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Abstract

Since the early 1990s the European Community has sought to make the protection of
human rights and democracy an essential condition of its cooperation (both
developmental and economic) with third states. This action combines economic and
political objectives in a manner which pushes the boundaries of Community competence

to its limits, both internally and externally.

This thesis examines first the development of human rights in the international legal
system, to establish the legitimacy of any international actor to take such action. It also
examines the extent to which the international legal order has developed to

accommodate a non-state actor such as the Community.

Then, once these wider questions have been considered, the thesis focuses on the
internal aspects. The development of human rights within the Community and the
developing concern over human rights violations in third states are examined. The
definitions of “human rights” in each context are compared. Finally, it examines the
operation of the policy, with particular reference to the experiences in the negotiations

with Australia and Mexico.

No attempt is made to judge the morality of this policy, the question throughout is
whether the Community possesses the competence to pursue these aims, and whether
the legal mechanism chosen is appropriate to the pursuit of these aims. Ultimately it
concludes that the universal approach adopted lays the Community open to unwarranted
criticism. The Community is attempting to achieve greater consistency and
transparency in the operation of this policy: it is submitted that this does not require a
uniform mechanism. The Community should recognise, both in the expression of the
policy itself, and in the expression of the rights to be protected, the differences that

warrant different implementation in different cases.
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Introduction

The Emergence of the Human Rights and Democracy Clause in Agreements
Between the European Community and Third States

Introduction

In 1990 the European Community' entered a new phase in its external relations, in which
it now endeavours to include a basic “human rights and democracy” clause in every

international agreement it concludes.

This clause first manifested itself in the context of development cooperation, in Article 5
Lomé IV.> Prior to this, human rights had been referred to in the preambles of
development cooperation agreements but did not find expression in the treaties
themselves, due to the intrinsic political sensitivity surrounding them. The Community
had sought to incorporate such a clause as early as Lomé II (as a reaction to the situation
in which it found itself, having to continue payments to states grossly violating human
rights).” However the partner states were suspicious of both perceived political

intervention, and the differing interpretations which may be given to human rights.*

Since its inclusion in Lomé I'V however, the human rights clause has become generalised,
and since 1992° it has formed an essential element of the Community’s international

agreements. Commissioner Marin stated in 1993 that “very explicit clauses on human

' Hereafter Community or EC.
20J 1991 L229/1.

* See Réné J.H. Smits, ““The Second Lomé Convention: an assessment with special reference to human
rights " 1980/2 LIEL

4 See Cremona, “Human Rights and Democracy Clauses in the EC’s Trade Agreements” Emiliou and
O’Keefe 1996, or (1995) Law and Justice; Kuyper, Pieter Jan “Trade Sanctions, Security and Human
Rights " in Maresceau; Ulimubenshi, Pierre-Celestin “La problemmatique de la clause des droits de I'home
dans un accord de co-operation economiqe:l'example de la Convention de Lomé” (1994) AJICL 253.

3 See, for example, agreements with Brazil; OJ 1992 C163; the Baltic States OJ 1992 L403; Albania OJ
1992 L343; the Andean Pact countries OJ 1993 C25.




Introduction

rights and basic freedoms are now an integral part of all agreements concluded by the

Community with non-member countries.””

The body of Commission Communication (95) 216 makes it clear that the reference point
for human rights (for example the Helsinki Agreement) should be selected according to
circumstances.” The framework agreement with Korea, thus refers to the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. Whichever the terms of reference, this clause is
accompanied by a complementary clause concerning its potential breach which can take
two forms: either that of explicit suspension (the “Baltic” clause) or a general non-
execution (“Bulgarian”) clause® Either party therefore may suspend or vary the

operation of the agreement if a violation of human rights or democracy occurs.

The non-discriminatory approach, which stipulates inclusion of the clause in some form
in every agreement (association and economic cooperation), was adopted in 1993.°
Nevertheless in its assessment in 1995 the Commission observes that ‘“although
Commission guidelines [on the inclusion of these clauses] have been respected, the
objectives of a systematic approach have not yet been achieved.” It concludes “that there
is a need ... to improve the consistency, transparency and visibility of the Community

approach and to make greater allowance for the sensitivity of third countries.”"

It should be noted however, having regard to the sensitivity of other countries, that the
“Baltic” clause was only used in agreements with the Baltic States, Albania and Slovenia.
The, less extreme, “Bulgarian” clause, has been used more frequently. Even the more
conciliatory approach has encountered problems however. The generalisation away from
a purely development cooperation context, to include such a clause indiscriminately, has

varying effects and implications. Its attempted inclusion in the EC’s trade negotiations

¢ Com (95) 216.

7 COM (95)216 final pp.12-13.

¥ See Annex A for texts of clauses.

® Commission Decision of 26/1/93, MIN 93 1137 pt XIV.

' COM (95) 216 final.
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with Australia'' was perhaps not anticipated on its first application in the context of
development cooperation. The Commission expresses the inclusion of a human rights
clause in such a case “not as imposing a condition, but in the spirit of a joint undertaking

to promote universal values”."

This view expresses an intensely political agenda, raising questions concerning the basis
of the Commission’s competence in this respect. Clearly the question of Community
competence can be resolved only with reference to the provision made for human rights
within each of the Treaties, as well as the express external competencies with which it

has been endowed.

The establishment of the scope of the Common Commercial Policy (CCP) was
particularly controversial, and hard fought, with Member States jealously guarding their
power. The new concerns of the Community raise further external questions. It appears
that having finally determined the extent of the CCP, the Community is opening a new
debate, concerning external relations which do not prima facie fall under the heading of
“commercial policy”. Like sanctions, the human rights and democracy clause may well
demonstrate another instance in which foreign policy is implemented through the CCP.
The extent to which inclusion of this clause can itself be said to be non-commercial is,
however, far from clear. This thesis demonstrates that there are strong economic factors
at play in the operation of this policy. However, regardless of its commercial
implications, the intensely political agenda pursued raises the question: does such a
common policy come within Community competence, or the Union’s Common Foreign

and Security Policy (CFSP)?

This is a field in which it is easy to be distracted by moral judgments of the motives

involved, however this thesis aims to maintain a purely legal analysis. No final

" For discussion see Chapter 7.

' COM (95) 567 final.
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judgments are reached on the policy’s success, or on its morality, in anything other than

legal terms. Thus it does not attempt to make a political judgment upon the policy.

Part I lays the groundwork for an analysis of the Community’s policy. Initially, it
considers the development of international law which permits any kind of international
action to protect human rights, and who the actors in this respect may be. It thereby
establishes the basis upon which the Community may have any role in the international
legal order. Secondly, it establishes the competence of the Community, as an actor in the
international legal order, to play the role it has adopted for itself with this policy. As an
essential element of this it examines the development of the CFSP framework, assessing

the role of the Community from the internal, European Union perspective.

Part IT assesses the internal aspects of Community competence to protect human rights.
Although the development of this competence has provoked a great deal of academic
comment, it is essential to explore it in analysis of the emergence of human rights in the
Community’s external relations. This exploration considers first the Treaties. It
continues by examining the relationship between the European Convention on Human
Rights and the Community, and the role of the European Court of Justice in both the
establishment of this relationship, and in the development of protection of human rights
as a matter of Community concern. It then considers whether this has given rise to a
parallel, external power in relation to human rights. It should be noted at this point that
although the clause refers to both human rights and democratic principles, this thesis
focuses, in its assessment of the clause, on the Community competence in relation to

human rights.

Finally, Part III examines the practical experience of the Community in the
implementation of this policy, focussing in particular on case studies relating to the
Community’s negotiations with both Australia and Mexico, in each of which the
inclusion of the human rights clause proved to be problematic. It is in this section that
the ambiguities caused by the lack of effective definition of “human rights” in this field,

become evident.




Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal Order

Part I: Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal

Order
Introduction

Examination of the human rights and democracy clause in the European Community’s"
agreements is complicated because many of the relevant issues are interrelated, to
establish one particular aspect becomes very difficult without making assumptions about
the others. It is submitted, however, that before assessing any aspect of this Community
policy, it is first necessary to understand the potential for any international actor to
invoke such a policy. If no actor can legitimately do so, further questions as to
Community (or European Union') competence, internal or external, become
unnecessary. Therefore before embarking on a study of how the Community should act
(or indeed whether it is competent to) in the sphere of development and protection of
human rights outwith its internal jurisdiction, it is essential to consider whether these
rights, relating as they do to individuals, have developed sufficiently to override the
founding purpose of international law, the protection and regulation of the affairs of
states. Accompanying this primary question is the issue of whether, in an international
order created by and revolving around the sovereign state, an organisation such as the EU
(or any of its constituent pillars) can have any independent international role. Similarly,
it is irrelevant whether or not the Member States have endowed the Community or Union
with the necessary competence if it is not theirs to give. If international law denies the
possibility of action in this field the member states cannot confer such competence on an
international organisation, whatever its unique status. Thus, before assessing the
potential role of the EU in this sphere, and how this can best be fulfilled, it is essential to

establish the status of these foundations of international law.

Part I therefore establishes first the competence of any legal person, state or other, to take

action in relation to the protection of human rights and democracy, and the scope of this

'3 Hereafter EC or Community.

14 Hereafter EU or Union.
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competence where it comes into conflict with other, traditional, principles of international
law. It then examines whether the Community has been given the competence to develop

this policy.




Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal Order

Chapter 1: The Development of Human Rights in International Law

International law developed to protect and regulate the affairs of states. Clearly,
therefore, the development of the international concept of human rights has had a
considerable impact upon the manner in which fundamental principles are now

considered.

Traditional Position: The Protection of the Individual Sovereign State.

The protection of the sovereign state was traditionally guaranteed under international law
by the concept of domestic jurisdiction and the operation of the principle of non-
intervention in the affairs of a sovereign state.'” The internal affairs of a state were a
matter exclusively for its own domestic jurisdiction and could not be interfered with by
other states. Unless international law has developed sufficiently to override these
traditional tenets, the individual Member States of the Union/Community would be

unable to take any action to protect human rights in another state.

Oppenheim classically defined intervention as:

“dictatorial interference by a state in the affairs of another State for the purpose of

maintaining or altering the actual condition of things. "'’

While “dictatorial interference” would be an extreme description, the aim, of maintaining
or :11tering the actual condition of things, is clearly applicable to the Community’s
inclusion of human rights and democracy clauses in its international trade agreements. If
the Community’s conduct can thus be interpreted as intervention, does it contravene the
principle of non-intervention? The response to this is not as straightforward as initially

appears.

13 See Dominic McGoldrick: “The principle of non-intervention: human rights " p.85 et seq. on the close
link between these.

' H, Lauterpacht (ed.) “Oppenheim’s International Law”.
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Examination of the case law of the Permanent Court of International Justice
(PCIJ)/International Court of Justice (ICJ) can aid in the identification of what may or
may not contravene the rule of non-intervention (or constitute a breach of domestic
jurisdiction). The Nicaragua Case'’ deals expressly with this principle. Here the Court
stated that this principle is tied up in the right of every sovereign nation to conduct its
own internal affairs and that this is a corollary of the principle of sovereign equality of
states. While observing that violations of the principle are not infrequent, the Court
maintained that the principle is “part and parcel” of Customary International Law. The

Court then concluded that:

“..A prohibited intervention must accordingly be one bearing on matters which
each state is permitted, by the principle of state sovereignty to decide freely. One
of these is the choice of a political, economic, social and cultural system and the
formulation of foreign policy. Intervention is wrongful when it uses measures of
coercion in regard to such choices which must remain free ones. The element of
coercion which defines and indeed forms the very essence of prohibited

intervention is particularly obvious in the case of intervention which uses force.”"®

Thus it is coercion which is decisive in establishing wrongful intervention. Those
obligations a state undertakes freely are binding upon it, even if they relate to what
previously was within its domestic jurisdiction. The enforcement of these obligations

however, may well involve “intervention”. In this respect the Court stated:

“Where human rights are protected by international conventions, that protection

takes the form of such arrangements for monitoring or ensuring respect for human

rights as are provided for in the Convention themselves.”"’

'7 Case Concerning Military and Para-military activities In and Against Nicaragua [1986] ICJ Rep 14 at
para. 202 et seq.

'8 Ibid. para. 205.

19 Supra note 18, para. 267.
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This indicates that obligations will be enforceable by means of intervention, as stipulated
and agreed in the Convention. However, if none is specified, no intervention will be

permissible.

With regard to domestic jurisdiction, the PCIJ stated in the Nationality Decrees Advisory
Opinion®® that while the question of whether a matter is solely within the jurisdiction of a
state is a relative one, dependent upon the development of international relations: “the
right of a state to use its discretion is nevertheless restricted by obligations which it may
have undertaken towards other states.””' It then draws this to its natural conclusion that:
“jurisdiction which, in principle, belongs solely to a state, is limited by the rules of

international law.”

The conclusion drawn from the International Court’s jurisprudence in relation to these
classic principles of international law, is that states may curtail their sovereignty but only
freely. Where they have done so there is no infringement of the principle of non-
intervention in the event that agreed enforcement measures are utilised. Without a
specific enforcement clause however, the Vienna Convention® allows a “fundamental
change of circumstances” to be invoked to suspend or terminate an international
convention if, and only if, the change concerned an essential element of the agreement, or

its effect radically transforms the extent of the obligations.

Generally, however, any action in this field requires two stages: the setting of standards,
and reaching agreement on the enforcement measures to be used. The Community has
selected “universal standards of human rights” as those to be upheld in its agreements.
Furthermore, it has established an enforcement mechanism: that it will suspend the

relevant agreement in the event of non-compliance with these standards. Thus it would

2 Nationality decrees issued in Tunis and Morocco (1923) P.C.1.J. Rep. Series B, No.4, 27; World Court
Reports, Hudson, Vol.1 1922-26, pp.143-162.

2 Atp. 156 (Hudson).

2 Article 62.
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appear that the Community is acting legitimately and transparently in the implementation

of this policy.

There are, however, certain questions which arise. First, the agreement of parties (or
absence of coercion) is a key factor; therefore the implication which may be drawn from
the relative bargaining strengths of the parties involved must be considered. If one party
is markedly stronger than another, can the weaker state be presumed to have freely
accepted the stronger state’s standards? Second, the lack of specification as to which
“universal human rights” the Community is concerned with, has caused unnecessary
problems. Thirdly, although there is a “non-execution” clause, there is no mechanism by
which either party can be compelled to bring it into effect. Therefore there is no
guarantee of either uniformity or transparency in relation to the enforcement of this

policy.

The Development of Internationally Recognised Human Rights

The development of international human rights law marks a watershed in the scope of
international law, which traditionally had no bearing upon individuals’ rights. Against
this background, no assumptions can be made about the validity of citing human rights as
justification for an action which is perceived to encfoach upon the domestic jurisdiction

of another state.

The PCIJ failed, in the Nationality Decrees Advisory Opinion™, to specify which
circumstances may bring a matter irrevocably into international law. It is possible to
argue however that the development of human rights obligations (in both treaty and
custom) brings this matter outside the realm of the individual state and into that of
international law. To substantiate this requires the establishment of the extent to which

human rights have developed as a constituent part of international law.

3 Supra note 20.
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This is consistent with the Court’s statement (above) in the Nationality Decrees Advisory
Opinion®* that whether a matter remains within domestic jurisdiction is a relative
question, the answer to which is dependent upon the development of international

relations.

The Court’s comment, that a state can limit its own discretion through its obligations
undertaken towards other states, is explicit: where a state has given guarantees to other
states regarding human rights, it should be bound by these guarantees, even though this
may encroach on what was once its exclusive jurisdiction. This is not per se
revolutionary in international law terms: the doctrine “pacta sunt servanda” is well
established and it is an application of this doctrine which binds states with regard to what

was once their domestic jurisdiction.

This notwithstanding, before it can be said that human rights has moved definitively into
the realm of international law, the true extent of commitment to human rights (the
underlying development there has been in this field in international relations) must be
established. To do so requires an examination of the treaty obligations relevant to this

field, particularly the United Nations Charter (the Charter).

