent, Denmark's
3.6 per cent and Belgium®s 3.4 per cent. Bdward F.
Denison, "Economic Growth" in Richard E.Czves (ed.),

Britain's Economic Prospects (London, 1968), p.232.
34 United Kingdom's Balance of Payments 1952-66(&£million)

1952 - 279 1959 « 118 1966 « 152
1953 - 244 1960 ~ 408 ‘

1954 - 204 1961 = 153

1955 - 313 1962 -~ 104

1956 .- 5% 1963 - 83

1957 - 29 1964 = 545

1958 . 29 1965 - 281

Table 4.2. Richard N,Cooper, "The Balance of Payments"
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membership of the EEC, though possibly driving some back-
ward firms out of business, could provide the much needed
fillip to industry without which it might continue to
atagnate.35
One of the main incentives for channelling British
thinking towards the EEC was that this would provide a
market for its increasingly sophisticated nanufactured
exports, British expértéftb the EEC region during the
pericd 1953-1062 varied between 14 and 1§ pér cent of its
total exports; and the grawth in this area‘waé the highest
in ite foreign trade. As long as it remained'ontside the
EEC it would face the common external tariff wall and its
manufactures were bound to lose much of their existing
. markets, Finding markets elsevhere waeg a difficult proposi-
tion; The Commonwealth was declining as 3 British export
markét. The other4§FTAkeountries proved disappointing as
a growth market, It held its own there, but did not
increase its exports. The US market was in =2 similar
position, .Theré were potential possibilities in Russia
and China but these were chancy markets. There was not
much scope in the rest of Asia, the Middle EBast and lLatin

Americe for increase in British exports either.

%5 Northedge, n.3 , p.338.
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Another factor weighing heavily on the British mind
was the growth, and the potential for its further increase,
in the political influence of the EEC as it became richer
and tb;e threat that with this Britain would gradually
become & 'hag been' but now irrelevant power. British
influence on the United States was cbviously on the decline
and there was a noticeable increase in the US tehdency to
look to the Federal Republic of Germany for assistance in
Europe since Germany was perceived to be more anti~Communist
and more prepared to rely on relations with America and the
American nuclear deterrent,

It was the political factors that profoundliy influenced
Harold Macmillan in 1960 who was then Prime Minister of
Britain, He was extremely worried over the state of the
so-called free world with divisions in their ranks represen-
ted in the EEC and EFTA and the Berlin crisis.’® "It was,
after all, making a great deal of the Congervative Party,

80 long and =o intimately linked with the ideal of Empire,

to accept the changed situation, which might require a

new concept by which Britain might serve Commonwealth and
world interests more efficiently, if she were linked with
Europe than if she remained isolated, doomed to a diminishing

36 Harold Macmillan, At the End of the Day, 1961-1963,
(London, 1973), pp.s=4.
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power in a world in which her relative wealth and strength
were bound %o shrink.”37 Most supporters of entry also
believed that the political aspeéts could be confined %o

such modest propbrtion that ties with the other two circles
{(United States and the Commonwealth) need not be jeopardiged.

Thus, a stocktaking of the preceding factors and events
4n 1960-61 had all but convinced Hacmiilan and his Government
that applying for community membership was the only gensible
course of action left to Brifaih. But the problems that
such a step would generate were also formidable. Thesge
were threeafola agricultural, Commonwealth and loss of
sovereignty. |

Firstly, there was a lot of uncertainty about the EEC's
agricultural policy which was still being worked out and it
wag feared that a move into the EEC would spark off higher
food prices in Britain, However, it wag conceded that
vhatever the problems, if the general tone of the British
economy was improved, agriculture might be expected to
benefit in the reswlting increased consumer demands for
food.38

37 Ibid,, p.5. Macmillan hag srgued this point
forcefully, "Britain®, he wrote, "in isolation
would be of little value to our Commonwealth
partners, and I think that the Commonwealth
understand it. It would therefore be wrong in my
view to regard our Commonwealth and our European
interests as conflicting, Basically they must be
complementary.® Ibid,, p.2%.

38 Northedge, n.3, p.340, ,
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‘Becondly, however, the most delicate problem vas that
of the cammonwealth.39 According to.tha arrangements
inside it, most Commonwealth countries were offered either
duty free or preferential access to the Britieh market for
their prbducts. couﬁtries like New Zealand and Augtralia
vwere particularly dependent on this market for the export
of their farm products‘on which much of their prosperity
depended. However, the effect of the ECC's Common Bxternal
Tariff, eﬁen with all the gqualifications and loophblesr
Britain could secure threugh'negotiatians, on British trade
with the rest of the Commonwealth became an issue. The
following were the percentage of total exports of various
Commonwealth countries as sent to Britain in 1960-61:
Mauritius 82%, Seirra Leone 70%; New Zealand 56%, Nigerisa
51%, Australia, Ceylen, India 33.33% These figures
explain the dependence of these countries on the British
market at that time,4C

Thirdly, there wag the fear of partial or total loss
of British sovereignty, real or apparent. As already noted
British expefience during the war was different from the
Six asg it was not occuplied. This was one of the factors

for the persistent British objection to participating in

39 Macmillan, n.36, p.T.
40 : Harthedge, n.3, P-341.
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{the Eurepeanﬁunion mo@ement, - For both the major parties
the perspective for sovereigntj loss was different, J¥Yor
the consérvatives it was a question of nationalistic pride,
for the Labour Party this was a question of their ability
%o ﬁse‘Parliaﬁent for sociél reform at home and help for
%he.poor.41 : B |

Amidaﬁ heated controversy and debates the decision to
apply fér membership of the Buropean Community was announced
by Haiold Macmillan in Parliament on 31 July 1961 and
negotiations with the Six started in October of that year.
However, by this time the situation on fhe continent had
changed to the detriment of Britain, General De Gaulle,
who became President of France in 1958 as was well known,
was not a friend of Britein., Indeed, De Geulle was partly
resbonsible for the fallure of the talks on 'bridge building?
between the EEC and the other OBEC members for a European
Free Trade Area on the pretext that it would turn the
Common ﬁarkeﬁ into a free trade area,

The last thing thét De Gaulle wanted was to have
Britain in the EEC; this would inevitably jeopardize France's
dominant position in 1%, he feared. But despite De Gaulle's
known reticense about the British move, the French Govern-
ment did not raise any objections to it during the informel

éxchangea between the two govermments prior €0 and after

# Ibid., p.343.
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Macmillan's anpouncement. Even Mecmillan was cautious in
his announcement and indicated that the British move was
only designed %o find out if conditions existed for the
United Kingdom to become & member of the European
Community, 42

The negotiations were opened by Edward Heath, Lord
Privy Seal, who was to act ag the leader of the British
delegation in a speech in Paris on 10 Qoctober 1561, They
were conducted in three different phases; Januwary-February,
Hay-August, and‘Oetebérnneeember_1962.‘ There were three
. major sets of problems that Britain raised during the
discuaaians.\ These were questions relating to Commonwealth
preferences, Britieh agriculture and satiefactory arrange-
ments for trade with the EFTA countries,

After detailed presentation of their individual
positions in earlier part of the year the issue of Commone-
wealth preference wag dealt with in a series of ministerial
and official meetings between May and August 1962, Britain
was anxious to arrange for an orderly transition from the
Commonwealth to the community preference and to keep the
Community tariffs to the exports of those Commonwealth
countries who were heavily dependent on the. Britich market,

ag low as possible. The first agreement to be reached was

42 U.K.‘ Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1960-61
VOloé45g 7015:928‘5360 7 '
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a time-table for the application of the_CQmmoa External
Tapiff (CET) of the Community to the import of industrial
goods from the developed Commonwealth countries like
Canada and Australia; 30 per cent of CET to take effect
on British accession, 30 per cent on 1 January 1967 and
the final alignment on { January 1970.%7

The other important agreements reached during this
period relsted to import of temperate zone foo&stuffs fronm
Commonwealth countries, arrangements for manufactures
from the éeveloped Gommenwealth countries and ar&angements
for imports from India, Pakistan and Ceylon., Though the
British request of special access to the Community markets
for Commonwealth products in preference to other third
countries wes rejected,understanding was reached on offer-
ing these countries reasonable access to Community markets
wiih some special considerations for New Zealand because
of its heavy dependence on the Britigh market.44 Special
trade agreements were to be worked out with India, Pakistan
and Ceylon to help them increase and diversify their
products. The Common External Tariff on tea importis was

to be abolished or suspended; special arrangements were

43 Camps, n.17, p.397.

44 UK, HMSO, The United Kingdom and the European
‘Beonomic Community (London, 19 , cond., 180%, p.7.




32

t0 be made for imports cf»cettcn textiles from these
countries,t? Understanding had also been reached on the

queétisﬂ of tassociztion' with some Commonwealth countries
in Africa and the Caribbeam,4® |

The question of British agriculture, which presented

& knotty problem, was dealt with bétween October and
December 1962, There were wide divérgencés between
British and cantinghtal methods of suppcrting the farmers.,
Some‘easential elements of what subsequently came to be
known as the Common Agricﬁltural Policy {CAP) were given
shape in discussions smong the Six in December 1961 and
Jonusry 1962, British demand of a twelve year trensition
period té adjus% Their agriculture was not acceptable to
the Community and subsequent,discﬁssiuns got bogged down
on this issue with the British insisting on a timescale |
for c¢hange over from their agricultural system of guaren-
teed price and deficiency éaymante to the Community égri-
sultural support system and the Six insisting on the
British accepting the CAP on accession which would have
meanx.a,dramatic increase in the prices of some esgential

foodptuffe 1ike wheat in Britain,¥7

46 1bid., p.4.
47 Miriam Camps, n.17, Pp.457-468,
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The differences on agriculture were sought to be
bridged by the appointment of & Ministerial Commitites
chaired by‘Sieco Mangholt, the Community's Agriculturel.

48 However, as the Mansholt Committee was

Conmissicner,
preparing to submit its report, General De Gaulle made
known hig opposition %o British membership at a press
conference on {4 January 1963.
" Generzl De Gaulle based his objections primarily

on the differences between Britain and the.eontinental
states comprising the EEC, "England® he said, "is, in
effect, insuler, maritime, linked through its trede,
mnarkets, and food supply to Very diverse and often very
distant countries. Its activities are essentially
industrial and commexcial, and only slightly agricultural,

¥ hag, throughout its work, very marked and original
customs and traditions. In short the nature, structure
and economic context of Bngland differ profoundly from

those of the other states of +the continent.“49

He made it
ciear that, in his view, Britain was not ready to be &
menber of the EEC and the negotiations had ‘revealed their
unwillingness %o accept the treaty of Rome.’C British

dependence on America was also reaffirmed by the Polaris

48 Ibid,
49 Quoted in Camps, 1,17, p.474.
50 Ibid,
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agreement between President Kennedy and Prime Minister
Maomillan at Nagsam, Bohamas in December 1962, De Gaulle
alleged,51 _ a

. After this clear gignal from De»Gaulle,_subsequen%
negotiations became meaningless and these had to be wound
up due to refﬁsal of the French delegation to carry it on
any further. Sufficient work had, however, been done by
the Hansholt Committee to make it seem that 2 compromise
wasg péssible on the outatanding issues of the agricultural
question,52 o

The real reasgsom for De Gaulle's veto wére not far to

geer, 1f Britain joined the community it would have been
a competitor for the general leadership of Burope and &
more formidable one than the only other country - Germany;
Britain wag already'a developed nuclear pover in its own
rights and it had been 2 major power for long periods.
But this was not all; unlike 'Gemaz;y'it vas popular with the
ﬁinor powers of the BEC who had bitter memories of oppresaion
at the hands of the Fazis, If the leadership of the EEC
passed off from France to Britain, France would be less
able tc impose its will on 1ts partnems than it had in the

past and divislons in the community would take the shape of

51 Northedge, n.3, p.346.
52 Camps, n.17, p.494.
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France on-the one side and Britain supported by all the
rest, on the other.53

The Second Application and Veto Final Road to Europe

During the period of the first attempt at EEC
membership, the Labour Party under Hugh Gaitakell's
leadership had taken quite a negative attitude while
agreeing in principle to the strategy. Gaitskell had
demanded that entry should be agreed té only after
adequate guarantees had been obtained'fcr-safeguarding
the interests of the Commonwealth and the EFTA,54 After
the Commonwealth Prime Minigters' Conference (September
1962) he becane convinced that the line the Government

was faking in the negotiations would not sncceeé in doing
this and as a result he swung the entire party to opposing
the move.

The position of the lLabour Party and the Government'
that came to power in Qctober 1964 under Harold Wilson's
Premiership remained anti~BEC until 1966, However, it diad
not take Wilson long to recognize the hérah reality that
had forced Macmillen's hand.’”? The situation that developed

53 Northedge, n.3, pp.346 and 347. Harold Macmillan
also has commented on De Gaulle's emotional hostility
towards England., "He hates England still more
America, because of the war, because of France's
shame, because of Roosevelt and Churchill, because
of the nuclear weapons®, See Macmillan, n.36, p.118.

54 Michael A, WheatOn, n, 6. pp'91""92-
55 Herold ¥ilson, Labour Government, 1%§4~12]0; A

Personal Recoxd (London, 1971), Pe293

.
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after 1965 made it doubly sure that Britain would have to
look towards Europawagain. The economic squeez of July
1966 was perhaps the worst on record. The chronic balance
of payment deficit put the heat on thé economy and the Pound.
The role and power of the American capital in the British
economy grew to such an extent that by 1967 one out of
every seventeen employed persons in Britain worked in
f£irms predcminantlygoﬁned by American interesta.ss
 So far as the Commonwealth was concerned even further

changes had taken place between 1961 and 1967, There was
a digstinct cooling of relations between Britain and the new
Gemmonwéalth concerning the Rhodesian Unilateral Declaration
of Independence in November 1965 and the subsequent bitter-
ness shown'by African states towards Britain, To the
British people the feeling was growing that the Aassociation
was more of a handicap to Britain than an advantage, a
veritable millatone round its neck, Besides, during the
1961=-62 talke the Commonwealth states had begun to adjust
themselves to the idea of a changed Commonwealth should
Britain join the EEC,

There were two other factors which possibly might have
influenced Harold Wilson.

Firstly, the French boycott of the Community institu-
tions for nearly & period of seven months in 1965-66 showed
that Britain, and particularly Labour, fear about the

56 Nbrthedge; n.3, p.>348,
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supranational character of the EEC were misplaced and
France, especially General De Gaulle, would never allawA
i4s national interests to be trampled. This was equally
applicable to others as well, A

Secondly, friendly market governments had assured
Britain that the way in which things actually worked inside
it was nmuch less rigid and inflexible than might appear
from outside it357

The two other choices open to Britain as against
menbership of the Community were the Hbrtﬁ Atlantic Free
Trade Area (NAFTA) and %0 'go 1t alone' (GITA). The RAFTA |
envisaged a loose free trade area of the BEFTA countries;
éanada and the United States. In a wider formulation which
belied its North Atlantic title, the frge trade area might
extend ﬁae Augtralia and New Zealand. GITA was simply 'go
it alone?!, "Britain standing on her own feet and nmaking
her owﬁ terms with all the trading groups.“sa

The prospect of RAFTA;materializing'was unreal with a
resurgence of US protectionism and an Austfalia'unwiliing to
open its market to British and American competition,

GITA was not sc much a constructive alternative as 2

fallback if entry were denied.59 Before making any formal

57 Elizabeth Barker, Britain in a Divided Burope, 1945«
1970 {Iondon, 1970), pp.218= Je ’

58 Harold Wilson, n.55, p.3%88,
"59 Harold Wilson, n.55, p.388.
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announcement on the Government deeision, relating to
the EEC, Harold Wilson and his Foreign Secretary, George
" Brown undertook a tour of the Common Market capitals

in January 1967 to drum up support for the British move
and were sufficiently encouraged by the response their
initiative evnked.eo

On 2 May 1967 Harold Wilson announced in Parliament.
the chernmenﬁfs decision to open ﬁegetiations with the
European Community. Within two weeks of this, General
de Gaulle gave a press conference in Pardis (16 May 1967)
in which he raiged two ebjgctiens againgt Britain's entry.
These were~ the position of sterling and the effect o2
British entry on the Market.

The argument on the position of sterling ran somethihg
like this. Unlike the Six,Britain fed itself to & great
extent with food bought cheaply from all over the world
and especially the Commonwealth. If it joined the market
and accepted the Common Agricultural policy (buying food
from the Six), its balance of payments would collapse and
dearer food would lead to dearer wages thus pricing its
exports out of wori&,markets. The reserve role of the
gterling and the sterling balances within the sterling
areas would make it hard in ensuring parity and monetary
solidarity which are essential conditions of the Common
Marke®t,

60 Ibid, 1] pp‘323"344, and 367"372'
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However, De Gaulle's chief concern was reserved for
the future . of the market itself, Accerding to him, one of
the three courges were available. Firstly, to admit
Britain which would destroy the Community as it existed
and replace 1t with a'free'trade zone, if not an Atlantic
zone which would take away from Europe its own personality.
Secondly, Association of Britain and the countries of the
EFTA under article 238 "to install... & regime of Association
which 1g in any cage provided for in the Treaty of Rome..."61
Thirdly, a waiting game "to wait for the change to be brought
about by the internal anid external developments of which,

62 1nig was veferred

it seemd, England is showing signs."
to by Wilscn as the velvet veto,
This effectively sounded the death-knell of the move,
De Gaulle refuged to budge and confirmed his opposition
to British entry agaein at a press conference in November
1967; it was clear that as long as de Gaulle wag French

President, Britain would have to wait,®>

61 Quoted in Wilson, Ibid., pp.393.
62 Ibid.

63 Edward Heath thought that in its attempt to get
into the EEC, Harold Wilson's Government seemed +to
rely on the hope that De Gaulle's five partners;
and particularly Germany, would persuade or force
De Gaulle to abandon his objections., This hypothesis,
he thought, stemmed "from 2 migunderstanding of the
nature of the EEC and in particular of the relationship
between France and Germany", Edward Heath, 0ld ﬁorld
New Horigons : Britain, The Common Market and
Atisntio Alliance (London, 19707, .3,
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Baapité.elear‘signals from De Gaulle, the Labour Govern~
ment refused to withdraw the application and it lay dormant,
It was mesat to be revived by Harold Wilson if he had won the
general election of June 1970, However, the new Conservative
Govermment of Edward Heath, the man who had dome much of the
negotiating in 1962-53, picked up the issue afresh in 1971.
The deck was now cleer ag De Gaulle had resigned in June 1969
following widespread student unrest and rioting in the spring
of the previous year. The new President George Pomplidou was
unwilling to risk another veto ag the other five community
members were very keen to have Sritain in the market.

