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Martin Westlake

Introductory Remarks
I would like to thank you for giving me this opportunity to honour the memory of John this evening. It is truly an honour, a pleasure and a privilege. Like Neil (Kinnock), Geoff (Hoon) and Julian (Priestley), I did know John personally. He was not only a longstanding colleague but also a very good friend. More than that, though, it was John’s books that brought me to Brussels in the first place. I was writing my PhD thesis, at the European University Institute in Florence, about the European Parliament. True, I had interviewed a lot of MEPs in 1983 but, frankly, in classic academic tradition, I was writing very learnedly about something I really knew very little about in practical terms.


In those days there were few books about the European Parliament. I’ve brought some along to show you. There was Sir Barnett Cocks, the Clerk of the House of Commons, who wrote a guide for the UK’s first (appointed) MEPs in 1973
. There was the wonderful Paola Scalingi – still a good read today
. There were the prolific Valentine Herman and Juliet Lodge
. And there was David Marquand (to whom I shall return)
. And then there were three books by John, one co-authored with Robert Jackson – and parts of his analyses are still, by the way, completely relevant.


So I came to Brussels, to the European Commission, in 1985 to become John’s stagiaire in the Secretariat General of the European Commission, in the Directorate dealing with relations with the European Parliament. Being a leftie, I immediately went along to the BLG meetings. John was at that time the secretary. I seem to recall meetings in the rue de Cornett. I certainly remember typing up the minutes for John – lots of stuff about ‘subs’! And Peter (Wragg) was chair.


Recalling the BLG, I would like to take this opportunity to pay tribute to two longstanding party members and BLG members, now sadly no longer with us; Mike Cendrowitz (who, of course, as a founding member was there in 1985!) and Stuart Hercock. They were much in the mould of John. Lovely people. Deeply loyal to their party. Passionate about their causes…


John went on to become a colleague and my boss; but he never stopped being a fellow academic. Above all, he was a very good friend and I miss him deeply, really deeply.


As a tribute to him I have had this special banner-up made. It has two good friends on it (John and Neil
)! It is my tribute to my friend and my present to the BLG. Future speakers will have John keeping an eye on them and Neil to inspire them, whether they like it or not!


I would like to divide my talk today into three parts. First, I want to talk about John a bit and, in particular, about a revelation that came to me whilst attending his funeral, standing in a picturesque churchyard in his hometown of Shaftesbury, surrounded by beautiful rolling Dorset countryside. Second, I would like to talk about a number of intertwined trends that are, I believe, potentially of considerable concern. Third, I want to engage in a bit of long-term speculation and express a profound worry. 

Before I do any of that I should of course make it plain that I am talking to you today in a personal capacity.

About John

So, about John. Many of those of you in the audience tonight who knew John have sent me e-mails or reminded me of aspects of his character and I am grateful to you all. What I have done is to put together a little list of aspects of John’s character, in no particular order and certainly incomplete. But I hope my little review will give something of a taste of the man. 
There was John the eccentric. Peter (Wragg) reminded me of John, when late, declaring himself to be the White Rabbit as he ran through the corridors of the Berlaymont. John had a Spitting Image puppet of Margaret Thatcher on his desk in a Filofax Box and when he was angry with the Tories he would slam the lid of the box down, shouting ‘get down, Maggie!’ The Good Soldier Schweik was on his desk, twice over. There was the book, and the model of the good soldier on his bicycle. The Wiki entry about the book observes that ‘many of its characters are participating in a conflict they do not understand on behalf of a country to which they have no loyalty.’ I shall say no more. Also on his desk was a set of Russian nesting dolls, with Lenin the smallest and Yeltsin the biggest on the outside. And then, of course, there was Garfield. 
There was John the moody. I once bought two ‘red devil’ Garfield models with devilish horns and suckers under their feet and stuck them on the door of his office in the Palais de l’Europe in Strasbourg whenever he was angry. I think we all remember how hard he could slam that door and I certainly remember how the Garfields would wobble on their suckers! And (I see Rainer (Lau) and Mary (Brennan) in the audience) who among the Commission Strasbourg team
 could forget the ritual attempts to convince a moody John to come out to the Tête de Lard on the Thursday evening? He almost always came, of course. 
There was John the learned. When I arrived back in the Secretariat General of the Commission in 1986, John had just had published in the Journal of Common Market Studies an article with the title ‘Everything you ever wanted to know about the cooperation procedure but were afraid to ask’! There was his course on the EU and its institutions at the ULB (a lot of it constructed during lengthy discussions in my office, incidentally). Within the Commission, he was for long the fount of all knowledge on anything to do with the European Parliament and his political connections across the decent political spectrum meant that he was extraordinarily effective in defusing inter-institutional spats (he was, without exaggeration, an important player in the Delors team, particularly during the first Delors Commission). Then there were his books. He belonged to a noble tradition of officials who not only do things but also write about them: Geoff Harris, Richard Corbett, Mike Shackleton, Francis Jacobs, Kieran Bradley, Julian Priestley… But John was at one stage averaging one book a year and not by writing about what he did. Rather, John would latch onto an idea and then set off during his summer holidays to travel and research it up. I have brought a few, just a few, of his titles along this evening to illustrate the extraordinary scope of his learning: Politics in Denmark (1981)
, Québec and Canada  Past, Present and Future (1985)
, Security and Politics in the Nordic Area (1987)
, and Austrian Politics and Society Today (1991)
.
There was John’s fascination with American politics, which he shared with another now sadly missed official from those early days, Alex Nash.
 I remember John was particularly fascinated by the campaigning skills of Roosevelt, the near-misses of the Kennedy campaign
 and the ironies and paradoxes of LBJ
, but we all shared the mounting excitement as America got ready to elect its ‘first black President’, and I remember John, a faithful attender of Democratic Party Conventions, returning in 1992 full of enthusiasm about the campaigning techniques the Democrats were then busy developing. (This was of course before Clinton became ‘all too human’
.)