Article 2(7) of the Charter deals expressly with the principle of domestic jurisdiction and
non-intervention: “Nothing in the present Charter shall authorise the United Nations to
intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state...”
how human rights can develop in international relations, depends largely upon the

interpretation given to this provision. Brownlie states that:

“... the domestic jurisdiction reservation does not apply if the United Nations
agency is of the opinion that a breach of a specific legal obligation relating to
human rights in the Charter itself has occurred. In practice, organs of the United

Nations have further reduced the effect of the reservation, by construing certain

#Supra note 20.
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provisions relating to human rights, which might seem only hortatory, as

presenting definitive and active legal obligations.”

This interpretation indicates that, in the event that a state has entered into a treaty
obligation, (whether or not within the Charter), relating to human rights, it will not be
able to rely on Article 2(7) to avoid external intervention. This, when viewed alongside
the potentially wide ambit of Articles 55 and 56 of the Charter’® would seem to indicate

that the concept of domestic jurisdiction is far weaker than it once was.

It is now apparent that, by their adherence to the Charter, individual states have inhibited
their sovereignty in human rights even before concluding agreements bearing upon this
field with the Community. This itself raises the question of what (if any) role the Union
(or Community) may have in the enforcement of the rights and principles of the Charter.
Even before that its authority as an international actor must be established. Again, this is
a matter on which recent developments in international relations and law, and the

implications of the direction of these developments have some bearing.

The Shift from Individual Sovereign State to Community of States

Together, the development of new rights in international law and the erosion of
fundamental principles, as discussed above, have profound conceptual implications. In

the development of the law relating to the protection of human rights we are witnessing a

¥ Brownlie, “Principles of Public International Law” Oxford, Clarendon Press, 5th Edition, 1998, 557-
558.

% Art. 55 “With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well being which are necessary for
peaceful and friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self
determination of peoples the United Nations shall promote:
(a) higher standards of living, full employment, and conditions of economic and social progress and
development;
(b) solutions of international economic, social, health, and related problems; and international
cultural and educational co-operation; and
(c) universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without
distinction as to race, sex, language or religion.”
Art. 56 “All members pledge themselves to take joint and separate action in co-operation with the
Organisation for the achievement of the purposes set forth in Article 55.”

12
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transformation in the basis, and function, of international law. International law has
shifted to such an extent that the rights of individuals can now take precedence over
traditional fundamental principles relating to the sovereignty of states. If we consider
this not only in relation to the principles of non-intervention and domestic jurisdiction,
but within the global picture of international relations and law, this transformation may
mean that although a supra-national organisation, such as the Union, traditionally had no

independent role as an international actor, it can now fulfil such a role.

What has been established is a shift in emphasis in international law from protection
exclusively of the sovereign state to protection of individuals’ rights. This has been
paralleled by a shift in organisational terms away from the sovereign state to a growing
emphasis on supra/international organisations or institutions. These together indicate a

declining influence of the sovereign state.

Schreuer”’ asserts that it is not the existence itself of such bodies which indicates this shift
but rather that the conclusive factor is the transferral of what traditionally had been state
power to them. In the light of what has been discussed above this could relate to the
transferral of jurisdiction in relation to the protection of human rights from the state itself
to, for example, the United Nations, through its accession to the UN Charter or similar

international treaty. Schreuer continues:

“To the extent that these institutions become international actors in their own
right and exercise some measure of authority and control they must be seen as a

new dimension in the international community.”?*

This corresponds with the leading authority on the legal personality of international

organisations: the judgment of the ICJ in the Reparations Case.”® Although there is no

¥ Schreuer: “The waning of the sovereign state: towards a new paradigm for international law? "' 4 EJIL
(1993) at p. 451.

8 1bid.

* Reparations for injuries suffered in the Service of the United Nations [1949] ICJ Rep 174.
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explicit conferral of personality in the UN Charter the ICJ examined the content of the
Charter, focusing in particular on the functions and organisation of the UN and on its
relationship with the members. From the fact that the UN clearly had a position quite
separate from that of its members and an evidently political role, the Court concluded that

the UN must possess personality in order to fulfil its functions.*

Thus it is not clear from the terms of a Treaty per se whether or not the organisation
created is a legal person; instead, the substance must be examined. The powers granted,
position created and relationship with member states must all be taken into consideration.
If these functions are such as would normally demand fulfilment by a legal person, or

legal capacity to carry them through, this would be indicative of legal personality.

Schreuer views the Community as being at the forefront of developments in these terms.
It has its own independent legislature and judiciary, whose powers extend to the
regulation of extemal trade. Moreover, judicial activism has carried its powers far
beyond what was perhaps envisaged in 1957. In addition to these indicators the EC
Treaty is, in fact, explicit that the Community shall have full legal personality.”'

This reinforces the view that a change in the role of the individual state has occurred.
However it is important to see this not as the replacement of state power by supra-
national power but instead as the development of a co-existing power which may take
precedence in such areas as it is practical for it to do so. Such a view requires us to adjust
our perspective and understanding of international legal relations: adding a further
dimension to be incorporated, rather than merely replacing one type of actor with

another. As Schreuer observes:

* It should however be noted that the Court explicitly stated that the personality of the UN was not as
wide-ranging as that of a State, ibid, pp 179-180.

' Article 210 states “The Community shall have legal personality”, any doubts as to the extent of this
personality are resolved by Article 211: “...the Community shall enjoy the most extensive legal capacity
accorded to legal persons under their laws....” In contrast, the Union has not been endowed with such
characteristics.

14
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“under this functionalist approach what matters is not the formal status of a
participant  (province, states, international organisation) but its actual or

preferable exercise of functions.”

It should at this point be borne in mind however that a “community of states” (such as the
EC) has no greater competency than that of its individual members vis-a-vis third states.
That is, it cannot, as a supra-national organisation, take action that an individual member
state would not be competent to take. Thus, if the member states have attributed
competence to, for example, the UN, the Community would have no role other than that
given by the UN. Vis-a-vis its constituent members, it is clearly established under
Community law that the powers of a supra-national organisation extend only so far as
those attributed to it by the member states. Again, however, the members cannot
attribute competency relating to third states that they do not individually posses.
Accordingly, the full recognition and attribution of legal rights to the Community under

Article 211 is expressly limited to “within the Member States.”

In conclusion, two things have been established thus far: first, the principles of non-
intervention and of domestic jurisdiction have been substantially weakened through the
development of international law on human rights; secondly, the increasing influence of
non-state actors in international law gives a community such as the EC a role to play in
the protection of human rights, providing the necessary transferral of powers from the
Member States has taken place. This field exemplifies the complexities of the

interrelationship between international and both EC and EU law.

32 Schreuer, supra note 27, p.453.
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Chapter 2: The Role and Status of the European Union in the International Legal
Order

It has been established above that the international legal order has changed during the
twentieth century. While once it regulated only the affairs of sovereign states, it now
protects the rights of individuals against those same states, and will allow actors other
than states to play a role in this. It has been demonstrated that the European Community
(Community or EC) is one of these new actors. However, there are questions outside the
international law context which from an European perspective must be addressed. Before
the extent of the Community’s potential role as an international actor may be identified, it
is necessary to understand the distinction between the Community and the European

Union (EU or Union).

Three pillars of the Union

Difficulty arises in the confusion as to the separation of powers of the Community, from
those that have been given to the Union. To understand this it is essential to grasp the

structure of the Union, and the place of the Community within that overall structure.

The “Community”, in the “first” of three pillars of the Union, developed from the
European Economic Community (EEC), and its powers remain primarily concerned with
economic integration and smoothing the functioning of the internal market created. The
exercise of these powers was endowed to specially created supra-national institutions.
There was always, behind the EEC, some desire to move towards deeper political
integration, although this has been a constant battle, well illustrated by the difficulties

encountered in the development of Common Foreign Policy.