The irony of the situation was thet when, at the end of
successful negotiations, Britain did join the Buropean
Communities on { January 1973; the country was sherply divided
over the issue, Already the prospect of higher food prices
had begun to agitate public minﬂs;64 the Iabour Party, now
in opposition, was totally against the entry terms negotiated,
and though the party was divided the leadership promised to
re-negotiate the tems, if and.when it came to power,

Indeed the terms negotiated by the Heath Goverrment in
1970-71 wers not very favourable to Britain; but the fact
is that they could bave been worse. The; entry terms

64 Publioc opinion at this time, however, was very volatile,
in an opinion Research Cenire survey between 23-27 June
1971, 27 per cent expressed themselves in favour of
Britain jJoining the EEC and 55 per cent were against it,
However, in another survey conducted between 21-25 July
1971, 435 per cent were in favour and 4! per cent againat,
Uwe EKitzinger, Diplomacy d Persuation: How Britain

doined the L Maricey don, 1973), Pe3060.
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obtained by Edward Heath's Covernment in 1971-72 can be
classified under several heads, These are; transitional
arrangements for industry and agriculture, contribution
%o the Community budget, arrangements for the Commonwesalth

and finencial and monetary issues,

Transi?ionalﬂArgﬁggements,fgrA;ndustry and Agriculture

. Britain accepited the Common External Tariff (CET) ot
the Community subjeet to some special arrangements (either
‘duty free access or low tariff) for some industrial materials
(alurinium, phosphorus, wood pﬁlp, newsprint,‘plyvbbd etec.)
used by British industry., Britain also accepted the Common
Agricgltural Policy which was to apply throughout the
enlarged Community, subject to the arrangemehts with Rew
Zealand and the igugay producers in the Gommcnwealth,GS

All irndustrial tariffs on trade betweon the United

Kingdon and.the EEC were to be eliminated in five equal
stages starting three months after aceession. Subject to
some gpecial tariff arrangements CET would apply to all
countries neither belonging to, nor enjoying any special
arrangements with the enlarged Community., The enforcement
of the CET was to be carried out in four stages starting a

year after aceession.66

65 U.K., HMS0, The United Kingdom and the Furopean
Communities, 1971. CHND. 4715, P+20.

66 1Ibid,
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_ So far as agricuitural transition was concerned,
British prices were %o be increased gradually to full
Community levels by six steps over the five years of the
transitie#al period, British farmers were to get increa-
singly their returns from the market and deficiency
payments were to be yhased out;57 There wag to be free
tradé with the Six in the products concerned, subject
only, throughout the transitional period, %o arrangements
%o compensafa'far the'differenue in price levei; Until
prices came into line there would be fixed levies for
"Britiéh eprr%a té the EEC and fixed compengatory payments
’on,EEé exports to Britain, and these were to be gradually
:rgduced o?az'gége years.sa British tariff for agricultural
cpmmaditiegzyo be gradually 2d justed to the CET and elimina-
ted against other members of the eniarged Community.
British membership of the EEC wag expected to "affect
food'pricea gradnelly over a period of about six years with
'an increase of about 2¥2 per cent each year in retail
prices. As food accounts for a quarter of total consumer
expenditure the effect on the cost of living would be about

Y2 per cent each year.nsg

67 1bid,, p.21,
68 Ibid,., p.22.
69 1Ibid., p.23.
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Contribution to the Community Budget

United Kingdom budget comtributions were %o be
determined by & percentage or 'key' broadly corresponding
to the British share of the total Gross National Products
of the 10 countries likely %o form the eniargeﬁ Community
(_1971),70 the key representing the proportion of the
budget, the British would be nominally expected to pay.
initvially Bfitain‘wés to pay only a proportion of its
nominal contributions and this was %o increase marginally
each year, After the transitionel pericd wes over British
contributions to the budget would be brought in line with
contributions made by other member states over 1978 and
1979.7"

Zhe Commonwealth
Speeiaivarrangements vwere to be made "to guarantee
New Zesland a wmarket for agreed quantity of dairy producte.
For butter the guaranteed quantity for the first five years
will be reduced by 4 per cent per annum so that in the £ifth
year of the transitional period New Zealand will be a2ble to
sellraﬁ Jeast 80 per cent of her present entitlement in the
United Eingdom. For cheese, the quantities guaranteed will
giadually be reduced through steps of 90, 80, 60 and 40 per
cent in the first‘four yéars to 20 per cent of the present
level by the fifth year;“72

70 HNorway later decided not to join,

71 U.K., HMSC, The United Kingdom and the Buropean
Community. CM sDe 24 R

72 Ibid., p.26.
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On sugaf Britain obtained firm agsurance for %“a
gecure and continﬁing market in the enlarged Community on
fair terms for the sugar exports of the developing countries
which are members of the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement,"
Britain would continue to buy agreed quantities of sugar
under the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement from all participants
‘including Australis, until the end of 1974, After that
"aprangements for sugar imports from developing Commonwealth
sugar prednders should be mgdg within thggtrameWQrk of an
S saon are  ovenfont ComamohLh Sowses
Communi ty." [ifrica, the Caribbean, the Indien oceen and
the Pacifie would be allowed to continue exioting trading
arraungements Betwaen them and Britain until 31 Jenuary 1975 when
the Yaounde Convention offering preferential, duty free access
:te the markets of the Community for products of certain
African states and the Malagassy Republic would expire.

8¢ far India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Malayasia and Singapore
weré concerned, Britaih and the Community would continue to
strive to expand and reinforce existing trade relations with

these countries taking into account the scope of the goneral-
74

British entry into the EEC was to affect roughly only
7Y 2 per cent of Australian export trade thanks largely to

ised preference scheme,

the reduction of Australian exportis %o Britain in percentage

of its totel exports (12 per cent) in 1969-70 as against

74 Ibid., p.30.
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25 per cent in 1959-60). Iikewise Canada too would get
most of Lia exports to enter the British market duty free,
(9 per cent @f Cansdats total exports went to the U.K: in
1970 as_againsf 17 ver cent in 1960).75 -

- Pinancisl and Monetary Issues

_Eritain'cémmitted itself to an orderly and graduzl
rundovwn of official sterling balances after ite accession
to the Community and to enter into discussions regarding
appropriate meagures "to achieve & progreséive alignment
0f externel cheracteristics of and practices in relation to
sterling with those of other currencies in the Community
in the contex%t of progress towards economic and monetsry
union in the cnlarged Gommunitya..“76 Britain wag to
introduce a Velue Added Tax (VAT) in conformity with the
reat of the Community and this would come into operation
from April 1973. _ 3

zmitishtaecisioh,tofjoin4tng§§g natural and perhaps
inescapeble, To quote Professor Horthedge, "despite &
"mainly negative attitude on the part of the British people,
despite discouragement in the shape of the two PFrench
vetoes, the trend towards Burope continued under both the
Congervative and Labour Governments alike. Bcononmically

it wag hard to see why Britain should not benefit, as the

75 Ibid., p.31.
76 Ibid., p.32,
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Six had manifestly done, from membership of the Community;
politically Britain was clearly counting for less and less
as a solitary voice in a world increasingly dominated by
the big battalions,"77 And as Herold Macmillan noted in
hig diary in February 1963, there was hardly any other

alternativaivs

77 Northedge, n-3a P~355.
78 Harold Macmillan, n.3%6, p.374.
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CHAPTER 1II

THE IMPACT OF MEMBERSHIP ON BRITAIN'S DOMESTIC SCERE

On 1 January 1973, Britain became & fullfledged member
of the European Communities, enaing a gaga that had begun
with ﬁarold.xaemillan's deeision in 1961 $0 apply for
Community membership;' The terms negotiated by the Heath
Government in 1971-72 as already noted were not very favour-
able to Britain and in faét‘led to0 & rumpus in the country
soon as we will see later, |

The impact of European Gommunity.ﬁembershig on Britain
has been deep and_far'reaching « politically, economically
and Jjuridieally. -

Political Implications | t

Britaint's membership of the European Community has been
a dominant isgsue in British»palimies in the 1970s, since the -
issue is embedded with far reaehinéigonsequences for'the
country in its history since the Act of Union with Scotland
in 1707. Many thought that membeiehip in the Community could
very well be the first step in Britain becoming a part of a

federal Burope in the years to come, at least in theory.1

1 The visionaries of a united Europe did contemplate
of a federal state incorporating the exigting nation
gtates of Western Europe. The Treaty of Rome
envisages this and considers the formation of the
EEC of the Six as a first step in this direction.
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Nowhere in the British political spectrum was this
controversy more pronounced than on the party aystem; and
the party to be atfecteﬂtmést in the whirlpool of Common
Market debate was the Lébonr Party. Throughout the Common
Market debate the lLabour Party's attitude has been marked
to a8 great extent by a degree of ambivalence, After the
failure of the second application in 1967 the party's
attitude grew somewhat stiff and this was precipitated by
the defeat of the lLabour Government in the general election
of June 1970. During its ténure in Government the anti-
market sentiments of the party had been kept in control due
to the onus of responsibility the Government had to bear
towards the larger interests of the country. However, no
such compulsiﬁn wag felt oncevthe party went into the
opposition, A great shift in the party's policies took
place between May-June 1970 and July 1971 when the
Congervative Governmeﬁt of Edward Heath made known the
tqrms of membership, Iabourt'g reaction was all out
opﬁosition to these terms»whieh became party policy at the
party.confgrence in Oectober 1971 and a whip was issued to
the Parliamentary Labour Party to vote against the Govern-
ment's Buropean Communities Bill on the 28th of October
1971.2

2 ?h%%lip Goodhart, Fullehearted Consent (London, 1976),
Pe20s
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The cracks in the two major Britiah pérties on this
issue came out into the open during the caufse of this
voting. Despite a 3-1ine whip in the Labour Party, 69
M.Ps. voted for the'conéervative Government'!s motion while
39 Congervative and other unionist M.Ps. voted againét;s

With this divieion in the Parlisment, Labour Party
entered into one of the most dangerous phases of its
existence after the 1930s when the threat of a split became
a realupossibilitﬁ. There has remained in the . party a
substantiai and very vocal section'ﬁho have always opposed
totally the question of the couniry's entry into the Market
on principle., But, they did not bring the.ﬁatter to a
erisis point in order not to embarrass the party while it
wag in Government between 1964 and 1970.

Certain reasons have been suggested for division in
Labour ranks on this issue — these were both official and
ideclogical reasons, They were: the EEC wag a 'rich man's
club' which had turned its back on the developing world;
that the supranational bureaucracy based in Brussels was
undemocratic and would undermine Britain‘e parliamentary
system; that Britain would lose power %o [ffg agwn affairs and
in particular the EEC regulations and principles of free

movements of capital and labour would make it much harder

3 Ibid., p.37. The Conservatives had a free vote,
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for Britain to move further in a socialist direction with
more public ownership; that the Common Agricultural Policy
would cut Britain off from world food markets and would
make ¢onsumers subsidize European farmers which wag harsh
on the British working clags. 4

The main fear, however, relates to & concern about loss
of national identity, At a time of inflation and relative
economic decline of Britain there is a quite understandable
working c¢lass eoﬁservatiam, ready to be mobilised againgt
the EEC,” |

Ag official attitude of the party moved towards opposi-
tion to Market membership on the terms negotiated by the
H%afh Government, there was a groundswell of opinion against
the Market among ordinary lLabour voters as well, Until
. July 1971, when the Heath Go%érnment's negotiationg were
completed support for the Market had crystallized at about

30-35 per cent and Iabour voters were in tune with the

4 Richard Bourne, "Party Splits in Britain, Recession,
EEczgnd‘%ra Thatcher®, Nation (MNew York), Mareh 1975,
PP.275~T6, '

5 Historically too, the British Labour movement never
established very close links with its European
neighbours; the fact that the European movements
were so long paralysed between communist and socialist
wings and that the British were diverted by colonial
and Commonwealth connections may help to explain this
coolnegs., Ibid, %
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national trend until 4then, But after the Party leadership
rejected the terms at the party conference in October 1974
there was a maseive increase in hostility towards the

Market among Labour voters.®

On the other hand, & majority
of Conservative voters supported entry, thus completing a
polarigation mleng party lines. |

With the increase in the hostility among the grassroot
Labour supporters towards the EEC, the idea of a referendum
on the issue was gaining ground among the anti-marketeers.
It was Anthony Wedgewood Benn, & leading left wing leader
and anti-marketeer, who first floated ﬁhe idea in November
1979}7 ~ The announcement by President Pompidou on 16 March
1972 that France wéuld hold a referendum to ascertain the
views of the French people on the question of entry of
Britain, Demmark, Sorway and Ireleand had & profound impact
on the British political scene, particularly the Labour
Party. Despite earlier opposition to the idea asg glien ‘o
the.British political system, Harold Wilson, the Opposition
Leader, endorged the idea of referendum at & shadow cabinet
meeting on 29 March 1972, the National Executive Committee
(KEC) of the Party having already done so.a

6 Peter Byrd, "The Labour Party and the Buropean
Community, 1970-75%", Journal of Common Market Studies
{Oxford), June 1975, p.47,

Phillip Goodhart, n.2, pp.23-24.

Ibidc ] p. 476
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In July 1972 the National Executive Committee produced
a new poiiey to heal the wounds of di?ision of opinion in
the party, nemely, re-negotiating with. . the Community the
terms acceptéd as.the Baais for British'membérahipf It
: con&emned the Govafnment for not consgltiégthe‘pecple on
the matter and assured that if a Labour Government could
renegotiate suqcessfﬁily it would consult the country about
continued membership on the new terme‘ﬁy'meane of a genoral
‘election or "consultative referendum”.lIfrenegétiation
failed, "we shall not régard the treaty obligation as
binding on us. We shall then put to the British people the
reagsons why we f£ind the new terms unacceptable and coﬁsult
- them on the advisability of renegotiating‘our withdraﬁal.“g
At the Party Conference in October 1972, Harold Wilson
made & bitter attack on the European Community Bill 5ust
pithed through the Parliament by Edward Heath., The re-
negotiating terms which were earlier announced in anﬂﬂc.
resolution were duly passed by the Conference, Thus, before
Britain even joined the Buropean Community in January 1973,
renegotiation and referendum became the officiel poliecy of
the Labour Party.'° |

9 _The Time (London), 6 July 1972.
10, Phillip Goddhart, n.2, pp.T0-T1,



53

The switchover of the party to renegotiation and
referendum had alienated some leading pro-Marketeers like
Roy Jenkins, George Thompson and Harold Lever who had

resigned from the shadow cabinet.11

However, they too
gradually ceme round to accepting the principle of
referendum for the sake of party unity.
The question of referendum and renegotiation figured
in a big way in the Labour Party's election campaign in
February 1974. The party manifesto restated the policy
of renegotiation and consultation. "It is the policy of
the Labour Party that, in view of the unique importance of
the decision, the people should have the right to decide the
issue through a general election or a consultative referendum.
i 4 these two tests are passed, & successful renegotiation and
the expressed approval of the majority of the British people,
then we shall be ready to play our full part in developing
8 new and wider Europe."12 ' '
Continued unpopularity of the European Economic Community13

helped the Labour Party to cover up its internsl difficulties.

1t Ibid., p.47.

12 labour Party, Election Manifesto : I2bour's Way Out
of Crisis, 8 TUaY , ondon, 1974 ).

13  Gallup Poll Findings just before the elections - 31%
in favour of getting out, 18% in favour of staying
and 4 massive 43% to stay in but to renegotiate
terma, Peter Byrd, n.b6.
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Although the Community 4id not play any major role in the
1974 general election, the revolt by Encch Powell in the
Conservative Party and his exhortation to vote Labour because
it had a programme of renegatiation could have helped them
to a certain extent, 14 .

Biward Heath's defeat and the appoinitment of Harold
Wilsan.as the Prime Minister of a minority Labour Government
paved the way for the implementation of official Labour
Party policy on the Buropean Community. The onus of re-
negotiating thg terns fell on James Callaghan, who became
the Foreign Secretary, and served notice %o this effect on
Britain's partners in the Community, Cellaghan's agnostic
position on the Community issue as well as his prestige in
the party was expected to help in rersuading the antie-
marketeers to fall in line. ,

Before the elections in Qctober 1974 the Party decided
to hold & Beferendum within a year afteér the cempletion of
the elections when renegotiations were expected to be over.
The verdict would be congidered binding on the Goveranment,
Meanvhile the experience of reviewing the country's affairs
vag gradually nudging the top party leadership, including
Harold Wilson, towards continued membership of the Community
as the reality dictated that Britain had no other alternative.

14 Enoch Powell was a leading Conservative opponent
of the EEC. GQOdhart, Iis 2’ 9.185.
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On 7 December 1974 Wilson declered that he would commend
the terms to the British people if he thought they were
right. 15 On 23 January 1975 Wilson announce& in the House
0of Commons that the Referendum would be held in June 1975
and that the Government would declere its support for, or
rejection of, the terms which they had been able to obtain'16
he also went on to announce that Ministers would not be held
collectively responsible for the decision and would be free
to campaign for or against membership during the perioa of
referendam, :
After the Dublin summit of the Community in March 1975,
the renegotiated terms of British membership were annocunced
by the Labour Government., These can be classified under
geven heads ag they appeared in the labour Party's election
manifesto of February 1974. These were: Food and Agriculture,
the Community Budget, Economic and Monetary Union, Bsgional,
Industrial and Fiscal Policies, Capital Movements, Commonwealth

and Developing Countries: Trade and Aid and the Value Added
Yax (VAT) 017

15 Peter Byrd, n.6.

16 U.K., Commons, Parljamentary Debates, 1974-75,

vol.884, col.1746,

17
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To facilitate food supply at fair prices, Coﬁmon
Agricultural Policy (CAP) prices were to be held down in
real terms, Greater flexibility to meet speeial circum-
stances and an improved marketing system for beef Wa.8 |
secured. Progress wag made in discouraging surplus étocks:
1nterééts of consumers were %o be given priority. British
éonaumers were'to beﬁefit from import_subsidies in a wide
range of foodstuffs and from measures to keep Community
prices below world prices, Importation of sugar into the
United Kingdom would be subsidised by the Community,

Financial control of Ggmmunity expenditure was being |
strengihened., Supoly of sugar from developing Commonwealth
countries on fevourable terms and for an indefinite period
was t0 be given access to the Community., Progress was also
made on improving the arrangements for continued access
for New Zealand dairy products after 197?.18
The Community Budget

The Dublin summit, held on 10-11 March 1975, of the

EEC Heads of Governments produced an agreement on a dbudget
correcting mechanism for Britain which was ¥o provide a
refund to the Uni ted Kingdom, if in aﬁy year its contribution
to the Community budget went significantly beyond what wag
fair in rélation to British share of Community Gross Rational
Praduct.’g

18 xbi&., 99.7"'8.
19 1Ibid., p.13.



The programme for movement towards full EMU by 1980,
which was laid down in 1972 at the Community Heads of
Government meeting in Paris was over ambitious and une

mmmuuamemeMWMtﬁ&m

Begional, Industrial and Fiscal Policies

Begional Policy 4_“Neﬁ principles for the coordination
of regional aids within the Community will allow the United
Kingdom %o continue to pursue effective regional policies,
ad justed to the particular needs of individual areas of
the country. The communication setting out these principles
acknowledges that national governments are the best judges
of vhat is required in their own countries and that changes
in the national aid system will not be regarded as incompaw
tible with the Common Market when they are justified by
problems of unemployment, subject to the condition that a
member gtate!s actions do not damage the interests of other
n 21

member states.

Industrial Policy - The British Goveroment was

"satisfied that their policies for aid to industry

generally, their nationalisation preposals and the establish-
ment of the National Enterprise Board and of planning agree-
ments will not be hampered by treaty obligations.”az

20 Ibid., p.17.
21 Ibidl. Po180
22 1Ibid., p.19.
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Fiscal Poliecy -~ The British Government was "satisfied
that membership of the Community does not.limit their powers
t0 pursue effective fiscal policies”iz3 ]
Capital Movements

According %o prévioua experience of Britain and other
member states, an EEC mamber "can act to control eapital

movements vwhere neeessary.”24

~e

Ihe Commonwealth and Developin Gouhtrie. Irade and Ald-
In this area substantial changes were secured in
Communi ty policies on a number of fionts, Continued access

wag secured on fair terms for the sugar producers of the
Caribbean and elsewhere andlimpravements were also obtained
in arrangements for dairy products from New Zealand,
Reductions were "secured on a range of items of particular
interest to Commonwealth countries... ." Agreement was
also "secured on some impoftant reductions in Community
tariff on foodstuffs imported from the Mediterm:nean countries
with which the Community is negotiating agfaements.?zs "In
relation to developing countries a major step forward wapg
taken with the conclusion of the Lome Convention between
the enlarged Community and foriysix developing countries in
Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific.Uhder the Convention

24 Ibid., p.23.
25 Ibid, s Ps 240
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the developing countries are guarantéed free entry into
thé'éemmuniﬁy for ﬁheif industrial exports, élmos%
completély free entry for their agricultural exports; and
also substantiel aid,"2® |

Hajor imyroveﬁents benefiting the trade of other
developiag Gomménwea;th'cauntrieé were algo secured in #hé_
coﬁmﬁniﬁy’s ééheme éf‘generalised preferences for 1975.
The Community was to pay greater-attenfion to other Asian
commenwealfh éountriés, éspecially the poorer ones in the
Indian subcontinent, 7 |

A gtart was made for a more balanced distribution of
Community aid, in particular for developing countries without
special relationship with the COmmunity¢27
Value Added Tox (VAT)

The British Government managed to establish that it

"ean resist any proposals for" harmonisation of the Value
Added Tax which would require it to tax necessities and
would thus be unacceptable to it,25
The renegotiated terms were a moderate improvement on
those secured in 1971-72 and Harold Wilson announced his
government?!s support for continﬁga membership on the new

terms, élthough seven Ministers dissented.

