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CESDP after 11 September:
From Shortterm Confusion to L ongterm Cohesion?
Jolyon Howorth

PRIOR TO 11 SEPTEMBER, THE EU’s attempts to forge a common
European security and defence policy (CESDP!) faced two major
internal challenges. On the ingtitutional front, several turf wars
presaged a struggle for ownership of the policy itself: tensions
between the brand-new Brussels-based agencies (HR-CFSP?,
COPS, EUMC) and the more long-standing ones (COREPER,
Council Secretariat, Commission); between foreign ministries
and defence ministries; and above all between national capitals
and “Brussdlisation” (Howorth, 2001). On the capacities front,
defence plannerswerefaced with the challenge of transforming
an assortment of military assets emerging from the November
2000 Capabilities Commitments Conferenceinto acoherent and
effective Rapid Reaction Force (Andréani et al., 2001: 53-71).
These internal challenges were complicated by two externa
problems: how toinvolve“third countries’—especially Turkey—
in CESDP; and how to ensure that CESDP was conducted in
harmony with both NATO and the U.S. (Quinlan, 2001). Those
challengesdid not disappear on 11 September. At the sametime,
theterrorist attacksintroduced further challengesto thefledgling
CESDP, involving leadership, internal security, intelligence,
diplomacy and procurement. Theinitial reactions did not augur
well for further integration. But longer-term and deeper-rooted
trends suggest that the CESDP could emerge strengthened from
thecrisis.

Themostimmediately notablefeature of European responses
to 11 September was renationalisation of security and defence
reflexes. National leadersall expressed solidarity withtheU.S—
on behalf of their respective countries. Each pledged national
military assetsto the U.S. administration—which Washington,
for the most part, studiously ignored. Leaders were keen to be
seen to be engaging in bilateralism with George Bush. Jacques
Chirac, Tony Blair and Gerhard Schréder practically raced one
another to the Oval Office. Although most European leaders,
with the notable exception of Blair, were careful to insist that
the emerging campaign against Al-Quaeda and the Taliban was
not a“war,” their evaluation of theroot causes of terrorism varied
considerably. Some countries stressed that tough questions needed
to be asked about U.S. policy across the globe, while others
insisted that nothing could ever justify the events of 11 September
(propositionswhich arelogically compatible but which betoken

very different approaches to the issue). Most leaders, with the
notable exception of Silvio Berlusconi, were careful to express
their respect for and solidarity with Islam and with Muslim
nations, but there was cacophony between those insisting that
U.S. military retaiation should be tightly “targeted” and those
who offered “unlimited” support to the U.S. military effort. Some
|eaders managed to articul ate both propositions. Countries eager
toincarcerate |slamic terrorists engaged in bitter recriminations
with others prioritising habeus corpus and the protection of
asylum-seekers.®
Thisheterogeneity of responsewas symbolised by two highly
mediatised events. Thefirst wasthe 19 October 2001 European
Council meeting in Ghent, controversialy preceded by atripartite
conclave between Chirac/Jospin, Blair and Schroder to discuss
the (asyet hypothetical) military involvement of their respective
national forcesinAfghanistan. Thiscrude attempt to organise a
widely resented Directoire overshadowed the substantive
decisions of the Council itself. The triumvirate planned to meet
again on 5 November in London, but this time a cosy diner a
trois/quatre was gate-crashed by Berlusconi, Aznar, Solana,
Verhofstadt and Kok, highlighting once agai n the disordered ranks
of first, second, and third division players, allies and neutrals,
“militarists’” and“ pacifists’ and one CESDP opt-out (Denmark).
This confusion enormously complicated thetask of the Belgian
presidency, struggling to impose its authority in the context of
high profile solo diplomacy on the part of Europe’s*big three.”
Above al, it was Tony Blair's crusading leadership style
which, while commanding respect, also fostered divisiveness.
Seemingly abandoning the precariously balanced structures of
CESDP which he, more than any other EU leader, had been
responsible for engineering, Blair threw himself into personal
shuttle diplomacy on behalf of the U.S. administration. He
reverted overnight to abrand of unconditional Atlanticismwhich
many in Europe (and even in Britain) had assumed to be
anachronistic after Kosovo, the missile defence controversy and
the Bush admini stration’s generalised penchant for unilateralism.
NATO’s 12 September invocation of article 5 emanated from a
telephone conversation between Blair and the Alliance’s
secretary-general Lord Robertson. Did this amount to uncon-
ditional EU alignment on U.S. foreign and security policy?
Paradoxically, NATO’s invocation of article 5, high in
political symbolism, could proveto bethe historical death-knell
of the Alliance as a military instrument. It also helps explain
why, despitethe short-term disordered cacophony of European
(continued on p.3)
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From the Chair

Martin A. Schain

AS | WRITE THIS, THE Laeken Summit has ended with an expected
agreement for a constitutional convention that will begin in March
2002, to recommend reforms for the reorgani zation of the European
Unionin 2003. The convention, of course, isonly ahesitant beginning
of along struggleto bridge very different visions of European unity in
anticipation of expansion during the next decade. Nevertheless, the
processitself appearsto bean exercisein consensus building that will
include membersof EUSA initsconsultations. It will beanimportant
multi-level collaboration among academics and political actors, an
opportunity that isunprecedented in the development of Europe.

During this season we a so continue to cope with the after-effects
of theterrorist attacks on the United States on September 11th. From
my morning walk to my own officein Washington Square, Manhattan,
to recent initiatives undertaken by the U.S. and the European Union,
we are all experiencing the “global” in ways that are local, national,
and international. The EU’ sresponse to September 11th continuesto
be multi-dimensional. From the proposed EU-wide arrest warrant to
the EU’ searly December “ Afghan Women's Summit for Democracy,”
the European Union is struggling to find its voice. Jolyon Howorth's
finelead essay on p.1 of thisissue addressesterrorism-related security
developmentsin detail.

At the European Union Studies Association, we have, like most
non-profit organizations in the United States, experienced some
after-shocksfrom September 11th. Our September membership renewal
driveyielded lower than the usual return, anthrax postal scares have
delayed both outgoing and incoming mail, and our year-end fundraising
appeal hasbeen affected, likethose of most U.S. charities, by diversion
of charitable giving to September 11th relief funds. (Even President
Bush hascalled for the continued support of your usual charities.) All
of us at EUSA hope that you will take a moment not only to renew
your membership but to make acontribution to one of our Funds. We' ve
aso just launched a new Lifetime Membership option; this type of
membership offers all our regular membership materials for the rest
of your life, and, for U.S. taxpayers, credit for a $500 charitable gift
tax-deductibleto the extent allowed by law. Please contact the EUSA
officein Pittsburghif youwould like moreinformation about renewing,
making agift, or establishing aLifetime Membership.

As the European Union itself prepares for the next round of
expansion, so is the field of EU studies “deepening and widening.”
EUSA isaleader inthisarena. | am pleased to announce the formal
establishment of our fourth and fifth member-based interest sections.
One focuses on EU-Latin America-Caribbean relations and current
developments in the EU vis-avis the countries of the Caribbean,
Central and South America, andisled by EUSA member Joaquin Roy
(University of Miami). We also have a new section on “EU
Economics,” which aimsto cover both micro- and macroeconomics,
placing emphasis both on theoretical rigor and practical applications
of theory and statistical analysis. This section is (continued on p.22)
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(continued from p.1) responses to 11 September, the longer-
term dynamics of CESDP are likely to bereinforced. Although
in mid-September NATO adopted a series of measuresto enhance
intelligence sharing, to increase security of Alliance and U.S.
facilities, to guarantee blanket over-flight for U.S. and allied
aircraft and to re-deploy certain naval assets to the Eastern
Mediterranean, these must be regarded as the bare minimum
given the gravity of the crisis. The U.S. preferred to discuss
military cooperation viamultiplebilateralismsrather than through
the framework of the Alliance itself. The response from
Washington to article 5, aswell asto national offers of military
assets, was: “Don't call us, we'll call you.” Why?

Throughout the 1990s, severa U.S. leadershad been calling
for NATO to go “out of area or out of business.” No longer
perceiving Europe to be central to U.S. security interests, they
proposed aglobal deal whereby Europe might attain ameasure
of regional security autonomy in exchangefor political backing
of U.S. palicy acrossthe globe. The Europeans, preoccupied with
their own backyard, remained uninterested. NATO's first ever
war—in Kosovo in 1999—revealed the serious limitations of
allied cooperation. On 7 October 2001, in the skies over
Afghanistan, the U.S. went “ out of area’ —unilateraly. Although
Washington eventually associated with its military efforts a
handful of cherry-picked European forces, and although NATO's
contribution in terms of logistics and infrastructure was not
insignificant, the Afghan war was anything but a NATO
operation. European nations, in proffering their troops, may well
have hoped to lock the U.S. into a multilateral operation
legitimised by the United Nations. In redlity, despitethe coalition-
building efforts of Colin Powell and the State Department, U.S.
instincts and practice remained deeply unilateralist. Did the
unilateral U.S. shift to “out of area” thereforeimply that NATO
was destined to go “out of business’?

No. NATO will survive. But it will be further transformed
from an essentially military organisation to an essentialy political
one (Forster & Wallace 2001-2002). The accession of upto nine
new member states from Central and Eastern Europe, almost
certain to be announced in 2002, will accelerate the Alliance’s
transformation from an instrument for delivering collective
defenceto an agency for managing collective security. The new
upgraded relationship between NATO and Russia, inaugurating
a“Russia-North Atlantic Council” will intensify and accel erate
that development. In the war against terrorism, in the campaign
against weapons of mass destruction andin regional peacekeeping
tasks, Russiais likely to share the stage with the U.S. and the
EU.* Washington islikely further to reduceits military presence
in Europe. An AlliancewithlessU.S. military involvement and
with moreinvolvement from former Warsaw Pact memberswill
be a very different actor from the body founded in 1949 and
even from the body reinvented in April 1999.

Which brings us back to the EU and CESDP. Analysts and
actorsagreethat, by every available measure, 11 September has
made the case for CESDP more compelling. Beyond the probe
of the cameras, in the Chancelleries and in the corridors of
Brussels, significant elements of cohesion—and even
integrati on—can be detected. Whilein moments of international

crisisitisnatural for both publicsand elitesto revertinitialy to
nationalist reflexes, both constituencies are well aware that the
post-11 September world will not be made safer by wagon-
circling. Nor do photo-opportunities in the White House rose
garden for European leaders in search of status equate to rea
influence in Washington. Tony Blair |learned from the Downing
Street “bring your own bottle” fiasco that even the UK’svoice
has resonance across the pond only to the extent to which it is
seen to be expressing the collective views of the EU-15. Those
views were refined and consolidated in the months after 11
September.

Institutional turf wars were set aside and the complex EU
nexus of agencies and actors worked seamlessly together to
develop a coherent political approach to the crisis. Within ten
days, the main outlines had been agreed and were articul ated at
the extraordinary meeting of the European Council on 21
September. A clear CFSP/CESDP program was el aborated and
progressively refined at GAC and European Council meetings
over the coming weeks. Beyond the expression of “total support”
for the American people and recognition that UN Security
Council resolution 1368 made a U.S. military riposte
“legitimate,” arelatively distinct EU political agendasuggested
alonger-term approach totheglobal crisis. First, the creation of
the broadest possible global coalition against terrorism under
United Nations aegis. Second, major political emphasis on
reactivating the Middle-East peace process on the basis of the
Mitchell and Tenet reports®, but with the explicit aim of creating
a Palestinian state and guaranteeing Israel’s existence inside
recognised borders. Third, the “integration of all countriesinto
a fair world system of security, prosperity and improved
development.” Humanitarian relief for Afghanistan and its
neighbours and along-term commitment to regional stabilisation
became anumber one priority. Europe’'s CFSP/CESDP leaders,
in various combinations, embarked on an unprecedented round
of shuttlediplomacy, repeatedly visiting most countriesof Central
and South Asia and the Middle East in a relentless quest for
solutions. The EU, despite its obvious shortcomings, was
emerging as an international actor.

Similar overtureswere made towardsthe EU’s neighbours,
with intensive diplomatic activity towards Russia, the
Mediterranean and Turkey. These coordinated efforts bore real
fruit. Russiais an increasingly qualitative partner, not only on
trade (themovetowardsa*“ Common European Economic Ared’)
but alsointhefield of security. Monthly meetings now take place
between Russia and the COPS. A Euro-Mediterranean
Conference of foreign ministers (5-6 November) highlighted a
commonality of purposein consolidating the Barcel onaprocess
in the fields of economic development, anti-terrorism, cultural
exchanges and security. Above all, a breakthrough was finally
announced (early December) in thelong-standing i mpasse over
Turkey’srefusal to play ball with CESDP.