The second pillar of the Union is the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). This
differs from the first pillar in that the CFSP operates inter-governmentally through the

16
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European Council® rather than through the institutions of the Community.* As the
Union has no conferred legal personality, policy developed by the Union must be
implemented by the Community, or by the Member States collectively. Significantly, the
Community has no power to act independently in the fields attributed to the Union, other
than those falling under the first pillar. Thus the Community acting alone has no power

to develop the CFSP, but must wait for prior action by the Union. **

Fundamentally, the Union is the Political umbrella. Whereas the Community may
regulate and integrate economic matters and may enter into such agreements as are
necessary to fulfil its specific, stated, aims and objectives, Foreign Policy is a separate
pillar of the Union (a political matter, to be dealt with inter-governmentally). Thus the
distinction between the Union and the Community is not one purely of semantics. It is
the result of an express desire on the part of the Member States to restrict the
Community’s mandate. This desire also presumably motivated the decision of the
Member States not to endow the Union with legal personality, although this was the
subject of some debate at Amsterdam. Accordingly it can be safely assumed that
divisions of competence reflect the wishes of the members. The basis of the Community
and the Union lies in Treaty. Fundamentally, as with any other international organisation
created by treaty, the powers of the organisation cannot exceed those given by the

signatories. Its character cannot be other than that given.

3 The European Council developed from the Hague Summit of Heads of Member States of the
Community, held in 1969. Subsequent intergovernmental summits were to become known as the
European Council. The European Council was formalised as the organ responsible for political co-
operation (and the subsequent development of Common Foreign Policy) in the SEA The European
Council should not however be confused with the Council [of Ministers] which is one of the institutions of
the European Community. Although it is possible for a meeting of the Council of Ministers to comprise
the same members as a meeting of the European Council, these different “Counciis™ have different powers
and responsibilities. Article D of the TEU provides that: “The European Council shall provide the Union
with the necessary impetus for its development and shall define the general political guidelines thereof.”
Article J3 illustrates the distinction in relation to foreign policy: “The council [of ministers] shall decide,
on the basis of general guidelines from the European Council, that a matter should be the subject of joint
action.”

* This notwithstanding that discussions in conjunction with the EC Council (of Ministers) were explicitly
mentioned and the European Parliament and Commission were to be “assured of close association” and

“fully involved” respectively.

%5 The CFSP, and the impact of the Amsterdam Treaty are discussed more fully below. The Third pillar,
“Justice and Home Affairs”, is not discussed as it is not of relevance here.
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A Community of States

To have any international role whatsoever the Union must initially establish itself clearly
as a Community of States. The Member States have endowed the Community (the first
pillar of the Union) with legal personality and full legal rights. They have also
transferred competence to the Community in many fields, for example the development
and operation of a Common Commercial Policy (CCP).** The second and third pillars
constitute areas in which the Member States have agreed to work together for the
achievement of certain objectives. Thus the Member States have clearly formed a
community which co-ordinates its policy through different mechanisms, dependent upon
the field of action. From an external perspective however, irrespective of whether the
States act inter-governmentally, or through the institutions of the Community, the end
result is that there is a clear voice being expressed, representing what is a community of

states.

The limiting factor is the degree of power which has been transferred to the Union or
Community. From the internal perspective, the Member States clearly envisage only the
Community exercising any kind of active autonomous international role. In either
circumstance the potential role of the Union or Community must remain unfulfilled in the

absence of action within the EU or EC.

External Powers of the Community

The powers of the Community are limited to those conferred in the EC Treaty. The
express powers concerning external relations are fairly limited. The European Court of
Justice’’, however, has expanded Community competence in this field through the
doctrines of implied and parallel powers. Before briefly examining these developments,

however, it is worth noting the express powers.

¥ Article 113 EC.

%" Hereafter ECJ, Court of Justice, European Court or Court.
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Express Powers

The fundamental external powers of the Community are; first, under Article 113, the
power to develop a Common Commercial Policy; second, under Article 130 the
Community has the power to enter into international agreements in relation to research
and technological development,”® protection of the environment,” and development
cooperation.® Each of these powers was developed in either the Single European Act
(SEA) or the Treaty of European Union (TEU). These powers are all exercised following
the procedures of Article 228. The TEU also introduced the power of the Community to
conclude international agreements in relation to monetary union.*' Third, Article 235
empowers the Community to take appropriate measures necessary to attain one of the
objectives of the Community.* Finally, under Article 238, the Community can conclude
international agreements (with either states or international organisations) establishing an
association, and involving reciprocal rights. The power under Article 113 aroused
vigorous debate due to the lack of specificity as to its scope: this question was

comprehensively addressed in Opinions 1/94* and 2/92*.

Article 228 is clear that the power of the institutions to negotiate and conclude
international agreements applies in the situations for which the Treaty has provided.
Even under Article 235 the powers of the Community are limited. However, an
expansive approach by the Court of Justice has meant that the Community has concluded

agreements in a far wider field than the express powers may justify.

3 Article 130m (Introduced in the Single European Act).

% Article 130r paragraph 4 (Single European Act).

“® Article 130y (Introduced in the TEU).

* Article 109.

“2 Unanimity is required for any action proceeding upon this “catch all” basis. This is in contrast to the
powers which may be exercised following the procedures of Article 228 which requires (in most cases) a
qualified majority. This distinction proved to be of importance in Case C-268/94 Portugal v. Council and
Commission [1996] ECR 6177, {1997] CMLR 331. See Chapter 6 for discussion of this case.

¥ Opinion 1/94 Re the Uruguay Round Treaties [1995] ECR. 1-5267, [1995] 1 CMLR 205.

“4 Opinion 2/92 Re the OECD Third Revised Decision on National Treatment [1995] ECR 1-521, [1996] 2
CMLR 325.

19




Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal Order

The Doctrine of Implied Powers

The exclusive competence of the Community to act in specific fields has been outlined
above, including the power to take such action as may be necessary to achieve the
objectives of the Community. (One may wonder then what room there is left for
“implied powers” as any power which is implied is express, but not specific, by virtue of
the operation of Article 235 EC.) The doctrine of implied powers was initially
formulated in ERTA,* where the Court ruled that the external power of the Community
reflects its internal power. Thus, in parallel to any internal competence, the Community
has an implicit external competence to act in that field. Whether this competence is
exclusive or not is dependent on whether the Community has taken action in the sphere
internally: until it has done so the power is concurrent with the residual power of the
Member States. However, when the Community acts upon its internal power it occupies
the field, and the Member States lose their competence, thereby giving the Community
exclusive competence. In Opinion 1/76 the Court stated that the Community has external
competence without the enactment of internal measures in the relevant field, where “the
participation of the Community in the international agreement is ... necessary for the
attainment of one of the objectives of the Community.”® Nevertheless Opinion 1/94*
clarified that internal legislation would be required for the Community to acquire
exclusive competence. It also clarified that to give rise to external exclusive powers,
attainment of the objective and the exercise of the external power must be inextricably

linked to each other.

In conclusion: where the Community has an express power to act in a specific field, such
as Commercial Policy, this power is exclusive regardless of the existence of internal
action in that field. However, where the power of the Community is implied, it becomes
an exclusive power only upon the adoption of internal measures in that field. Whence

therefore does the Community acquire the competence to include a human rights clause

% Case 22/70 Commission v. Council (Re ERTA) [1971] ECR 263, [1971] CMLR 335.

% Opinion 1/76 Re the Draft Agreement establishing a European laying-up fund for inland waterway
vessels [1977) ECR 741.

T Opinion 1/94 supra note 43.

20



Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal Order

in its international agreements? It is indisputable that in the context of development
cooperation, the Community is competent to include respect for human rights as a
condition of the relevant agreement. The correct legal basis for this was raised in

1'48

Portugal v. Council.™ 1In relation to other fields the competence of the Community to

take this action is more doubtful.

The Effect of Community Law vis-a-vis the Member States

Having accepted that the Community is competent to act internationally (albeit in
restricted fields) and has its own independent legal system, it is necessary to establish the
practical extent of this within the Community. The status (and effect) of Community law
upon the Member States is a matter quite separate from the question of the status of
Community law vis-a-vis third countries. This is exemplified by the fact that the legal
personality conferred upon the Community operates only within the Member States.
This is consistent with the fact that states cannot legislate outwith their own jurisdiction,
and cannot form treaties having external effect without the participation of the relevant
third states. The question here is: to what extent have the Member States bound
themselves through the conclusion and ratification of the EC treaties? Conversely, what
is the status of Community law within the Community and what effect does it have upon

its members?