26 Ibid., p.25.
27  Ibid,
28 Ibid., p.30.
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They were Anthony Wedgewood Benn, Barbara Castle, Michael
Foot, Peter Shore, John Silkin, BEric Varleyr- and William
Rogs,., Meanwhile, at the party conference 4n November 1974
atteé the election victory it had been decided to hold
another Conference after completion of renegotiations to
64 ther agcept ér reject the terms obtained before the
Referendum was held. | _

Completion of negotiations spelled new dangers for
the Lebour Party. So far the anti.marketeers had been kept
subdued at the prospect of an ultimate withdrawal from the
Market, Now the cabinet recommendation in favour of
accepting the new terms brought the simmering divisions
1nx9 the open, The NEC was in & majority favouring withdrawal
and there was a clear prospect of the speclal party conference
being in favour of withdrawal by an overwhelming majority
as well, Even the Parliamentary Labour Party re jected the
Government's policy which obtained pariiamentary approval
on 9 April 1975 only with Conservative and Liberal support,
On 26 March 1975, the NEC favoured an official party
campaign in favour of withdrawal.zg The special party
conference held just before the Referendum gave the anti-
marketeers & 2-1 majority. The NEC resolution that Britain
should leave the EEC was approved by 3,724,000 to 1,986,000,°°

29 Peter Byrd, n.b.
30 Pnillip GOOdhart’ n.2, p«15t,
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On 9 April 1975 defending the Government's position
in 2 House of Gomméns debate, the Agriculture Minister,
Fred Peart, said: ”Of-caurse; world commodity prices will
fluctuate, and, of course, certain‘foodstuffs can be
produced more cheaély outside the EEC. But in my judgement
- the increasges in domestic food pricés which we have already
experienced have, in the mein, been due to world causes
rather than to our EEC memberahip."31 ¥hen voting took place
on 9 April 1975, the Government's policy was approved by
396 votes to 170 2with nearly as many Labour members opposing
Government ag supgorting it. The division in the Labour
- Party wes complete.33

The Referendum campaign that followed presented a
curious spectacle with cabinet Ministers on the same platforms
as opponents. There was an enthusiastic support for a tyes!
vote by the employers' organization, the Confederation of
British Industries and top British companies, particularly
those with high stakes in Europe. Likewige, the Trade Unions
‘'which are the front organizations of the Labour Party campaigned

3t U.K., Commons, Parliamentary Dsbates, 1974-75,
vol.889, col. 12357"——_-_"—_1L_“

32 Ibid., col.1366,

33 The actual figure was 145 against and 137 in favour,
. Harry Lazer, "British Populiem -~ the Iabour Party and
the Common Market Parliamentary Debate®, Political
Science Quarter;x (New York), Summer 1976, PP.259-279.
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for a 'no! vote as they feared the European Community to
be bad for working people.v The farming sector advocated
in favour of remaining in the EEC and there was near-
unanimous éuppert from the press,

In the end, the electorate registered & massive
endorsement of Britain's continued EEC membership when the
voting took place on 4 June 1975. 17,378,581 or 67.2 per
cent of those who voted approved and 8,470,073 or 32.8 per
¢cent disapproved of the Common Market, This was a great
victory for the pro-marketeers in general and Harold Wilson
in particular who had‘stakea his own prestige by putting
his stamp of approval on the renegotiated terms.34

. The Referendum silenced for the time being the debate
on the merits and demerits of Britaints joining the European
community.35 The geographical gspread of the vote and the
adherence of the main party political leaders, with subs-
tantial seetion of their followers, to the EEC made it,to

a certain extent, a non-partisan issne.36

34 Josselyn Hennessy, "Aftermath of the British Referendum",
Eastern Bconomigt (New Delhi), 2 October 1975, pp.645-48,

35 Wilson's own comment after the results were known wasg
"14 years of national argument is over". Gocdhart,n,z,p.181.

36 Geographical Division ¥or EEC % Againgt EEC %
© England , 67.2 31.3
Wales 64.8 35.2
Scotland 58.4 41.6
Northern Ireland 52.1 47.9
Total 67.2 32.8

See Josselyn Hennessy, n.34.
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An important feature of the entire Referendum igsue

was the adroit political manoeuvering of the situation by
Harold Wilsonm which certainly saved the LabonrjParty from
& split. The partylin which the advocates of British
withdrawal accepted, at 1eaét for the time being, the will
of the electorate in democratic fashion and which, gnited in
acquiescence of British membérship% surely was of a greater
value to the EEC than a divided Iabour Party with its
‘implications fcf the stability of British polities.37

_7 The Referendum campaign was damaging to the U.K. in
terms of inflation and its image in the outside world and
particularly the eommunity; Ho action on the inflation front
was possible for six months beeauge‘the Government was

anxious to ensure U.K,'s continuous membership and was

" " occupied in doing so and keeping the Labour Party in tact

againgt onslaughts from the anti.marketeers.,

British image in the Gommuniiy was also tarnished since
with the onset of the Labour Government, Britain, for the
first time, came to be regarded as an awkward membexr, too
nationalistic and uncompromising in ite immediate interests.
The Government's argument in the campaign was that the EEC
membership was a convenient business arrangement and the
longer term ideals of European politicel union, which, it
feared, would not go down well with the electorate, was

playe'd down,

37 ~ Josselyn Hennessy, n.34.
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Since the Refeyendum the ﬁahaur'?arty, during the period
' ‘under review, has had & yelatively more quiet time. Most
anti-marketeers in the party, a very important and articulate
section, did not change their gtand though they were unwilling
tﬁ*apénly flout a popular verdict., But as waﬁh the passing
of years 4t became evident that the Community membership was
not yeally helping in Britain's economic performance - on the
eontzary, people started suggesting that it was more of a
millstone round Britain's neck - they became voecal once again
and strident criticiam of the BEC membership in the party
became cammon agein, They Party had reluctantly, and half*
heartedly, sent a delegatiaﬁ %¢ the Buropean Parlizment and
it took a negative stand tqwards the direct eloections as they
were thought to be against British seversignty.

The question of direot elections to the Buropezan
Parliament has also had a debilitating effect on the Labour
Governnents The entire concept of the Euro-elections was
given a lukewarn recepiion in Britain, The Government White
Paper, publisghed in February 1976, expressed scme doubts about
the praciicability of the target date of May or June 1978 which
seven of the nine member states had accepted (Britain
and Denmark excepted)., The paper was 2also somewhat contra-
dictory in its tone; in one vein it said, *,..the necessary
consultations and procedures must be carried out in an orderly way

and should not be rushed"; and in enother it believed that work
ahould
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be completed with all reasonable speed. C

| The issue became a source of serious traub}e'in the
 Labour Party. .The left wing-dominated Netional Eteéﬁtive
Committee of the Party was firmly against the idea, The
irony of it all was that it was the left wingers who.
consbantly bemoaned the so-called lack of demooracy within
the Community institutions. But they were also opposing
the very extension of democracy within the'Cammunity. The
' ground on which they were rejecting the direct Buropean
elections was that it would lead to further erosion of
British ?ariiamentary sovereignty. ,

This debate on the direst elections gave rise to yet
_anbther threat of & major split in iabour ranks. 7There
wag opposition in the cabinet as well from left wing
Minigters like Vedgewood Benn, Hichael Foot and Peter Shore,
Instegd of opposing the idea ocutright, they were, howaver,
arguing that only existing Britich M.Ps should be allowed
Yo stand for the Euro-elections since this alone would
ezisum govereignty of the British Parliament,

While the issuc was being hotly debated and the process
%0 pass necesgary legislation was underway, the question of

the system of election to be adopted cropped up.

38 U.K., HMSO,"Direct Elections to the Buropean
Assenbly”, Cmnd 6399 (1976), p.5.
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The altefnntive to the traditional *first past the post'
system was a:farm of proportional representétion snd the
labour Government was in a dilemma, .The'way'the.newxy i
created Eurc-constituencies had been dravn up would
eertainly have given the Tories a major advantage, Hpiever,
the Party as a whole was reluctant to the acceptance of
Proportishal Bspreaéntation'on a firm baslis, since it would
get preceden# for national elections, Ehis vag also the
yeriod.when the Labour Eevefnment vwas dependent on the
Iiverals iﬁvthevﬁouee of Commons for its survival and the
Liberals waré &eménﬁing,fer a system of “Frbpcrtional RéprE-
sentation® to be introduced. |

Another formm of representation proposal was the 'regional
list gystem' which was a form of "Proportional Representation®,
The real problem was to muster 2 majority im its favour since
8 gigable section of the Labour Party and a majority of the
Tories were opposed to 1t; Only the Liberals supported it
since they would have hSd good prospects of wimning seats
under this systenm,

The delay to get ready for direct elections due to all
these complications was compounded by the less than enthusie
agtic response to it by dJames Calleghan, Prime Minister,
himself. He wasg reported to have said at one time that to

miss direct elections "would not be the end of the werlds”sg

39 The Economist (London), 16 July 1977, p.59.
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At & time vhen he was trying his best to avoid an early
election at home, a European election in the spring or
aﬁmmeir of 1978, in which Labour was slmost certain to do
badly, was hardly worth putting himself out forx,

The EBEC iss&e did not spare the Conservative Party
either, though it managed to avoid the degree of agony that
had buffétel the Labour Party. The Conservatives had a long
history of being more pro-Buropean and realistic in their
vutlook which was marked by a degree of consistency, It was
the Conservatives, under the stewardship of Harold Macmillan,
who had first decided %o take Britain into Burope after the
Suez debacle of 1956, Their outlook was also not coloured,
ag in the Labour Party, by the apﬁrehensibn of the Buropean
Communi ty iautﬁ.ng up impediments towards & more socialistic
economy; thus, ideologically they were quite at home with
the Community's free market philosophy.

The only section in the party that was opposed to the
move into the EEC was the o0ld faghioned diehard 'imperialists’
yearning nostalgically for the bygone days of the British
Empire, The issue on which they were opposing the Harket was
ironically the same &s the Labour Party, though ostensidly
for different reasons - namely sovereignty. The lagt thing
they were prepared to do was to see, as they put it, Britain
becoming a part of a European super state,

But this wing was not as powerful and influential as
the anti-marketeers in the Labour Party. Basically the
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éonserwative-yarty is dominated by the middle class who

have their feet firmly in the realities of 1960s and 1970s.
It was a question of their present and their future for which
there was no other alternative to Burope.

This axplgins.to a,greét extent the relative eage with
which Biward Heath managed to carry his party along in his
zeal for Burope, despite opposition from the right-wingere.4o

For Edward Heath, of course, EBurope was & matter of
faith. But after he lost two general elections in 1974 and
the party lesdership to Margaret Thatcher in February 1975,
things were not gquite the same, Though party policy on
Burope remained very much the same, Mrs., Thatcher 4id not
share Heath's almost messienic zesl for Europe. On this she
had more in common with Herold Wilson - that membership of
the European Community was & matier of necessity for Britein
and ghe was not willing %o read anything more in this. This
wag quite evident from the reduced interest that the
Conservatives were showing tovards Europe afier Mrs Thatcher
became the Partiy leader.41

During the debate on 'renegotiation' and ‘'referendum?,
“the officisl Coneervative policy was to lend vigorous support

40 Some Conservatives voted againgt the European
- Communities Bill in October 1971.
41 Stanley Henig, "The Europeanisation of British
Politics®, in Chris Cook and John Remsden, ed.,
nds in Brdtigh Politice Since 1945 (London, 1978),
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to Britain's continued membership in the Buropean Community.
The most notable dissenter among the Conservatives wag
Enoch Powell to whom opposition to the EEC had become more
like religious conviction. Powell's position in the Party
had become & bit of an enigma after he parted company with
them in the February 1974 general elections when he exhorted
peoplévto vote for the Labour Party because it had promised
a Rsferéndum on tke EEC 198&9.42 During the 1975 Referendum
campaign, Pcwell shared platf@rm.with some of the most
praminant Labour antiﬂmarketeers sueh aa Anxhouy Wedgewood
Benn,; Michael Foot and Peter Shoreo

Mrs Thatcher didjnat take\yart in the caﬁpaign herself
but Edward Hzaﬁﬁ.ylayad a prominent role in joining the pro-
marketeers! organization "Britain in Burope® in exhorting
people to vote for Britain staying in the Market.

Thus Common Market membership has been & lively issue
in British politics throughout the early and middle 70s.
There are substantial seotions 4n both the major British
parties, particularly in the Laebour Party, who have not
accepted the continued British membership of the Community
- ap a foit accomplli and are prepared to rake up the issue as
and when convenient to them, This has been evident of late
when the economic impact of EEC had become more and more

]pronouncea to Britain's disadventage,

42  Enoch Powell disclosed recently that he made secret
 aprengements to help Harold Wilson and Labour to power
in the February 1974 elections, See The Times,
29 F ebruary 1980,
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Economic 1mpliaations‘of the British menmbership of
the Buropean Community have become, perhaps, the most
controversial subject of all and nearly all the shote in
the anti.marketeer armouxr have come on this front,

| Though political factors such as Britaints role in the
world have played a more impor%anx part in their assesesments,
most British politicians expeeteﬁ an improved economic
performance as a result of EEC membership. The original six
members had staged & remarkeble performance in economic
growth and increasging prnsperity.af§er the EEC came into
exigtence aﬁd it wag hoped that EEC would zlso injeet a much
needeﬁ gtimulus. into tha/ecoggmy of Britain. This c¢learly
has not come about.,

The economic effects of Britain joining the European
Community have become a matter of controversy in the country
with widely divergent views and pro and anti-marketeers,
quoting ptatistics at length to tailor their arguments.
Hence &n objectivs assessment of this aspect has bocome
daifricult.

Much of what Britain promised at the time of signing
the Ireaty of Acocession in 1972 has come about already.

'(1) The progressive abolition of tariff between the original
Six apd the three new member states (Britain, Ireland and
Denmark) was completed by 1977; as was the adoption, in

' stages,'of the Cammunity’e Common External Taxiff {CET),



n
{2) The Custom Union among the nine becams a reality on
1 July 1978,
(3) Britain's farm imports from New Zealand and other
Commonvwealth couniries were scaled down according to plan.43
{4) The promise to liberslise capital movements was not,
hnwever,~£u1£illea by the Labour Government and the foot
dragging on this vent oav.“ '
(5) Britain*s contribubtioms to the EEC budget, after a
surprise net benefit in 1975, nave been ¢limbing ever since.
This had been expected, but they are now reaching proportions
Britain finds unacceptable.*?
| After joining the Community, Britain hed to pass
1egislatibu to bring Community provisions into effect
internally, especially in such areas as custon duties,
agriculture, free movement of labour, amervices and capital,
monopolies, restrictive practices etc. DBesides its commit-
ment to accepting future Community legisliation, it had %o |
accept giving precedence to Community law already in existence
over national law. This has been considered to be & grave
loss of sovereignty by anti-marketeers such as Wedgewood Benn
of the labour Party and Bnoch Powell, the ex~Conservative
Party leader,

43  The Economigt, 17 November 1979, P24,
44 It was only done in October 1979 after the Tories
- came %o power, though for economic rather than
Eurcpean reasons., The Boonomist, 17 November 1979,p.24.

4% See table on p.T4.
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There has inevitably been some $ransfer of authority
to various Community institutions, For ingtance, there may
be a change in the designing of car dasheboards in Britain
simply because the Eurcpean Commipsion wanted to pass a
package of car standards to ensure that re~testing of wvehicles
wag not necessary while they were being sold in other Community
countries;46 Bat of all the EEC rules that have affected
everyaayglité in Britain, the most important have been food
prices and the balance of payments,
Pood Prices |

4g a result of preferential treatment given t¢ food from
outgside the Community, Commonwealth food imports in Britain
have become more expensive, forciﬁg it to buy food from the
continent, Although the EEC impact was abgorbed in the
general price rise that followed Britain'a entry 4in 1973 and
" the oil crisis later that year, the situation exacerbated by
the slow growth and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) also
had contributed substantially to the very high food prices in
the subsequent years. For instance, the annual percentage
increases in food prices were as followss 1973 -~ 15%, 1974 ~ 18%,
1975 - 25.5% 1976 - 20%, 1977 = 19%, 1978 ~ 7.1% %8 1n an1
& commulative price incresse of 104.6% in six years, Iikewiae
the Retail Price Index (RPI) which is the principal index for

46 The Ecomomist, 17 November 1979, p.24.
: T T FERRVARY

47 aagnz Econonig Surveys ~ United Kingdom (Paris, 1976),
P.0. ,

48 Ibid., March 1979, p.16.
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the measurement of the annual inflation rate also had a
phenameﬁa‘l increase during these years, In December 1972
the RPI was 120.8 (1970 ~ 100).%% 1n December 1977-samuary
1978 the RPI stood at 256,4.°0 Taking 1975 28 the base year

the RPI stood in December 1978 at 1‘56‘5«5’ ,
&lanee of Payments

British expectation that entry into the Community would
be a bonanza for the British industry by opening up a market
of 250 million people, with g total income next only to the
United States, could not be realised, British current account
balance of payments has declined from £ 314 millionz_ 1973 to
£2952 million in 1978»52 Allowing for inflation the gap hes
wideped by 53% in the real termp, Part of this was caused by
the British contribution to the Community budget; but what
'v.as expected, that higher food prices would be affsét by an
‘Mproye‘ment in manufactured trade, also 4id not ‘come true,

In fact, manufactured imports from EEC countries have risen
fagter than exports to them, This is evident from the table

belows :
IR S ‘ 197. : 7‘55 1978
Total (£Billion) .= 11,20 40,9, 9,7 37:2
To From the EEC of which - ﬁ.e sgko  3d1 3fs
Manufactures - 21 3 28.2 25.4 28,6
To From the Rest of the o S S
World o - 68_, 4 6200 69,9 62’2
of which Food - 15o0 ‘ 807 408 349
Manufactures. - 36.1 35.4 63.4

%me: The Economigt, 17"§ovmber 19 9, P.‘r

49 OEGP; n,47, p.S1. o
50 OECD, March 1978 Survey, P,G‘S.
51 OECD, March 1979 Survey, p.57.
52 The Beonomist, n.43, p.25,
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The figures ébava reveal that the export hoom s0
confidently expected by the proponents of membership has
not been materialised. On the contrary, probably, some
of the multinational companies might have taken the
advantage of unfettered novement of capital across frontiers
within the BEC and moved a lot of their British operation %o
the ocontinent on the pretext of labour unrest and low
productivity 4n the United Kingdomsg

Sc far ag the budget contributiom to the EEC are
concerned, Britain i1s also clearly paying a high price for
membership., Its ned contribution (i.e¢. gross payments minus
 veceipts) to the EEC budget were £822 million in 1978 and a
further rise had been predicted for 1979 and 1980, The
table below gi#es an indication:

1973
1974
1975
1976 178 0.2
1977 481 0.4
1978 822 0.6

Source: The Eoonomist, 17 November 1979,

53 Denis Martin, "The Common Market Now", Iabour Monthly
(London), April 1977, pp.173-183.
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There are two main reasons for the high figures.
E&r@tly,'since Britain is a heavy importer of food t%bm outside.
the BEC, 1t has to pay the levies charged on such food imports
and these go to the Community pool which gets its revenues
from custons duties, farm levies and a part of member countries!
Value Added Tax (VA%).54

Secondly, three quarters of the Community's expenditure
is on the Common Agriculturel Paliaﬁ (CAP). This does not
beneﬁit Britain at all since only 2/2 per cent of its labour
force is engaged in agriculturel activities. The money goes
principally to support farming on-the'aéntinent and mainly %0
those in ?zance-aﬁa'ﬁést Germaﬁy‘ﬂ Qhué the countries engaged
in agriculture benefit far more than those which do not have
a large agricul tural seato:uﬁs | -

The CAP ig iooked upon in Bﬁitaln ag the villain that
has brought abeu# most of the adverse economlc impact of ERC
menbership. There are three wayé'in which it atfects Britain.
Piratly, it halpé deternining the pricéa of the agriéultural
products which may be imported, Thip affects the British
economy particularly its Gross Kational Product and the balance
of payments, If the EEC food prices are higher than world
prices, it has an adverse impact on the British econonmy.