The fact that the UN-brokered political discussions on
Afghanistan’s future took place—successfully—in Bonn is
testimony not only to the EU’sinsistence on aproactiverolefor
the United Nations but also to the emerging role of Germany as
a key actor within the Union. It also draws (continued on p.4)
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(continued from p.3) attention to the relative discretion of France,
torn between frustration and relief at playing only aminor role
in the American military campaign. The 11 September crisis
completed the transformation of Germany into a security actor
determined—under Schréder’s bold |eadership—to play a part
commensurate with its size and influence within the Union.
Although Schroder’ s determination to deploy combat troopsto
Afghanistan was several stepsahead of public opinion (and could
still backfire electorally), it cleared away a major hurdle to the
harmonious devel opment of aviable CESDP. The unprecedented
mix of military and civilianinstrumentsthat will bethe hallmark
of CESDP'sfuture political leverage now enjoysthe support of
al major players.

The one crucia outstanding problem is that of military
capacity. Thewar against terrorism may well be more effectively
conducted through civilian, police and intelligence instruments
rather than through smart bombs. Chegque-book diplomacy and
a concentration on development aid and the reconstruction of
civil society are appropriate foreign and security priorities for
an EU which does not seek to become a military superpower.
But the carrot without the stick isafar less effective instrument
than the carrot backed by the stick. At the Capabilities
Improvement Conference on 19 November 2001, the EU began
rectifying thevery considerabledeficienciesinitsmilitary “ Force
Catalogue.” Despite an optimistically worded report, and despite
the controversial declaration of CESDP “ operationality” at the
Laeken European Council, most analysts concur with the view
of London’s International Institute for Strategic Studies (11SS)
that the EU hasstill “fail[ed] to grasp the severity of thelooming
crisis’ and that “final operating capability” isunlikely to be met
before 2012 (11SS, 2001: 291). One major problem is the
continued reluctance of member states to adopt a proactive
methodology, orchestrated by a formal Council of Defence
ministers. The EU’s current military inadequacy, compounded
by thelikely unavailability of U.S. assets, isthe Achillesheel of
the CESDP project. It is made worse by only half-hearted
attemptsto Europeani se and rationalise procurement and by the
failure of political leaders to make the case to their publics for
rising defence budgets. Worse still, given the near certainty that
theUS, inthewake of 11 September, will significantly increase
defence spending, the already yawning gap between EU and U.S.
capabilities will widen even further, rendering interoperability
and cooperationin thefield still more problematic.

Without the crucial attribute of military capacity, the
considerable progress recorded in CESDP, resulting from
powerful historical stimuli, considerable political will,
harmonious institutional dynamics and the horror of the twin
towers, will remain seriously incompl ete.

Jolyon Howorth is professor of French civilisation and Jean
Monnet Professor of European politics at the University of
Bath.
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Acronyms
COPS: Comité Palitique et de Sécurité French
acronym now widely preferred to the English PSC
(Political and Security Committee). Comprises senior
officials from the 15 member states based in the
Permanent Representations and meeting twice aweek.
EUM C: European Union Military Committee.
Comprising the 15 Chiefs of the Defence Staffs or their
representatives.
GAC: General Affairs Council. Bimonthly meetings of
EU foreign ministers.
HR-CFSP: High-Representative for the CFSP (Javier
Solana). Operates out of the Council Secretariat.
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Notes

1. Strictly speaking, CESDP—an acronym launched at the

Helsinki European Council in December 1999—is a sub-set of

the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) launched at

Maastricht in 1991. Since 1999, the CESDP project has

dominated the concerns of policy-makers and anaysts. In this

article, in order to avoid excess acronymania, | shall use

CESDP to cover both processes, unless otherwise indicated.

2. See explanations of acronyms at the end of this article.

3. The French media expressed out loud what the political class

whispered in private: that the UK in particular had an asylum

policy that amounted to harbouring terrorists.

4. While the U.S. Air Force “softened up” Taliban targetsin

Afghanistan, it was Russian military hardware, from

Kalashnikovs to T-55 tanks, which allowed the Northern

Alliance to achieve the all-important victory on the ground.

5. Former U.S. Senator George Mitchell presented a plan to end

the intifada in May 2001which was accepted “100%" by Yasser

Arafat but met with reservations from Israel. George Tenet,

director of the CIA, refined the plan with concrete proposals for

a ceasefire and withdrawal to positions held in September 2000.
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In anticipation of publishing the next volumein our book series with Oxford University Press, the European
Union Studies Association (EUSA) seeks proposals from our membership for volume six. Contingent on
available funding, we anticipate that volume six will appear in Fall 2003 and may be produced in hardcover
and e-book formatsfor library acquisitions and in paperback for classroom use. Like previous volumesin
the series, volume six should provide an overview of recent developmentsin the European Union, while
addressing acurrent, important EU topic or theme. Past volumes have been oriented around these themes:

Volume 1 (1991): Policies, Institutions, and Debatesin the Transition Years
Volume 2 (1993): The Maastricht Debates and Beyond

Volume 3 (1995): Building a European Polity?

Volume 4 (1998): Deepening and Widening

Volume 5 (2000): Risks, Reform, Resistance and Revival

Proposals must contain a statement of the volume' s theme, objectives and purpose, with atentative list of
contributors, and the short-form curriculumvita of the editor(s). While the volume should be a general
survey, editorswill havethe leeway to identify key empirical topicsand key theoretical foci or debates, and
may choose to make a statement that makes theoretical and political sense of the events of 2001 and 2002.
In addition, the proposal should also include a chapter written by a senior scholar on the state of the field of
EU studies, focusing on theory and/or methodol ogy, and linking the ongoing study of the EU to larger
guestionsin the disciplines. The proposal may also include a chapter on new approachesto teaching the
EU. All contributors to our Sate of the European Union series must be current EUSA members.

The EUSA Executive Committee will read all the proposals and make a choice among them, provided
suitable proposals are received. I nterested EUSA members should submit proposals of 3-5 pagesin hard
copy (send 8 copies) to be received in the EUSA office no later than Friday, April 26, 2002. L ate proposals
will not be considered; we cannot accept proposals by facsimile or e-mail. Notification of the selected
proposal will be made by letter no later than May 31, 2002. The decision of the EUSA Executive
Committee will befinal. Thefinal manuscript should be provided to Oxford University Press no later than
January 31, 2003.

Contingent on available funding, EUSA will pay an honorarium of $500 to the editor; co-editorswill split
the honorarium. EUSA will also provide a budget of up to, but no more than, $100 for out-of-pocket
expenses such as paper, postage, and telephone calls; these expenses will be reimbursed after submission of
the final manuscript to Oxford University Press and upon presentation of original receiptsand EUSA's
reimbursement request form. All disbursements from EUSA will be madein US$ and by check only. EUSA
will be the interlocutor between Oxford University Press and the volume's editor(s). Direct inquiriesand
submit proposalsto:

Executive Committee For inquiriesonly:
European Union Studies Association E-mail eusa@pitt.edu
415 Bellefield Hall Telephone 412.648.7635
University of Pittsburgh Facsimile 412.648.1168

Pittsburgh, PA 15260 USA
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“THE FUTURE OF THE EUROPEAN UNION”
LAEKEN DECLARATION

I. EUROPE AT A CROSSROADS

For centuries, peoples and states have taken up arms and
waged war to win control of the European continent. The
debilitating effects of two bloody wars and the weakening of
Europe' spositionintheworld brought agrowing realisation that
only peace and concerted action could makethedream of astrong,
unified Europe cometrue. In order to banish onceandfor all the
demons of the past, a start was made with a coal and steel
community. Other economic activities, such asagriculture, were
subsequently added in. A genuine single market was eventually
established for goods, persons, servicesand capital, and asingle
currency was added in 1999. On 1 January 2002 the euro isto
become a day-to-day reality for 300 million European citizens.

The European Union hasthusgradually comeinto being. In
the beginning, it was more of an economic and technical
collaboration. Twenty years ago, with the first direct elections
to the European Parliament, the Community’s democratic
legitimacy, which until then had lain with the Council aone,
was considerably strengthened. Over the last ten years,
construction of apolitica union has begun and cooperation been
established on socia policy, employment, asylum, immigration,
police, justice, foreign policy and acommon security and defence
policy.

The European Union is a success story. For over half a
century now, Europe has been at peace. Along with North
America and Japan, the Union forms one of the three most
prosperous parts of the world. As aresult of mutual solidarity
and fair distribution of the benefits of economic development,
moreover, the standard of living in the Union’s weaker regions
hasincreased enormously and they have made good much of the
disadvantage they were at.

Fifty yearson, however, the Union stands at acrossroads, a
defining moment in its existence. The unification of Europeis
near. The Union is about to expand to bring in more than ten
new Member States, predominantly Central and Eastern
European, thereby finally closing one of the darkest chaptersin
European history: the Second World War and the ensuing
artificial division of Europe. At long last, Europeis on its way
to becoming one big family, without bloodshed, a real
transformation clearly calling for adifferent approach from fifty
years ago, when six countriesfirst took the lead.

The democratic challenge facing Europe

At thesametime, the Union facestwin chalenges, onewithin
and the other beyond its borders.

Within the Union, the European institutions must be brought
closer to its citizens. Citizens undoubtedly support the Union’'s
broad aims, but they do not always see a connection between
those goals and the Union’s everyday action. They want the
European institutions to be less unwieldy and rigid and, above
all, more efficient and open. Many alsofed that the Union should
involve itself more with their particular concerns, instead of
intervening, in every detail, in mattersby their nature better left
to Member States' and regions’ elected representatives. Thisis
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even perceived by some as a threat to their identity. More
importantly, however, they feel that deals are all too often cut
out of their sight and they want better democratic scrutiny.
Europ€e'snew rolein a globalised world

Beyonditsborders, inturn, the European Union isconfronted
with afast-changing, globalised world. Following thefall of the
Berlin Wall, it looked briefly as though we would for a long
whilebeliving inastableworld order, freefrom conflict, founded
upon human rights. Just afew years later, however, thereis no
such certainty. The eleventh of September has brought a rude
awakening. The opposing forces have not gone away: religious
fanaticism, ethnic nationalism, racism and terrorism are on the
increase, and regional conflicts, poverty and underdevel opment
still provide a constant seedbed for them.

What is Europe’srolein this changed world? Does Europe
not, now that isfinally unified, have aleading roleto play ina
new world order, that of a power able both to play a stabilising
role worldwide and to point the way ahead for many countries
and peoples? Europe as the continent of humane values, the
Magna Carta, the Bill of Rights, the French Revolution and the
fall of the Berlin Wall; the continent of liberty, solidarity and
above al diversity, meaning respect for others' languages,
cultures and traditions. The European Union’s one boundary is
democracy and humanrights. The Unionisopen only to countries
which uphold basic values such as free elections, respect for
minorities and respect for the rule of law.

Now that the Cold War is over and we are living in a
globalised, yet also highly fragmented world, Europe needs to
shoulder its responsibilities in the governance of globalisation.
Theroleit hasto play isthat of a power resolutely doing battle
against al violence, all terror and all fanaticism, but which also
does not turn ablind eye to the world’s heartrending injustices.
In short, a power wanting to change the course of world affairs
in such away asto benefit not just therich countries but also the
poorest. A power seeking to set globalisation within a moral
framework, in other words to anchor it in solidarity and
sustai nable development.

The expectations of Europe€'s citizens

The image of a demacratic and globally engaged Europe
admirably matches citizens' wishes. There have been frequent
public callsfor agreater EU rolein justice and security, action
against cross-border crime, control of migration flows and
reception of asylum seekers and refugees from far-flung war
zones. Citizens also want results in the fields of employment
and combating poverty and socia exclusion, as well asin the
field of economic and socia cohesion. They want a common
approach on environmental pollution, climate change and food
safety, in short, al transnational issueswhich they instinctively
sense can only betackled by working together. Just asthey also
want to see Europe more involved in foreign affairs, security
and defence, in other words, greater and better coordinated action
to deal with trouble spotsin and around Europe andin therest of
theworld.

Atthesametime, citizensasofeel that the Unionisbehaving
too bureaucratically in numerous other areas. In coordinating
the economic, financial and fiscal environment, the basic issue



should continue to be proper operation of the internal market
and the single currency, without thisjeopardising Member States
individuality. National and regional differencesfrequently stem
from history or tradition. They can be enriching. In other words,
what citizens understand by “good governance” is opening up
fresh opportunities, not imposing further red tape. What they
expect is more results, better responses to practical issues and
not a European superstate or European institutions inveigling
their way into every nook and cranny of life.

In short, citizens are calling for a clear, open, effective,
democratically controlled Community approach, developing a
Europe which pointsthe way ahead for theworld. An approach
that provides concreteresultsin termsof morejobs, better quality
of life, less crime, decent education and better health care. There
can be no doubt that thiswill require Europeto undergo renewal
and reform.