There was John’s extraordinary sweet tooth. Those among you who were in the Strasbourg team will remember the steadily growing tension as we got to Luxembourg, followed by John’s mad dash out of the train; he had precisely seven minutes whilst the locomotive was unhooked from one end of the train and another attached to the other end. Back he would come, triumphantly clutching a paper bag full of the most improbably sugary buns, from a pastry shop who knew where in the High Street.
There was John the son, brother and cousin. John had no siblings and had lost his father a long time ago. He brought out the mothering instinct in his female colleagues
 and all of his colleagues became, in one way or another, members of his family. Even when he was very, very naughty, we treated him with the fondness that you have for a favourite relative rather than an irritating colleague.

There was John the loyal. I remember him defending me, as a junior official, loyally against a tired and irritable Carlo Trojan in the middle of the German unification process (and Carlo, who gave his all in that process, had every reason to be tired and irritable!). And I remember, in the Strasbourg hemicycle, John once placing his body expertly between me and a domineering cabinet member I didn’t know but with whom I was determined to argue the toss; little did I realise that it was the human exocet, Pascal Lamy!
There was John the party loyalist; not just his faithful BLG attendance and his hopeless candidatures in Yeovil (1987) and North Dorset (1992 and 1997), but also his activities in the Schaerbeek branch of the Belgian Socialist Party and his visits to Democratic Party Conventions in the States.
There was John the dog with a bone. ‘Hind leg’ and ‘donkey’ come to mind, and I think all of his close colleagues sometimes suffered overdoses. (Personally, I think I learnt more about the Gabcicovo Dam than I really wanted to know!)

There was John the caring. To give just one example, John once created a huge fuss in the Berlaymont because he could see a man working high up a crane on a building site without any sort of protection. John was not satisfied until the Commission’s own health and safety people had witnessed for themselves what the poor man (clearly immigrant in origin) was expected to do by his unscrupulous employers. Thereafter, the workers wore proper protection.
There was John the fearless. One night (it must have been a Thursday night), he and I returned late to our hotel in Strasbourg, the Hotel du Rhin on the Place de la Gare. John was furious to see that Front National posters had been pasted up all over the square. The fly-stickers must just have left, for the glue was still dripping down. With me acting as lookout, John insisted on going around the square and tearing all of the posters down. I shudder to think what might have happened if the fly-stickers had returned, but John didn’t care; he was a man on a mission!