Fundamentally, the Community’s independent legal system is unique: one feature of this
is that a variety of norms have been incorporated into the legal systems of its constituent
states. Although the treaties refer to harmonisation of laws the greatest impact in this
field has been achieved through the stance adopted vis-a-vis the EC Treaty by the

European Court of Justice.

Under the traditional law of treaties, the constitutional law of the signatory state will
determine the domestic effect of an international treaty. In other words, a treaty per se
has no internal, domestic effect, but is reliant upon national (constitutional) law to give it

such. Thus, in a dualist state such as the United Kingdom, international treaties do not

“8 Supra note 42.
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give rise to rights or interests which citizens of the state party can plead before national
courts without implementation measures at the national level. Even if designed for the
protection of individuals, the provisions of international treaties bind the parties only at
the inter-governmental level. In contrast, in a monist state, provisions of the treaty would

require no further (implementing) measures to be enforceable by individuals.

The EC Treaties themselves are silent as to their intended effect, which could reasonably
have meant the traditional law of treaties would apply. However, the Court of Justice

took a rather more purposive approach to the interpretation of their intended effect.

The Principle of Direct Effect of Community Law

The activism of the Court is renowned, in particular for its development of this principle,
by which treaty provisions (and indeed other measures of the Community) may be relied

upon by individuals before their national courts.

It was in Van Gend en Loos* that the Court established the groundbreaking principle of

direct effect. The first of the questions put to the Court in this case was:

“whether Article 12 of the EEC Treaty has direct application within the territory
of a Member state, in other words, whether nationals of such a State can, on the
basis of the Article in question, lay claim to individual rights which the Court must

protect.”

to which the response of the Court was:

“To ascertain whether the provisions of an international treaty extend so far in

their effects it is necessary to consider the spirit, the general scheme and the

wording of these provisions .... ”*°

“® Case 26/62, N.V. Algemene Transporten Expeditie Onderneming van Gend en Loos v. Nederlandse
Administratie der Belastingen[1963] ECR 1; [1963] CMLR 105.

® Ibid, p.12.
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Having considered the objectives of the Treaty, the terms of its preamble, and the
creation of Community institutions limiting the sovereign right of the Member States, the

Court went on to conclude that:

“... the Community constitutes a new legal order of international law for the
benefit of which the states have limited their sovereign rights albeit within limited
fields, and the subjects of which comprise not only Member States but also their
nationals. Independently of the legislation of Member States, Community law
therefore not only imposes obligations on individuals but is also intended to
confer upon them rights which become part of their legal heritage. These rights
arise not only where they are expressly granted by the Treaty, but also by reason
of obligations which the Treaty imposes in a clearly defined way upon individuals

as well as upon the member States and upon the institutions of the Community.”

The Court came to this conclusion despite submissions on behalf of the Member States to
the effect that such direct effect had not been in the contemplation of the states when the

treaty was negotiated and signed.

Conditions of Direct Effect

Within Van Gend en Loos the Court set out certain conditions which a provision of the
Treaty must comply with in order to be directly effective. These were that it be clear,
unconditional and that there is no discretion to be exercised by the Member States. These
conditions in turn have benefited from a liberal interpretation by the Court in subsequent
judgments. In Costa v. ENEL’' the Court considered separately two parts of a provision:
Article 37(1) of the Treaty could not constitute a precise obligation on the state, merely
imposing an obligation on the state to “progressively adjust over time”. Article 37(2), in

contrast, constituted an absolute prohibition on which the Court ruled as follows:

*' Case 6/64, Flaminio Costa v. ENEL [1964] ECR 53, [1964] CMLR 425.

23




Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal Order

“Such a clearly expressed prohibition which came into force with the Treaty
throughout the Community, and so became an integral part of the legal system of
the Member States, forms part of the law of those States and directly concerns
their nationals, in whose favour it creates individual rights which national courts

must protect.”

In Reyners ** and Defrenne No. 2** the Court adopted what can be interpreted as a
legislative approach. These cases concerned treaty provisions which clearly intended to
lead to Community legislation, or (in the second case) to guarantee the application of a
Community “principle” by the Member states. Neither of these constituted a clear,
unconditional and prohibitive provision. Yet the Court, having examined the intention of
the Treaty and the status of a fundamental principle within the Treaty, found them to be

directly effective.

This principle, alongside that of supremacy of Community law,” exemplifies the unique
nature of Community law in the international legal order, and, not less, the profound

effect Community law has had upon the laws of its member states.

A further question, requiring consideration for the present purposes, is that of the
existence of direct effect of international agreements concluded by the Community or its

Member States.

2Supra note 51.
33 Case 2/74, Reyners v. Belgium [1974] ECR 631, [1974] 2 CMLR 305.

% Case 43/75, Defrenne v. Societe anonyme Belge de Navigation Aerienne (SABENA) [1976] ECR 455,
[1976] 2 CMLR 98.

% Supremacy of EC law was referred to in Yan Gend in Loos supra note 48 and developed in Costa v.
ENEL, supranote 51. Case 11/70 Internationale Handelsgesellschaft v. Einfuhr und Vorratstelle fiir
Fiittermittel und Getreide [1970] ECR 1125, 1972 CMLR 255 provides confirmation that not even a
fundamental rule of national constitutional law could be invoked to challenge the supremacy of directly
applicable Community law.
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Direct Effect of International Agreements

When considering the direct effect of international agreements, regard should be had
once again for their context. Such agreements regulate the behaviour of states, consistent
with the traditional operation of international relations and international law. Granting
such an agreement direct effect means that it is enforceable by individuals, unlike
traditional international law.® However, although the grant of direct effect within the
Community does not directly affect the partner states (whether they would give it direct
effect would remain a matter for their own law), the interpretative developments could be

interesting.

The Court of Justice has developed a two pronged test to establish whether an
international agreement has direct effect. The first element is that the “spirit, general
terms and scheme” of the Treaty must be consistent with the possibility of it having
direct effect. The second element is that the provision be “clear and unconditional”. In
Pabst,” the Court applied both tests and found that the agreement was directly effective.
Yet the Court does not require the presence of both elements in order to grant direct
effect. In Sevince® it found that notwithstanding that the agreement per se is too general
and conditional to be relied upon by individuals, further elucidation of its provisions by

an authoritative body may cure that defect and confer direct effect.

There is a further factor to be noted in the cases where the Court has recognised the direct
effect of an international agreement: that the purpose of the agreement is similar to that of
the Community.”® It has been suggested that the Court may only have jurisdiction in this

manner to review the actions of the Community in relation to an international obligation

% On the relationship between Community law and international agreements see Case 181/73 Haegemann
v. Belgium [1974] ECR 449, [1975] 1 CMLR 515; Joined Cases 21-24/72 International Fruit Company v.
Produktschaap voor Groenten en Fruit [1972] ECR 1219.

57 Case 17/81 Pabst [1982] ECR 1331, [1983] 3 CMLR 11.

%8 Case C-192/89 Sevince [1990] 1 ECR 3461, [1992] 2 CMLR 57.

% See for example Pabst, supra note 57 and Case 87/75 Conceria Daniele Bresciani v. Amministrazione
delle Finanze [1976] ECR 129, [1976] 1 CMLR 183,
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where that obligation falls within internal Community competence. However, Cheyne

has argued that this approach is unnecessarily restrictive, suggesting that:

“The institutions are required to comply with the Treaty under which they derive
their powers, including those in relation to external affairs, ... the Court has the
power and the duty to ensure the Treaty is complied with. The Member States
have the right to require compliance with international obligations since the
Community acts in their name and it must act within the constraints of the Treaty,
including any rule of law relating to its application. ... The Court of Justice
therefore has the power to prevent outright violations, even of legal obligations
that are external to the Community legal system, and it should not necessarily be
assumed that the executive institutions’ right to conduct external affairs is entirely

31 60

discretionary where not limited expressly by the EC Treaty.