II. CHALLENGES AND REFORMSIN A RENEWED
UNION

The Union needs to become more democratic, more
transparent and more efficient. It also hasto resolve three basic
challenges: how to bring citizens, and primarily theyoung, closer
to the European design and the European ingtitutions, how to
organise politics and the European political areain an enlarged
Union and how to devel op the Union into astabilising factor and
amodel inthe new, multipolar world. In order to addressthem a
number of specific questions need to be put.

A better division and definition of competencein the
European Union

Citizensoften hold expectations of the European Union that
are not always fulfilled. And vice versa - they sometimes have
theimpression that the Union takes on too much in areaswhere
itsinvolvement isnot always essential. Thustheimportant thing
is to clarify, simplify and adjust the division of competence
between the Union and the Member Statesin thelight of the new
challengesfacing the Union. Thiscan lead both to restoring tasks
to the Member Statesand to assigning new missionsto theUnion,
or to the extension of existing powers, while constantly bearing
in mind the equality of the Member States and their mutual
solidarity.

A first series of questionsthat needsto be put concernshow
the division of competence can be made more transparent. Can
we thus make a clearer distinction between three types of
competence: the exclusive competence of the Union, the
competence of the Member States and the shared competence of
the Union and the Member States? At what level iscompetence
exercised in the most efficient way? How is the principle of
subsidiarity to be applied here? And should we not makeit clear
that any powers not assigned by the Treaties to the Union fall
withinthe exclusive sphere of competence of the Member States?
And what would be the consequences of this?

The next series of questions should aim, within this new
framework and while respecting the “ acquis communautaire”,
to determine whether there needs to be any reorganisation of
competence. How can citizens expectations betaken asaguide
here? What missions would this produce for the Union? And,
viceversa, what tasks could better beleft to the Member States?

What amendments should be made to the Treaty on the various
policies? How, for example, should a more coherent common
foreign policy and defence policy be developed? Should the
Petersberg tasks be updated? Do we want to adopt a more
integrated approach to police and criminal law cooperation? How
can economic-policy coordination be stepped up? How can we
intensify cooperation in the field of socia inclusion, the
environment, health and food safety? But then, should not the
day-to-day administration and implementation of the Union’s
policy beleft more emphatically to the Member Statesand, where
thelr constitutions so provide, to the regions? Should they not be
provided with guarantees that their spheres of competence will
not be affected?

Lastly, thereisthe question of how to ensurethat aredefined
division of competence does not lead to a creeping expansion of
the competence of the Union or to encroachment upon the
exclusive areas of competence of the Member Statesand, where
thereisprovision for this, regions. How are weto ensure at the
same time that the European dynamic does not come to a halt?
Inthefuture aswell the Union must continueto be ableto react
tofresh challengesand devel opments and must be ableto explore
new policy areas. Should Articles 95 and 308 of the Treaty be
reviewed for this purpose in the light of the “acquis
jurisprudentiel” ?

Simplification of the Union’sinstruments

Who doeswhat isnot the only important question; the nature
of the Union’s action and what instruments it should use are
equally important. Successive amendments to the Treaty have
on each occasion resulted in aproliferation of instruments, and
directiveshavegradually evolved towardsmoreand more detailed
legislation. The key question is therefore whether the Union’s
various instruments should not be better defined and whether
their number should not be reduced.

In other words, should adistinction beintroduced between
legislative and executive measures? Should the number of
legislative instruments be reduced: directly applicable rules,
framework legidation and non-enforceabl e instruments (opinions,
recommendations, open coordination)?1sit or isit not desirable
to have more frequent recourseto framework legislation, which
affordsthe Member States more room for maneuvrein achieving
policy objectives? For which areas of competence are open
coordination and mutual recognition the most appropriate
instruments? I sthe principle of proportionality to remain the point
of departure?

M ore demacr acy, transparency and efficiency in the
European Union

The European Union derives its legitimacy from the
democratic valuesit projects, theaimsit pursues and the powers
and instrumentsit possesses. However, the European project also
derivesitslegitimacy from democratic, transparent and efficient
ingtitutions. The national parliaments also contribute towards
the legitimacy of the European project. The declaration on the
future of the Union, annexed to the Treaty of Nice, stressed the
need to examine their role in European integration. More
generally, the question arises as to what initiatives we can take
to develop a European public area. (continued on p.8)
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(continued from p.7) The first question is thus how we can
increase the democratic legitimacy and transparency of the pres-
entingtitutions, aquestionwhichisvalid for thethreeinstitutions.

How can the authority and efficiency of the European
Commission be enhanced? How should the President of the
Commission be appointed: by the European Council, by the
European Parliament or should he be directly elected by the
citizens? Should the role of the European Parliament be
strengthened? Should we extend the right of co-decision or not?
Should theway in which we elect the members of the European
Parliament be reviewed? Should a European electoral
constituency be created, or should constituencies continueto be
determined nationally? Can thetwo systemsbe combined? Should
therole of the Council be strengthened? Should the Council act
inthe same manner initslegidativeand itsexecutive capacities?
With aview to greater transparency, should the meetings of the
Council, at least in its legidative capacity, be public? Should
citizens have more access to Council documents? How, finaly,
should the balance and reciprocal control between theingtitutions
beensured?

A second question, which also relates to democratic
legitimacy, involvestheroleof national parliaments. Should they
be represented in a new ingtitution, alongside the Council and
the European Parliament? Should they have arole in areas of
European action in which the European Parliament has no
competence? Should they focus on the division of competence
between Union and Member States, for example through
preliminary checking of compliance with the principle of
subsidiarity?

The third question concerns how we can improve the
efficiency of decision-making and theworkingsof theinstitutions
inaUnion of somethirty Member States. How could the Union
set itsobjectivesand prioritiesmore effectively and ensure better
implementation?|sthereaneed for moredecisionsby aqualified
majority? How isthe co-decision procedure between the Council
and the European Parliament to be simplified and speeded up?
What of the six-monthly rotation of the Presidency of the Union?
What isthe futurerole of the European Parliament? What of the
futureroleand structure of the various Council formations? How
should the coherence of European foreign policy be enhanced?
How is synergy between the High Representative and the
competent Commissioner to be reinforced? Should the external
representation of the Union in international fora be extended
further?

Towardsa constitution for European citizens

The European Union currently has four Treaties. The
objectives, powers and policy instruments of the Union are
currently spread acrossthose Treaties. If we are to have greater
transparency, simplification isessential.

Four sets of questions arise in this connection. The first
concernssimplifying the existing Treatieswithout changing their
content. Should the distinction between the Union and the
Communitiesbereviewed?What of thedivisionintothree pillars?

Questionsthen arise asto the possi bl e reorgani sation of the
Treaties. Should a distinction be made between a basic treaty
and the other treaty provisions? Should this distinction involve
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separating thetexts? Could thislead to adistinction between the
amendment and ratification procedures for the basic treaty and
for the other treaty provisions?

Thought would a so haveto be given to whether the Charter
of Fundamenta Rights should be included in the basic treaty
and to whether the European Community should accede to the
European Convention on Human Rights.

The question ultimately arises as to whether this
simplification and reorganisation might not lead in the long run
to the adoption of aconstitutional text in the Union. What might
the basic features of such a congtitution be? The values which
the Union cherishes, the fundamental rights and obligations of
itscitizens, therel ationship between Member Statesinthe Union?
[11. CONVENING OF A CONVENTION ON THE
FUTURE OF EUROPE

In order to pave the way for the next Intergovernmental
Conference as broadly and openly as possible, the European
Council has decided to convene a Convention composed of the
main partiesinvolved in the debate on the future of theUnion. In
thelight of the foregoing, it will be the task of that Convention
to consider the key issues arising for the Union’s future
development and try to identify the various possible responses.

The European Council has appointed Mr V. Giscard
d’ Estaing as Chairman of the Convention and Mr G. Amato and
Mr J. L. Dehaene as Vice-Chairmen.

Composition

In addition to its Chairman and Vice-Chairmen, the
Convention will be composed of 15 representatives of the Heads
of State or Government of the Member States (one from each
Member State), 30 members of national parliaments (two from
each Member State), 16 members of the European Parliament
and two Commission representatives. The accession candidate
countrieswill befully involved inthe Convention’s proceedings.
They will be represented in the sameway asthe current Member
States (one government representative and two national
parliament members) and will be able to take part in the
proceedings without, however, being able to prevent any
consensuswhich may emerge among the Member States.

The members of the Convention may only be replaced by
aternate membersif they are not present. The aternate members
will be designated in the sameway as full members.

The Praesidium of the Convention will be composed of the
Convention Chairman and Vice-Chairmen and nine members
drawn from the Convention (the representatives of al the
governments holding the Council Presidency during the
Convention, two national parliament representatives, two
European Parliament representatives and two Commission
representatives).

Threerepresentatives of the Economic and Social Committee
with three representatives of the European socia partners; from
the Committee of the Regions: six representatives (to be appointed
by the Committee of the Regions from the regions, cities and
regionswith legidative powers), and the European Ombudsman
will beinvited to attend as observers. The Presidents of the Court
of Justice and of the Court of Auditors may be invited by the
Praesidium to address the Convention.



Length of proceedings

The Convention will hold its inaugural meeting on 1 March
2002, when it will appoint its Praesidium and adopt its rules of
procedure. Proceedings will be completed after a year, that isto
say in time for the Chairman of the Convention to present its
outcometo the European Council.

Working methods

The Chairman will pave the way for the opening of the
Convention’s proceedings by drawing conclusionsfrom the public
debate. The Praesidiumwill serveto lendimpetusand will provide
the Convention with aninitial working basis.

The Praesidium may consult Commission officialsand experts
of itschoice on any technical aspect whichit seesfittolook into. It
may set up ad hoc working parties.

The Council will be kept informed of the progress of the
Convention’s proceedings. The Convention Chairmanwill givean
oral progress report at each European Council meeting, thus
enabling Heads of State or Government to give their views at the
sametime.

The Convention will meet in Brussels. The Convention’s
discussionsand all official documentswill bein the public domain.
The Convention will work inthe Union’seleven working languages.
Final document

The Convention will consider the variousissues. It will draw
up afinal document which may comprise either different options,
indicating the degree of support which they received, or
recommendationsif consensusisachieved.

Together with the outcome of national debateson the future of
the Union, the final document will provide a starting point for
discussionsinthe Intergovernmental Conference, whichwill take
theultimate decisions.

Forum

In order for the debate to be broadly based and involve all
citizens, a Forum will be opened for organisations representing
civil society (the social partners, the business world, non-
governmental organisations, academia, etc.). It will taketheform
of a structured network of organisations receiving regular
information on the Convention’s proceedings. Their contributions
will serveasinput into the debate. Such organisations may be heard
or consulted on specific topicsin accordance with arrangementsto
be established by the Praesidium.

Secretariat

The Praesidium will be assisted by a Convention Secretariat,
to be provided by the General Secretariat of the Council, which
may incorporate Commission and European Parliament experts.

15 December 2001
The Future of the European Union
Laeken Declaration

Document available on theWeb site of the Belgium EU Presidency
at <www.eu2001.be>, on the European Union’sWeb site, Europa,
at <europa.eu.int/futurum/index_en.htm> and on several European
Commission Web sites.

Spotlight on Spain in the USA

Many EUSA members focus on EU member states.
This feature highlights individual EU member states
official and major presences in the USA.

Important Web sites

¢ Primary diplomatic Web site (in Spanish and
English): www.spainemb.org

¢ The U.S. Embassy in Madrid hosts Web pages on the
bilateral relationship, e.g., treaties, reports, speeches,
and current news: www.embusa.es/bilateral/

e Si, Spain, Rich site, in four languages, of Spanish
current affairsaswell asits historic, linguistic, and
cultural development: www.sispain.org

Related organizations:

¢ Fundacién Consejo Espafia-Estados Unidos
WWW.Cconsespai n-usa.org

e Casade América www.casaamerica.es

e Ingtituto Cervantes www.cervantes.es

Missions Embassy of Spain, 2375 PennsylvaniaAve.
NW, Washington, DC 20037; tel. 202.452.0100. Ten
consulatesin Boston, Chicago, Houston, Los Angeles,
Miami, New Orleans, New York, Puerto Rico, San
Francisco, Washington, DC.