54 Thig is a Community tax on all goods and services
t6 be collected by each member Govermment,

55 The Economist, 17 November 1979, p.25.
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Secandly, the income distribntion.hetween farmers and
| non-farmers and tax payers and aanaumers ig also affected
by the GAE which 19 par%i¢u1arly significanx in thosge parta .
of the Uniﬁed Kingﬂom vhere agrieulture eanetitutas the
prineipal economic activities,

| Thirﬂly, axisting patterns of ﬁraae with establishea
pareners, GSpecially with the Commonwealth oountries, are
also affected by the CAP. Tiés of sentiment and mutusl
ﬁndérstanaing; éatabiiahed over decades, have to teke second
place to linkwith the Common Market,

'.l‘he ‘basgic pm.ncipla of CAP that there ghould be free
trada in agricultural 9roduce between member siates and that
“there should be. common prices has been distorted in practice.
Parget priaeé fdr a'va?iety-of products are fired by the
Council of Ministers, the principal decision-making body
in BEC, each year. Should the niarket price fall below the
fixed prices to what is called an intervsn$i6n priée,-the
EEC intarQanes and buys up the unwanted quantity to.ene#re
that the farmer gots & minimum price. The surplus produce
is then disposed off either by releasing it back on to the
market when the prices rise or sold off to buyers outside
the EEG; if there are no buyers, it is aestrayed.56

This poliey'of 1ntervant10n is responsible for creating
a8 gap betwean artificially high BEC prices and ususlly much

56 Hilary Benn, "Common Agricultural Policy",
labour Montg;y_ (London), June 1977, pp. 266«269.
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lower warld prices {except during periods of shortage),
Any eountry wanting te import foodstutfs f?am cntside isg in
effect taxed to bridge this gap be tween EEQ priaes and world
prices. This tax has noyw puahed up the prices of traditional
British imports from the Gommcnxealth such as butter and 1amb
from New Zealand and wheat £rom Canada,
 This wasteful and inefficlent system of price support

has caasea_seriﬁualdamage to Britain., By guaranteeing 8 high
price to farméxS'far anyfhiﬁg and everything they produce,
over pgodﬁgtién ia'beingfgnceﬁxaseﬁv~_ﬁhev¢oét bf buying up
surplus &a:!.z'y géoduee in 1977 alone was sstimated to have~. been
@vﬁrviﬁ,ﬁealmillian anﬁ nnn~£arming countries, like Britain
- have to bear most of this burden, Besides, the need to keep
in 14ine with BEC pﬁiiay‘is torciﬁg Britain to buy food at a
'maéh higher price from the continent and this is proving to
 hé a sﬁupénﬁone.arain on British balance of payments, This
in 1976 was estimated to have been £500 million.57

'Some contradiction to this argument igs alaé usually mede,
' The prineipal argument on this side is that the era of cheap
 food is gone for ever, During 1971~72 when Britain negotiated
| its entyy there was & substaniial rise in world food prices
and for some commodities such ag grain, the price level was
above that of the EEC, "Within the Community the CAP hes

alloved consumer prices to remain more stable than world prices,

57  1bid,
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partly through the imposition of export levies and partly
beeauag ¢f the maintenance of higher 15véle of output than
earlier world conditions seemed to warrent., Greater price
stability and insulation from sudden increasges in world
prices are advantages in an uncertain and inflationary wozld w58
_ ?hig may well be true but the fact remains that the CAP
has given Britain a fairly rav geal and this hes been acknow-
ledged by even~pr0~narketeera'such as Roy Hattersley, the |
former Prices and Consumer Protection Secretary, who criticigzed
the CA? in a speech in May 19?7.59

3¢ the economie benefits of the Burcopean Cammunity
--memhership for Britein, which had been expeoted at the time
of entry, d4id not show up during the period under review, It
was expected that a market of 250 million people would bpen

- up new opportunities for the British economy; exports would

boom creeting more job opporiunities for the people, raise
their standerd of living; British industry would become move
efficient in the face of competition from the continent and
g0 on. This clearly did not happen. Bxports have gone up
alright, but have failed to keep up with the massive surge
in imports from the EEC, as already shown, The Common
Agricultural Policy is partly responsible for the maaaiﬁa

" hike.in food prices since Britain joined the Community and
vorsened the balance of payments to a great extent.

58 J.S5. Marsh, "The CAP and British Interest®, urngl
Agric tural_Economica {Kent, U.X.), may g%?g, p.187.

59 Hilary Benn, n,5%6,
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The question of national soversignty and how far it has
béan lost through British membership of the EEC had become 2nd
8till is an emotive and hotly debated subject in Britain,
Membership of the Community does lead te a degree of extension
of the powers Vexercis'ed by the Community institutions and law
into the national spheres. There are three aspects of national
life where this is very pronounced, These are,' Parliament,
the legal system and industrial prectices,

The impaet of the admmmty on national parliaments has
been significant since the treaties of Rome with uwltimate
federaliem in mind were specifically designed to give priorities
40 Community over national legislation. The three prinoipal
instruments they provide for this end are quite unequivoeal in
their wordings:

*A,Reg%atign' ghall have general application,

it sha. inding in i¢s entirety and directly
applicable in all member states.

A %mt&,on shall be ﬁinding, ag to the result
13 10 aadrensed, but shell Leave %o the mational
authorities, the choice of form ox method.

A Decigion shall be binding in its entirety wupon
Those to whom it is addressed." 60

60 Quoted in John Taylor, "British Membership of Buropean
Communities : The Question of Parlismentary Sovereignty®,
Government and Opposition (London), Summer 1975, |
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One of the immediate effects of British accession to
EEG was.deVblution of special responsgibilities of Parliament.

(1) The United Kingdom was entitled to send 36 members
to the Eurepéan Assembly in Straabaurg and 1% fell on the
Parliament to choose them,

{2) %o congider jmmediately how best to deal with the
matters arising ouﬁ of the UK's mambarship of the BEC.

According to Article 138 of the Trealy of Rome, the
Assambly.af the Community "shall consist of delegates who
will be designated by respective parliaments from among their
members in aﬁeardance with the procedure laid down by each
‘ memher'state;” The method may vary from state to state,

The British quota of 36 memberawa9>nét £41led until
after the referendun since the Labour Party was boycotting
the Buro-Pariiament on account of the party's demands for renego-
tiatiené. Thig was fulfilled in July 1975. Despite this
problem; the British members have played an impoxtent part
in the proceedings at Strasbourg and have shouldered the
heavy burden that this 1mposes.6‘

Between January 1973 and February 1974, proceedings in
the House of Commons on Europe were largely on an 84 hoo
basie. A Select Committee (The Select Committee on European
Communi ty Beeéndary Legislation of 1972-73), also known as

61 The European Parliament meets for 1 week in each of
the 11 months of the year and all members kave to
- gerve in { or more of its 12 committees., 3Sir David
Lidderdale, "The House of Commons, Burcpe and
Devolution®, Journal of Pariiame ta y Inf ,
{ New Delhi), January-Marc )y PP, 14=20,
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the Poster Committee, was set up on 21st December 1972 "to
consider procedures for scrutiny of proposals for European
Community Secondary legislation and to make recommendations, w62

The Report of "Eh-e' Fogter Committee was published :Ln
November 1973,though Edward Heath's Goverzment was unsble %o
implement its recommendations due '%n the elections in February
1974. The Labour Government of Hareld Wilson accepted most
of the recommendations and ennounced on 2 May 1974 that they
would move to appoint a Scrutiny Committee. Regular timing
wag allotted for debate .mgazﬁing EEC matters in the House.
The European Secondary Legislation Committee (tha{ Serutiny
Committee) was first. get up on 7 féa&‘ 1974 and again aﬁ?erv
the general olection in Qctober 1974 8s a perm&neﬁt committee
for the remainder of the Parliament on 18 November 1974,

The Cammitteeis responéibﬁity is .to serutinigze the draft
legisliation proposel by the Mowan Commission to the Council
of Minigters and report "what matter of principle or policy
may be affected” by Community documen‘bs.v 1t also recommends
particular dceumen.ts fo be thoroughly debated in the House
before the matter was taken up at the Council of Minigters
of the EEC the purpose of this being to take note of the views
of the House, 63 ,_ |

ﬁha Houge of Commons has adopted a pragmatic approach to
the question of legislation serutiny. In the ordinary course

62 Ibid., p.i8.
63 Ihid¢ 9 P 20,
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the yelicieg, proposals and actions of the Goverument and
a Minister will reply to the debate before it is concluded.
mhigvhas'ndw become practice concerning the EEC as well;
Ministers are now expected to explain to the House the
@cvarnmenﬁia'polieies, proposals an&.actians iniﬁhe context
of the BEC as they are expected %o do in the national context,

'So‘far as the serutiny of legislation goes, the Committee
coneérnéd decideg what information to giv#"taithA‘Hausé and
the extent to which 1% should be given depending on whether
%he»maxtér is or is na% of surfiaieat importance %o be _
debated on tthzlabr of the House, To ensure that the House
is able 1o serutinize Community legislation adéquately and
in good hime,_it hes been agreed that only in exceptionsal
¢ircumgtances will the Minister represent Britain in the
Council for discussion before the Scrutiny Committee has had
an opportunity to report and a debate has taken place in
the Heuse,64

The House of Lorde too has a Scrutiny Committee which
divides itself up into specialist sub-committees and makes
reports to the House of Lords upon the 'merits' of Community
legislation and goes into some detail as to its likely
effeat, |

64 | John Taylor, n.60, p.291.
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The question whether Community membership has led to an
eiasian of pgrliamentary gsovereignty in Britain is & contro-
versial one and arguments have been made out both supporting
aad aenyingfiﬁ‘ According to the two studies undertaken by
the Directorﬁta General of the Buropean Parliament, the loss
of sovereignty wag more apparent than r831‘65 ,

ﬁaeording %o the report the Community legislatian heg
made very few dents in the powera of national parliaments
and this ia 80 becausge a national pariiament theoretically
posgessed & certain power to legislate itself or to control
lesisla%ion.bnt in fac¢t 4% has rarely or never exercised it.
As the study concludes: For instance, in Britain through
statutory instruments the Parliament has delegated power to
the Government to &ct on its behalf and in much cases it

is inconcelvable for Parliasment to act in this field again.ss

Another large arsa where national parliameatery powers
hed already been eroded significently is International
Agreements signed by member-gstates before they joined the
EEC. These were so that accession to EEC made no difference
to them. Other examples where such powers were lost are
customs duties and transport egreements. Even before Britailn
joined the Communities the British Parliament's powors to

impose or vary customs or excige duties had been reduced

65 Digcussed in detail by John Taylor, Ibid., PP+ 279283,
66 1bid., pp.28?n88.
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when Britain signed thelseneral Agreements on Trade and
Tariffs (GATT), - o .
So far as ratification of international agreement .
is concerned, no loas of aovergigniy vag sustained by the
British Parliament by the EEC accession, sinte it did not
have the power to ratify trade, oi any other agreements,
Since parliasmentary time ie limited, Britain has been
increasingly governed by a mass of delegated legislation
under which Government departments, local authorities and
natiynéiizé& induétries make regulations and orders and most
of these do not need to be brought before the Parliament/alone
be éubieat to ita control, There 1s a practice of subjecting
these to an "affirmative resolution®, i.e. that they should
not come into effect until Parliament has approved them, But |
this is & rare practice and sometimes the most far reaching
orders and regulations are not even included in this Qxercise.
Begides the work of the Scrutiny Committees, the loss of
Parliamentary sovereignty has also been reduced due to
developments not anticipated in the Rome Treaties. The
treaties envisaged that the Commission alone would have the
right to initiate legislation and would thus have & controlling
influence over the Community. If this had come about British
fears of sovereignty being lost to a "faceless bureaucracy"
would have had some justification, However, developments
in the way the Community operates, as opposed to theories
laid down in the treaties, have reduced this danger conmsiderably.
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The cummit meetings of the Ministers (responsible to national
Parlisments) usually draw up the programmes which lay down
‘the initiatives %o be taken and the time table to be foliowed
by the Qoﬁm&eﬁion.67 Besideas, other bodies xepresenﬁiﬁg the
interests of member countries such as the Comnittee of
Permanent 3epresenxafivas‘(GQBB?EB),‘nanagement Conmi ttee,
Expert Working Parties, ete, serutinisze Community legislation
and ensure that national interests are safeguarded.

The most importent development, however, that has made
| eafeguérding of national inforests easier, wvas the "Luxembourg
Compromise® that has made the Council of Ministers, the
ultimate decision making body on Community leglislation,
subject Yo a procedure by which any couniry can efféctively
block, in the Council any Comuunity legislation which it
considers againgt ite national interests and to which i%
-objects strongly. This practice was evolved in 1965«~66 when
General de Gaulle boycotted the Community institutions for
nine months because he felt that France'a national interests
were being treampled. The veto povwer, originally unforeseen
by the Rome Treaty, considerably reduces loss of sovereignty,
national or parliamentary.

Having said all these, there is, however, no denying
the fact that some parliamentary and nationzl sovereignty
has been impinged upon by accession to the Treaty of Rome,

67 1Ibid., p.292,
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British Parliement is now unable to pass any Act which, while |
protecting British national interests, would be deemed to have
precluded bther-statea from exercising thelr legitimate interests,
| Aﬁ gxamplevof this would be passing of anfkcﬁ, which would
yreiant cempetifianvfrom thé eeﬁmnnity states, to serve & national
. industry. . |

There is & special cause for concern in the United Kingdom
because the Constitution is unwritten; hence the Parlisment ig
regarded as the supreme guardian of individual freedom and
iibsrty and any loss in its power & source of danger to the
individual. This is 80 because none of the Community Ingtity-
tions are directly responsible to the electorate,

The implications of Community membership on the English
, legal system have also been far reaching., The binding nature
of Community 1a¥ hag been accepted in BEnglish courte. Lord
Banniﬁg, one of Britain's top Judges, had described the Rome
Treaty as "equal in force to any statute" which includes
suyremagy of Community law over English statutdry 1aw.68 in
some cases English law has been changed and ad justed to
Communi ty law before & case came to the court so that judges
only had to_explain vhy old Judgements were no longer binding.

The supremacy of Community law can take milder forms.
It ¢2n sometimes be satisfied by an interpretative adjustment

68 P.D. Bagtoglou, "English Judges and European Community
Law", Cambridze Law Journal, April 1978, pp.T76-97.
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of Bngligh law to Community law in contracting or expanding
the formerts effeet. The aupremaey of Community law over
tearlier' English law is not usually contradicted but the
question of the relationship between the Community law and
legiglation passed in Britain after her accession to the
Community is held open. '

As 8 rule Bnglish courts and tribunals are receptive to
Community law arguments. They take & sympathetic and broad
views and gometimes consider the Community as an enxity>evan
vwhere the Treaty does not provide for it. Yet, scme hesitation
has marked the attitude of English Jjudges towards Community
law which is reflected most clearly in their relatiounship with
the Buropean Court of Justice. This is demonstrated in the
very small numbexr of British requests for preliminary rulings
from the European @ourt.69

Lord Demning has exhorted English judges to follow the
pame principles of interpretetion as the European Courts7°
But thig is relatively easier said than done, Traditional
and age«old ways of thinking do not adapt themeelvas overnight
to unfamiliax traditions and ways of thinking and this even
in the still comparatively narrow field of community law,

There hag been some disagreement among English judges
regarding article 177(2) of the.Treaty of Rome which confers
the right on judges of national courts to refer to the

69 Only 10 such references were made until the end of 1977.
Ibid.

70 Ibid,
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European Court any aspect of any BEC law when its inter-
pretation is in question, 7The point in dispute is the limit
of discretion aliowed to the national judges. Justice Grahem,
in f;he "Lowenbron Munchen vs. Grunhalle ‘Izagef.- International
Ltd" case, underatood the aﬁdieial digcoretion as the unfe-
ttered power of the national judge to refer the Community
law gide of the case to the European Court (November 1973). 71
But Lord Denning, ﬁaster of the Rolls, seemed to think. in
© ¥Bulmer vs. Bollinger” that *6amplete digeretion' does not
mean ¢apricious, whimsioal or arbitrary, The rule of law
allows no public authority and no judge such a power, '
Discretion can only exist within the limits of law, The
 small number of references to the Buropean Court cen dbe
partly ascribed to Lord Benning's view, which ia‘widelé
| respécted in Britain, that lower courts and even the Court
of Lypeal should preferably not refer to the European Court
and leave this decision to the House of Lords.

An interesting area where British and Community law
- come into direct contact is in the field of industrial
policies and regulationg., The two Industry Acts of 1972 and
1975 are relevant., This legislation "empowers the Government
of the United Kingdom to grant large scale selective financial
apsistance to induatry; establishes the Nations) Enterprise
Board (NEB) with the responsibility, inter alia, of extending
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public ownership into profitable areas of manufacturing
1nduatrys.ereatea new éawera in reiation to the-transtﬁr
of control over importsnt menufacturing undertakings; and
introduces & 'Planning Agraement',‘maahaniem Yo imprbva'¢o~
ordination between the development of the activities of
individual eempanies and the economic¢ policies of the
govermment, n72 . | .

The principal wém on the Community side is that this
kind of schemes miéht be discriminatory against the industries
of other member countries -~ a kind of protection - hencé
undesirable, if not outright against the Treaty of_Rome and
thus unacceptable té t@e‘commission. ' |

However, fhe Commigsion's paliey has never been one of
total opposition of state aids to industry. Thus, it has
adnitted: "The intervention of the state represents an
"instrument of the atruetﬁral policy necessary as long as
market forces do nbt'penmit {oxr do not permit within‘an
acceptable time) the‘attainment of certain ends of legitimate
development through the hope of better quantitative or
- qualitative knowledge, or else it will lead to intolerable

social tenaion.“73

72 Alen Daghwood and Thomas Sharp, "The Induastry Acts
1972 and 1975 ani Eurgpean Community Law",

Common Market Law Review (Leyden, Qhe Netherlanda),

I, February 1 s PeYe

73 First Report on Competition Policy (1972), pp.107-108,
Quoted in Daghwopod and Sharp, Ibid., p.11.
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The establishment of the NEB with the intention of
extending state control on industrial and economic operation
in potentially profitable areas is not affected by the
Community law since according to Article 222 of the ijeaty
of Rome, ti_xere is no objection to any form of public owner-
ship as such. Hence the NEB is acceptable as long &s 1t is
reagonably compatible with the Treaty and in particular with
article 7 (general prohibition agamsf'discrin‘zination baged
on nationality) and article 85-94 (rules on competition),
- On the whole the NEB has remained so and no objection vag
raised by the EEC Commission on the takeover of British
Leyland by the NEB with @ 95 per cent shareholding in 1975~76.,

8o far as general aiéls to inﬂuétzy ére concerned, they
are 'prima facie» incompatible with the Gombn Market, but
the Commission's approval may be secured by prior notification
of important individusl applications of aid or of gpecifiec
implementing programmes, 74 The British Government has
- aomplied wﬁ;th the notification requirements and no disputes
concerning the compatibility of an aid to manufacturing
industry has been pressed to an issue before the court and
they have mostly beéh amicably settled by mutual consultations,

However, the seene has not been totally free from disputes.
The Commission has complained to the British Government of

74 Dashwood and Sharp, Part II, May 1978, Ibid., p.131.
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of discrimination and 'ﬂreat& infringement in its policy
regarding granting of licences exclusively to British
- nationals for oil exploration in the HNorth Sea under its
Continental Shelf 4et of 1964.77 The history of atate aids
to British industry, too, has not remained totally free from
- econtroversy. |
Conciusion

' The foregoing discussion has made it gquite clear that
the 'Eurapgan Community membership has pmiauzidly influenced
'the British political, economic and legal life, The trens-
formation from & global 4o a European power hag proved to be
quite painful and most of the countryts _pe‘pulaeé are still
reluctant to consider themselves as strictly Europea;zs;
Large section of the Labour Party and the Trade Unions have
still not accepted EEC membership as a fait accompli and
harbeur the hope that some day it can be overturneé.
BEconomically the country has not derived the benefits it
had hoped to and this has provided further ramunition to the

anti-marketeers,

75 J.C. Woodliffe, “"North Sea 0il : The BEC Connection”,
Common Market Law Review (Leyden), Pebruary 1975,
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CHAPTER III

IMPACT ON BRITAIN'S FOREILGN RELATIONS : THE UNITED
STATES AND THE COMMONWBALTH

The two most impoétant eircles of Britein's foreign
relations after the Second World War yera the United States
of America and the Commonwealth of Nations. It was in the
hope of preserving its so-called world role through these
two sets of relationships that Britain, after the Second
Yorld wWar, had rejected all oajoling and persuasions to joln
the European unity movement. HNow that it has become a member
of the European Economic Community, it would be worthwhile to
have a look at what impact this has had on the two sets of
relationships on which Britain laid so much emphasis.

The United States and Britain

The relationship between Britain and the United States
during and immediately after the Second World War was perhaps
one of the very few exsmples of how close and deep relations
between two sovereign states can be., Bonds of ethnie,
cultural and linguistic ties apart the two countries also
perceived thelr nutual interests fo be uniform in the face
of what appeared to them as the increasing bellicosity
and military might of the Soviet Union., This was reflected
qulite clearly over the formation of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO).