Lastly, there was John the man who was generous with his ideas. At times, he was like a Roman candle, gushing observations and reflections. Occasionally, I got him to write for me.
 But the greatest fun we had was in bouncing ideas off of one another. Once I had moved on from the Secretariat General these exchanges became ritualised in regular lunches, about once every six weeks, at the Vimar restaurant in the Place Jourdan (fish for me, huge, sticky Dames Blanches for him). We would use these lunches to report on our surveys of the literature, to try out our latest ideas, and to swap political gossip (for John, always about the politics and never anything scurrilous). How I miss those lunches! The last one was in July, just about a month before he died…
And now to that revelation. We had often heard about his Danish mother.
 It was a privilege to meet her. We saw immediately that she was a humble woman of complete integrity and a fierce moral backbone. So dignified in her grief, we recognised John in her. He always remained intensely loyal to her and once every two weeks he would go home, back to Shaftesbury, to be with her. As we stood there, in that beautiful Dorset churchyard, I suddenly realised why John so loved Tip O’Neill’s famous dictum that ‘All politics is local’. For John lived that dictum in a way that most of us do not. Whether the ‘local’ was his Mum’s house in Shaftesbury or his hopeless canvassing in Yeovil and North Dorset or all the many places he visited and wrote about over the years.
That is why I have chosen as my title today ‘It’s the people, stupid!’ Some of you will recall how James Carville hung a sign in Bill Clinton’s Little Rock 1992 campaign headquarters that included the reminder ‘The economy, stupid.’ The phrase has now become what anoraks call a ‘snow clone’. So I am going to add to the life of the snow clone by entitling my speech ‘it’s the people, stupid!’ The reasons for that will, I hope, become clear.

My chosen theme

As I said, I miss our lunches. So what I am going to do today is to ask you to help me to reproduce the atmosphere at one of those lunches. I’d like you, collectively, to be John, and I am going to bounce some ideas off of you.
There has been so much going on that I have been spoilt for choice in terms of choosing a theme for my talk today. I was tempted, for example, to talk about the Coalition, since one of John’s earliest specialisations, studying under Geoffrey Pridham at Bristol University, was coalition building. I have brought along a Sunday Times (18 April 2010) front-page headline, ‘NICK CLEGG NEARLY AS POPULAR AS WINSTON CHURCHILL’ that would have amused John.
 He would have teased Nick mercilessly. It’s certainly one for Miriam’s scrapbook!
But in the end I have opted not to concentrate on the immediate but, rather, to consider some intertwining longer-term trends that, I believe, should be giving us cause for thought and, also, for concern. They relate back to a number of recent events that have got a lot of us thinking. First, the 2009 European elections. I don’t just mean the fact that UKIP won the same number of seats as Labour, though it did, but that the British National Party won their first two seats, including knocking out Richard Corbett – here with us this evening – in Yorkshire and the Humber. Mark Mardell, the BBC’s European editor, commented as follows:

‘The saddest moment of the night: Labour MEP Richard Corbett lost his seat. Irrespective of party politics, there are some people who are good for politics as a whole. Mr Corbett, a decent, thoughtful politician, is also one of the few people who understand how the European Parliament actually works and explained it well. He’ll be missed on all sides of the chamber.’ (from Mardell’s blog on the BBC’s website)
How could this have happened? We have Glyn (Ford) with us this evening as well. How, I repeat, could this have happened?

Next, the Swedish General Election of September 2010. This saw the Sweden Democrats entering parliament for the first time, as the sixth largest party, with twenty seats, and as a result the Alliance lost its absolute majority and remains in power as a minority government. That’s Sweden, so long a model for us all, that we’re talking about!

Next, the Netherlands’ June 2010 General Election. This led to a coalition cabinet that relies on the ‘parliamentary support’ of the anti-Islamic Party for Freedom. That’s the Netherlands we’re talking about!

I could go on: the Freedom Party in Austria, Jobbik in Hungary, the Northern League in Italy, the Sarazzin episode in Germany, the Peoples’ Party in Denmark… Something is going on. It would be a great mistake to treat these results as one-off aberrations. They are surely part of a trend. Leaving aside the extremes (of which more later), Euroscepticism, frequently associated with a reassertion of national identity, is on the rise.