News EFE, thelargest Spanish news agency in the
world, owns newspapers, magazines, radio, and TV
stationsin scores of Spanish speaking countries and
areas. Their Web site has 10 years of archived news
articles (in Spanish) and photographs: www.efe.es/

Spain-U.S. Chamber of Commerce
Non-profit membership organization that fosterstrade

and investment between the two countries:
WWW.Spai nuscc.org

Sel ected scholarly resources

¢ The Mediterranean Studies Association promotes
the scholarly study of the Mediterranean regionin all
aspects and disciplines and publishes the annual
academic journal, Mediterranean Sudies
www.mediterreaneanstudies.org

¢ South European Society and Politics, academic
journal from Frank Cass Publishers
www.frankcass.com/jnls/

¢ Journal of Southern European and the Balkans,
academic journal from Carfax/Taylor & Francis
www.tandf.co.uk/journal s/

e EUSA haslaunched a new member-based interest
section on the EU-L atin America-Caribbean, including
Iberia. www.eustudies.org/eul acaribbeansection.html
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Teaching the EU

Editor’s note: This column is written by members of EUSA's
“Teaching the EU” Interest Section. For more details about
the Section and how to join it, please visit the Web page
www.eustudies.org/teachingsection.html

Taking the Mystery Out of Teaching on the EU
John D. Occhipinti

HOW MUCH CAN UNDERGRADUATES really |earn about the European
Union (EU) in one semester? What is the best way to facilitate
this? These are important questions for faculty, but answers to
them will likely differ somewhat from institution to institution.
Thus, my intention with this short essay is merely to help other
teachersof the EU reflect on what they dointheir classrooms by
describing my own objectives and strategies.

One way that my experience may be unique compared to
colleaguesat other universitiesisthat my courseisdevoted solely
to the subject of the EU, rather than embedded in abroader class
on Western European politics. This allows me to approach my
course similar to the way | might teach a course on American
Government to visiting European undergraduates, who might
have only one semester tolearn asmuch asthey can about politics
intheUnited States. That is, | take acomprehensive approach to
teaching my course, covering the EU’s historical devel opment
and policy-making institutions, actors, and procedures, as well
asitsmajor policy areas.!

This obviously entails agreat deal of detailed information
for American undergraduates to absorb, especially since most
know less about European politics when they begin the course,
compared to what many European students seem to know about
the United States. However, having taught my course every fall
since 1996, | have been impressed by how much students can
actually learn about the EU in one semester, as well as what
they can retain long afterward. | attribute this at least partly to
my teaching approach, which reliesheavily on using visual aids
and study guides aimed at taking the “mystery” out of the EU
for my students.

Coverage of thehistorical evolution of Europeanintegration
in the twentieth century accounts for about four weeks of my
course. Thisnot only hel ps studentsto seethe EU of today inits
proper historical context, but also to realizeits potential for future
growth and change. Thispromotesgreater critical thinking about
possible alternatives to the EU’s present decision-making
procedures and competences, such asthose proposedin the Treaty
of Nice or recently suggested by the Belgian Presidency at the
Laeken European Council. Clear understanding of the EU’s
meager beginnings and gradual, though not always regular,
devel opment seemsto help students overcometheir owninitial
Euro-skepticism about the chances of further integration and
enlargement. Devoting so much timein the semester to the history
of the EU means sacrificing coverage of other areas, but this
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helps to justify the cross-listing of my course in our History
Department, hel ping to attract more students.

Although the examination of the EU’s history comes early
inthe course, | havefound it best not to teach thisasamystery.
Thismeansthat | usethevery first week of the semester to provide
studentswith acomprehensive overview about the present state
of the EU, describing the nature of its three pillars, how they
work, and the policies handled by each. This helps students
better to appreciate the historical information that they must
understand later on. Consider how difficult it would beto teach
the history of American politicsto studentswho are completely
unfamiliar with politics in the United States. That is, students
arelikely to make more sense out of any history whenthey aready
know how the “story” turnsout in the end.

Another way to help students appreciatethe EU’shistory is
to provide them with a suitable conceptual framework. To this
end, | devotetime during thefirst week of classesto developing
the concepts of supranationalism and intergovernmentalism, as
well asthe functionalists and realist paradigms associated with
these. In addition, | make use of a chart, as a handout and
overhead, which comparesthe history, nature, and significance
of themgjor EC/EU treaties. Along with theframework provided
by the concepts, this chart helps students to categorize and
prioritize the details in the EU’s history and to see the “forest
from thetrees.”

Following a midterm exam on concepts and history, the
courseturnsto amonth of reading and instruction on the decision-
making bodies of the EU, covering onemajor institution per class
(e.g., theCommission, Council, ER, and ECJ). For thelast severa
years, | have made use of avery detailed institutional diagram
that | have created. Thisdepictsall of the decision-making bodies
inpillar one, including many of their significant sub-parts, offices,
and decision-making mechanisms. For example, the figure on
the diagram containing the Council of Ministersincludes, among
other details, a breakdown of weighted votes and COREPER.
Likewise, the European Parliament is depicted with its present
party groups, national seat allocations, committees, etc. This
diagramisprovided to students at the very start of the semester
and isdisplayed asan overhead during each session of the second
part of the course. This helps students to learn visually, taking
the mystery out of learning about the EU’s institutions by
supporting the assigned readings and class discussions.

Each day, | cover a different body on the diagram and its
subparts, aswell as describing the functions of these, using the
diagram on an overhead. Aswe progressthrough theinstitutions,
students can gradually see how all of the piecesfit together, and
| reinforce this by using the diagram to review what we have
aready covered and where we are going. The success of this
approach is evident at the next midterm exam (and again at the
final exam), when students are asked to reproduce the diagram
infull detail by drawing it on ablank sheet of legal-sized paper.
Along with this, studentswrite acompanion essay that describes
theEU’sgeneral legidative processin pillar one, fromtheimpetus
of aproposal through the possibl e adjudication of disputes. There
isindeed alot to memorizeand |learn for the exam on thismaterial,
but there is no mystery in this for students, as they know these



guestions are coming. Although | have been using this method
for the past five years, | am still quite impressed by how well
students can accomplish thesetasks, displaying not only adetailed
knowledge of the EU’ sgovernmental institutions, but alsoasound
comprehension of how these work and arerelated.?

Theremaining weeksof the semester cover eight to ten mgjor
policy areas of the EU, with a particular emphasis on how each
of theseisrelated to the question of theimpending enlargement
of the EU. In fact, enlargement is treated as a separate policy
areainitsown right at the end of the semester, aswell asbeing
examined simultaneoudy with the CAP at the start of thissection
of the course. One noteworthy feature of this part of the course
isthat each sessionincludestimefor studentsto make conference-
style presentations of their on-going research projectsrelated to
that day’s policy area.

After taking student proposals, | assign paper topicstoinsure
that every policy area is covered and that no more than two
presentations take place each class session.® In recent years,
students’ research has been greatly facilitated by the growing
on-line availability of policy-orientated research and press
articleson the EU, aswell asthewealth of information found on
the Europa web site. In addition, | have built a “Blackboard”
web site for my course, which contains several useful linksand
my own research paper guide.* The research paper hel ps students
to become expertson their topic, whilegaining asound overview
of the EU’sother policiesthrough lectures, class discussion, and
other student presentations. Furthermore, making their own
presentations hel psstudentsto learn actively and honetheir public
speaking skills.

In addition toworking on their papers, studentsare provided
with a blank chart at the start of the third part of the course,
which entails columnsfor each policy areaand rowsfor various
categories of information about them (e.g., rationale, history,
key documents, policy components, etc.). Studentsare required
tofill inthe chart’sblank boxeswith notes and submit acopy of
the chart before the comprehensive final exam, keeping a copy
for use as a study guide. Asin earlier parts of the course, this
approach helps to take the mystery out of studying the EU, by
hel ping students to focus on the most important aspects of each
policy, aswell asproviding them with away of comparing policy
areas according to the different categories.

This chart serves as atake-home portion of thefinal exam,
but also as a study sheet. Near the end of the course, | provide
students with areview shest, letting them know what to expect
onthefinal exam, including the kinds of questionsfromthethird
part of the course based on their policy chart. Thisreview sheet
also containsan essay question for thefinal exam on thetension
between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism in the
history of the EU. This guides students in the review of their
class notes and readingsfrom thefirst part of the coursewith an
eye to the “big picture.” Students are also reminded that they
will havetore-draw theinstitutional diagram onthefinal exam.
With thiskind of help, most students ultimately do quitewell on
the final exam, displaying a sound understanding of the EU’s
history, institutions, and policies.

To summarize, my teaching method aimsto promotelearning
about the EU by making use of various presentation techniques,
visual aides, and study guides. Students’ understanding of the
European Union is also reinforced by various active learning
techniques, including class discussion, paper presentations, and
(for some) participationinintercollegiate smulations. Although
many aspects of my course are quite conventional, | hope that
thisaccount of my teaching method ishelpful to faculty intheir
own efforts to take the mystery out of learning about EU for
their students.

John D. Occhipinti (Dept. of Political Science, Canisius
College) is completing a book on the poalitics of police
cooperation in the European Union, focusing on the
development of Europol and related institutions.
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Notes
1. There are many fine textbooks available to help faculty teach
the EU. See, for example, Dinan (1999), George and Bache
(2000), McCormick (1999), Nugent (1999), and Wallace and
Wallace (2000). Faculty might also want to supplement or
update these readings by using materials found on the massive
Web site of the EU itself (http://europa.eu.int/).
2. For some students, this understanding is reinforced each year
by their participation in an international, intercollegiate
simulation, “Eurosim,” organized by the Trans-Atlantic
Consortium for European Union Simulations and Studies.
Students are assigned “alter-egos’ (e.g., MEP, Minister,
COREPER, Commissioner, etc.), and then they act out these
roles out within a given policy theme and format. For more
information see www.fredonia.edu/department/polisci/eurosim/.
3. The number of students enrolled in my course typically
ranges from 10-20, and we cover at least ten different EU policy
areas. The topics and enrollment vary according to that year's
theme and location for Eurosim, which takes place in Europe
every other year. Eurosim 2002 was held January 3-6 in Prague.
4. “Blackboard” is the brand name for a template allowing easy
creation and maintenance of Web sites for academic courses; see
all the Blackboard products and e-Education services at
www.blackboard.com. See my Blackboard-based syllabus at this
long, though accurate, URL: http://courseinfo.canisius.edu/bin/
common/course.pl Arame=top& course_id=_1377_1
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EUSA Interest Sections

History

In responseto strong support indicated by EUSA members
who responded to our 1998 Tenth Anniversary Member Survey,
the EUSA Executive Committee decided to establish member-
based interest sections on any topic related to European Union
affairs. Asin other academic associations, the interest sections
reflect the diverseinterests and energies of the membership and
it ishoped that the sectionswill be avibrant part of EUSA.

Five EUSA interest sections have now beenlaunched. They
draw membersfrom throughout academia, government agencies,
law firms, think tanks, and others, from many countries. Their
activities range from a collaborative research project to asmall
conference to acompilation of syllabi, to give afew examples.
One of themany benefits of the sectionsisthat they bring together
the EUSA membership in smaller subgroups based on common
EU-related interests. They havethe potential to become effective
working groups in subfields of EU studies, as the field itself
grows and becomes more specialized. The section Web pages,
member rosters, activities, and other information may befound
on the EUSA Web site (go to www.eustudies.org and click on
“Interest Sections’). The existing EUSA sections are;
EU Law (D. Bruce Shine, Coordinator)
EU Political Economy (Erik Jonesand Amy Verdun, Co-Chairs)
Teaching the EU (Peter Loedel, Chair)
EU-Latin America-Caribbean (Joaquin Roy, Chair)
EU Economics (Patrick Crowley and Brian Ardy, Co-Chairs)
Section Policies

EUSA's overarching policies and practices for member
interest sections, adopted by the EUSA Executive Committeein
January 2000, are asfollows:
e Interest section members must be current EUSA members.
e Interest sections must have aminimum of 15 members.
o | nterest section members pay $5 dues per annumin additionto
their EUSA membership dues. Thisamount isallocated to EUSA
to help cover administrative costsrelating to theinterest sections.
o Interest sectionsmay decideto increase their membership fees,
and will receive the difference from EUSA between the two
amountsin order to fund their special projectsand activities.
o EUSA will host dedicated Web page(s) for theinterest sections
as part of the EUSA Web site.
¢ The EUSA officewill set up and maintain an e-mail distribution
list for each interest section.
o | nterest section memberswill appear in aseparate set of listings
in the biennial EUSA Membership Directory.
e The EUSA office will generally commit to assisting interest
sections in recruiting members and disseminating information
about their activities.
e Each interest section must elect a chair, coordinator, or other
leader who will serve as the primary liaison with EUSA and is
responsiblefor interest section financial matters. Interest section
members may also decideto elect other officers.
e Interest sections are encouraged to submit panel proposalsfor
the EUSA Conference.