However, ags the years went by, the assymmetry of the
relationship began to tell and American failure to support
it in its action over the Suez crisis in Qctober 1956 finally

92
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convinced Britain that the ethos of the relationship had
changed.,

America $00 had realised that Britain was no longer
a world force on its own right, and it would bde in
American and Western as well as in Br;tain‘s own interests
for the country to join the EEC. |

~ The principal reason for the transformation in the
slan of the rslationship waé the difference between.the
two countries in sige, péwer and world interests which grew
more obvioug and too big to be ﬁridgad by mutual cordiality,
¥ith De_Gaulle'é.departure,‘the last remaining obstacles to
Britzsh membarship of the EEC were removed; consequently
with the arrival of Richard Nixon and a rethinking of U.8.
strategy around the world the relationship was put on to
a new plane. The Nixon-Kissinger team set new priorities
for U,3. foreign policy the cornerstone of which was going
%o be a 'detente' with the Soviet Union and Chima, This
was necessarily going to'affaaﬁ American contact with its
‘allies, including Britaln. |

Bven before entry, the long concentration on the move
into the Community contributed to a decline in the ardour
of Britaints Atlantic relationship. This may havevheen
inevitable and perhaps ielpeﬂ to diminish fear in Burope

of Britain being America's_trojﬁn horse, !

1 ”Europeuin the Atlantic Conxext” The Twmes (London),
27 November 1971, ‘ '
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Personalities and personal friendshipe have always
played an important part in Anglo-American relations; the
foremost exﬁaplea of thig were Roosevelit's ties with
Churchill and Macmillan's with Kennedy, During both the
periods the inglo-American relations had reached their
zenith, But the man who inak Britain into the Community,
Edward Heath, was distinctly an European anﬂ put less
emphasis on relations with Americe, When Britain joined
~ the Market in January 1973, the United States was in the
middle of a cenfrontation.with the EEC over trade between
‘the two., .The United States was worried over what it
considered to be discriminatory practices agsinst American
exports 4o the EEC resulting in massive balance of payments
deficit for the country., It had hoped that when Britain
Joined the Market its cosmopolitan, out-ward looking
attitude would influence the Community awvay from these
practices.z

Biward Heath took a very much Europeasn stance ln this
diapute.when, during a trip to the United States in Pebruary
1973, he made clear Europe's rejection of the Anperican idea
that the Nine would have %o come forward with definite trade
concessions before the United States would engage in nego-
tiations for reduced tariffs. These were months of tension
$etween the United States and the Buropean Community over
the question of protectionism and trad¢‘ liberalizatioqund

3  Richardl Scott, "Washington : No Changes Bxpected®,
The Guardian (London), 20 June 1970.
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though anxious {0 avoid a serious dissension between the
EEC and the Bnitéa States, Heath gaia every indication in
Washington that his basic commitment was to Buropean interests
despite all protesﬁationé of persanalzeorﬁiality with Hixan.3
' An;important ehange;in this period, partially brought
abauﬁ'by British membership of the Eurepeah Communi ty, ias
in American nuclear policy,' This was refleetéd in the feelers
sent to London and Paris in April 1973 that the U.S. might
actively favour an "Anglo-French nuclear military force
operating on behalf of Europe", i.e., an independent European
‘nuclear force.? For years France, particularly under De Gaulle,
was advocating for and working to this end and the United
States wae opposed to this. The change of attitude by the
Fixon~-Kissinger team was a vindication of this line. This
came as o great relief to the British who, in an altered
| situation, now could feel less restricted by promises of
secrecy over nnniear callabaration between Britain and the
United States that were made %o Washington during the period
of 'special relationship' preceding British memberéhip of
the Buropean Ccmmnﬁity. Heath had been 8 longstanding
advocate of & “"Earopean® nuclear force comprising the British
and the French national forces under joint control.5

3 Henry Brandon, "Heath Asks Nixon For More Nuclear
Support”, Sunday Times (London), 4 February 1973.

4 C.L. Sulzberger, "Is a Door Finally Opening?",
International Herald Tribune (Paris), 28 May 1973.

5 - 1Ibid,




96

A clear indication of the distance Britsin had
travelled from America during the 1960s and early 1970s and
especislly since it joined the Europesn Community was available
over the Yom Kippur war between Israel and the Arabs in
October 1975, The link with the Buropesn Community end
- particularly with France end Germany nust have inspired y
Britain for once to stand up and defy America, ’Thia was
reflected in the refuéa; by Britain to allow the United
States to use its bases there in supplying military hardware
to Israel during the course of the war., It proved wrong
the contention held out by both Churchill and De Gaulle that
British interests and loyalties were too deeply snd tightly
linked with the United States for it ever to oppose that
country in an hour of crisis. "In a moment of acute
international orisis involving the United States and the
Soviet Union, Britain proved herself no more loyal or Co=-
operative than did her Buropean partners, If Britain was
not in the Common Market, it is unlikely that she would have
feacta& to this erisis in this way, since for a relatively
powerless country, quite unprepared and unable to guarantee
her own independent security, such reckless provocation to
the source of her own protection would inevitably seem to be
the height of irresponsible folly."® |

The British habit to go along with whatever policy
decisions taken in ¥ashington had been ingrained in the 1960s,

6 Bere%rine Worgthorn, "Britain Joins the Anti-America
Club"*, Sunday Telegraph (London), 4 November 1973,
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For instance, Britain, outside the Market, never really
believed in the wisdom of America's support for South
Vietnam. But it went slong with it "recognising that it
was not in ite interest to undermine America's instinct of
protective be#evhlenee and world responsibility on which
Britein's oﬁn security so_abselutely éepended‘“v The change
in the feeling of dependence was particularly marked during
‘the Hesth Government. |

However;.this wag not what the pro-Marketeers had
envigaged, They had argued that without Britain there was
a grave ‘danger of Western Europe, under the influence of
France, becoming an anti~American club; dut ifﬁBritain were
t0 be 2 Community member, its role would be to moderate and
mitigate Europe's latent and sometimes open anti-imericanism.
But atYeast dﬁring the first year .the reverse seemed to
happen, Far fronm seeking to moderate and mitigate Western
Europe's instinctive anti-Americanism during the crisis,
Bdward Heath, Prime min;ster, and Sir Alec Douglas-Home,
Fbreign.Secretary, showed gome signe of sharing it.

Britain's reaction, along with those of Vestern BEurope
in general, was béeieally neutralist. It sought to jJudge
the Soviet—American confrontation not as a clash of wills
between her friend and her foe, but more as between two alien
su@er powers with neither of whom it was necessary to

agsociate,

7 Ibid.
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The crisis period was marked by European refusal to
co-operate with the United States in flying in supplies to
Israel which faced a heavy Arab challenge backed up by massive
supplies of Russian asxrms., Here; an Isrseli defeat would have
been tantamount to a U.S. defeat, Atlantic solidarity seemed
to be in tatters., 1lnstead of rallying to America’s side
as & reflex action, Britain and the rest of Western Europe
did the opposite.

The British and the Western Buropean defiance of the
United States was not an isolated incident. Ever since the
arrival of Nixon in the white House, the United Statés wés
tending to neglect its allies in conducting its foreign policy
~ and particularly defente with the Soviet Union., Britain was
not even informed, let alone consulted, over the change of
policy towards China in July 1971.8 Although detente with
Soviet Union was considered to be beneficial to Britain and
Western Eurcope also, the bilateral Washington-Moscow
negotiations that had helped to bring it abdut over their
heads ap it were, was resented in London and elsgewhere in
Western Europe. The Gaullist dream of a Western Europe
inoreasingly independent of both the super powers wae
beginning to ie felt in Britain as well.

8 Batuk Gathani, "UK Not Consulted on US Alert",
The Hindu (Madras), 27 October 1973.
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Another indication of the end of 'sgpecial relationship?,
besides the ones already mentioned, was demonstrated during
the October 1973 crisis whén Britain was not consulted over
the global U,S, nuclear alert.g Qhe British Foreign Secretary
intimated, though not diéeétly, the House of Commons on
26 October 1973 that there had been no warning, let alone any
consultations between the Mmerican and British governments
before the Fixon Administration placed its forces on alert.io
There vas resentment in Britain when it was known that the
Americans were not forthcoming after the British Government
enquired what state of alert applied to U.3, air force units
on British soil, It was a rude shock for Britein to be "Left
out® by Waeshington, Goﬁa were the days of the Cuban missile
crisis "when President Kennedy was on hot line with Maomillan “
lmost (s4c) every hour, ot

A eleariéixargence between the American and British
positions Lad opened up during the orisis of October 1973.
The open Americen involvement on the Israeli side cut into
the Anglo-Americen relationehip'Z and indeed threatened detente

9 This was in response to the Russian threat of
unilateral dispatching of troops to the Middle East
following U.S, refusal to co-operate in supervising
the ceaaefire.

10 U.K., Commons, Parlismentary Debates, 1972-73, wol.861,
¢ols.1475~i485. '

11 [The Hindu (Madras), 27 October 1973,

12 Edward Heath's Government wap more even~handed in its
attitude to the Arab-Israeli conflict than previoug
British Govermments,
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with Russia in & way that‘evﬁn the Vietnam war never did.
Heath:and.51ec Douglep~tome wers clearly thrown on the
defensive while facing Wilson's searing onslaught on the
thumiliation of the American slert' and oﬁ the U.38, failure
t0 consul% Britain which he stigmaﬁizea a8 an 'outrage!
potentially lethal to world peaaebis . This was so becausge
the American ection involved use of bases on British soil
which implicated Britain into the crisis without its
conpent,

mhe'Uniigd States was no less aﬁnoﬁed with Britain and
its other alliea for their failure %o come out in support of
American policy which was largely motivated in tr&ing to
gafeguard their own oil su@pliesa‘4 This was demonstrated in
the almost &ai&y reproach delivered on them by Henry Kissiager
and other aiministration spokesmea;‘s

The strategy of Britain &s the focal point of thres
intersecting circles - the United States, Burope anl the
Conmonvealth -~ had seemed somewhat less convineing even in
the 1960s; but after the Qctober 1973 war fiasco - with a
Commonwealth reduced %o a shadow and the American relationship

some thing less then special - the room for manceuvre (for

1% U.EK., Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1973-74,
v0l.863, cols.17-19,

14 The Buropean refusal to support Mmerican action was
largely thought to have been dictated by the fear of
olil supplies to them being cut off by the Arabs on
whom they were heavily dependent. The only ¥West
Buropean state, Holland, which supported Israel and
the American action, suffered this fate,

1% "Re-appraieing the Anglo-American Alliance®,
The Timeg, 1 November 1973.
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foreign office) became even more limited, The assumption
‘that Britain, from within, would be able to prevent an
axlantic aplit did not quite work‘ The split only widened
and it was realised that the problem of Britaint’s 1ntermatianal
role will not be easily solved by its BEuropean commitment
alanﬁ 16
The eriticism of the Heath Government that it allowed

the 9893@131 ralataonship' with the United States to deteriorate
béeauséwcf its anxiety to keep on good terms, at all costs,
with Fraﬁéa became quite widespread.s The Daily Telegraph
even suggesﬁed in an editorial that Mr Heath was too anxious
to prove wrong De Gaulle's belief that Britain would be a
t2rojan Horse! inside the Gommunity for inmerican inrlusnce.‘7

| The souring of AngloéAmerieén relations in 1973-74 owed
its origin partly to the pétaenallrelationship between Henry
Eissinger and Edward Heath., Heath detested Kiséiﬁgef*é styie
of é&plbmany which, on certain ococasions, bordered a;most on
casualness. Kissinger's harsh vords during the Middle Bast
erisis and the zeal with which he proclaimed the Year of
Burope and the Buropean Charter without prior consultations
with Europeans eariier that yeayr did not exactly sndear him
to anazd Heath and other Europeans., On the other hand,
Kissinger could éot take Heatht!s enthusiasm for Europe too

kindly and there were some reports of fmeriocan officlals

16  "The Buropean Dimension®, The Quardian, 25 November 1973.

17 "Britain, EBurope and America”, Iaily Telegraph,
6 B@bruary 1974,
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desoribing Heath as "some kind of decadent Gaullist®.'S
A1l these were indications of the mutual Coolness which
replaced the old hands-across-thewsea relationship, during
Edward Heath's tenure, |
Both the eriticisme relating to Biward Heath and Henry

Kiseinger were true; Hesth was a genuine Buropean with &
sens¢ of deep commitment to Burope and he was not prepared
to allow the sowcalled ‘special relationship' to come in
the way between Burope and Britain,
‘ On the othar;han& Kisainger‘s penchant for sedret
diplomacy and his:pracﬁice of bypassing Ambassadors of
important allies like Britain while momentous decisions
‘were taken waes parily rasponsibie for the miaunderstanding.zg

| ‘Anathar’cauga of Heath's irritation was the frequent
complaints af’Kisaingei that the Buropean allies were not
doing enough for the Western defence; Kissinger's call to
work out common policies smong the nations of Western Burope,
}Japan‘énd the United States to tackle the problems of inflation,
energy and world monetary problems betrayed his insensitivity

towards the problems of the Europeans, Heath oamplained.zo

18 Louis Herem, "Anglo-imerican Diplomacy : Civiliged
but Herdly Civil™, The Times, 7 February 1974.

19 ¥hile he wap Nixon's §ationsl Security Adviper in
1973, Kiosinger once telephoned Heath from Washington
40 pass on some gecret information without first
informing the State Department and the British Embassy.
Heath was reported to hove been somewhat taken aback
by this rather casual piece of diplomacy. The Times,
7 Pebrusry 1974. '

20 James Reston, "Why Dr Kissinger Irritates Mr Heatho",
The Times, 28 February 1974.
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With the defeat of Edward Heath in the general election
of Pebruary 1974 and assumption of office by Harold Wilson,
the atmosphere changéﬂ eomewhaﬁi The British expression of
hopes far_claaer ties with Wasghington seemed feasible, since
ﬁhé'iabaur>eovernmenx of Harold Wilson did not share the
almost religious commitment to Burope of Edward Heath; on
eer%ain.isanes (suspicien of France, more pro-lsrascli line),
1% was also closer to Washington than the Earias.21

The Wilson-(allaghan team took a more balanced approach
- in their relations with the United States and the European
Comnmunity. The irony is that relations between London and
Hashington.havv'uaualiy been smoother under a Labéur Government
than & Tory Administration. This is probably so because of
Iabour's instinctive anti-Europeanigm, |

The issues between Britain and Amerioca in the mid-1970s
were mainly economic in which they usually agreed; both were
coping with similar economic problems, namely, the twin
dangers of inflation and & world recession,

This was also a period when the Western world was passing
through a orisis. The huge increase in oil prices had thrown
the indugtrial world into the worst economic crisis since
the great depression of the 1930a. The economlci crisis was
beginning to threaten NATO, the foundation of the Atlantic
Community, with 2 chorus of demands for troop cuts and troop

21 Alvin Shuster, "Britain Seeks Closer Ties with
U.S.", International Herald Tribune, 17 March 1974,
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withﬂrawaxs t0 economise ¢on Government expenditure emanating
from leading Western capitais.ge Pressurs mounted from the
left wing of the Labour Party for heavy cuts in defence
buﬂgétsfand release the money thus saved to c¢reate some jobs
for the unemployea.23 Increasing deﬁands were alaé nade in
the U.S. Congress for troop withdrawal from Burope., 24 |

 In thesge cireumstanees the context of the Atlantic
Balatieaship changed and_eéme to téat on the concept of a
united Enrape,lyﬁha Unitéd States #0 longer looked exclusively
to Britain far_a'meéninginl dialogue with Europe; by now it
‘had established very good relations with West Germany,2’

The’arrivai of Jimmy Carter at the White House in

Januwary 1977 once again saw the reappearance of a cosy and
intimate relationship established between an merican President
and a British Prime Minister. In the first meeting between
Carter and James Callaghan (who had become British Prime
Minister in March 1976) in March 1977, the President even
referred, for the first time in an Anglo~American summit after
long years, to the ‘special relationship! between the two
countries. He also said that whatever the variety of Arericans'
origins, "all of us recognize that historically and pclitically
great Britain is etill Americat's mother cﬂuntry.”as

22 Louis Heren, “Patéhing up Anglo-imerican Relation :; The Rig
Burdle i Whether We Stay in Burope", Zhe Times, 4 March 1975.

23 Ibid.
24 1bid,
25 1bid.
. 26 The Times, 11 March 1977.
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Even explaining part of this camaradarie to President
Carter's generous disposition by nature towards all his
guests, a new warmth had certainly been injected into the
relationship after Carter bectme President. His trip to the
North-East of England on 6 May 1977 during the Economic Summit
of.Inﬂgstrial Nations in London refiected it to a great
extent. Buring the two years, 1977 and 1978, colleboration
between the two governments over a variety of issues which
algo included the knotty problem of Fhodesia, went extremely
well. The Labour Government snd the US administration co-
operated closely in pursuing for an international solution to
this Hho&es;an.prvblemg Buﬁh governmanxs were opposed %o
~ recognising the 'Intornal Settlement' worked out between
Prime Minister ian s&ith of the white minority regime and the
black nationalist leader Hishop Abel Muzorewa and his united
Axricaﬁfxat;onal Council; they also felt that the elections
. 4n Rhgdeéia.held under this arrangement did not provide an
equitable opportunity for participation of the Nationalist
Guerilla leaders, Joshua Nkomo and Robert Mugabe, and thelr
Patriotic Front,2' | |

But underneath all these protestations of a resurrected
eordia;ity, there»was no Genying that the days of ‘'special
relationship!,as it existed during and in the immediate

aftermath of the var, were gone, "Geography, strategy,

27 N.C. Menon, "Carter Notes 'Superb' Relatlions with UKY,
Hindustan TMmee (New Delhi), 6 May 1979,
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economles - Britain's long defiance of these ag an imperial
and global power should not and could not be protracted
into the changed world of today. The time has now arrived
when, as Bdward Heath predicted, = Britisk official’s first
reagtion to many a crieges is, ’'what will Bonan and Paris
thinkpt 28

Britain is firmly in Burope and the country's decision~
makers and thinking citizens accept it as the only sensible
course available to them, BRelations with America, however,
continue to be close as, to quote Alastair Buchan, *The old
Commonwealth apart, the British and the American peoples
think more alike - or at least disagtee less - than anyone
else, Hot lines and frank exchanges between Washington and
otheor capitals, dictated by self-presorvation and bdalance of
povwer politics, are no substitutes for shared political wvalues
in a hogtile world or a common language in an increasingly
lazy one,"?? |
Britain and the Commonwealith

The orgzanization that became the Conmonwealth of Nations
after the rapid decolonization of the British cmpire was a
cornerstone of British foreign policy after the Second World
War., 1t became & matter of great importance t¢ Britain both

in terms of economics anéd sentimental attachment. The 'old

i,

28  Alastair Buchan, "Hothers snd Daughters", Foreign
Affairs(New Yor%), July 1976, p.663, !

29 TIbnid.
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Commonwealth' comprising the three white dominions of Canada,
Mstralia and New Zealand (Union of South Africa left the
Commonvealth in 1961) was inhabited primerily by Britons and
thelir descendants along with some immigrants ffcm Burcpe.

| Hence the ethnic and sentimental attachment. Economiocally
the Commonwealth was set up in 1932 at the Ottawa Imperial

' Gonferencé as & union between Britain and its colonies and
dominions to trade in the raw materials gupplied by them
for Britain's manufactures which were mostly marketed back
in these colonies again, This apparently businesslike
relationshiﬁ, but in practice far from i, was also marked
by a common allegiance to the British crown.