This notwithstanding, even where the Court is willing to recognise that the provisions of
an international agreement may be directly effective, the biggest challenge remains to be

for an individual to acquire locus standi.*

Even if the Community is competent to conclude an agreement with an essential
elements human rights clause, and suspension clause, the difficulty remains as to how it
should be enforced. Individuals and associations are unlikely to be able to demonstrate
locus standi under the fourth paragraph of Article 173 EC, as interpreted by the Court.
Therefore it will be the responsibility of the privileged parties® to ensure that the clauses

are complied with, yet it is unlikely that they will wish to take a strong stance on such a

® Ilona Cheyne “International Agreements and the European Community Legal System"” [1994] 19
ELRev 581-598.

¢ Article 173 EC requires not merely that an individual show sufficient interest, but that he/she
demonstrate “direct and individual concern”. This has been construed fairly narrowly by the court as
requiring that the individual demonstrate that his/her rights have been affected in a manner in which has
not applied to others. See inter alia Case 25/62 Plaumann and Co. v. Commission [1963] ECR 95, [1994]
CMLR 29.

82 Article 173 EC, second paragraph.
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politically, and economically, sensitive issue. As a result there is, effectively, a potential

vacuum in the enforcement of these clauses.

The Conclusion of International Agreements by the Community

It is only through untangling the respective roles of the Community and Union that the
competence of the Community to impose human rights standards on other nations may be
established, along with the identification of the appropriate legal base. Where the
Community possesses exclusive competence, it alone, acting predominantly through the
Commission,” negotiates the Agreement, which is then concluded by the Council. The
Community possesses explicit powers vis-a-vis the external relations of the European
Community but only in the strictly limited contexts and spheres outlined above. The
exercise of this power however must not be contrary to the foreign policy of the Union.*
This correlates with Article 30(5) of the Single European Act, which stated that the
“external policies of the European Community and European Political Cooperation had

to be coherent”.

Thus the Community alone cannot enter into agreements other than those involving its
areas of exclusive competence.”* Without the Member States, it cannot conclude
international agreements bearing upon human rights unless it establishes that it has been
attributed the power to do so. Otherwise it will exceed its competence and encroach

upon a matter reserved for the second pillar: foreign policy.

8 Article 228 EC Treaty. C.F. The development of Foreign policy under the European Union which is
done exclusively inter-governmentally, and in which the Commission has no role. The Amsterdam
amendments give the Commission a participatory role, however this will be upon invitation by the
Council. The Commission will stil] have no right to initiate proceedings.

® Article 228a EC Treaty states that “where it is provided, in a Common Position or Joint Action adopted
according to the provisions of the Treaty on European Union relating to the Common Foreign and Security
Policy, for an action by the Community to interrupt or to reduce, in part or completely economic relations
with one or more third countries, the Council shall take the necessary urgent measures. The Council shall
act by a qualified majority on a proposal from the Commission.

% See Opinion 1/94, supra note 43,
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International agreements concluded by the Community can, in certain circumstances,
enter into Community (and thus National) law under the principle of direct effect. It was
clearly however the express intention of the Member States that matters of Common

Foreign Policy would not be developed by the Community acting alone in this way.

The European Union: an Independent International Actor?

In contrast with the explicit conferral of legal personality upon the Community, there is
no such provision regarding the Union. This suggests that there was no intention to
confer upon the EU the power to act as an independent legal person. Examination of the
Travaux Preparatoires® of the Treaty confirms this. However the terms of Article F of
the TEU provide an interesting contrast: ‘“the Union shall provide itself with the means

necessary to attain its objectives and carry through its policies.”®’

This would be difficult to achieve without the power to act itself: which suggests legal
personality.®® On the other hand, it may mean that the Union has the power to act
internally, as it certainly does through the Community, and can thus provide itself with
whatever powers are consistent with its objectives. Alternatively, it may merely mean
that the Member States of the Union shall act inter-governmentally to provide “the means
necessary to achieve the objectives of the Union.” Thus, on one interpretation the
“Union” would be acting to provide itself with the necessary measures, while in fact it

would be the Member States, who constitute the Union, acting.

This discussion ultimately turns on semantics. However, even if it is the Member States
acting inter-governmentally who shall so provide the “necessary means...” the least
Article F does, is create an obligation on the states, acting as the Union. It is submitted,

however, that “the Member States shall” is quite different to “the Union shall”, which

% As discussed by McGoldrick “International Relations Law of the European Union” p.38.
 F.3, TEU, emphasis added.

8 See also Art J.8.
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indicates an independent identity for the Union as an entity, quite separate from that of its

constituent members.

Notably, although in the Amsterdam Treaty Article J.14 empowers the Council,;

“where it is necessary to conclude an agreement with one or more States or
International Organizations... to authorize the Presidency, assisted by the
Commission as appropriate, to open negotiations to that effect. Such agreements
shall be concluded by the Council acting unanimously on a recommendation by the

Presidency.”

the Union has not yet been conferred legal personality by its Member States. However,
this provision is clearly a compromise in this direction. If used, it may substantiate the
requirement that the Union “shall act”. Thus any such action, although carried out by the
Presidency, remains essentially inter-governmental; all the Member States must authorise

both the negotiations and the agreement.

The present legal framework clearly does not endorse the Union with the potential to play
a full role on the international stage, either alongside or instead of individual Member
States, other than through the Community. Even when the provisions of Amsterdam are
fully exercised, such action through the Union must be (inter-governmentally) approved

at both the outset of negotiations, and as to its end result.

Issues Arising from the Distinction Between the Union and the Community

It 1s, as has been seen above, the transferral of competence in particular spheres which
characterises the Community as an actor in the international order. The economic
strength and associated influence of the Community give it huge potential as such. The
responsibility which accompanies such power, and the potential for abuse of the power,
are of particular importance where loss of domestic jurisdiction (through the conclusion

of an international treaty) is dependent upon obligations undertaken freely. In such
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circumstances the economic strength of one partner must not be allowed to double as a
tool of coercion. To fulfil the responsibility in this respect there is a clear need that,
where it is established that the necessary transferral has been effected, the Community,
just as any other major international actor, should carry out its role coherently. Such role
certainly may not be fulfilled without an established mechanism for action and legal

framework to support it.

Apparently a general competence to act in relation to human rights is not one of the
Community’s attributed powers. Nor is it essential for the operation of Community
policies. In addition to the common external policies developed within the framework of
the Community, however, the second pillar of the Union comprises the framework for the
Common Foreign and Security Policy of the Union. Any examination of “Europe’s” role

cannot consider either of these frameworks in isolation.

The procedures for, and institutions involved in, the development of Community and
Union policies are quite distinct. This distinction reflects that between the Community
and Union per se. The question may of course be raised as to how an international
organisation may have a clear and transparent foreign policy when its constituent
members do not, and when there are two separate frameworks in operation.
Nevertheless, the Community, as a stronger and thus potentially more influential actor,
has at least as great a responsibility, and therefore a greater need for transparency, as its

constituent members.

Significantly, the UK Foreign Office Policy Document of July 1996 states that: “Human
Rights in Foreign policy covers inter alia EU action on Foreign policy and Trade and
Human Rights.” It does not, however, indicate any Community action on Foreign Policy,

and refers to;
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“the inclusion of Human Rights clauses in EU Cooperation Agreements with third
countries, which allow for the suspension of benefits, including trade and aid

privileges, in the event of gross Human Rights violations.”®

This is interesting on two counts. First, although it is not incorrect to categorise them as
EU agreements, it is more precise to refer to such agreements as Community Cooperation
Agreements. However, as the Foreign Office has made no reference to Community
Action within the document,” such classification would appear somewhat surprising.
Secondly, the Foreign Office omits to state that the EC now endeavours to include an
essential elements clause relating to human rights and democracy in every international
trade agreement it negotiates, whether development cooperation or not. This perhaps
reflects discomfiture, on the part of the Foreign Office, with the fact that the Community
is apparently encroaching on an issue for which the Member States have expressly placed

competence with the Union.