In October 2001 the EUSA Executive Committee also
adopted the following set of policies to govern and guide the
activities of EUSA interest sections, in light of the growing
number of such Sections. EUSA interest sections must:

e Meet at each EUSA Conference.

e Carry out at least one added-val ue project each year (e.g., Web
pages, newsletters, publications, colloquiaor workshops, syllabi
bank, or other form of information exchange).

¢ Develop, within 12 months of establishment of the section, a
democratic process of selecting section leadership and inform
the EUSA board of that process.

e Make an annual report of activities to the EUSA board.

In addition to meeting the above-mentioned guidelines,
sectionswill be evaluated every three yearsby the EUSA board
(and discontinued if not active or active but not operating within
EUSA interest section guidelinesand policies).

As general principles, interest sections should recruit new
membersto the Association and contributeto the greater welfare
of the Association.

Interest sections of the EUSA are subordinate bodies who
shall not possess the legal authority to speak on behalf of the
EUSA, obligate EUSA funds, or obligate or givetheimpression
that they have the legal authority to commit the EUSA to any
policy or position unless and until such action and/or conduct
has been approved by the EUSA Executive Committee or by
action in compliance with EUSA policy and procedures as
contained within the EUSA Constitution and By-laws.
Proposal Guidelines

Here's how to propose an EUSA interest section:
¢ Any EUSA member may propose an interest section.

e Proposal must be a 1-2 page formal letter (500 words
maximum) on institutional letterhead including arationale for
the interest section topic and abrief statement of the proposer’s
qualifications for leading it (submit two copies of this|etter).

e Proposer(s) must make at least a one-year commitment to
|eading the section.

e Pleaseincludethe short formof proposer(s)’ curriculum vitae
(onecopy).

¢ Proposal must have at least ten brief letters of support from
EUSA members (must be collected and submitted entoto by the
proposer, not submitted individually to EUSA by their authors);
theseletters may beintheform of printed e-mail messageswith
contact coordinates, such as typically appear in an e-mail
signature, given.

¢ Deadlinefor proposals: ongoing.

¢ Decisionsoninterest section proposalsand policiesto be made
by the EUSA Executive Committee and its appointed Sub-
Committee, if any. Decisions of the EUSA Executive Committee
arefinal.

Please use regular mail (not e-mail or fax) to submit your
interest section proposal to the EUSA Administrative Office,
415 Bellefield Hall, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA
15260 USA. With questions about how to put together an interest
section proposal, please send an e-mail to eusa@pitt.edu. EUSA
members are encouraged to inquire about their interest section
ideas before putting together a proposal.
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Book Reviews

Carol Cosgrove-Sacks (ed.) Europe, Diplomacy and
Development: New Issuesin EU Relationswith Developing

Countries. New York: Palgrave, 2001, 286+ pp.

THIS VOLUME GREW OUT OF a course at the College of Europe,
Bruges. Carol Cosgrove-Sacks has collected the student essays
from the course, edited them, and supported them with
introductory and concluding essays of her own, which not only
“bookend” the collection but provide intellectual focus and
coherence. Infact, the Cosgrove-Sacksessaysgivethiscollection
their real worth. The overall thesis and argument of the editor
suggeststhat the EU, in the 1990s, contributed morethan half of
all overseas development aid. Accordingly, this volume argues
that the EU contribution to devel opment isfinancially important,
and perhaps even governing in some ways, and that the EU has
an opportunity to make animportant contribution in determining
the general policies and the direction of development assistant
strategiesand policies.

The book makes the claim that the EU is both the principal
market for exportsfrom devel oping countriesand the main source
of financial and technical assistance. Thisissomewhat overstated
if one takes Latin America and Asia into account, but as the
volume makes clear, directly and indirectly, the main focus is
EU development policy, both current and historical, for the
African, Caribbean and Pacific States (ACP), if one sets aside
EU-East Europe assistance. Infact, amost all the essaysin this
collection focuson the historical and contemporary issuesfacing
the ACP states and the treaties which have formalized the EU-
ACP policies in the various Lomé Conventions since the mid
1970s. A dominant question for the reader is whether the
cumulative evidence and argumentsin thisvolume show that the
EU hasreflected, and still reflects, global trendsin development
strategy, or whether the EU, given its actual and potential heft
as an economic and political force, isin aposition to affect the
direction of development thinking that other actors adopt,
including 1GOs and NGOs.

Theeditor isclear about her own conclusion when she states
“EU development cooperation policies dictate the terms and
conditions of accessto the most important market in the world
for exports of devel oping countries. Collectively the EU countries
arethelargest shareholdersinthe IMF and the World Bank, and
their policies play anincreasingly important rolein the UN and
other multilateral funding agencies’ (p. 283). One notes, even
inthisassertion, hopeand possibility rather than tangiblereality.
It may well be that the EU ought and can play a more important
role in guiding and funding development policies on a global
scale, yet from a non-European perspective, this strikes one
somewhat aswishful thinking. More concretely, theeditor isquite
right, of course, toindicate that Europe aready playsasubstantial
role regarding the Lomé group of countries, and that the EU
ought to play amoretelling and creativerolein future.
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Most of the essays, which range over a wide spectrum of
EU development issues, aresolidly researched. Thereistendency
for essaysto be strong on legal referencesto the precise clauses
and provisionsin treaties and other formal documents covering
any given issue. The advantage for the reader or the researcher
isthat the essays provide agood research tool regarding thelegal
and administrative basis of EU workings and policies. Beit a
chapter on biodiversity or humanitarian assistance, each essay
putsat thereader’sfingertipsthe precise EU palicies, legidation,
and agreements. As might be surmised, such an approach tends
to beweaker on original anaysis, thinking, and creative strategies
about how to moveforward. Ironically, the editor’scall to arms
for the EU to play alarger and more creative role is somewhat
undermined by the essays that are often excessively legalistic
rather than free flowing and thought provoking.

Cosgrove-Sacks' contributions provide the intellectual
framework within which the other essays might serve as
informationa background. But theintellectually interesting points
are mostly made by the editor. Cosgrove-Sacks discusses the
historical and ongoing tensions within the EU between
multilateral EU development policies and the bilateral policies
of the individual EU member states. This dichotomy has been
particularly relevant with respect to the former African colonies.
Franceor Britain’srolein the various Lomé Conventionssurely
needsto be seen as parallel to the pursuit of bilateral French and
British interests and relationships with specific African states.
Theeditor and afew of the contributorsa so point out theinterface
between palitical and devel opment objectivesof the EU regarding
the content and directions of the various Lomé Conventions.
Indeed, the many aspects of the Lomé Conventions, which are
covered in almost every chapter inthe book, areas much politica
instruments asthey are economic instruments. Cosgrove-Sacks
makes this valid point clearly and well. Unfortunately neither
thisintellectual strand nor several others are carried through in
the work of the many contributors. The net result makesthis a
useful research tool for anyone who wants to understand the
specific provisionsinthe EU relevant to EU development policies.

One of the strongest points of the collection isto give the
reader an understanding of EU policies on many aspects of the
various Lomé Conventions. The collection isagood source for
examining the historical changes in EU legidation, law, and
policies. For the broader and more weighty questions of the EU
and development policies of the past, present, and future, the
essays of the editor stand out. Not only does Cosgrove-Sacks
frame how one might examine and judge EU development
policies, but her essay fully addresses the subtitle of the book:
“New Issuesin EU Relationswith Developing Countries.” The
new issues are multilayered, of course, and include the end of
the Cold War, global trends in democratization, freer markets,
changes within Europe itself, and the overall sad mess on the
African continent, to name only the most obvious. The editor
wishes to aert Europe and the reader to imagine that the EU
could lead with some new thinking. The many, often short, essays
inthisvolumeanchor U.S. tothe past and present formal structure
of EU development policy. This approach may not be wholly
satisfactory to moving forward creatively, but one benefitsfrom



thesolidity of the effort and can take pleasurein Cosgrove-Sacks
encouraging call to thought and action.

I'sebill V. Gruhn
University of California Santa Cruz

George A. Bermann, Matthias Herdegen, and Peter L.
Lindseth (eds.) Transatlantic Regulatory Cooperation:
Legal Problems and Political Prospects. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000, 627+ pp.

TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS HAVE GAINED considerable interest asa
field of study among political scientists. The EU-U.S. trade
relation isthe driving force behind many global developments.
Thus, agreement between the EU and the U.S. has become a
prerequisite for major decisions to be taken within the WTO.
Also, the EU and the U.S. present two of the most widely
researched political systems in the world, which have been
influential asmodelsfor other democraciesor regiond integration
schemes. As a conseguence, transatlantic relations offer strong
opportunitiesto study developmentsand phenomenathat have a
wider relevance.

Thebook edited by Bermann, Herdegen and Lindseth focuses
on one aspect of transatlantic relations: regulatory cooperation.
With the gradual erosion of tariffs and quotas, domestic
regulations have decisively moved to center-stagein the debate
ontradeliberalization. Some of the most widely publicized trade
disputes between the EU and the U.S. have evolved around
differencesin domestic regulationsthat proved barriersto trade
for one party or the other. At the sametime, attemptsto overcome
these differences have met with considerable suspicion on the
part of politiciansand publicinterest groupsthat fear an erosion
of domestic standards and of autonomy in setting regulatory
standardsin thefirst place.

Asaresult, regulatory cooperation has become an extremely
interesting and pertinent issue: it lies at the intersection of
international and domestic politics; it combinestechnical issues
and political choices; and, last but not least, it brings together
elementsfrom economics, law and political science.

The book Transatlantic Regulatory Cooperation is the
outcome of an international conference held in April 1999. It
brings together contributions from eminent lawyers, political
scientistsand practitionersfrom both sides of the Atlantic. Inso
doing, it aimsto “deal as systematically as current knowledge
and experience permit with the transatlantic regulatory
cooperation phenomenon” (p.2). Judging fromitssubtitle, Legal
Problems and Political Prospects, it also aimsto combineinsights
from law and political science, which is reflected in the
backgrounds of the contributors.

Thebook isquiteambitious, covering abroad range of issues.
These issues are grouped into eight sections. Parts | dealswith
the political and legal context of transatlantic regulatory
cooperation and containsfivechaptersby EU and U.S. politicians
and civil servants, as well as a member of the Transatlantic

Business Dialogue. These chapters offer brief overviews of the
main regulatory issues in EU-U.S. relations at the time the
conferencewas held.

Parts Il and 111 focus on the relation between transatlantic
regulatory cooperation and globalization, and theoretical
perspectives on regulatory cooperation, respectively. The line
between these two parts is not too sharp, as at least one of the
two contributionsin part |1 proposesatheoretical perspectiveon
transnational regulatory issues.

Part IV containsfive contributions on competition law and
international trade law, while Part V highlights transatlantic
regulatory cooperation in four selected policy areas up until
around mid-1999. Part VI explores the interaction between
transatlantic regulatory cooperation and the domestic EU and
U.S. lega andinstitutional systems. Part V11 discussesissues of
democracy and accountability. Finaly, Part VIII presents some
perspectives on future devel opmentsin transatlantic regul atory
cooperation.

As aresult of this wide range of issues and authors, the
book’s chapters differ quite significantly in scope and size.
Whereas severa chapters do not exceed ten pages, probably
offering little more than the authors’ presentations at the
conference, other chapters offer much more detailed analyses,
with one chapter taking almost fifty pages.

Most contributions are extensions of earlier work by their
authors, which specialistsin the field will probably already be
familiar with. Much of thiswork ison regul atory cooperation or
certain regulatory issuesin general. As aresult, many chapters
do not relate specifically to transatlantic regul atory cooperation
or EU-U.S. relations, and the book as a whole has difficulties
relating more general or theoretical perspectives to specific,
empirical casedescriptions. Whilethismakesfor arichinventory
of issues and perspectives, the link to transatlantic regulatory
cooperation is often |eft to the reader to work out.

For instance, two of thethreetheoretical chaptersin part 111
discuss neo-institutionalist and public choice perspectives on
regul ation, respectively, but they do not rel ate these approaches
to transatlantic relations. Rather, the former focuses almost
completely on examplesderived from European integration, while
thelatter usesthe Basle accordsand the EMU to substantiateits
point. Similarly, the chapter on legal pluralismin part 11, while
exploring potentially interesting insights, isbased on an analysis
of EU-Chinesetradeintoys.

In these chapters, the relevance and usefulness of the
approach for analyzing transatlantic regulatory cooperation is
implied and hinted at, but it isnot elaborated much further. Most
contributions in part VII discuss concepts of democracy and
accountability that apply more generally, but are often not applied
directly totheway EU-U.S. regulatory cooperation isorganized.
By contrast, most of the contributions in parts IV and V offer
discussions of a range of regulatory issues in transatlantic
relations, for the most part without relating these to broader or
theoretical perspectives, however.