After the war, the ranks of the Commonwealth were
swelled by newly independent countries in Africe, Asia and
the Carribean and the heyday of the organization was reached
in the early 1960s when it became a truly multiracisl
agsociation linking the developed and developing countries,
the former rulers and ruled, on the basis of soverelgn
equality and mutual co-operation, |

However, the organization's prestige was related mostly
to the status of Britain which had taken a2 down-ward turn
throughout the 19508 and 1960s. By the time Britain joined
the EEC, the Commonwealth wes & far-cry from the British
Empire 60 years ago; the organization had little say in
the great issues of the day like oil prices, the international
currency crisis, world inflation and recession, the perils of
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war in the Middle Bagt and South East Asia, ete,

The question ¢of the Commonwealth and the preferences
enjoyed by its members in the British market occupled a
fairly important place in the negotiation 1eéding to Britain's
entry into the Buropean Communities. The treaty of accession
that Britain signed in January 1972 dealt with the questiion
of trade with the deﬁeloping members of the Commonwealth,
Bhder.protoeol 22 of tﬁe treaty, twenty developing countries
of the Commonwealih were offered taggociation' with the
- Buropean Economic Community, The protocol further said,

"The provisions of this association.., must ... take into
account of the special economic conditions common to the
1ndépenﬂent developing Commonwealth countrieg situated in
Africa, the Indian ocean, the Pacific ocean and the caribbean
and the Associated African and Melagagg states, the experience
acquired within the framework of association, the wishes of
the Associated:States and the consequences for those states

of the introduction of the Generalised ?reference.Scheme,"Bo
It also'apelt out the commitment of the Community towards
these siates., "The Community will have as its firm purposs
the safeguard;ng of the interests of all the countries referred
%o in this protocol whose economies depend to 2 considerable
extent on the export of primaryvpro&ucte, and particularly
9f sugar." | |

30 UE, HMS0, “"Treaty Series", cmnd 5179-I {1973), p.265.
31 Ibid.
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The Asian countries of the Commonwealth did not fare
as well, The maximum_that these countries managed to
achieve was a Joint Declaration of Intent (JDI), annexed
to the Treaty of Accession, on the development of trade
relations witg,Ceylon, India, Malaysia, Pakigten and
Singapore. The JDI promised, "... the European Economic
Community is ready, from the date of accession, to exemine
with these countries such problems as may arise in the
field of trade withva view to seeking appropriate soluﬁioné,
taking into account the effect of the Generalised Tariff
Preference Sehemg and the situation of other developing
countries 1# the same geographical area.*Bz

The most significant beneficiaries of the EEC connection,
following Britainie move inté the Community, have been the
2% ACP countries of the Commonwealth by virtue of the
Lome Convention which was signed betwveen the EBC on the one
nand and the 46 developing ACP countries on the othexr, This

wag a package of trade and aid scheme under which the export
| earnings of these 46 ACP countries were to be given a
stablilized status by offering them free access to the EEC
markets, The Commonwealth signatories which range from
Nigeria, Eenya, Tanzania end Zambia to tiny Tuvalu, by
virtue of their association with the convention would,

besides continuing to get free access to the EBritish market,

32 Ibid.
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"now also havahduty'and quoﬁa free access for their manu-
factured goods to the faster growing marketes of the other
eight EEC countries without héving to make crucial trade
sancessioés.”33 .In the Yaounde Convention, predecessor to
Lome, the Six had given prgfereneas to former French 
colonies and diaciiminatéd against these Gémmoéwealth
eauntries,sﬁ - - NP U ” ST SIS Be R %

Ehe'principal group ot’degonwealth countries to have
benefited from the Lome Convention wexre thé sﬁgar producers.
These countries, mainly from the Caribbean, were offered a
new deal since their prinoipal‘mar&et. Briféin; hed moved %o
the<commuhity and thus behind the Common Externsl Teriff
wall, They were guaranteed access for their cane products,
their principal foreign exchange earner, until 1982, some-
thing which the Conservative Government had promiged them
in 1971. |

Thig was also the first time when a group of indug-
trialised countries had agreed to 'index' the price of
imports to the rise in production costs ai hcme.35 The
'Stabext! scheme guaranieed against price fluctuwations since
the export revenue of developing countries depended on a

limi ted number of primary products suck as coffee, cocoa,

35 The Economist (London), 4 August 1979, pp.33-34.

34  ™ove Me, Love My Commonwealth", The Economist,
4 August 1979’ pP‘33“34@

35 Richard Norton Taylor, "Sweet Reasons", The Guardien ,
4 February 1975. '
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grﬁundnnxs, sotton, wood; bananag, tea and iron are;Bﬁ
Free access to the BEC wap granted to 96 per cent exporis
of these countries. For the rest - mainly agricultural
[p§9aub%s competing with those produced in Europe iﬁaelf -
- the Community insisted on maintaining some aataguar&sa
| In quality the Lome Conventlion was snper&or o any
link with the Commonwealth which the Unitea Kingdom, on ita
own, could have offersd. The resources and the markets of
the gbviously more affluent countiries came to the aid of
 the developing world of the ACP,

The Lome Convention was & remarkable achievement and
there are a few reasons as to why this was so., PFPirstly, it
promised rich economic benefits for the developing countries
concerned, They were ésanred free access té the world'e
largest trading srea for a1l their menufactures and 90 per
cent of their agricultural producis, and they were &lsc going
to roveive asoistance to exploit this huge market, The
Community's technology was also going to be made avallable
to them through indusirial co~operation agraemants. Provigion
was made of a large Buropean Davelopment Fund of which 80 per
cent was to be in the form of grants. 37

Secondly, the Stabex scheme and the degree of sympathy
and co-operation extended by'the Community and its Commission

could form & model to be followed in future for co-operation

36 Ibid.
37 The Times, 8 &pril 1975.
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between developed and developing countries and the producers
and consumers of raw materials.

Thirdly, the Commonwealth relationship, modelled\on a
colonial pattern, was transformed by this convention to a
healthiexr relationship between continents and groups of
powers., The countries of the Commonwealth, free from their
coﬁpulai@n %0 rely heavily on one country for their trade,
vore able to negotiate on something approaching more aqual
footing.38

" In fact, the benefits obtained from the Lome Oonvantion39
were so substantial that during the renegotiation debate in
Britain most of the Commonwealth countries from ACP fimmly
supported Britain'’s continuing membership.4° Recognising the
need to cultivate economic relations with the EEC, notwith-
standing the fact whether Britain left the EEC or not, 26 out
of 32 Commonwealth countries had signed one or the other
form of agreement with the Community by April 1975. The

ACP countries were also due to put their share of the

38 Ibid.

39 A successor to the Lome Pact known as Lome II, has
recently been negotiated with the ACP countries
which is due to run for 5 years from March 1980.
Under this, the ACP countries would continue to get
free acoess to EEC markets for their products.

40 Sunday Times, 27 April, 1975,
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£1600m worth of aid from the Nine between 1975 and 1980, It
would not have been in their interests to tie thelr fortunes
exclusively with Britain again, had 1t decided to leave the
Community in 1975.

The Asian members of the Commonwealth were not so
‘fortunate as the ACP countries in their dealings with the
Community. They were not inocluded in the Lome Convention
and the only real concession offered to India, Pakigtan,

Sri Lonka and to & lesser degree Malaysia, was the duty-free
entry accorded by the Community's Generalised System of
Preference (GSP) coupled with the negotiation of separate
trade agreements designed to enlarge quotas, cut tariffs,
and bring new items, especially tropical products and
processed food stuffs under its scope.41

Despite this relatively discriminatory treatment by
the Community, the Agian Commonwealth members too were not
very enthusiastic about Britain leaving the EEC. The fact
vag that the Common Market, by its sheer economic weight,
matters more to the Commonwealth as a trading partner than
Britain with all sorts of trade preferences that it could
poesibly offer without endangering its own economy and
industry. Some statistics, released by the Commonwealth
Secretariat in London in April 1975, spelt out that

Commonwealth trade with other eight member countries was'

41 The Times, 19 May 1974.
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bigger in 1974 than all intra-Commonwealth trade, including
trade with Britain,

For the Asian Commonwealth, which feared the most from
Britain joining the EEC, the appeal did not end with trade;
the Indian subcontinent got about £60m worth of Community
financed food aid, in addition %o the lionts share of the
EEC contribution to the UN special fund for developing
countries hit by the oil orieis.?? The anti-marketeers'
claim during the Referendum campaign that Britain could
look after the Commonwealth just as well, if not better,
outside the Market, produced reactions from Commonwealth’
diplomats in London that ranged f£rom gheer disbelief to
outright anger, Por example, the Irndian officials confided
that they had no desire to be shackled to the slumps and
depressions of the ailing Britigh economy. For them the
Common Market of Nine was and gtill 4is one of their biggest
trading partners. The growth potential of their exports
to the continent is preferable despite the marginally more
restrictive trading terms.43 Begides the free entry into
the merket of about 90 per cent of Indian exportes under the
@3P, the restrictive list of sengitive products wag slashed
from 51 to 17 in 1974 on jute end coir, which matters to
Indis and Bangladesh.*4 Britain's memberchip of the Market

42 Sunday Times, 27 April 1975.
43 Ibid,
44 1Ibid.




115

hasg meant that the rest of the member gtates have ocut
their tariffs by 60 per cent between 197¢ and 1975.
Indiats exports of sugar and tobacco have continued under
‘gpecial quotas and its total exports to the EEC since 1973
have grown by 242 per cent anl Pakistan's by 156 per cent,
One ma jor problem has, however, been the EEC's protectioniam
over textile imports which is governed by the multifibre
arrangement running from 1971 to 1982, laying down strict
guotas on imports, HMore stringent limits have been put on
Korea, Taiwan and Hong Kong. ZExports to the EEC from
Malaysia, Singapore and Hong Kong too have doubled since
Britein joined, but they too have been hurt like inﬁia and
Pakistan by EEC protectionism.

However, the hardest hit from British membership of
the EEC have been the old Commonwealth memberas, Canada,
‘Australia and New Zealand, All three of them have had a
very clogse economic relationship with Britain and the
British food market vas their virtual preserve before its
move into the EEC,

The concessions offered to the developing ACP countries
of the Commonwealth by the EEC are not allowed to its white
membera., They must now pay the Common External Tariff on
all their exports of manufactures to Britain, whioch has
been particularly tough on Canada.

The EEC's common agricultural policy has also hit thesge
counfries hard, All three are big farm exporters and the
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the CAP's variable levy wall, designed to ensure that BEC
gtates buy their food from each other, has shut off old
Commonwealth's traditional outlets in the large British

food market, Canada still exports some wheat to Britain
because Britain'pg standard steam-baked white loaves require
North American wheat, But other Canadian exports - such

as foodgrains, beef and cheese - have fzllen, The Common
External Tariff has affeotedicanadian.expoits of manufactures
to Britain as well,

Australia and New Zealand, both more dependent on
Britain in their trade then Cansda, have been harder hit,
Trade structures of both these countries are similar to
that of & third world country, Nearly 70 per cent of HNew
Zealand's and half of Australia's exporis are farm goods,
Neither quite realigsed what was coming vhen Britain joined
EEC in 1973 as was later claimed by them. Since then
&g their important farm exports to Britain have tumbled,
the CAP's tariff walls have risen and EEC surpluses of its
own milk, sugar and beef have gone up. New Zealand's cheese
exports to Britain dropped from 60,000 tonneg in 1973 to
nil at the end of 1977, though the New Zealanders have now
negotiated a small cheese quota of 9500 tonnes in the multi-
lateral trade negotiations. New Zealand's butter exports
heve been gradually squeezed out of the British market, .
The New Zealanders have to pay an EEC tariff of 20 per centf»
on their lamb exports to Britain; Australia'p traditional'(
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exports of cereals, dalry products and beet'dropped by
80 per cent between 1973 and 1977. Beef exports to the
EEG came down from over 100,000 Yonnes 1n 1973 to below
10,000 tonnes in 1977.%°

Qhe change in Australia, New Zealend and Canada‘'s trade
patterns away from Britain has been dramatic, But Britain's
EEC membership has merely accelerated a trend which has been
obvious for two decades., Despite their bitter eriticism of
it, the Australians have accepted the CAP, They got modest
concessions in the multilateral trade negotiations, which
will give them an indugtrial tariff reductions in the EEC
and small quotas for cheese, beef and buffalo meat imports.
A deal between Britain and Australia will nov allow the
export of uranium to Britain, Australia already mgetg &
gignificant proportion of the Community's import needs of
aluminium, zine, tin and oopper.46

Despite these difficulties, however, the white Common-
wealth countries, particularly, Canada and Australia did not
vant Britain to leave the EEC in 1975. They demonstrated
that they were overcoming the transitional difficulties
between the o0ld Commonwealth system and the new economic

connexion growing round the EEC. The Canadian Prime Minister,

45 The Economist, 17 June 1978.

46 All the data are collected from The Economist,
17 June 1978, pp.63=-4 and 4 August 1979, Pp. 3—34.
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Pierre Irudeau demonstrated that Canada can negotiate with
the EEC directly and successfully to obtain compensation
for the losses suffered by Canada from the SEG enlargement
and from the unfair operations of the CAP,47

. In all three eoﬁntrias the point is made that under
pressure of world economic chénge and a nevw structuré of
costs, the regime of cheap food for Britain was dead, Their
#roducers, with rieing expaotatio#a of living standards,
wauld hardly be prepared to_subaidize the British consumer
whé cannot offer the advantages of the British connections
in terms of markets or defemce, With the rise in population
and development, the world market was bounéd to have become
more profitable for the agricniturally surplus Commonwealth
countries. |

Britain's relations with and influence in the Commonwealth

wag actually faltering prior to its joining the BEC. The
staunchly Buropean, Edward Heath, was generally reticent
about the Commonwealth and its étfaira. Heath's strong
reaction et the Singapore Commonwealth Prime MNinisters
Conference in 1971 against African coriticism of British arms
sales to South Africa and Eritish policy in Rhodesia left
the impression that the Commonwealth was regarded as a
hindrance, an unwarranted leftover from the imperial past,
complicating Britain's entry into Europe; that the Commone
vealth was no longer go important to Britain that it would

§7  The Times, 19 May 1974,
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gilently suffer the strictures of other members, British
dealings with South Africa were dictated to a great extent
" by the country's economic weakness. For instance there is
the cape of British economie Ainvestments in and aym supply
o Sanfh Africa, In 1967 when the ban on arms supply %o
South Afrieca ceme to be reviewed by the Wilson Government,
the cabinet was subjected to strong temptations to drop it
in view of the pevers balance of payments problem which
subsequently resulted in devaluation of the sterling in
Hovember that year, It was hoped that ESC memberzhip would
provide a good economic foundation to the country and the
necesaity to rely on trede with South Africa would reduce,48

The developments in the Singapore Conference may have
succeeded in persuading the other Commonwealth members to
question 0ld apsumptions and to realize that "as one of
the consequences of British entry into the BEC, London does
not have to be the ventre of the Oommonwealth,??

Since the gestation period before Britain finslly
became a member of the European Communlty was so long, most
0f the changes that British relations with the Commonwealth

48 F,8. Northedge, "British Foreign FPolicy in a
Community Context” in Kenneth J. Twichett (ed.),
0pe_and : The External Relation of the
Cgmmon Harket Lon&on, 19 s PP. 186-187.

49 The Timeg, 30 July 1973.
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underwent, had already teken place in the 1960s and early
1970e and membership of the EEC only confirmed this,
Demongtration of ghifting British loyalty was available in
the Ottawa Conference of 1973 where, despite atrohg pressures
from Augtralia and Hew Zeeland, the two countriesg most
affected, Bdward Heath firmly refused to condemn France for
its atmospheric nuclear tests in the South Pacific on the
ground that France was a friend and partner of Britain whom
1t would not like to condemn in public,’O

There were rumblings of change inside the Commonwealth
ag well. For 4oo long, Britain had been the centre of the
Commonwealth and the o0ld colonial Empire. The new national
leéders vere yearning to assert their independence, yet slow
to cast off past habite and attitudes essentielly dependent.
There was genéral acceptance of the fact that apart from
goodwill and old associations, Britain has the right to give
prinsrity to its national interests,

There was some revivael of the old gentimental attachment
towards the Commonwealth in Britich Government circles after
the Iabour Government agsumed office. But thig ves primarily
due to the fact that Wilson and Cpllaghan lacked the fervent
dedication to Burope that Bdwerd Heath had., Both Harold
Wilson and James Callaghan were too much of a pragmatist to

realise that the Commonwealth of 1975 was hardly a substitute

50 The Statesman (New Delhi), 4 August 1973.
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for the Common Market, Yet they were keen to maintain
close and fraternal ties with the Commonwealth which had
become too old a habit to discard, The Commonwealth
Conference of May 1975 in Jamaica and June 1977 in lLondon
did not have the fireworks of Singapore or the GHilly
undercurrent of discontent as in Ottawa between Britain
an& ite partners..

The Commonwealth, as it existed in the 1950s and early
19608, is a thing of the past. Vhatever the amount of
British discontent with the EEC, it can hardly think in
terms of & grand revival of the worldwide role of the
Commonwealth under British leadership in the late 1970s and
early 1980s. membership of the EEC hasg put Britain's
Commonwealth link 4in a more balanced and realiptio perspective.
The occasional gathering of the Commonwealih heads of states
in a conference somevhere in the world is now both a
pleagant and sad reminder to Britain and the British of the
glorious exra that was theirs,
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INTERACTION WITH EEC PARTEERS

~ Britain's joining the European Community on Ist January
1973 was, 2p has been noted elsewhere, the culmination of a
realigation that the country's long term future lay in
Burope. The geographical imolation which had profoundly
influenced the country's foreign policy for centuries, the
sense of being with Europe but not in i%, was'finally seen
to have ceased to be a factor in the caloulations of the
country's statesmen. DBritain's destiny, which was always
considered to have been intertwined with thaf of Europe's,
particularly after the Second World ¥War, was at last hitched,
economiocally at leasgt, with i+¢.

But the gquestion that has assumed significant dimensions
is to what extent has Britain been successful in its venture
to become 'Buropean! in gix years of the Community membership.
This was also the first time when Britain came to almost
day-to-day contact with the other West European states,
notably France and West Germany, through the Community
institutions. This opportunity elone went a lomg way to
reise Britain's relations with these two states on to a
higher plane,

There was a real improvement in relations between Framce
and Britain after the heavily personaliged emphasis on French
foreign policy was removed following the departure of De
Gaulle who was ingtrumental in keeping Britain out of the

122
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European Economic Community for & decade. Despite
President ?ompidoufs declaration to improve relatlons,

the process by which Eranée accepted the British entry
into the EEC was unpredictable and liadble to breakdown

at any time between 1970 and 1972, But Edward Heath, on
being elected Prime Minister in June 1970 quickly moved to
establish a personal rappoit with President Pompidou.

This was reflected in the auoéessful outcone in the
negotiations which was deternined by a meeting in Paris on
21 May 1971 between Pompidou and Heath leading to the
resolution of outstanding iesues regarding British
trangition to Community preference in agriculture, the
scale of their contributions to the Community budget anmd
the adaption of the position of sterling to Community

' 2nis was sufficient %o enahle Britdin to sign
the Treaty of Rome in January 1972.

The French and the British experiences with membership
of the Community have been essentially different., Unlike
Britein, France had initiated the BEuropean unity movement
itself and taken active part right from the inception of
the European Coal and Steel Community in 1950, This
transitional experiencs between ECSC and the EEC from 1951

needsg,

1 DNeville Waites, "Britain and France : Towards a
Stable Relationship”, World Todey (London),
December 1976, pp.451=90, o
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to 1957 had greatly benefited it and it did not see the

EEC as a2 subgtitute for i1ts empire until long after signing
the Treaty of Rome in 1957.

| The British, on the other hand, were very conscious of
having lost an empire and seecking a new role in 1970s. The
BEC was considered to be the only orgenisation which was
capable of offering Britain the role it lost,

There wes greater confidence in France in its bilateral
relations with Britain, having already overisken it and
become the fifth largest industrial power in the unrld.a
Britain wasfbeing consldered as a valuable market for
industrial as well as agricultural produce from France,
French suspicion of 19603, that Britain principally owed
loyalty to the United States, was somewhat allayed by the
withdraval of British armed forces from the east of Sueg
by the previous Labour Govermment of Harold Wilson.

But the Yom Kippur war between Israel and the Arabs in
October 1973 saw some divergence in British and French
opinions. France refused to condemn the Arabs and spuinad
US proposals to Join 2 joint front against the oil producing
countries.

The British, on the other hand, under Edwaxd Heath,
were not willing to have sn open confrontation with the
United States. They were algo prepared to have en open
mind, along with other EEC countries to Henry Kissinger's

2 Ibid,
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initiatives in gearch of a glodbel solution to the energy
criaia.3 |

The Anglo-Saxon. connection was, therefore, partly
responsible for a deterioration in Franco~British relations
even before the Labour Govermment of 1974 raised the question
of renegotiations.