A further issue for consideration arising from the distinction between the Community and
the Union, is more functionalist. The inclusion of the human rights and democracy
clause in every international agreement now concluded by the EC, assumes that it may be
enforced. However, there remains the question as to whether the enforcement itself
would fall into the competence of the Community. If not, it must be for the Union to
enforce. But in such circumstances should the Community independently include this
clause as an essential element? Either its inclusion is meaningless, or it binds the Union
as to its enforcement. This however would bind the Union to a certain course of action in

an area in which the Union’s power should be absolute.”

% Emphasis added.
" In addition, there is no reference to Union action other than under second pillar.

" The Union following Community action in this manner can be observed in its Common Position
concerning human rights, democratic principles and good governance in Africa.

31




Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal Order

The Common Foreign Policy of the European Union

It was explicit from the inception of the Treaties of the European Communities in the
1950s that their ultimate goals would not be merely economic. The Preambles to the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and the EEC contained references to the
ultimate objective of political integration.” This early political ambition reflects the
environment in which they were created. In the post-World-War context the aim of
greater union among the peoples of Europe is indicative of the intense desire to rid
Europe of conflict definitively. Notwithstanding this desire, and the explicit expression
of this wider aim, neither treaty contains provisions that could remotely be said to move
towards anything other than economic integration. Early attempts to develop political
union, for example the Draft European Political Community, were doomed to failure.
Various factors were at work in this context including (French) nationalism, and doubts
about the non-participation of the UK, and re-arming Germany under any

* The Fouchet Plan gave the first reference to the concept of European

circumstances.’
“Union” in relation to political integration. The draft treaty was aimed, essentially, at
developing foreign and defence policies at an intergovernmental level, in a manner

fundamentally similar to the framework developed to accommodate the CFSP today.

Many of the factors at work during this early period continue to have a role in the
development of today’s CFSP framework, the roots of which lie in the European Political
Cooperation, engendered at the Hague Summit in 1969. This summit marked the end of
the transitional period, during which the six founding members of the EEC had
substantially created the kind of economic community envisaged by the Treaty of Rome.
It was a watershed in the development of the Community, for at this point the six could

have concluded that sufficient economic and institutional development had been achieved

’2 The Schumann declaration, fundamental in the creation of the ECSC referred to “common foundations
of economic development as a first step towards a European Federation” which was itself “fundamental to
peace” while in the preamble itself it was pledged to “create, by establishing an economic community, the
basis for a broader and deeper community among people long divided by bloody conflicts” The preamble
to the treaty of Rome referred to “determination to lay the foundations for an ever closer union among the
peoples of Europe”.

 For further discussion of this area see Petersen Nikolaj, “The European Union and Foreign and Security
Policy ", Nergaard, Pedersen and Petersen.

32



Human Rights and the European Community in the International Legal Order

and that no further integration was either desirable or possible. They decided the reverse,
reflecting the economic and “European” optimism of the period. The Hague Summit
transformed the role of such summits. In the future they were to be far more active in the
identification of new areas of Community activity, becoming known as the European
Council: and developing what was to be known in turn as “European Political
Cooperation”, Tt was in the context of the European Council that the insertion of the
human rights clause in economic cooperation agreements with third countries was

raised.™

European Political Cooperation remained informal and intergovernmental when both the
European Parliament and the European Council picked up the issue in 1984.
Notwithstanding that their proposals were by no means identical, it is important to note
the consideration of the matter in both fora, and the evident climate for deepening
integration of some sort. The European Council convened an Intergovernmental
Conference (IGC) the purpose of which was, inter alia, to negotiate a Single European
Treaty. The Commission’s contribution to this, the Cockfield Report (White Paper), was
heavily influential. The report of this IGC led ultimately to the agreement of what was to
become the Single European Act (SEA), the negotiations for which included foreign
policy cooperation. In this context the SEA constituted the codification of existing
practice and understandings, and imposed an obligation upon Member States, relating to
information and consultation of each other on foreign policy matters in general, to take
full account of each other’s positions and to “give due consideration to the desirability of
Common European positions”. Even under the SEA however, the decision-making mode
in relation to EPC was to remain entirely inter-governmental, and was to continue to
operate through the European Council rather than through one of the institutions of the

European Community.”

™ Declaration on Human Rights, June 1991, para.l1.
7 This notwithstanding that discussions in conjunction with the EC Council were explicitly mentioned and

the European Parliament and Commission were to be “assured of close association” and “fully involved”
respectively.
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Thus it can be seen that the combined initiative of the Community institutions was
required to introduce even the barest bones of formal political cooperation into the
framework of European cooperation. Continuing pressure during 1989 and 1990 from
both the European Parliament” and certain member states led to a further IGC on
political union, the express objective of which was, inter alia, to define and implement a
Common Foreign and Security Policy. Increased cooperation was opposed by both the
UK and Spain however, and the compromise reached was the distinction within the
CFSP, in the TEU, between Article J2 (referring to “systematic cooperation”/ “common
positions”) and Article J3 (referring to “joint action™). Article J2 represents broadly a
continuation of EPC while J3 is more ambitious, giving rise to binding cooperation.
Significantly, the TEU placed the CFSP outside the Community, making it the second
pillar of the Union.

This leaves the entire issue of common foreign policy in the ambiguous position of being
developed by the Union, which has no conferred legal personality. Policy developed by
the Union must be implemented by the Member States collectively or by the Community
as discussed above. The Community has no power to develop CFSP itself, but must rely

on the Union in this sphere.

Article J8 provides that the Council, when implementing CFSP decisions, must act
unanimously (with the exception of actions under Article J.3). At the Maastricht
Summit, however, states were obliged not to block measures where a qualified majority
exists in support of the measure. This proviso did not succeed in entering the Treaty as
‘decision-making by a qualified majority’. Although effectively the same, it was clearly

politically unacceptable so to express it.

Its limitations notwithstanding, the TEU widened the scope of cooperation in relation to

CFSP. In addition, in relation to both commitment and the policy instruments available,

76 The European Parliament charged its Committee on Institutional Affairs to draw up specific plans on
Political Union: resulting in the Martin I Report which argued that EPC should be integrated into the
Community. (Endorsed by the Italian Government).
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the depth of cooperation deepened.” Thus there is now an existing mechanism by which
the European Union develops its CFSP, which, once agreed, must be complied with by
both the Member States, and the European Community, acting in the sphere of its
external relations. It remains an interesting juxtaposition of intergovernmental and

Community powers.

It is necessary at this point to give some brief consideration to the effect of the
Amsterdam Treaty (ToA) upon the CFSP. One of the fundamental aims of the 1996 IGC
was to strengthen the CFSP. It may be asked, however, whether substantively this has
been achieved. Notably, under Article C, the Council and Commission are obliged to co-
operate to achieve consistency in the Union’s external activities. Such cooperation is
exemplified by Article J. 4(4), under which the Commission may now be asked to
participate in any proposals to ensure the implementation of a joint action. Such
participation by the Commission is new: the role of the vice president may be crucial, as
will be his/her relationship with Secretary-General of the Council. Article J4(4)
strengthens Article J.17 (former J9), that “the Commission shall be fully associated with
the work carried out in the common foreign and security field.” However the
Commission’s role remains one of participation rather than of initiation in this field. It
must continue to wait for the Council to act, emphasising the Member States’ continuing

desire to avoid conferring political power upon the Community.

This distinction and the implications thereof are effectively demonstrated by the success
of the Community’s external economic relations, compared with the political external
relations of the Union, which have been notable for their comparative failure.” This
suggests that a tightening and clarification of the EU’s approach to foreign policy action
(perhaps towards a more integrative and less intergovernmental approach) would be
helpful, aside from considering the more general issue of having a wider role in the

protection of human rights.

" Articles J.3. and J.4. outline the means for adopting either a common position (J.3.) or a joint action
(J.4.) which is binding upon the member states once adopted thereby committing them, potentially, to
specific courses of action, whereas previously this was not envisaged.