Thecontributionsin part VI are probably the most promising
in this respect. They focus on the difficulties for transatlantic
regulatory cooperation that arise out of the internal legal
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EUSA members interested in reviewing recent, EU-
related books should contact the book reviews editor:

Professor Mitchell P. Smith
Dept. of Political Science
University of Oklahoma

455 West Lindsey &. (Rm.205)
Norman, OK 73019 USA
E-mail mps@ou.edu

Fax 405.325.0718

Publishers should send two (2) review copies of books
directly to Professor Smith.

structures of the U.S. and the EU. They present a systematic
account of how specific U.S. and EU institutions constrain (or,
sometimes, enable) transatlantic regulatory cooperation. Here, too,
thelink to transatlantic relationsis not always made explicit, but
overall this part offers a clear and well-argued account that may
offer interesting insights to students of EU-U.S. regulatory
cooperation.

As a collection of conference papers, the relative lack of
coherence and systematic links between contributions in this
volumeisquiteunderstandable. It also makesfor arichand diverse
overview that is useful to anyone who wants to gain a broad
understanding of issuesand perspectivesin transatlantic regul atory
cooperation.

The book also achievesitsaim of bringing together insights
from law and political science. Although most contributions are
written from one perspective or the other, many contributions
should beinteresting to scholarsfrom both disciplines, in particular
those that are interested in institutional issues.

Asan attempt to advance transatlantic regul atory cooperation
as afield of study, the book is less convincing. The book could
have benefited in this regard from introductory and concluding
chapters that place the separate chapters into a common
framework, relate them to existing work on transatlantic relations
and regulatory cooperation, and draw some more general
implications from the various contributions. As it is, the
introductory chapter isalmost compl etely dedicated to introducing
each of the volume's contributions separately, while aconcluding
chapter islacking. The book could also have gained from amore
limited selection of contributions that systematically link
theoretical perspectives with developments in transatlantic
regulatory cooperation, athough admittedly this would have
prejudiced the book’s quality asawide-ranging overview.

Sebastiaan Princen
Universiteit Utrecht
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Hugh Compston and Justin Greenwood (eds.) Social
Partner ship in the European Union. New York: Palgrave,
2001, 214+ pp.

TEN YEARS AGO, THE European Trade Union Confederation
(ETUC) and European employersled by the Union of Industria
and Employers’ Confederations of Europe (UNICE), the so-
called “European Social Partners,” surprised themselves and
al informed observers by reaching a historic agreement. This
wascontainedin aletter they jointly addressed to Ruud L ubbers,
then President of the European Council and of the
Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) meetingin Maastricht, The
Netherlands, in December 1991, proposing changes to be
introduced in the new Treaty, granting the Social Partnersthe
Treaty right, at their discretion, to take social policy matters
out of the hands of thelegidatorsand to settletheissuesthrough
negotiation. Inthe event of asuccessful negotiation, the Social
Partners could forward the resulting agreement to the Council
of Ministers, viathe Commission, for conversioninto alegally
binding directive. The Ministers could either accept or reject
the agreement, but could not changeits content.

The IGC accepted the Social Partners' request virtually
unchanged and it is now an integral part of the Treaty. The
unelected Social Partners thus gained the right to legislate on
European social policy, replacing the Commission, the Council
and even the European Parliament. In the period since the
Maastricht Treaty wasratified, they have successfully negotiated
and brought into law three agreements, thus proving, against
all theodds, that the system can bemadeto work. Yet the process
is little known, poorly understood and continues to raise
questions, especialy within national Trade Unionand Employer
organisations and in the European Parliament.

Thisbook, therefore, fillsavery rea need. Edited by Hugh
Compston and Justin Greenwood, it hasachapter by Compston
on theintergovernmental dimension of EU Social Partnership
and another, jointly with Greenwood, on socia partnershipin
the EU from the standpoint of the self-interest theory, of which
morelater. Jon Erik D6lvik and Jelle Visser write about ETUC
and EU social partnership, vividly describing the tensions and
problems within the trade union movement. Ann Branch with
Justin Greenwood write alucid and informative chapter entitled
“European Employers. Social Partners?’ Thequestionmarkin
the title is deliberate: it underlines the difficulties employers
found in finally accepting their role as social partners at the
European level. Daniela Obradovic's contribution examinesthe
impact of the social dialogue procedure on the powers of EU
Ingtitutions, while Tina Weber covers the European sectoral
social diaogue.

The book explainsin fascinating detail how and why the
Social Partners arrived at their 1991 agreement. It analyses
their motivationsand internal debatesand examinesthereactions
of and effect on other bodies, especially the EU Institutions. It
also looksin depth at the European Socia Dia ogue and assesses
itscurrent and futureimpact on the direction of European socia
policy. The Appendices give the legal basis of the procedure
and thefull texts of the agreements concluded to date.



The chapter on European Employersrelateshow they started
from aposition of outright public hostility to EU-level negatiation.
In the early nineties the industrial relations watchword was
decentralisation. The " Swedish model” wasno longer workable
inrapidly changing globa market conditions. Why now centralise
at the EU-level what was being painstakingly decentralised at
national-level ? Furthermore, trade unionswerelosing influence
and membersin many member States. Why boost their influence
and importanceat the EU level by recognising them asnegotiating
partners? Finaly, thevery red question remained: would national
employer organisations grant a true mandate to their European
organisations to negotiate binding regulations on their behalf?
After several months of hot debate, employers wisely took the
pragmatic view: experience showed them that the EU had an
insatiable appetitefor social legidation, much of it very detailed,
very restrictive and too costly for companies. Employers were
convinced the IGC would expand the range of subjectsin this
field, on which the Council could decide by qualified majority
vote, thusmakingit likely that many moresocial policy directives
damaging to business interests would be passed through the
Council. There was only one solution: to acquire the right to
step in and replace the legidlators.

Difficultieswithin thetrade unionswere of adifferent nature.
They knew full well that social policy directives proposed by the
Commission and approved inthe usual way by the Council after
amendment by the Parliament, werelikely to bemore* pro-union”
than would any agreement negotiated with employers. So why
accept to negotiate if the outcome was likely to be less union-
friendly than legidation? Furthermore, the powerful nationa trade
union federations, especially in Germany and Scandinavia, saw
EU-level negotiationsasathreat to their own statusand i nfluence.
They did not want ETUC in Brussel sto becomethe“tail wagging
the dog,” which has indeed now happened to some extent, as
explained in thisbook. However, the trade unions had also long
nursed the overriding ambition to gain the right to act across
frontiers. One day, they hope, it will be possiblefor them to take
industrial action across Europe in support of a dispute in an
individual member State. The European Works Councilsdirective
would be astepin thisdirection. They considered that the right
to negotiate at EU level would be another. Finally, acquiring the
right to negotiate would guarantee for ever ETUC sstatusasan
important part of the EU Establishment, an attractive proposition
especially for unions in countries, like France and the United
Kingdom, whoseinfluencewasfast diminishing. So ETUC aso
endorsed the letter addressed to Ruud Lubbers, though driven
by alogic quite different from that of employers.

Thebook, based on original research and oninterviewswith
the main actors, gives aremarkably lively and mainly accurate
account of the complex paths along which employersand unions
travelled in arriving at their joint destinationin 1991. It reveals
thetensionsand internal disputesthat had to beresolved by both
sides. It also givesan excellent insight into the profound effects
of this Treaty change on the European Institutions.

Business people and trade unionists may find the stated aim
of the book, namely (pp.1, 98): “...to determine the extent to
which explanations of the devel opment and operation of social

partnership at EU level can be explained in termsof thelogic of
self-interest, as opposed to factors such astheinfluence of ideas
or of cultural or ideological values’ to be atrifle contrived and
lugubrious, though no doubt it will appeal to academics. The
statement (p.158) that: * Weinterpret the self-interest of employer
leaders, like trade union leaders, as being survival and power

" is wrong. Employer organisations' self-interest lies in
promoting and defending the best interests of their members.
Survival and power are simply means to this end. The social
dialogue story isfascinating inits own right, and does not need
to be presented in thistheoretical framework. Happily, however,
the book isnot simply ahistorical record or an academic treatise.
Itisessential reading for business people needing to understand
how the European social dialogue can serve to mitigate the
negativeeffectsof future EU socid legidation. Itisequally useful
for those who want aninsight into the strengths and weaknesses
of thetrade union movement in Europe, or to appreciatethevalue
of a constructive bilateral dialogue between business and
organised |abour.

Itisalsothestory of aremarkable and unigque achievement:
the European Social Partners have shown that trade union and
employer organi sationsfrom seventeen different states—the EU-
15, plusNorway and | celand which, asmembers of the European
Economic Area, are full participantsin the Social Dialogue—
are able not only to reach agreements among themselves on
difficult social policy issueshbut also to usetheir dialoguefor the
joint examination and anticipation of problemsarising fromthe
difficult process of European integration. Without the Social
Dialogue, launched by Jacques Delors in January 1985, it is
probable that the trade unions would never have accepted to
endorse the European single market or the single currency.
Without union support thesetwo fundamental policies could never
have been implemented.

Themerit of thisbook isthat it throwslight onthe European
Social Dialogue and underlines its political and economic
importancein the continuing process of European integration.

Zygmunt Tyszkiewicz
Secretary General of UNICE (1985-1998)

Kenneth P. Thomas. Competing for Capital: Europe and
North America in a Global Era. Washington, DC:

Geor getown Univer sity Press, 2000, 323+ pp.

IT HAS LONG BEEN RECOGNIZED that industry subsidization by the
state is a politically and economically harmful activity.
Economists routinely point out the distorting effects on the
efficient allocation of capital while politiciansfrequently lament
the waste of resources and loss of budget revenue. Yet despite
the obvious negative effects, governments eagerly continue to
subsidize industry with an eye either to recruit investment or to
retain it. Why? Kenny Thomas provides an interesting and
compelling answer. Each government views subsidization as a
zero-sum situation. If it does not do it, another will. Using the
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context of aprisoner’sdilemma, the author contendsthat harmful
subsidization will cease only whenthefieldisleveled. However,
inthe absence of third-party enforcement in theform of anational
or international monitoring authority or increased learning
through repeated iterations, cooperation is impossible. This
argument is then applied to the cases of the European Union,
Canada, and the United Statesto assesstheir relative successin
this area. The most surprising finding is that the United States
hasbeen least successful even though incentivesfor cooperation
may be higher than in Europe.

Thereismuch to recommend about thisbook. It providesan
important bridge between international relationsand comparative
politics. By examining the dynamics of the demand and supply
for subsidies within each country/area, the author is able to
connect domestic incentives with international behavior.
Governments cannot cooperateinternationally becausethey are
domestically dependent upon economic performance, whichis
generated mostly by industry. The higher the economic
performance, the greater thelikelihood of reel ection. Economic
performance is in turn affected by the ability to generate jobs
and attract investment by effectively recruiting firmsor keeping
them from rel ocating. Whilethis has been aserious problem for
along time, Thomas convincingly argues that the situation has
been exacerbated by theincreasing mobility of capital. Ascapital
controlshavewaned on aglobal scaleinthelast twenty yearsor
so, “bidding” wars have intensified.

Apart from theoretical considerations, thebook also contains
an impressive array of policy-relevant material. The author
analyzesin detail the subsidy regime, or state aid as Europeans
call it, in three countries/areas. For example, he explains the
rise of the state aid regimein the European Union, theintricacies
of the various control instruments, and the politics behind their
use. He also looks at the notification procedures at the World
Trade Organization level, eval uates the strengths and weaknesses
of those procedures relative to North American and European
procedures, and callsfor more transparency and access. Theend
result is the humble, obvious, yet politically controversial,
recommendation that surveys should be conducted at the U.S.
and Canadian federal levelsto document the level and intensity
of subsidies. Sadly in the land of numbers, transparency, and
freemarkets, we don’t really know the extent of subsidizationin
the U.S. dueto the absolutelack of data, let aloneinternationally
comparable data. In the absence of federal documentation and
enforcement of a level playing field, state governments will
intensify their efforts to compete for investors by offering an
even more dizzying array of incentives. No wonder that the
burden of non-consumption taxation in this country has shifted
dramatically since 1960 from corporationsto individuals.

Despite its many benefits, there are some things the study
could have done better. For one, state subsidiesto recruit investors
are different from subsidies to declining industries. While the
author deals with both, the majority of state subsidies in this
country are in the form of the former rather than the latter. In
Europe and to alesser extent in Canadaa substantial amount of
state aid is given to sunset industries. Which typeis viewed as
most harmful to consumers and/or more wasteful for
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governments? Most analysts would argue it is the latter rather
than theformer. Thisfact hel ps explain why there may be more
political willingness to cooperate in the elimination of aid to
decliningindustries.