I am going to take my life in my hands this evening and cite Tony Blair to you. Quoted in the Guardian (7 October 2010), he called for a ‘revolution in thinking’ on international counter-terrorism, arguing that the ‘paucity’ of the West’s efforts have left it ‘outspent, outmanoeuvred and out-strategised.’ ‘The practitioners of extremism are small in number. The adherents of the narrative stretch far broader into parts of mainstream thinking,’ he said. This extreme narrative, he argued, ‘now has vast numbers of assembled websites, blogs and organisations’. My point in part this evening is that you could say pretty much the same about the more extreme forms of Euroscepticism. I first came across this phenomenon when, together with David Butler, I was writing the ‘Nuffield study’ of the 2004 European elections.
 It was the first time I had relied more heavily on the web than on the more traditional media (press and television, essentially) for my research. And what I saw alarmed me.  
It began in the run-up to the 1997 General Election. Tony Blair, it will be recalled, afraid of being outflanked in the campaign by the Liberal Democrats and then the Conservatives, promised a referendum before sterling could enter the euro. All the new government’s early actions (including Gordon Brown’s transfer of interest rate management to the Bank of England) seemed to suggest that it was no longer a matter of ‘if’ but ‘when’. The anti-euro campaign, well-funded and well-equipped, immediately got under way. But as the prospect of early entry waxed and wained, a groundswell of opposition continued to grow, swollen in particular by high levels of campaigning activity on the web. Moreover, as the prospect of a draft European ‘Constitution’ grew, this groundswell was diverted and joined up with a deeper underlying opposition to further European integration, given organisational expression through a campaigning organisation, Vote 2004, which described itself as a ‘pro-democracy coalition’. When, in April 2004, Tony Blair conducted a swift U-turn and promised a referendum on the draft Constitutional Treaty, Vote 2004’s website declared ‘Job done’.
Jim Callaghan liked to say that a lie could be half way around the world before the truth had got its boots on. In the case of the euro, and then of the draft constitutional treaty, the truth didn’t even get out of bed. Loose coalitions were organised and put on stand-by. In the meantime, the anti-campaigns were being built and fought, principally through the web. The campaigns seemed to have plenty of resources (and not just money). They sprouted a large number of blogs, many of them not so particular about facts. Above all, the anti-campaigns had passion and a sense of urgency. They built up a bedrock of support and sentiment which is still out there, simmering away, awaiting the referendum it has never had – more about Sauron later.
So, in best John Fitzmaurice lunch fashion, I am now going to inform you about some recent academic work before giving my own view on the blurring of political vocabulary and then bringing everything together with some speculation and a warning.

The ‘Mair thesis’
I’ll begin with what I’ll dub the ‘Mair thesis’.  In a fairly recent article
 Irish political scientist Peter Mair stressed something which, once understood, is actually blindingly obvious. Both government and opposition are important to democracy. At European Union level there is no government and hence there can be no opposition. As Vivien Schmidt put it, the EU is a ‘polity without politics’.
 Membership of the European Commission, the closest thing to an executive, does strange things to its members. I always cite the cases of Martin Bangemann and the late, great Karel Van Miert in the Santer Commission. The former, a liberal in tooth and claw, busied himself building an industrial policy, whilst the latter, as Commmissioner with responsibility for competition, effectively busied himself overseeing deregulation. 
Echoing the 1965 analysis of Robert A. Dahl, Mair distinguished between three different types, or modes, of opposition. Classic opposition is the concept with which we are most familiar. Those not in government oppose by offering alternatives to the policies pursued by the government, whilst at the same time recognising and respecting the right of the government to govern. Secondly, there is opposition of principle, in which those opposed to the government object not only to the government and its policies but to the whole system of governance. In other words, they oppose the government and refuse to acknowledge its legitimacy. Third, there is what Dahl called the elimination of opposition. This is government by cartel, when there are no longer any substantive or meaningful differences between parties and the only opposition left is against personalities. There is, in Dahl’s terms, a surplus of concensus.
The three modes of opposition are inter-related. The more space there is for classic opposition, the less there is for opposition in principle and of course there can be no cartel. However, as Mair points out, ‘if political actors lack the opportunity to develop classical opposition, then they either submit entirely, leading to the elimination of opposition, or they revolt.’ He concludes:

‘Once we cannot organize opposition in the EU, we are then almost forced to organise opposition to the EU. To be critical of the policies promulgated by Brussels is therefore to be critical of the polity; to object to the process is therefore to object to the product… In other words, we either submit, and hence we accept the elimination of opposition, or we mobilize an opposition of principle and become intrinsically Eurosceptic.’ 

Mair further argues that this development is ‘beginning to reach down into the domestic sphere, in that the growing weight of the EU, and its indirect impact on national politics, also helps to foster democratic deficits, and hence also limits the scope for classical opposition at the national level.’ Mair goes on to develop his analysis, but I would like to leave his primary argument there, hanging in the air; because there can be no opposition to a government, there is growing opposition to the system.