The election of the Labour Government and Harold Wileson's
demand for renegotiation of the terms of membership brought
unpleasantness between Britain and ite EEC pariners, particularly
France, Some French observers, who had been closely involved
with negotiations leading to British entry, and the Foreign
. Minister, Michel Jobert, were irritated and dieappointed‘4
As has already been noted, the demand for renegotiation was
a reflection of the schism that had developed in the British
Labour Party on the question of the Common Market. The left
wing of the ILabour Party which was particularly vociferous in
its opposition to the EEC was the main problem of the govermments
. under both Harold ¥Wilson and James Callaghan., Neither of them
could afford to be seen to be compromising on what could be
termed essential RBritish 1ntereets.5

The actual exercise invrenegotiation sav only marginal
improvement in the entry terme which, some critics pronocunced,

could have been done through the normal process of bargaining

Ibid,
Iviad,

‘A.M, Rendel, "The Way to Burope 4s Seen from London”,
Aussen Politik (Hamburg), vol.27, ne.3, 1976, pp.273-286.
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under tha‘EEc ingtitutions. But to the leadership of the
Labour Party and the Government the issue related to their
very survival as a united teanm and hence it was a process

. they had to see through, however unpalatable the exercise
night have proved to be, But this was the first step which
contributed towards an increase in British popularity among
its partners,

Relationg became even more sirained during 1975 by British
attémpts to harmonise national and EEC policies to cope with
commulative problems by the world economic crisis which was
triggered off by the quadrupling oil prices in 1974 and 1975,
Thanks to the discovery of large resources of oil in the Horth
gsea, Britain wap fast becoming the major oil producing country
in VWestern Burope, well on its way to self-sufficiency.
Britain was running a large balance of payments deficit amd
this motivated the British Government to seek EEC support for
e minimum oll price in order to uphold the value of HNorth
Sea oil ngainst what was then seen to be 2 danger of falling
world market prices. At the BEEC summit meeting of the Heads
of Governments in Rome in December 1975, Britain alienated
its partners sven further by demanding separate representation
for itself at thé Paris World Energy Conference to be held late

that month.s Not only was its demand not met, but lack of

6 Waites, n,t.
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agreement on the issue of minimum price of o0il prevented
the British policy from achieving any degree of material
puccess, . _

The contrast between the British and the Erenqh policies
on that occasion wasg striking. While the British Government
vag resolutely defending national interests, the French
Govermment was being European by accepting representation by
an EEC delegate and even globalist in waiving possible claims
to chair the Conference in Farie¢7 There vwere several polnts
of frioctions in the Franco-British relations in early 1976
when President Giescard E'staingts state vislt was being
planned, but closer and more frequent contacts through
British membership of the EEG had creatéd a better and more
useful understanding of each other's position.

Prosident Giscard's state visit to Britain in June
1976 succeeded in restoring some meagure of cordiality in
Franco-British relations which had been clouded by the
controversy surrounding the question of renegotiations and
subgequently the British demand of a separate seat in the .
Paris Energy Conference in 1975, The discussions emphosized
the importance of regular contact between the two countries
at the highest level. The common interests of the two
countries were gaining recognition. Besidesvbeing important
trading partners, they also shared joint projects, particularly
in the field of aerospace whose important fruiﬁs@fggi;orde
and the Jagaur,

7 Ibid.
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But inside the EBEC, there are basic differences of
interests between the two countries. Thie relates particularly
‘to the Common Agricultural Policy which benefits Frence since
it has a large fa:ming population; this does not apply to
Britain vhich imports most of its food. |

There are a few major areas of confliot between Britain
and its pertners. These are fishing, the Common Agricultural
Policy, the budget oontribution and the European.ﬂonetaxy
Union. In each of these areas, the British experience did not
match the expectations and anticipations generated at the time
of entry, | |

The wranglingo over the Community fishing policy between
Britain and its partners over the lagt few years have been
pretty unsavoury. Fi.shing, as one of the prinecipil occupations
in the North of England and in Scotland, is a very important
item of national intereat‘for any, but particularly Labour
Governments,

The Community took long before taking initiative inm
formulating a common fishing policy. In the preliminary
parleys on fish in 1976, Britein and Ireland demanded an
exclusive zone of fifty miles of waters off their coasts
for fishing rights. This demand was rejected by the other
seven ag an idea inimical to the EEC principle of free movement
of labour within EEC territory and would be disoriminatory, if

1mplemented.8

8  Ihe Economigt (London), 24 Juue 1978, p.60.
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After the pronouncement of 200 miles of territorial water
off EEC coasts, Britain brought pressure on its partners in
late 1976 and early 1977 to keep Russian trawlers off EEC
vaters ag they were hurting Britigh fishermen, The iesue was
taken up with the Soviet Union and an agreement reached, This
was also a good example of a joint foreign policy stand by the
Buropean Community.

In the next round of negotiations, Britain stated that it
vag prepared to moderate its demand for an exclusive fifty mile
zone in waters around it, if British fighermen were given
preferential treatiment in the quota system the Community was
proposing. Sixty per cent of the EEC's waters surround Britain
and 1t was keen to make up for the losses in catch dby exclusion
from deep sea waters off Iceland in the latest agreement between
the two conntriea.g

One of the reasons for fish being a sensitive issue, though
it employs only 0.1 per cent of Britain's labour force, is that
twentytwo Parliamentary constituencies are assoociated with
Britain's eighteen ma jor fishing ports and almost all of them
are marginal both to the Labour and the Conservative Parties;
hence no matter who is in power, they cannot afford to be seen
giving grounds on fish.1°

To a certain extent Britain was right to present a rather
nationalistic posture over fishing rights. The original
fishing policy of the Six, passed in 1970, laid down equel

9 The Economigt, 28 August, 1976, pp.45-6,

. 10 1Ibid,
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access for all member states to Community waters over 60 per
cent of vhich was British. The proposals enunciated by the
EEC Commission at the end of 1977 gave Britain only 24 per
cent of all the EEC's fiah.“
Early in 1978 wapg 8 bad time so far as Britéin's

‘relations with its Community partners were concerned, This
was when thinge came to a head over the fishing policy
dispute and the cross channel relations reached the lowest
point any time since the 1975 renegotiations and referendum.
Barly in February 1978 the British Minister for Agriculture,
John Silkin blocked progress towards a common fishing policy
in retaliation for the rejection of a Britich demand by its
partners that it be granted a twelve mile exclusive gone

and a twelve to fif%y mile zone where British fishermen
should dominate in fishing righta.’a The reaction of othex
member countries was pretty bitter and angry; Britein's
allegiance %o the EEC was called into guestion., Antoine
Humblet, the Belgian Farm Hinister, said the Community was
greatly worried about whether the Labour Government, or
indeed Britain as a whole, wanted Burope. Niels Anker Kofoed,
a former Danish Fish Minister, remarked that De Gaulle was
right to believe that Britain wasg not mature enough for
Commund ty membership.'> 'Ie Monde', the prestigious French
Hewepaper, in an editorial entitled: "The Europe of the Eight"

11  Ibid., 24 June 1978, p.60.
12  Ibid., 11 Pebruary 1978, p.58.
13  Ibid.
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said: "The oad spectacle of the past few daye in Brussels
confirms that the language of the Community is unknown to
the British.'4

These strong feelingﬁ,ﬁake it amply clear heow unpopular
Britain has beoome with its partners in Europe. The stalemate
on fishing continued throughout 1978 and the other eight
maintained a united front againgt Britain's demands and
appliod the agroements they reached on an ad hoc basis hoping
that Britain would come roﬁaa to its senges once the British
General Elecctions were over, |

On the question of direot elections to the Buropean
Parliament too, Britain falled to perform as an enthusiastic
member of the Community. Due to domeetic difficulties it
failed to pass the necessary legielation in itime to get ready
for the June 1978 target date when elections were scheduled
to have been held,

Britain's foot-diragging on Direct Elections provoked
a suggestion from Henri Simonet, Belgian Foreign Minister
and President of the EEC Council in September 1977 that if
Britain could not pags & bill providing for direct elections
to Buropean Parliament in time, the elections still should
£0 shead as planned in May or June 1978 in the other eight
member countries,'> However, the suggestion was not acceptable
to the other eight, as they were keep to hold the elections
thrnughouf the Community at the same time, ‘

14 Quoted in Ibid., 11 PFebruary 1978, p.58.
15 The Bceonomigt, 17 September 1977, p.67.
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In January 1978, Britain ;n:ormed its partners that i¢
would not be able to make it for the elections the following
June.'® Finelly the heads of states decided at a European
Sumpit in April 1978 o hold the elections in June 1979.17
Once again Britain was the odd man out to have caused a
setback to the Community’s growth and progress and the
experience did not exactly endear Britain {o its parfners.

On the ensrgy front too, serious diaagreéments have
bedevilled relationg between Britain and its Community
partners., In 1978 the British Energy Secretary, Anthony Wedgewood
Benn, himself a renowned anti-marketeer, publicly atated
that there were a number of areas in which the European
Commliseion and Britein are at odds. A detailed examination
of the issue would reveal why this ig 80.

The Community countries are essentially dependent on
imported crude oil; 60 per cent of their totel requirements
come from abroad thus making the Community the world's
largeat importer of the commodity. But, this is not the oase
with Britain which has found huge reserves of oil and natural
&8s in its gector of the North Sea. It was estimated some
years ago that by 1980, the United Kingdom will be able to_
supply all of ite oil requirements whereas, assuming the
present supply patterns to continue, the other Community
countries, will, by then, be importing nearly 70 per cent of

16 The Economigt, 21 January 1978, p.61.

17 The Economigt, 15 April 1978, p.58. These were duly
held in June 1979.
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their total requirements, HNaturally the importance that
North Sez oil acquires in this context can be easily guessed.
Hence the need for reducing this potentially dangerous
dependence on imported oil has been stressed by the Community
and joint efforts have been eneourhged to promote production
of indigenous energy resources such as co&l, nusclear power

and offshore oil and matural gas.

There have been conflicting interpretations of the Treaty
of Rome relating to its application to the continental shelf;
the legal status of Noxrth Sea.oil end gas is élso in doubt
with the Commission once asserting that it is 'Furopean oil'.
However, it seemed to change its position vhen it confirmed
in reply to 2 question from a Eritish Member of the European
Parliament on 27 April 1974, the view expressed in the
Commiesion's memorandum of 1970 that "these natural resources
belong entirely to the member states concerned which may
therefore derive the full eccnomic advantages from them, for
example, dues, taxation and balance of payments benefits? 18

So legally and politiocally these are national and not
communi ty resources, However, the situation, so far as the
Horth Sea o0il is concerned, has been further complicated by
the U.K. Continental Shelf Act, 1964. Bui, as against popular

beiief instead of nationalising the resources of the Shelf ox

18  Quoted in J,C, Woodliffe, “North Sea 0il - The EEC
Connection™, Common Market Law Review (Leyden: The
Hotherlands), Fobruary 1975, .15
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acquiring its ownership, it confers on the Government "the
rights to explore and exploit the natural resources of the
sea bed and pubsoll outside the territorial sea in areas
designated for that purpose.”‘g Since the Act, 8 gystem
has been svolved under which the govarnmenﬁ igaues licences
to operators which require them to bring any natural resources
extracted from the sea bed to British soil first and subsequently
the Government takes charge of tHem,

Some provisions of the Trealy of Home, noitably those on
the right of establishment end the freedom to prbvide services
are violated by Britiahlpraeticea under the Act of 1964, These
require, according to the itwo directiives of the Council of
Minigters of 1964 and 1969, ", .. the removal of restrictions
relating to prospecting end drilling for oil eand natural gas
which prevent the nationals (whether naturel persons or
companies) of one member state from establishing themselves
in the territory of anpther membter state or from providing
services there on the same conditions as nationals of the
latter atate.‘zo Thus it 13 olear that this fundamental
EEC norm of non-discrimination on grounds of nationality has
significant implications for British laws relating to oil and
gas activities. The treaty of accession has singled out British
policy of restricting the issue of licences to British nationals
resident in the United Kingdom and the British companies

registered there and asked for its removal.z1

19 Ibid., p.13s
20 Ibid. » p.i?.
21 Ibid., p.‘!B.
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The question of contribution to the Community budget
has become another bone of contention between Britain and
its Community partners.l ¥hen Britain joined the European
Community, it knew that as a non-farming country it would
be a net contributor to the EEC spending since over 70 per
cent of the Community budget is donated to the financing of
Conmon Agricultural Policy. Bubt in the first five years
of membership, it did rather better by psying less than it
had expaected to pay. The treasury had expected in 1971 to
pay a whopping £1295m between 1973 and 1977. Instead the
bill wes only £612m.22 This was partly because of the fall
in the value of sterling during this period.

But since 1976 the bill has been rising fast, The
picture would be evident from the table below:

Britain'’s Net Contribution to the EEC

Year &dillion
1973 111
1974 37
1975 ~-45
1976 178
1977 481
1378 822
1979 . 829
1980 1199

Hote: Figures for 1979 and 1980 are eatimates«23

22 The Economist, 18 November 1978, p.45.

23 The Economigi, 17 November 1979, p.24.
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The figures are high from 1976 onwards bhecause the bills
are now calculated in resl Pounds, partly because Britain's
trensition period ended in December 1977 and partly because
grovwing food surpluses pushed up overall EEC apending (in
terms of subsidies to the farmers.)Z

The heart of the problem is that Britain gets little
benefits from the EEC spending because 74 per cent of it goes
on agriculture, The Common Agricultural Policy hag nevey
been advantageous to Britain., The British do especially
badly becauge they have so few farmers., Most of the EBEC cash
is earned from customs duties, farm levies and direct governw
ment payments linked to national GEPs. This system does not
guit Britain because it is a big importer of food and other
goods from outside the EEC and so has to pay more levies than
mogst. The Community's failure to develeop its policlies in
gectors other than agriculture (such as regional and industrial
policies) which would have benofited Britain particularly hes
exagerbated the situation,

The poor image Britain created in the Community by its
behaviour, particularly the haggling over fish and energy, has
made its partners unsympathetéc even though Britain had a

2
genuine case over the budget.

24 The Economispt, 4 November 1978, p.53.

25 In the Hovember 1979 heads of summit meeting in
Dublin, this issue hag again come to the forefront
and the showdown between Mres Thatcher, British Prime
I‘inigter, and her colleagues from the Community hes
once again highlighted the geriousness of the
situation so far as Britaln is concerned,
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The question of economic and monetary union has been
another fundamental issue vhich has digturbed and aglitated the
‘British minds over the lagt few ye2rs, HNonetary Union among
the Comnunity members was one of the firat steps which were
envigeged by the Treaty of Rome to bring about & federal Europe,
Hence this has always been & target of criticism by the anti-
marketeers in Britein, particularly the left.wingers, The
talk of monetary union was considered %o be ancther dangerous
feature of the EEC which would destroy the integrity of the
British nationzl state,

A monetary arrangement of any significance when Britain
Joined the'CQmmunity wag the ‘sneke', This was an arrangement
set up in April 1972 %o reduce exchange rate fluctuations by
restricting members? ocurrencies within 8 narxrrow band of 2/4 per
cent on elther gide of their base rateg against other 'snake!
currenclies, Thus & weak ocurrency was given very litile percentage
margin and this precipitated the withdrawal of sterling, a weak
currency, from the Snake within a few weeks after it had entered
it in 1973. Similarly, France too had to withdraw once in 1974
and again in 1976, 8o when the initiative for the new European
Honetary System (EMS) was taken by the West German Chancellor,
Helmut Schmidt, in early 1978 only the Germean Mark, the Danish
Crown and the Benelux currencies were participating in the
!'Snake’,

Chancellor Schmidt of Vest Germany had long been dissatisfied
vith the weakness of the Dollar in the international money markets
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and the damage it was doing to the Buropean economies,
especially that of Germany, President Carter seemed unable
or unwilling or both to try and do anything about it. The
broad outline of the plan deviged by Schmidt in consultation
with his economic e2dvisers was first put to other members of
the Community at a meeting of the EBuropsan Council in
Copenhagen on April 7, 1978. The plan was made known to the
general public only after the Bremen meeting of the EEC Heads
of Governments on July 6th and 7th,

- The plen itself is very complicated and technical, It
wvas devised to keep in EEC currencies from wildly fluctuating
against one another thus ensuring smoother transactions and
to ereate safeguards against the unreliability of the Dollar
a5 8 reserved curxrency. "The Buropean Currency Unit (ECU),
having the same definition as the already existing Buropean
Unit of Account (EUA), was to be at the centre of the system
apnd was to be uged as a means of settlement between the
Communi ty Monetary Authorities. '...There was to be a pooling
of members' reserves to the extent of 20 per cent of their
gold andi foreign currency holdings and an equivalent amount
of their national currencies" thus providing for "more than
the rather meagre amounts available to back exchange rates
for menbers of the ‘'snake' through swop arrangements and
mutual assistance among Central Banks...., The arrangement
celled for intensified consultations to coordinate exchange
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rate‘poliﬁieﬁ.ﬁ.”zs
The scheme received an enthusiasgtic response from
President Giscard D'Estaing of France who considered it a
fresh opportunity to reorganise the French economy. A
period of relative exchange rate stability would be needed
to build confidence in the commercial and industrial sectors
and for this purpose the French President preferred a systenm
of fixed to one of floating exchange rates,

However, the discordant note was struck by the British
Prime Minister, Jemes Callaghan, Callaghan thought that
the scheme was too revelutionary and the right economic
foundation for such & scheme was Just not there, He believed
that if the Community continuwed with the concerted action
get out in his five-point plan to increase growth and reduce
inflation and unemployment placed before it earlier that
year, the right foundation for the introduction of Buropean
Monetary Union would be 1aid.27 He feared that the scheme
that was beilng proposed would keep currencies artificially
overvalued or undervalued.

James Callaghan was not alone in hip scepticism. There
wasg lack of enthusiasm from the Conservatives as well for

the scheme &g their economic spokesman argued that it was

.26  Jocelyn Statler, "British Foreign Policy to 1985-VIII -
The Buropean Monmetary System 3 From Conception to

Birthz, nternational Affairs (London), April 1979,

PP. 21 ""1 L]

27 UK, HMSO, "The European Monetary System", Cmnd 7405
(Iaondon, '978), p.2. —
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an artificial strapping of Euro~currencies together in a
nevw 'snake', Europe should move to currency union by more
ratural means. There was hostile noises from the British
industry and its mouthpliece the Confederation of British
Indugtries (GBI).28 Several ma jor exporters were scared
that Sterling might rise as a result of & link with the
powerful German Mark and this would damage their export
proepeeta.29 |
The Labour Party, as usual, took a very hostile attitude
which was reflected in the Labour Party Conference in QOctober
1978. Most of the speakers left no doubt in Caliaghan's
mind what the grassroot Labour attitude to EEC in general
and the RIS in particular was.3° Callaghan could also ille
afford to have a grant row ih the party over EMS when one
internal party fight was already on his hande over Government
policy of reétrieting wage rigses to 5 per cent in 1978-79,
Both he and Denis Healey, the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
argued thet preference should be given to see the pay policy
through. Apart from this they believed that entry into the
B8, with the probability of the consequent devaluation of
the Pound, would make inflation worse. And if the pay yolioyﬁ
is busted, the long term prospects of Britain being able to
stay in the RIS would be greatly reduced.

28 The Boonomist, 7 October 1978, p.64.
29 Ibid.
30 [The Economist, 28 October, 1978, p.23.
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These considerations persuaded Callaghan to change his
mind, (At one stage he was inclined to the view that, "though
the prospects of Britain getting the modifications it sought
in the BIS struocture were not good, the political digadvantages
of staying out were so great that it would be better to go 1ﬂ§?1
So when he met the German Chancellor on Qctobexr 18th-19th,
Callaghan informed him of his change of mind and publicly
stated that Britain was giving overriding priority to the
conquest of 1nflation.32

Disagreemsnts and wranglings on specific issues between
Britain and its Community partnsrs apart, the question of
taking position on various agpects of foreign relation algo
became a serious issue %o merit attention. The dilemma for
British foreign policy as a congequence of joining the EEC
was whether to press for anmd join in a joint Buropean foreign
policy which is different from just taking joint positions
on different international igssues or pursue & *national’
foreign policy of its own. Aftor all one of the purposes of
joining the BEC was to gain 2 more powerful voice in inter-
national affairs.