Thomas attributes the differences among the three areas
under study to the number of actorsand the existence (or not) of
monitoring and enforcement agencies. While the United States
may not fare as well in these variables, at least relative to the
European Union and Canada, it does underscore the potential
for cooperation. Why hasthisnot been forthcoming? The author
arguesthat it is not politically feasible. States are loath to give
monitoring and enforcement powersto the federal government.
They are, therefore, willing to bear the cost of tax incentivesand
other economic improvement subsidiesto recruit investors. But
there may be another more convincing explanation. Thomas
aludesin chapter twotothe” privileged” position of businessto
explain thedemand for investment. AsLindblom and othershave
successfully argued, the capitalist state may be structurally
dependent on capital for itswellbeing. If so, the more dependent
the state is, the greater the incentives of any given state to
subsidize business, which consequently leadsto | ess cooperation
among states to control the disbursement of such subsidies. A
brief examination of indicators of such dependence—for example,
corporate taxation rates, unionization indicators, and the like—
point to the same conclusion. Businessismore privileged inthe
United States than elsewherein the developed world.

But ultimately the most convincing explanation of why
subsidies are offered and why they are difficult to control liesin
the market for investment. To understand why governmentsare
willing to expend substantial amounts to attract investment,
sometimes on blind faith that the incentives work, one needsto
understand why firms decide to locate where they do. Thomas
discusses|ocation theory, but he does not giveit the attention it
deserves.

There are four factors that explain direct investment
decisions. Firmslocate in particular areasto be closer to either
suppliers or clients, to profitably exploit raw materials, to take
advantage of arelatively plentiful skilled labor pool, or to enjoy
afavorable business climate. Proximity to primary sources of
input islimited to afew industries, e.g., mining, timber, or oil.
The presence of askilled labor pool isalso, perhaps surprisingly,
limited to a few “high-tech” industries. Most manufacturing
activity does not require highly skilled workers. For example,
when Mercedes was shopping for a site to locate its first and
only production facility in North America, it chose Alabama, a
state with no previous automobile facilities and low skills in
automobile production and engineering.

There are two factors remaining. Proximity to supplier or
customer markets is important in al cases, particularly when
transport costs are high. When such costs decline and
infrastructure isimproved, however, as has been the casein the
last four decades, thisfactor loses some of its significance. The
factor that generally plays the most important role in location
decisionsis a favorable business climate, which includes such
indicatorsas corporate and sal es/use taxation rates, averagewage
levels, utility costs, and right-to-work status. Incentives, such as



tax abatements, entice potentia investors to take advantage of
the climate. They “sweeten” the deal, and other things being
equal, they may become the factor that tipsthe balancein favor
of aparticular site.

Thomas has it right. The simple truth why subsidies are
difficult to control isthat afirm always standsto gain from these
subsidies and, in the absence of third-party enforcement, a
government always perceivesit standsto loseif it does not offer
them.

Nikolaos Zahariadis
University of Alabama Birmingham

Miscellany

The Center for the Study of French Palitics (CEVIPOF)
speciaizesin analysisof theinstitutions, actors, behaviors, and
major trends structuring political life in France. In addition to
analyzing political parties, affinities, and voting patterns,
CEVIPOF also researches trade unionism, the media, the history
of ideas, public policy, and political philosophy. The Center
also explores new fields of analysisincluding non-conventional
political participation, “mora militancy,” governance, and
changes in collective action and changes in public action, and
now researches the European voter and European citizenship,
reflecting shifts in the international scene. Directed by Prof.
Pascal Perrineau, the Center may be reached at 10, rue de la
Chaise, F-75007 Paris, France; e-mail <info@cevipof.sciences-
po.fr>; Web address <www.cevipof.msh-paris.fr>.

A CD-Rom edition of Intra- and Extra-EU Trade Monthly
Dataispublished by the EU’s Comext and Eurostat, and comes
from Luxembourg. Available in Windows and ASCI| versions,
and by monthly subscription, latest year (last 15 months on a
single CD), or prior year (12 months summary in detail on a
singleCD). Tradevaluesgivenin Euro, US$, and Yen. All fifteen
EU member states and EU total reporting on imports, exports,
and balance on merchandisetrade. For ordering information visit
<www.euros.ch/trade.html> or e-mail <info@euros.ch>.

Officially launched in June 2001, the EUR-Lex Web Portal
brings together the whole body of EU legal texts for on-line
consultation, much of the material free of charge. Developed by
the Officefor Official Publicationsof the European Communities,
EUR-Lex offers integrated access to materials on the CELEX,
CURIA (Court of Justice), and EUR-Lex Web sites. The new
EUR-Lex offers consolidated search functions for al types of
documents, e.g., the Official Journal, Treaties, legidation, case
law, documents of publicinterest such aswhite papers, and some
explanatory materials about legal processes and key players.
Documents are available in formats such as HTML and PDF.
The new portal is aimed at professional and non-professional
users and its goal is to streamline accessto al EU law related
information. Visit the portal at <http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex>.

EUSA Supporters

With grateful thanks, we recognize thefollowing
EUSA members who made giftsto the European
Union Studies Association over and abovetheir
membership duesin 2001 (as of presstime):

ThomasAllen

Marion Berghahn
James A. Caporaso
Karl H. Cerny

Maria Green Cowles
Scott Davis

Peter Duignan

R. Amy Elman
JuliusW. Friend
Frank R. Golino
Donald Gonson

Elliot Goodman
Catherine Guisan-Dickinson
Clifford P. Hackett

M. Donald Hancock
Peter Herzog

Gerdd P. Holmes
Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks
Ross C. Horning
James A. Ketterer
Pierre-Henri Laurent
Joseph Marthan

Paul Mullen

Benjamin Palumbo
David Popper
GlendaG. Rosenthal
George Ross

Joseph Scolnick
Simon Serfaty

D. Bruce Shine
Mitchell P. Smith
Vaerie Staats

Eric Stein

Donald J. Swanz
Margaretta M. Thuma
Barbara Jancar Webster

We are also very grateful to the University
Center for International Studies, University of
Pittsburgh, for financial support and for a 2001
conference grant, aswell asto the Delegation of
the European Commission in Washington, DC,
Office of Academic Affairs, for agenerous 2001
conference grant. Finally, we thank again The
German Marshall Fund of the United States for
atwo-year bridging grant to us (1999-2001).
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Calls for Papers

Managing the (Re)creation of Divisionsin Europe, June 20-
22, 2002, Moscow, Russia. Joint CEEISA-NISA-RISA
Convention. Integration processesin Europe create, directly, or
as a by-product, new division lines among European states.
Scholarswill offer theoretical insights, comparative perspectives
and interdisciplinary research on this topic. For details visit

<http://guests.fdv.uni-lj.si/ceeisa/>. Deadline: Please inquire.

TheEnvironment and Sustainable Development in the New
Central Europe: Austria and Its Neighbors, September 19-
21, 2002, Minneapolis, MN. Center for Austrian Studies,
University of Minnesota. Seeks proposalsin the social sciences,
humanities, environmental studies, and public policy studies, that
addressrecent discussionsand/or modern history of theeconomic,
political, and socia issues facing Austria and Central Europe.
For detailse-mail Gary B. Cohen at <gcohen@umn.edu> or visit
<www.cas.umn.edu>. Deadline: February 1, 2002.

The Future of Europe, September 2-4, 2002, Belfast, UK.
UACES32nd Annual Conferenceand 7th Research Conference,
hosted by the Ingtitute of European Studiesat Queen’sUniversity
Belfast. Proposals invited for panels or papers on European
integration or any aspect of the European Union, from
postgraduate research students and scholars in all academic
disciplines. For information e-mail <admin@uaces.org> or visit
<www.uaces.org>. Deadline: February 18, 2002.

Transatlantic Studies Conference, July 8-11, 2002, The
University of Dundee, Scotland. Launch conference of the
Transatlantic Studies Association (TSA) and The Journal of
Transatlantic Studies. Paper proposals are sought in (1)
Diplomatic, Political, and Bilateral Relations, (2) Economic
Relations, (3) Defence, Security, and Intelligence Relations, (4)
Literatureand Cultural Relations, (5) Transatlantic Area Studies,
(6) Raceand Migration, (7) Comparative Constitutionalism, and
(8) Planning, Regeneration, and the Environment. For details
visit <www.dundee.ac.uk/~awparker/transatlantic.html>.
Deadline: February 22, 2002.

ThePoliticsof European I ntegration: AcademicAcquisand
Future Challenges, September 26-28, 2002, Bordeaux, France.
Organized by the Standing Group on the EU of the European
Consortium of Political Research. Conference on the wider
aspectsof theintegration process beyond current devel opments:
thefocus on the acquisacademiqueimpliesaninterest in taking
stock of thefield over the past fifty years, while the emphasison
future challengesindicates an interest in contributions addressing
the agenda of the EU over the next few years. Open to senior
and junior scholarswith the participation of doctoral studentsin
particular encouraged. For more detailsand proposal guidelines,
visit <www.essex.ac.uk/ecpr/standinggroups/bordeaux/
bordeauxhome.htm>. Deadline: March 31, 2002.
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Conferences

February 7-10, 2002, “The European Union’s Eastern
Enlargement: Surveying the Social and Economic Divides,”
University of Toronto Junior Scholars Conference, Toronto,
Canada. For information visit <www.chass.utoronto.cal/jiges/
euconfer.html> or e-mail <eu.enlargement@utoronto.ca>.

March 7-9, 2002, 19th Annual Graduate Student Conference,
New York, NY. Institute for the Study of Europe, Columbia
University. “Regionalism, Nationalism, Europeanism: Euro-
pean Identities in the Age of Globalization.” For information
e-mail Matthew Fehrs at <mbf67@columbia.edu>.

March 14-16, 2002, 13th Int'l Conference of Europeanists,
Chicago, IL. Council for European Studiesbiennia conference.
Visit <www.europanet.org> or e-mail <ces@columbia.edu>.

March 19-23, 2002, 98th Annual Meeting, Association of Amer-
ican Geographers, LosAngeles, CA (has a Specialty Group on
Europe). Visit <www.aag.org> or e-mail <meeting@aag.org>.

March 24-27, 2002, 43rd Annual I nternational StudiesAssocia-
tion Convention, “ Dissolving Boundaries: The Nexus Between
Comparative Politics and International Studies,” New Orleans,
LA. Visit <www.isanet.org/> or e-mail <isa@u.arizona.edu>.

March 25-26, 2002, “European Studies in the 21st Century:
The State of the Art,” Loughborough, UK, co-organized by
UACESand the Standing Conference of the Heads of European
Studies. For details visit <www.uaces.org>.

April 4-6, 2002, “EU-Latin America-Caribbean Relations:
Preview of the European Latin American Caribbean Summit,”
University of Miami, FL. Conference of the European Union
Center in Florida, the North South Center, and the EU-Latin
America-Caribbean Interest Sections of the European Union
Studies Association and the Latin American Studies Associ-
ation. Please visit <www.miami.edu/international -studies/euc>.

April 11-12, 2002, “ The Rise and I mpact of the Social Sciences
..." inthe European context, Cambridge, MA. Graduate Student
Workshop, Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies,
Harvard University. Visit <www.fas.harvard.edu/~ces>.

May 10-11, 2002, “ Representation and | dentity in an I ntegrated
Europe,” Ottawa, Canada. Centre for European Studies and
Centre for Representation and Elections, Carleton University.
For details visit <www.carleton.ca/eurus/events.htmi>.

July 22-27, 2002, “European Culture in a Changing World,”
8th International Conference, International Society for the Study
of European | deas, Aberystwyth, Wales. For further information,
visit <www.aber.ac.uk/tfts/issei2002/>.



Fellowships

European University Institute (EUI) offers three-year post-
graduate grants to begin September 2002 in law, economics,
history, and social and political sciences, for study leading to the
doctoral degreefromthe EUI. Contact e-mail <applyres@iue.it>
or telephone 39.055.46.85.373. Deadline: January 31, 2002.

The Bicentennial Swedish-American Exchange Fund offers
travel grantsof 25,000 Swedish crownsto support two- to four-
week intensiveresearch tripsto Sweden for quaified U.S. citizens
and permanent residentswith well-devel oped projectsin palitics,
public administration, mass media, business and industry,
working life, human environment, education, and culture.
Research trips must take place between July 1, 2002 and June
30, 2003. For details visit <www.swedeninfo.com> or e-mail
<requests@swedeninfo.com>. Deadline: February 1, 2002.

The European Union Fulbright Program offers various
fellowships for 2002-2003, including Grants for Citizens of
Member States of the EU: One-semester awards for research
on EU affairsor U.S.-EU relationsat an accredited institutionin
the U.S. (candidates must arrange their own affiliationincluding
aletter of invitation), and one-semester awards also available
for lecturing on EU affairsat selected U.S. universities(institution
placement will be provided for successful candidates).
Candidates must be professionals, policy makers or academics
involvedin EU affairsand proficientin English. For information,
visit <www.kbr.be/fulbright>. Deadline: March 1, 2002.