The ‘RECON thesis’
The second theory, which I shall dub the ‘RECON’ thesis, is drawn from the work of a consortium of respected European universities working together on a project entitled ‘Reconstituting democracy in Europe’ (hence ‘RECON’). The members of this consortium have done a lot of work on Euroscepticism, but tonight I would like to focus on the work of two authors, Hans-Jörg Trenz and Pieter de Wilde, in an article entitled ‘Denouncing European Integration  Euroscepticism as Reactive Identity Formation.’
 The basic RECON thesis is that the emergence of generalised Euroscepticism should not of itself be a matter of concern to federalists and integrationists; rather, it is a ‘natural’ by-product of European integration and indeed should be seen as confirmation that the integration process is progressing. Polity contestation of the European Union is, they argue, intrinsically linked to the new salience of identity politics in Europe. This ‘objective’ or ‘empirical’ approach lies outside the normative framework that would see, say, the avoidance of war as a ‘good’. Euroscepticism is, rather, the refusal of other and the assertion of self. The more there is of the other, the more there is assertion of self. 
From this point of view what is happening in Europe echoes the emergence of the first American party political system in the early 1800s, with its Federalist and Anti-Federalist parties and, a little later, the Democratic Republicans. The difference, however, is that whilst the American Constitution was adopted already in more-or-less its final form on 17 September 1787, European integration remains a process, and not an end state. There is, as the authors put it, an ‘uncertainty of polity design’. Put another way, nobody knows whether there will be an end state (endless adaptive evolution is also a possibility), let alone what it will finally look like. The authors identify two paradoxes related to this observation. The first, the ‘integration paradox’ seems to demonstrate an inverse relationship between the duration of the integration process and the kind of consensus on what sort of entity the polity should build. The second paradox, the ‘public communication paradox’, will be of relevance to all of us in this room involved in communication. Basically, because of the uncertainty of polity design, increased communication and information may well generate more uncertainty and less trust! Are our efforts to inform and explain counter-productive?
Whatever the strength of these paradoxes, according to the RECON thesis Euroscepticism should be understood as a counter-narrative in which the worth of European integration is denounced. As a generalised phenomenon, Euroscepticism does not oppose particular policies but the polity itself. It refuses to acknowledge the legitimacy of the system (distinct echoes of Mair’s thesis, of course). This perhaps explains the way in which, although highly irritating and frustrating to we the converted, the ‘spray gun’ approach favoured by many Eurosceptics is so effective with many members of the general public.
 Euroscepticism is a kind of contestation that (barring anarchical theory) is only possible in the absence of polity consensus. The unfinished nature of the European Union makes Euroscepticism ‘possible and expectable’. Were the Union to find an end state, whatever that might be, there would, sooner or later, be generalised acceptance of the that end state, whatever it might be. Euroscepticism is, therefore, reactive identity formation. The RECON authors conclude:
‘We should not simply discard Euroscepticism as being irrational, emotional or marginal. Euroscepticism is not something to be solved or to be overcome by better or more rational ways of communicating with the public. It is something that will remain prominent for as long as the European Union seeks to consolidate its future.’

The ‘Auer thesis’
The third thesis that I would like briefly to explore – I’ll dub it the ‘Auer thesis’ – is drawn from an article by Stephen Auer recently published in the Journal of Common Market Studies.
 Auer observes that the times of the permissive consensus about integration are gone: ‘The initial method of European unification, in which enlightened elites pursued ambitious integrationist projects on the assumption that ‘ordinary people’ would eventually appreciate their advantages, no longer applies.’ His contention is that enthusiasts of the European Union may well be contributing ‘to the demise of the very Europe they favour;
‘A Europe of 27 or more Member States is, by necessity, more heterogeneous, diverse and difficult to govern. However, it is important to stop seeing this as a burden to overcome. It should be seen as an opportunity: more disputes bring on more politics.’

But Auer does not advocate ‘confrontation and strife in Europe.’ Instead, he calls for a more realistic view of European politics that is based on the insight that politics is fundamentally about dealing with conflicts. He argues that this is also the way in which the ‘New Europe’ can further shape Europe’s future. Europe’s citizens will not become engaged if there is consensus or, worse, silence. Rather, ‘Europe needs to engage its citizens by making its polity more political;

‘That is, by opening it to fierce political contestation about its aims, and the ways in which best to achieve them. The peoples of Europe need to be presented with different choices about the future of Europe. This is why elites in the ‘Old Europe’ need to overcome their fear of the New Europe and embrace the conflictual nature of politics in a Europe to come.’

The blurring of political and popular vocabulary about immigration

I come now to the first of several critical observations. 