Britain 1s assumed to be a key member of the Community
by many British politiciang ag it is 2 member of many inter-
national organisations and treaties ag well as by virtue of its

size and Gross Hational Product., A dilemma arises in a

31 The Foonomist, 28 October 1978, p.23.
32 Ibid.
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situation where 1t is chosen because of its size and importance
to spesk ag a representative éf the Burope of the HNine., Here,
it would have to strike 2 balance between ite own national
interests exd those of Europe and sometimes be required to
"pﬁx forward the European position even when it diverges
rather drastically from the national position. Any serious
progresa towerds & common foreign policy would seem to pose
hard choices - to give up privileged position on international
decision naking bodies or to use these positions for the
promotion of Euvopesn rather than British interests or to
accept the voice of another EEC momber or that of the EBC
commisaion?33

*Britain's relations with the Community both before and
after eniry have often been lacking in realism and oreative
imagination.“54 Its policy has been dligtorted by the battles
of internal politice which ip natural enough in the cage of
any country, but nore so with Britain because of its hisgtorical
position vis-e-vig Burcpe, Huving lost the chance of being
present a8t the creatlon of and exercising & dominant role in
the Community from its inception, Britain gave the impression,
after becoming a member, that it looked to the Community merely

33 Lawrence Freedman, "Britain and 2 European Foreign
Policy", ¥orld Today, NMey 1977, pp.167-175,

34 Hunphrey Trevelyan, "Towapds a British Role in Foreign
Affairs", International Affairs, April 1978, pp.203-219.
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as & cow to be milked to its advantage,”? |

Since Britain joined 1%, the Community has taken
important steps in coordinating views on foreign relation,
although the c¢redit for this does not necessarily go to
Britain iteelf, During the Middle Bast ¢risis of October
November 1973, the Foreign Ministers of the Nine EEC countries
met at Brussels on 7 November 1973 and issued 8 joint decla-
ration in which they emphasimed that the Middle BEast orisis
would have to be solved according to the UN resolution Fo,242
which called upon Israel to vacate the Aradb lands it occupied
in the 1967 war,>¢

In the Horth-South dialogue between the developed and
developing states, the EEC leaders set the pace by taking a
joint stand at a meeting in Liondon in Hay 1977. At thie
meeting common positions were worked out on transfer of
resourses from rich to pocor countries, the supply of raw
naterials from the develcping to the industrialised countries
and stabilisation of export earnings of poor ccmmodity

producing countriea.37

35 Ibid.

36 This period, however, saw a crisig in EEC renks when
Helland was subjected to an Arab oil boycott because
of 1ts open support of Israel., The markedly pro-Arab
posture adopted by other ESC countries to secure
thelr oil supplies left a lot of bitterness all around,
The Economigt, 10 November 1973, p.79 and 24 ilovember

¢t P+0O.

37 The Economist, 7 May 1977, p.59.
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On the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Burope (CSCE), the Nine presented themselves to be a
reasonably olear'and cokéaive grouping at the preperatory
Helsinki meeting. "At the CSCE 1tself, the Community
continued %o play an active part with the Commission
speaking in Committee and appearing on the delegatlon of
the member state holding the Presidency of the Council of
Miniaters.°38 Since & good deal of conference deliberations
dealt with trade, economic sxchanges and cultural relations
ag with security, the Community was able to play 8 very
ugeful part,

Hovever, the central theme of European 3ecurity is
still regorded by the British to lie in the military support
of the United States, The temptation to face both wvays =
the United States and Burope ~ has for from disappeared in
Britain. However, the ‘gpecial relationship! between
Britain and the United States is graduzlly bscoming a part
of the bilateral relations betuween the United States and
the Community; in the realm of defence KFATQ contiones to be
the bedrock of ties betweern Europe and Amarica.sg

During these first years of membership, organic links
between Britain and the Continent were also being establiched
ag - expected. An efficient British representation in the

38 ZKenneth J.Twibchett (ed.), Europe and the World: ' -
The External Relations of the Common Narket {London,1976),
P+29. A recent example wias the joint condemnation of
the Russian intervention in Afghanisian issued by the

Community. The Economigt, 19 January 1980, p.44.
39 TreValy&n' n, 340
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Community institutions, and particularly in the Commission,
wag egtablished, The British delegation is a satigfactory
blend between diplomats and home oivil servents who have
gelned a high standing in Burcope, Despite initial reticense
the Trade Union leaders began éo take & more active interest
in the affairs of the Community after the renegotiations and
refare_ndum' of 1975. Leﬁ Murray, General Secretary of the
Trade Union Congress (TUC), which is the front organisation
of all British Trade Unions, hag paid regular visits to the
continent to attend meetings of the European TUC Executive
and of the EEC's Economioc and Social Committees as have other
senior trade unioniets.40'

Links between different political parties of the Community
countries have been an important feature of the BEC, Sometime
after Britain joined the Community, efforte were undervay to
form a right-wing Euro-party with the participation of the
British Conservatives, the Christian Jemocrate of Germany,
Italy, the Benelux countries and the Frenoch Gaullists. The
plan, however, ran into trouble since some parties, especially
the Christian Democrats of the Benelux countries regarded the
British Conservatives as too right wing and reactionaries.
This was, however, not the view of the Christian Democrats
of Germuny whose leader, Helmut Kohl, extended & warm reception

to the Conservative Shadow Fbraign Secretary, John Davies, in

40 The Economigt, 5 June 1976, p.56.
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Maych 1977. However, an initiative taken by‘Harr Kohl to
forge a common front of the likeminded right-wing groups
did not succeed when only sleven of the twenty~five of the
Buroparties who were invited to & meeting in Munich that

year, bothered to turn up.41

Apparently, others, especially
the Benelux parties, had objections against the prasence of
the Conservatives. |

The attitude of the Conservatives, however, towards the
EEC had undergone & change after ilargaret Thatcher replacad
Edward Heath ag the leader of the Party. Her outlook vig-g-
vie the BEC is ¢ool and somewhat indifferent, an impreassion
she hag conveysd during her visits to Buresels and other
Compunity countries since she becane Party leader. 8he also
hag seemed to indicate that if a Conservative Goverament came
to pover soon its EEC policy would not be much difforent from
the one followed by the Iebour Government, The BEC has not
really ranked very high in her agenda of priorities where
domestic--c affaire have usually itaken the most pre-eminent
poeition,

In April 1978 ithe Baropean Democratic Union (EDU) was
founded at Salzburg. It consisted of 18 Suropean centre-right
parties, including the Conservatives., Degpite disagreements
among themselves on many leading BEC issues, the leading allies
in the EDU vere largaret Thatcher's Couservaiives, Helmut Xohl's

41 The EBconomiat, 19 March 1977, p.60.
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German Christian Democcrats and Jacques Chirac'!s Gaullists,

In fact,'the Congservatives had been trying to forge such a
link singe 197%. But, the non-religious and union-bashing
image of the British Conservatives was positively distesteful
to the Christian Democrats of the Benelux countries who were
themselves dependent in many cases on the religlous and trade
union elements in their own countries; the Italian Christian
Democrats toc were worried about the electorally damaging
implicatione of cloge links with the COnservativee.42 _

Ag parly leader, Margaret Thatcher has not won many
Buropean friends. Uhen ghe s2v Belgium'’s Christian Demoocrat
Prime Minister, Leo Tindemens, in the autumn of 1977 she
advised him on the dangers of ruling in coalition with the
socialists.43 This failure to graegp the nature of continental
polities has confirmsd Mre Thatchert's right wing repatation
in the eyee of msny Christiasn Denoccxrats,

Once the Conservietives realieed that they had no hope of
joining the Buropecn People's Party founded by the Christien
Democrats in 1975, they woriced out an alternative strategy to
ereate aa uabrella group of centre and righieuwing perties
from both inside and outzside the EEC to be called the European
Democratic Union (BDU) which has already been refarred to.

Of the 18 parties which attended the Balzburg meoting, 10 joined

inmediately and 8 o*hers reserved their position., lModalities

42 The Eccnomigt, 29 April 1978, pp.64~5.
43 Ibid.
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for closer co-operation among the parties were set in action.
Inpide the European Parliament, however, the only group %o
be associated with the British Congervatives are the Danigh
Congervatives.

The attitude of the Labour Party towards its counterparts
in Burops hags always been lukewarm both before and after
Britain's entry to Burope, It has always considered itself
more radical than its equivalents on the continent and prided
on its links with and sympathies for the third world, parti-
cularly the new independent Commonwealth countries,

The Partiy boyscotted the Community ingtitutions, especially
the Burgpean Assembly, in the imuediate afterasth of 3ritain
Jjoining the EEC because it did not agree vith the entry terms
negotiated by the Conservative Goverament. 4&fter it came to
power in Februsry 1974, it renegotiufcd some of the terms
of entry and placed them before a referendum. &fter the
positive reforendum verdict in favouwr of the Comaon Herket,

& Labour delegation of (.78 Jjoiuned the Strasbourg Farliament
in July 1975 and there hag been & full British participation
ever since, Although the Lz2bour 4.Xrs Joined the Socialiet
Group in the Buropean Parliament, scine of tham, especially
the anti-marketesrs, nave never besn very enthucizastic about
1t. Toough it has participated in {the EEC*'s Toeislist
lonfaderaticons since 1975, Labour fepresentativea nevoy
tried to hide their distrust of Buro-socialism, In the

June 1978 Sociulist Confedexration, the Party.was represented
by its General Secretary, Ronald Hayward and Isen Hikardo, a
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renowned left-wing and anti-market M.P. After the conference
wag over, they insisted that the final declaration should
contain a proviso that "further transfer of powers from
national Parliament to the Community institutions or from
the national Parliament to the European Parliament can take
place only with the clesr and direct sssent of the national
Govermments and Parlisment)*t

In fact, it may be noted here that five of the six years
of British membership of the Common Market, under consideration
here, were spent during the stewardship of the Labour Party.
Hence most of the wranglings and anti.EEC postures of Britain
during this period is a direct reflection of the politiocs
inside, and the attitude of the Labour Party itself, This
was the reagon for the somewhat Gaullist postures adoptéd
sometime by even pro-market leaders of the Labour Government,
1like Harold Wilson, Denlis Hedley,James Callaghan, or David
Owen, The paper-thin majority of the Labour Govermment in
1975-76 and its subsequent dependence on the Liberals in the
House of Commons made those leaders more cautious in their
publio statements and handling of political buasiness to the
wishes of the socialigt supporters on the left-wing of the
Party. 7The strong position taken by Wilson and Callaghan
in their demand for separate representation for Britein at
the Paris Energy and Economio Co~operation Conference in

44  Quoted in Ibid., 1 July 1978, p.54.
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December 1975 and the duestion of North Sea o0il was designed
to stave off the challenge of the nationalists in Scotland
where Labour wanted to maintain its hold,%?

Much of the unpopularity that Britain courted during
this period among its paritners in Europe could be ascribed
to the British Agriculture Minister, John Silkin., He is &
tough anti-marketeer and his selection t¢o the mensitive
Agriculture portfolio after the much milder, Fred Pearf
vag ¢levated to Peerage, was looked upon as 8 show of the
Labour Government!s anti-EEC feelings. Since the Agriculture
Ministers are most directly concerned with the EEC in the
fixing of the farm prices accounting for over 70 per cent
of the EEC budget and the working of a fishing polioy,
Silkin had to ecarry out most of the work in defending
Britain's national interests. Though he was acting all
the time with the cabinet's backing, his anti-market label
also gave the country some of its bad name.

A gteunch pro-Buropesn himeelf, David Owen, who became
the EBritieh Poreign Secretary after the death of Anthony
Crossland in February 1977, might have hoped that good work
during Britain{s Presidensy of the EBuropean Council between
January and June 1977 would be able to wipe out some of the
stigma of an unfaithful member the country had earned, But
despite some initial susceaa4§ this did not materialise as
Britain was aocugsed by ite partners of behaving in a most

45 Bendel, n.2.
46 The Economist, 12 March, 1977, p.b62.
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blatantly chauvinigtic fashion. Britain vag unlucky to
have gome of the mogt controversial issues thrown in during
its Presidency when crucial decisions on farming and fishing,
two areas of vital concern to Britain, were taken. The
chairing of these sessions by Silkin did not actually help.
The principal British worry wae to keep its food prices
down in a year which could have geen a general election.
British objections to the fixing of farm prices toward the
end of March 1977 which could have come into force on April
1 that year, was asoribed by its partners to a calculated
move by the lLebour -Government to 1mprove'1ts chances in
the Birminghem Stechford by-election to be followed
'ahor*ly.47 | |

A British Government white paper (cmnd 6887) published
in July 1977 accepted odliquely that eritiociam was made of
British Presidency of the EEC Council. It says, "There has
been some oriticism of our Presider’y for lack of restraint”
over national interests’'. "But disagreements are inevitable
~ on matters when the interests of member states do not
\6oincide...”48 1t asserts that to make up for any deficiency,
there were lots of successesg in the foreign policy field : &
Joint'stgnd at the North~South Conference held at Belgrade,49

47 1Ibid,, 30 April 1977, pP.59. This seat was held by
Roy Jenkins and became vacant after he wag offered the
Presidentship of the BEC Commission., In the event,
Iabour lost the seat,

48 UK, mi50, Developments in the European Communities;
The Unjted Kingdom's Presidency. cmnd, 6BBT(1977),D.2.

49 The Conference reviewing the progress achieved on European

Security since the Helsinki Summit of July 1975.
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progress at the Geneva trade talks, common concern for
African question ete,

Despite the unpleasantness in their mutual dealings
with each other, the reality of a British presence inslde
the Buropean Communi ty hag been gradually dawning on both
'@ides of the channel. The unquestionable dominance of
France and Germany has been scmewhat counter-balanced by
the arrival of Britain while the European connection has
added a new dimension to Britain's historic links with the
Commonwealth and the United States. It is hardly likely
that only six years of organic links with Burope would
have diluted the country’s centuries old yearnings for
international connectione; but the metemorphosis of
Britain into a more genuine Buropean state is'gradualiy
taking place., It is a long and painful process and only
the future can tell vhat its final outoome will be,
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CONCLUSION

In December 1978 Britain completed six years of
membership in the European Economic Community, These six
years have been a tumultuous period in recent British
higtory, dominated ag it was by the struggle between two
different outlooks - one oriented towards Europe and the
othexr seeking to preserve the gtatus quo. ILong years of
geographical and political isolation from the continent of
Europe had contriduted to the development of an ethos which
wag ggsentially non-European &nd internationalist in
character, Despite the rather loné gestation period, thanks
mainly to General De Gaulle's obsiinacy, before Britain
eventually entered the EEC, its efforts at adaptation to
the new environment have only been a bitter and painful
experience, 7The failure to derive the expected benefits,
hovwever unrealistic they might seem to have been, made the
ad justing process an even more bitter pill to swallow, It
was the misfortune of Britain and alsoc that of Burope that
this period of Britain's membership has been economically
the most unfavourable phase since the Second World War when
skyrocketing oil prices sent almost all the industrially
advanced economies of the West into the most severe economio
depression gseen pince the 1930s. The phenomenal growth rates
that propelled the original six members of the EEC to a
period of unprecedented prosperity in their history in the
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19608 had, to all intents and purposes, been at an end
vithin a year of Britain joining them. This failure to
reap quick economic benefits from the European Community
membership aggravated domestic tension.

Ag already noted, the realigation that BEritain could
not expect to have an effective voice and play a ugeful role
in international affairs on its own had motivated Harold
Haomillan and successive British Government leaders $o choose
the European road despite its pitfalls, The increasing
isolation and irrelevance of Britain to important affairs of
the world was 8 telling demonsiration of the decline that
Britain had suffered eince the war. It took another ten years
for Britain to realize what leaders of other European
countries like Jeannmbnnet of Prance and Chancellor Adenauer
©of Goermany had done in the 19508 - that BEurope could only
count in the world of the super powers as a united entity,
that individual European couniries, because of their small
size and lack of resources, would face political and economic
oblivion if they 4id not join handsg together. This realization
and the consequent action has paid rich dividends, The EEC
of today in its present form has been accepted by the United
States, Japan and the Soviet Union as a world pover of political
and economic dimensions. This has also been confirmed by the
importance that ia being attached to it by China as well,
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British political objective of finding a stronger and
more influential voice in the forums of the world as &
consequence of the EEC membership has been largely realized,
A new European diménaipn has been added to Britain's existing
historic links with tho United States and the Commonwealth.
With its close involvement with eight other compatible West
Buropesn states, Britain also became a party to wvarious
trade and aid agreements that the EEC entered into with
other third world developing countries, This was partiocularly
0. with the Lomé Convention as has already been noted.
Britain's voice has carried more weight in international
forume becausge of its membership of the EEC and the conse-
quent influence it thus derived on EEC decision-making which
is likely, in many cases, to have a crucial effect on other
states, whether in trade or aid, This undoubtedly has been
of immenge political benefit to Britain,

However, economically the country has not fared as well,
The principal economic objeotive of Common Market membership
vags the economic regeneration of Britain, The example of
the original six members, and particularly that of Frence,
was a gufficient incentive, The principal doudbts in the
Frenoh economic circles when negotiations for the establish-
ment of the Common Market were going on was that open
competition with Germany would ruin French industry. But
juat the opposite happensd., The competitive thrust that
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French industry received came as & blessing in disguise and
by the beginning of the 1970s, France had emerged as one of
the top five industrial economles in the vorld,

| But expectations of similar re juvenation of British
industry did not materialise and the reasons have already
been referred to. Ecomomic performance of Britain during
these six years has been disappointing, Except for a brief
period high inflation has persistently dogged the economy;
unemployment has been high and is steadily mounting; the
balanse of payments situastion in general and with regard

to the Common Market in particular vaé disagtrous in earlier
yaare,’ but has eaped somewhat of late thanks mainly to the
Horth Sea oil which has helped Britain in hecoming selfw
sufficient in its oil supplies. Industrial production has
stagnated and in some years fallem, Food prices in Britain
rose noarly four times since it jJoined the EEBC,

1 British balance of trade with the BEC:
1973 £ 1182m | Deficit
1974 £ 2027m v
1975 £ 2405m "
1976 £ 2082 "
1977 £ 1678m "

The Economist (Lendon), 20 May 1978, p.64.
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Buropeen investment in Britain 4id not materialise to the
extent ex@acted.z -
| However, in genera) debates on British performance in
the EEC, the quastion of British economie performance is
algo looked at from another angle, BExponents of this line
argus that Britain'*s condition has worsened due, not to the
EBC, but to the worldwide slump and inflation in the 1970s
and in fact its condition would have been even worse, had 1%
not already joined the Community. In many ways the Community
hzs cﬁahicned substantially the ecomomic effects of the orisis
on Britain, The tendency in Britain is to ignore all this and
blame the EEC for the country's and ite people's own short-
camings.s

Bz that asg it may, the princiral point to emerge from
both the arguments is that the country has not benefited from
the EEC experience as much &g it had hoped to., This has
aggravated confliots between Britain 2nd its partners on
many areas of EEC policy. The stubborm mationalistic stands
that the country adopted in many arsas, especially on farm
policy and the budget contributions Curing the lagt few years

2 In 1972 EEC companios invested only £ 38m in Britain,
while British companies invested £ 223m in the EEC,
The situation improved by 1975 when EEC invegtment in
Britain trebbled to £ 114m, while British investment
%37§he Egg dropped to £ 15im., The Bconomist, 13 May,
s PeOh,

3 The Timeg (London), 5 Pebruary 1980. BEurope Section -
sinfei?Iew with Sir Jan Gilmour, the Deputy Foreign
ecretary.
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can only be explained in the light of ite eoconomic plight
and the very modest succour that EEC membership brought in
its train, The controversy over Britain's budget contribu-
tions has hotted up in recent months and has currently
agsuned very serious propor%ion~4

However, the BEC experience hag been beneficial so far
ag the scountry'’s openings to Europe are concerned. Beohamic,
cultural and intellectual interxrcourse between Britain and
the continent has manifestly incressed over the last decade,
Travelling in both direotions has gone up; sccisl and
cultural exchanges have also benefited. There is a gresater
awvareness in Britain of Burope and things European now. There
is a distinotly noticeable ¢rend in learning West Buropean
languages, particularly French and German in Britain,

More could definitely have been achieved if disenchantment
and gynicism about the European Community had not been as
widespread as it has been of late, This could be gauged
from an opinion poll conducted by the National Opinion Poll
in July 1978; 52 per ocent of those questioned were opposed
to Britaints continuing membership of the EEC and only 33
per cent approved of it., This was in contrast ¢to the original

4 In November 1979 the EEC heads of states held a
summit in Dublin to try and work out a compromise
over Britaintg budget contribution. However, no
conpromise could be reached and any decision on
it has been deferred until the next heads of
states summit,



159

gix member countries vhere an average of 60 per cent of those
questioned endorsed the Community,? Despite seeming unlikely,
the question of Britain's withdrawal from the Community is
now lurking in the minds of responsible people on both sides
of the Channel, A lot depends on how the controversy over
the budget contribution is tackled and the general develop~
ments within the Community in the next few years., The
situation would really have to be desperate from Britain's
point of view before such an extreme course of action is
resorted to. It hag joined the Community after a lot of
soul searching and before any decision to withdraw is even
conpgidered similar exercises would have to be gone through.

, :Six years of the Buropean Communi iy membership has been
8 very mixed bag indeed for Hritain, The tragedy is if the
country was allowed t0 join when it first attempted it in
1961, the situation probably would have been different so
far as British membership of the Community wess concerned and
1% is less likely that the question mark which is hanging
over the issue today would have heen there. The 1960s were
a less troublesome period and Britain probably would have
derived greater economic benefits from the Community than it
did in the 19708, However, the consequence of what actually
happened is that the Common Market is almost as much a
~ burning issue today as it was ten years ago.

L

5 The Economist, 22 July 1978, p.48,
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