Humboldt Research Fellowshipsare offered by theAlexander
von Humboldt Foundation and enable young highly qualified
foreign scientistsand scholars holding doctoratesto carry out
research projects of their own choicein Germany (agelimit:
forty). Applications may be submitted for long-term research
staysof between six and twelve months; short-term study tours,
participation in conferences, and educational visits cannot be
funded. Research fellowships are offered on a world-wide
competitive basis to scholars of al nations and academic
disciplines. Thereare no quotas of either country or academic
discipline. Up to six hundred research fellowshipsare available
per year. The research fellowship program is open primarily
to young scientistsand scholars. Applicationsare decided upon
by an independent selection committee of sixty German
scientistsand scholarsfrom all disciplines. Decisionsare based
exclusively on academic achievements. Themain criteriaare
the quality and feasibility of the research project proposed by
the candidate and hig’her internationally published work.
Research projectsand German hosts are sel ected by applicants
themselves; research projects and schedules must be agreed
between applicants and proposed hosts prior to the submission
of applications. For application detail svisit <www.humbol dt-
foundation.de> or e-mail <post@avh.de>.

Publications

EU-Related Journals Received

European Review of History, in English and French, includes
original research, review articles, and resource information for
scholarsof European history of all centuriesand subdisciplines.
The European Legacy isamultidisciplinary journal devoted to
the European intellectual and cultural history and the paradigms
of thought which have evolved in the making of the New Europe.
Both published by Routledge. Visit <www.tandf.co.uk/journals>.
Collegium: News of the College of Europe (21: 1X, 2001) isa
special edition (bilingua) on“ Current Challengesin International

Humanitarian Law.” Contact by e-mail <collegium@
coleurop.be>. Volume 2: 3 (Fall 2001) of | nternationale Politik:

Transatlantic Edition isdevoted to “ Transatlantic Strains’ and
“Asid’s Future.” Contact by e-mail <ip@dgap.org>.

New and Recent EU-Related Book Notices

Bérocz, Jozsef and MelindaK ovécs (eds.) (2001) Empire’'s New
Clothes: Unveiling EU Enlargement. Central European
Review e-book, www.mirhouse.com/ce-review/Empire.pdf.

Cederman, Lars-Erik (2001) Constructing Europe’s Identity:
The External Dimension. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Pubs.

Friedrich, Wolfgang-Uweand Gerald R. Kleinfeld (eds.) (2001)
New Atlanticism: Transatlantic Relations in Perspective.
New York: Berghahn Books.

Greenwood, Justin (2002) The Effectiveness of EU
Business Associations. Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave.

Greenwood, Justin (ed.) (2002) Inside the EU Business
Associations. Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave.

Grix, Jonathan (ed.) (2002) Contemporary Germany: Research
Methodol ogies and Approaches. Birmingham, UK:
University of Birmingham Press.

Gstohl, Sieglinde (2002) Reluctant Europeans. Norway,
Sweden, and Switzerland in the Process of Integration.
Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Knill, Christoph (2001) The Europeanisation of National
Administrations: Patterns of Institutional Change and
Persistence. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Leonhard, Jorn and Lothar Funk (eds.) (2001) Ten Years of
German Unification: Transfer, Transfor mation, | ncorpora-
tion? Birmingham, UK: University of Birmingham Press.

Malmborg, Mikael af and Bo Strath (eds.) (2002) The Meaning
of Europe. New York: Berg Publishers.

Maskus, Keith E. and John S. Wilson (eds.) (2001) Quantifying
the Impact of Technical Barriersto Trade. Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press.

Notermans, Ton (ed.) (2001) Social Democracy and Monetary
Union. New York: Berghahn Books.

Pace, Roderick (2001) Microstate Security inthe Global System:
EU-Malta Relations. Santa Venera, Malta: Midsea Books.

Roberts, Ivor and Beverly Springer (2001) Social Policy in the
European Union: Between Harmonization and National
Autonomy. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.
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EUSA News and Notes

SavetheDates: Be sureto mark on your calendars the dates of
our Eighth Biennial International Conference, to be held in
Nashville, Tennessee at the Hilton Suites Nashville Downtown,
March 27-29, 2003. Please note that these dates are two months
earlier than our conferenceshave been heldinthe past. The EUSA
Executive Committee madethischangein responseto consistent
feedback from conference delegates, with the added benefit of
having our conference aternate more closely with the biennial
conference of the Council for European Studies. Please check
our Web site from time to time for our conference updates and
the call for proposals, which will go out this spring.

Contact Coor dinates. Dueto security concernsof boththeU.S.
Postd Serviceand our ownmail delivery serviceat the University
of Pittsburgh, it is more important than ever that mail you send
us be correctly and completely addressed. Please use our new
name and new room number (we moved in June 2000). Our
correct address is: European Union Studies Association, 415
Bellefield Hall, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA 15260
USA. Inthe samevein, please bethat surewe haveyour correct,
current mailing address and e-mail address. Our memberstend
to move and changeinstitutions regularly, and some of our mail
to you getsreturned to us, with afee attached, when we have an
out-of-date address. To keep our e-mail List Serve useful, we
also need your current e-mail address. Thanks very much.

The EUSA Review follows an annual calendar of
announcementsand listings organized in four topic areas:
Winter (December 15): EU-Related Academic Programs
(degree or certificate-granting, worldwide); Spring
(March 15): EU-Related Web Sites (preference given to
primary sources such as databases, electronic
publications, and bibliographies); Summer (June 15): EU-
Related Organizations (academic and professional
associations, research centers, and institutes with
significant EU aspects in their missions); and Fall
(September 15): EUSA Members' Research Notes
(EUSA members' current EU-related research projects,
with particul ar attention to funded projects). We list EU-
related conferences and calls, fellowships and scholar-
ships, and publications (books, journals, working papers)
in every issue of the Review. Please send your brief
announcements to arrive before the above-mentioned
deadlines, either by e-mail to eusa@pitt.edu or by regular
mail to EUSA, 415 Bellefield Hall, University of
Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA 15260 USA. We reserve the
right to edit for length, and we cannot guarantee inclusion
inthelistings, though we will do our best. We regret that
we cannot accept unsolicited e-mail attachments.
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From the Chair

(continued from p.2) being co-led by EUSA members Patrick
Crowley (Texas A&M University Corpus Christi) and Brian
Ardy (South Bank University, UK). Wethank all interest section
leadersfor their effortsand we encourage all EUSA membersto
join oneor more sections and to expl ore establishing othersthat
reflect your particular areas of research and study. Please go to
our Web site at www.eustudies.org and click on “Interest
Sections’ for alist and linksto the Web pages of current sections,
along with guidelines and policies for the operations of EUSA
interest sections asadopted by the EUSA Executive Committee.
For those without, or weary of , Web access, we have al so printed
the guidelines and policiesin thisissue on p.13.

| also have the pleasure of announcing to our membership
that we have just signed an agreement with Oxford University
Press for the publication of the next three volumes of our book
series, Sate of the European Union™. Funds permitting, we
plan to enhance the series in a number of ways and we are
delighted at the possibilities for continued cooperation with
Oxford on this project. We've been thrilled to watch Oxford
take our series new places ranging from an e-book edition for
library acquisitions, paperback edition for classroom use, and
even tranglation to and publication in Romanian in 2002.
Librarians and long-time EUSA members will recall that we
have so far published five volumesin the series, each co-edited
by apair of scholarsfrom both sides of the Atlantic and focusing
onacurrent EU theme chosen by the Executive Committee. For
the next edition, volume six, the EUSA Executive Committee
has decided to open up the process by holding a competition
among the membership for proposal sfor thetopic, authors, and
substantive approach of the next volumein our series. Scholars
interested in proposing atopic, approach, and a specific set of
authorsfor the next edition of our Sate of the European Union™
should see p.5 in thisissue for our Call for Proposals.

In the coming year EUSA plans to work to increase its
membershipin sectorswhere scholarship on the European Union
has been expanding in the United Statesand Europe. IntheU.S.
wewill makeaspecial effort toincrease membersamong scholars
in law schools, business schools and programs in government
and public policy. In Europe, wewill recruit in those countries
in which our membership seemsto be proportionately small. We
see ourselves as a transnational organization of scholars and
practitioners, and part of our missionisto generatetrans-Atlantic
initiativesin scholarship and collaboration.

Your EUSA membership and support hel psbuild our strong
Association, theonly of itskind devoted to scrutiny of theongoing
European integration process, and helpsto train future scholars
and practitioners in what will continue to be a vital field. On
p.19inthisissueyouwill find alist of al thoseindividual persons
who made gifts to EUSA above and beyond their membership
duesin 2001; for such support, we are extremely grateful.

MARTIN A. SCHAIN
New York University



EUSA Lifetime Membership

What isit?
Simply put, it isaone-time dues
payment to EUSA of US$ 1500.

What does it include?

The Lifetime Membership includes

all regular membership benefitsfor
life. Among those benefits currently
are subscription to the quarterly EUSA
Review, receipt of occasional EUSA
monographs, qualifying for EUSA
competitions, discounted registration
rates at the EUSA International
Conference, subscription to our e-mail
List Serve, and the opportunity to join
EUSA interest sections.

Are there any other benefits?

By making aone-time membership
payment, you not only avoid the task
of renewing each year, but gain the
twin advantages of securing lifetime
membership at today’sdollar values
and avoiding future duesincreases.

Who should do this?

Any person wishing to support the
endeavorsof the European Union
Studies Associ ation—the fostering of
scholarship and inquiry on the ongoing
European integration project. For U.S.
taxpayers, an additional benefitisa
receipt for aone-time $500 charitable
contribution to EUSA, tax-deductible
to the extent allowed by law (reducing
your tax liability for the year in which
you become a Lifetime Member).

How do | become a Lifetime Member?
Simply mail your check, in US$ and
made payableto “EUSA,” to the
European Union Studies Association,
address given at right. (We can't
accept lifetime membership payments
by credit card.) We will send you a
receipt and | etter of acknowledgment.

WII my Lifetime Membership be
publicly recognized?

Yes, EUSA Lifetime Memberswill be
listed in the EUSA Review and in our
printed, biennial Member Directory.

EurorPEAN UNION STUDIES ASSOCIATION
New Individual Member ship Form (Please type or print)

Name
Address

City
State/Province
Country
Work Telephone
Work Facsimile
E-mail

Your Professional Affiliation

Postal Code

Do you wish to be subscribed to

EUSA'se-mail List Serve? yes no
Member ship dues (please check as appropriate):
Individual $45 one year __ $85twoyears
Student* $30 one year ___ $55twoyears
Lifetime Membership $1500 (see left for details)

* Students must provide copy of current semester’s registration form.

EU Law Interest Section $5 per year
EU Political Economy Interest Section $5 per year
Teaching the EU Interest Section $5 per year

EU-Latin America-Caribbean Interest Section $5 per year
EU Economics Interest Section $5 per year

Note: U.S. taxpayers may make a tax-deductible contribution to
support the work of EUSA in any amount over membership dues:
EUSA Grants and Scholarships Fund $
EUSA Endowment Fund $

Total amount enclosed: $

If paying by check, please make check payableto “EUSA.” Checks
must be in US$ and drawn on a USA bank. We also accept inter-
national money orders and MasterCard or Visa credit cards. Your
cancelled check or credit card statement will serve as your receipt.

MasterCard #
Visa #
Expiration Date
Signature

Mail or fax this form (please do not mail and fax this form) to:
European Union Sudies Association

415 Bellefield Hall

University of Pittsburgh

Pittsburgh, PA 15260 USA

Facsimile 412.648.1168

Thank you for your support of EUSA!
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Founded in 1988 (and formerly called the European Community Studies Association),
the European Union Studies Association ™ is a non-profit academic and professional
organization devoted to the exchange of information and ideas on the European Union.

European Union Studies Association
Information and ideas on the European Union

Established in honor of our
Tenth Anniversary in 1998:

EUSA Grants and Scholarships Fund
to support EU-related scholarship and education,
travel to the biennial EUSA Conference, and more

EUSA Endowment Fund
to ensure the long-term viability and
independence of our non-profit organization

Your gift is tax-deductible to the extent
allowable by U.S. tax law. Donors of $25 or
more will receive a receipt for income tax

. .I.l"'II'.II;... Ei E

B-19-829757-2 purposes. All contributors to either Fund
Ib-19-829752-1 will be listed in the EUSA Review’s annual
list of supporters. Include a contribution
(I with your membership renewal, or contact

the EUSA Office to make a contribution.
Ws00-451-7556
NI

Call 412.648.7635 or e-mail eusa@pitt.edu
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