Let me first ask a rhetorical question; when was the last time, in the domestic context, you heard somebody, anybody, let alone a mainstream politician, making a loud, proud case for political asylum? I cannot myself recall such an event. And yet full implementation of the 1951 Convention is a vital part of our common and noble heritage. Less proudly, Europeans created the modern phenomenon of massive waves of refugees seeking shelter in neighbouring countries (Belgian refugees in 1914). The Nansen Passport system was established to overcome the waves of refugees created by the aggressive implementation of citizenship laws by countries such as the UK, Germany and France in the 1920s. The very wording of the 1951 Convention was designed to deal with the fluxes of refugees throughout the European continent created by the Second World War and the ensuing Cold War. 
In 2009 some 261,000 people from 151 different countries sought asylum in our Union. Many of them risked life and limb to make it to our shores. Of them, 12,000 were unaccompanied minors.
 Our Union of 500 million citizens granted asylum to just 78,000 of those souls. Majorities of them were Somalis, Iraqis and Aghanis – people fleeing war zones, in other words, and who would not be fleeing those zones if there were not wars.
 Now, we all know that there is an informal system at work whereby economic migrants request asylum knowing full well that this will be refused. They hope that between their request and its rejection they will be able to generate some income for back home. Our filtering and adjudicating systems have evolved to deal with that ‘abuse’ (if that is what it can honestly be called). But it’s hardly la mer à boire. So why is it that the terms ‘refugee’ and ‘asylum seeker’ so frequently provoke risk knee-jerk reactions of prejudice? Why, even the current leader of the Labour Party is the son of refugees!
 
When it comes to migration and its component parts, the situation is even worse. Of course, for the Cornish even other English people are foreigners. Joking aside, all too frequently there is no clear distinction between economic migrants from within the European Union (surely one of the fundamental freedoms of the internal market) and those from outside; nor is there any clear logic when it comes to ‘policies’ about highly-skilled and less-skilled workers (I thought our governments had adopted dual general policies of realising our comparative advantage of a highly-skilled workforce whilst avoiding ‘brain drain’ from developing countries); nor, lastly, is there any similar debate about emigration  out of our countries. Despite popular mythology to the contrary, even illegal immigration is down – by a third in 2009 alone, according to Forex.
 ‘Immigration’ has become a proxy for a plethora of other socio-economic factors. And, in any case, all too often the problem is not immigration but integration. The ‘backlash’ against immigration is further exacerbated by populist coverage in the media and opportunistic political discourse.
I am caricaturing things only a little when I say that: Turks are portrayed as if their ‘hordes’ were once again at the gates of Vienna; the accession of Romanians and Bulgarians is seen as a ‘mistake’; and ‘Arab’ and ‘Islamic’, as collective adjectives, are used as terms of abuse. The laziness of vocabulary in domestic political discourse has led to a situation in which the average Sun reader feels threatened by a miasma of asylum seekers, refugees, illegal immigrants, legal immigrants (who ‘have no right to be here’), reconstituted families, welfare cheats and scroungers, Bulgarians, Romanians, vast hordes of Polish plumbers clutching monkey wrenches, Roma (all with gold teeth and earings and, of course, suffering from severe kleptomania), Turks, Arabs, Moslems and terrorists. 
Who, in the domestic political context, is making a positive case for immigration and emigration? Certainly few – with Margaret Hodge as an honourable exception – in the last General Election dared to stand up and be counted. Speaking personally, I was saddened by the way immigration was dealt with in the Labour leadership campaign. We know why. Immigration is an ‘issue on the doorstep’. In electoral terms it is dangerous to talk about immigration in anything other than guarded, critical terms. But even from the most selfish of viewpoints, the boxing off of immigration, particularly through lax vocabulary about its various aspects, is not in our economic interest. We should be vigilant therefore about vocabulary and perceptions. We must not fall into the trap of pandering to prejudices rather than seeking to create a more informed and rational discussion. 
The rise of the people
There is a new player in the Lisbon Treaty world, one which has not yet stirred, let alone got to its feet and stretched; the citizen. With the ratification and implementation of the Lisbon Treaty the citizen of the European Union is now well and truly ensconced. 
The implementing legislation for the citizens’ initiative is likely to be adopted in December. Thereafter, and even if it takes up to one year for the Commission to develop the software the Parliament is demanding of it, it will surely only be a matter of time before an ‘awkward’ or ‘inconvenient’ initiative is adopted. The way in which the Union’s institutions deal collectively with such initiatives will say much about the maturity of the Union’s democracy.

The referendum genie is now well and truly out of the lamp and cannot be returned. To the Irish constitutional obligation must now be added the conclusions of the German constitutional court. Shortly, the British Coalition government will put in a place a referendum block that will void most of the Lisbon Treaty’s passarelle clauses of their raison d’être and act as a negative incentive on any future major constitutional change. The French and the Austrians have been promised referendums on any future enlargements (and not just on Turkish accession).

The citizen’s voice will now be heard in many different ways and just through periodic domestic and European elections. The question we should not shy away from asking is the following: will the ragged voices heard throughout the travails of the Lisbon Treaty ratification process gradually rise to a clamour?

Malcolm Muggeridge, a well-known journalist of the 1960s and 1970s, once said that a row is never about. In the same way, I like to say, referendums are never about what they are about. Since 1975 the UK has ‘avoided’ holding any referendum on European matters. As I recounted before, Blair conceded a referendum on entry into the single currency in 1997 and on the Constitutional Treaty in 2004, but these encounters with the electorate were ultimately avoided. One thing is certain. When, as seems almost inevitable, there is a referendum in the UK about some amendment to the Treaty, the campaign will almost certainly not be about what it’s about. Such a referendum would be portrayed as being about all the referendums that the British people has not had, has been ‘denied’, from 1975 onwards. The populist media will have a field day. The sort of bedrock of support and sentiment I described earlier is already in place. Sauron will awaken! Opportunistic coalitions will form. Frankly, sadly, it risks being really ugly. At last year’s John Fitzmaurice memorial lecture John Monks argued that we should prepare for a referendum even if we are not going to have one. Well, John, we are almost certainly going to have one now. The only question mark is about when.
A speculation

Before I start to speculate I’d like to apologise to Julian Priestley, who has recently written very eloquently about the future role of European political parties
 and, indeed, will be presenting a new publication
 at the European University Institute this Wednesday, 1st December. I am going to quote him, and then contradict him, in a way. First, the quotation, about the 2009 European elections:

‘These elections were the clearest demonstration yet of the emptiness of the exercise. The elections were not fought as if they mattered; not so much ‘second order’ as an optional democratic extra. Public opinion was not mobilised; European themes were not developed; national issues predominated; party differentiation was not achieved…’ (p. 5)

Now I would like to return to David Marquand. By the 1980s he was not the most popular of figures in the BLG. Scion of a Labour MP, he had for over a decade been the Labour MP (1966-1977) for Ashfield. He resigned his seat to join Roy Jenkins in Brussels when the latter became President of the European Commission. In the subsequent by-election the Conservatives won Ashfield by 300 votes on a 20 per cent swing. We all know what happened when Roy Jenkins returned to the UK (Marquand joined the Social Democratic Party just as soon as it was founded). After all the excitement, Marquand went back to academe
, remaining a major political and philosophical proponent of a permanent realignment of the centre-left (he is still linked, though he has taken his distance, to terms such as ‘progressive politics’ and ‘the progressive dilemma’). It is this academic David Marquand to which I wish to refer. For in 1979 Marquand wrote a forward-looking analysis of the European Parliament on the eve of the first direct elections.
 Towards the end of his analysis, Marquand speculated about a ‘Party Europe’ and predicted that, ultimately, a nationalist-supra-nationalist system would evolve. This evolution would not be quick or tidy and would probably overlap ‘in a puzzling and superficially illogical way’ with the existing left-right system.
 However, what was under discussion was ‘the possible emergence of a system appropriate to a continent.’

Marquand argued that analogies with existing state systems were misleading. Rather, the right analogy was with United States party politics in the 1830s and 1840s. Then, the American Whigs and Democrats were:

‘loose coalitions of state parties, which usually operated at the state level, but which came together once every four years to contest presidential elections. They were held together, to the extent that they were held together at all, by their views on federal questions. Their views on state questions were often not merely different, but opposed.’

Though Marquand acknowledged that the American analogy could not be pushed too far, he insisted that it was a useful backdrop. Seen against it, ‘the divisions within the nationalist and supra-nationalist camps in present-day Europe are neither particularly surprising nor particularly deep:

‘If they come into being they will be coalitions of national parties. They will be divided at the national level though united at the Community level: so were their American counterparts in the days of Andrew Jackson and Martin Van Buren. The Members returned under their banners, if and when they contest elections in their own right, will not always vote on party lines: nor did American Whig and Democratic Congressmen in the 1830s and 1840s. Sometimes, they will vote on national lines instead: in exactly the same way, American Whig and Democratic Congressmen often voted on state lines.’ (p. 126)

What, it might be asked, is the so-called ‘technical agreement’, if not a ‘loose coalition’ – at times, even an electoral coalition? We all know how difficult it is to find ideological space between the mainstream left and right at European election time. And we all know, deep in our hearts, that frequently – mainly, even – that is precisely because on the major European issues there is little ideological difference between the pro-integration parties on integration issues. It is no wonder, recalling Julian Priestley’s analysis, that European elections are fought on domestic political issues; that is the only place where ideological differences between the parties can be found. Are we not witnessing Marquand’s prediction gradually becoming a reality? It is neither quick nor tidy, but maybe, just maybe, Europe’s pro-integration parties – whatever their ideological divides in the domestic political context – are increasingly engaging in loose political coalitions at the EU level.
 
A worry
I come now to my concern. It is that Euroscepticism will fuse and overlap with anti-immigration and anti-Islam sentiments. In simplistic terms, immigration = European Union = bad. There are already signs that what might be termed the ‘reasonable’ or ‘savoury’ Eurosceptical camp is overlapping with far less reasonable or savoury extremes. Should this trend coalesce, it would create a very different new consensus, dragging the centre ground of EU politics not only to the right, but to the unsavoury right.

I see now that John has almost wolfed down the whole of his Dame Blanche, so I had better stop, or he will order another. But what, I wonder, would John have made of my meanderings today: the John of the hopeless constituency campaigns; the John who raised the fuss about the unprotected immigrant worker risking his life at the top of a crane; the John who insisted on ripping down Front National posters in the Place de la Gare, though the glue was still dripping wet. I think that John would share my concern.
It is not by chance, I believe, that UN Secretary General Ban Ki-Moon chose to address so much of his 19 October 2010 speech to the European Parliament to the same concern, and I make no apologies for quoting at length from that speech tonight:

‘Almost seven years ago, my predecessor Kofi Annan stood before you. In his address, he made an impassioned call for Europe to seize the opportunities presented by immigration and to resist those who demonised ‘the other’. I wish I could report, today, that the situation in Europe has improved over the intervening years. But as a friend of Europe, I share profound concern. … Europe has served as an extraordinary engine of integration, weaving together nations and cultures into a whole that is far, far greater than the sum of its parts. But for Europe ‘winning the peace’ was the narrative of the last century. The 21st century European challenge is tolerance within.’

It is salutary that we should be told the state of our health by a critical friend who has our best interests at heart!
‘Inclusion, building diverse communities, is as complex a task as the one Europe faced after the Second World War. None of this is easy. Migrants suffer disproportionately, whether from within Europe or beyond. Unemployment. Discrimination. Unequal opportunities in schools and the workplace. And a dangerous trend is emerging. A new politics of polarization. Some play on people’s fears. They seek to invoke liberal values for illiberal causes. They accuse immigrants of violating European values. Yet too often, it is the accusers who subvert these values – and thus the very idea of what it means to be a citizen of the European Union. Europe’s darkest chapters have been written in language such as this. Today, the primary targets are immigrants of the Muslim faith. Europe cannot afford stereotyping that closes minds and breeds hatred. And the world cannot afford a Europe that does.’

Concluding remarks
Maybe the speculation I have engaged in this evening is completely wrong. Maybe Europe’s traditional political parties will grow stronger and provide an appropriate ideological jousting ground for our emerging Union. Maybe David Marquand’s prediction is slowly coming true and loose coalitions of party groupings will form along more Europe/less Europe lines. Whichever it is, we should not allow the centre ground of European politics to be dragged to the unsavoury right. We should recognise that there is a respectable strain of Euroscepticism, a strain that deserves to be taken seriously, that deserves to be engaged in open and informed debate, and not dismissed as eccentricity or opportunistic populism. It may, for all we know, be an emerging form of loyal opposition. We must help it to peel itself away from the unsavoury extremes and to remain true to the European Union’s attachment to ‘the inviolable and inalienable rights of the human person’ and ‘the principles of liberty, democracy and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms’ that are enshrined in the preamble to the Lisbon Treaty. We must insist not only on clarity of discourse on issues such as immigration and asylum, but also try to make the positive case – after all, was it not British navvies that re-built Berlin?
 This isn’t easy. Immigration is an awkward issue on the doorstep. But the concerns for which immigration is all too often a proxy need to be thrashed out through informed political discourse. We need to explore and address people’s fears, not agree with them. Above all, I believe that Ban Ki-Moon is right. We have been a model for the world and I fervently believe that we should remain one. 
And now I see that John is trying to catch the waiter’s eye for that second Dame Blanche, so I’d better stop there. Thank you.
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