’® For example, with reference to the former Yugoslavia.
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The International Perspective

An additional question concerns the Community’s competence to include the human
rights and democracy clause, in view of the international obligations of its members, and
indeed itself, under other international treaties in the sphere of trade and human rights.
The Centro-Com’ judgment recognised the priority of the UN charter over Community
law. Accordingly, the obligation under the UN Charter to promote human rights may
override or limit the potential role of the Community or Union in this sphere because

neither is a member, although their constituent members are members of UN.

There are further doubts about the legality of this clause under international trade law,
given the Community’s obligations under the GATT. The WTO recently refused to
include a minimum labour standards clause in GATT, begging the question whether the
EU can legitimately, under international trade law, invoke human rights standards in this

context.®

™ Case C-124/95 R. v. HM Treasury and the Bank of England ex parte Centro-Com Srl [1997] ECR I-81,
[1997] 1 CMLR 555.

% While this is an area of considerable interest, its exploration is beyond the scope of this work, which has
to focus primarily upon the Community competence from the internal perspective.
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Conclusions to Part 1

The development of international law whereby actors other than states are now
recognised has, from an international perspective, undoubtedly given the EU/EC an

international role in the promotion and protection of human rights and democracy.

From the internal perspective, some mechanism for the development of CFSP has been
established under the auspices of the Union, if not the Community. The implementation
of that policy must however be disentangled from the Community’s exclusive
competence vis-a-vis external relations to ascertain the best manner and place to develop
the international role of the Union, in particular in relation to the international protection
of human rights. It is submitted that the deliberate placing of foreign policy outwith the
realm of the Community demonstrates the clear intention of the Member States. This is
particularly important given the effect of Community law on the Member States and the
special nature of rights conferred by the Community upon individuals. The
Community’s power to conclude international agreements is expressly restricted and its
express power to develop “foreign policy” is limited to a specific field, development
cooperation, outside which it can take no further action on the promotion of human rights
without prior action by the Union. The inclusion of an ‘“essential elements” clause
relating to human rights and democracy in every trade agreement concluded by the
Community is therefore a highly questionable practice, unless it can be proved that the
statement of the European Council in 1991 constituted the development of foreign policy
binding upon the Community. (This statement was made, however, before the role of the
European Council and its relationship to the Community were formalised under the SEA
Furthermore, no joint actions or common positions have been adopted which would
substantiate such a view). Alternatively, the policy may be legitimate if an implied or

parallel power to develop this field exists.
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Part I1: The Protection of Human Rights in the European Community

Introduction

As has been demonstrated, the issue of competence of the European Community®*' with
respect to human rights is complicated by both internal and external pressures. It has
been established that there is no (general) express Treaty power to act in the field of
human rights. The Community however, despite having been founded with primarily
internal, economic objectives, has turned these into a prerogative to take international
action with respect to non-economic objectives, inter alia in the field of human rights. It
is necessary at this stage to address the question of how the Community has achieved

this.

The development of the protection of “human rights” occurred gradually, as will be
seen, as part of the development of the protection of “rights”. This development,
however laudable in spirit, has raised certain questions: primarily that of which “rights”
are referred to in any particular instance and to whom they apply. This question is by no
means unique to the Community. It caused particular problems in the US where in the
original draft for the American Declaration of Independence Thomas Jefferson, stated

that:
“all men are created equal and independent; that from equal creation they derive
rights inherent and inalienable, among which are the preservation of life and
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”

this was in sharp contrast to the approach to slaves, who clearly did not equal “men”.

Although the Community does not provide us with such obviously extreme examples, the

definition of what rights will be protected, and for whom, has troubled it since its

8 Hereafter Community or EC.
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inception. Indeed, its significance in this context is that the nature of the “right” being
developed may affect the competence of the Community to act in that particular field.
Thus the Community has, prima facie, a more obvious role (and one which was earlier
accepted) in relation to economic than to human rights, and this is reflected in legal
comment over the years.* Thus it is necessary to identify what are included as rights in

the Community context.

Despite the controversy about what kind of role, if any, the Community should play in
the protection of rights, the European Court of Justice® has recognised its role in the

protection of “human”®, “moral”®, “individual*, “constitutional”®’, “community”*® and

“fundamental personal human rights”’. However, all the rights referred to by these

varied terms have also all fallen under the heading of “fundamental rights”.

The reason for this is probably largely political and rooted in the history of the status of
rights in the Community. It cannot be explained by the Court’s reluctance to adopt the
terminology of other jurisdictions, but probably rather the reverse: the adoption of rights
terminology from other contexts, without the clear establishment of distinctions between
rights. Nor was attention given to the fact that the nature of rights conferred can affect
(rightly or wrongly) the manner in which they are applied (and who may benefit from

them). However, whatever its explanation, it is not satisfactory. The global descriptor of

82 See for example, Mendelson “The European Court of Justice and Human Rights” YEL (1982) 125;
Toth “The Individual and European Law"” 24 ICLQ (1975) 659.

8 Hereafter Court of Justice, ECJ or Court.

¥ Judgment of the Court in Case C-260/89 Elliniki Radiophonia Tileorassi AE v. Dimotiki Etairia
Pliroforissis [1991] ECR 1-2925,

8 Advocate-General in Case C-1168/91 Konstantinidis v. Stadt Altensteigstandesamt [1993] ECR I-1191,
[1993] 3 CMLR 401.

% Judgmerit of the Court Case 118/75 The State v. Watson and Belman [1976] ECR 1207, [1976] 2 CMLR
552.

¥ Judgment of the Court, Case 44/79 Hauer v. Rheinland-Pfalz [1979] ECR 3927, [1980] 3 CMLR 42.
% Advocate-General in Hauer, ibid.

% Case 149/77 Defrenne v. SABENA (no.3) [1978] ECR 1380, [1978] 3 CMLR 312.
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“fundamental” belies the fact that some individuals resident in the Community benefit
from “fundamental” rights not available to others, such as that to free movement. These
can be dependent upon factors such as Union citizenship or Community nationality,
whereas other “fundamental” rights apply to all residents and workers of the Community,
for example the right to equal pay. Having analysed the terminology used by the Court
therefore, a simple means by which to distinguish these rights, where appropriate, has
been developed. Thus: those rights given by the Treaty to Community nationals/ Union
citizens can be described as “community nationals’ rights”. Rights such as that to equal
pay which apply to everyone regardless of nationality or citizenship can be described as
“Community rights”. Those recognised in international law as “human rights” can be so
described. Finally, “fundamental rights” can continue to be used to describe any of these

collectively, where the distinction is not significant.”

In order to understand the development of the protection of human rights within the
Community, and indeed to assess its legitimacy, it is essential to examine the provisions
relating to human rights within the Treaty of Rome, and its successors. This therefore
constitutes the first chapter of this section (Chapter 3). Chapter 4 examines the European
Convention of Human Rights (ECHR), and its relationship with, first, the Member States,
and, secondly, the institutions of the Community, as it is necessary that this be
established before considering the role of the Court of Justice both in the emergence of
fundamental rights as guiding (and ultimately binding) principles of Community law and
the development of the relationship between the Community and the ECHR. It also
briefly considers the “problem” of dual jurisdiction over human rights within the
Community. Chapter 5 examines the development within the Community of concern
over human rights violations in third states and, finally, assesses the protection offered to

fundamental rights within the Community itself.

% See Appendix B for table of examples.
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Chapter 3: Provision for the Protection of Rights Within the EC/EU Treaties

The Treaty of Rome

The Constitutions of France, Germany, Italy and indeed most members of the European
Community are based upon the rights of man and the protection of fundamental rights.
Nevertheless, it proved impossible to include within the Treaty of Rome a provision

relating to human rights.

The European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and European Atomic Energy
Community focussed on economic objectives, steering well clear of more political
questions. The Draft Political Community included ambitious provisions on human
rights (including the incorporation of Section I of the ECHR). These ambitions,
however, died with the attempted Political Treaty. The European Economic Community
(EEC) avoided the non-economic concerns of the draft Political Community which had
ended in failure. It should be noted that at that time human rights were perceived as
including only those which would today perhaps be seen as “fundamental human rights”.
Social and economic rights, now also included under consideration of human rnghts,
developed later. This provides some explanation for the lack of human rights provision

within what was essentially an economic treaty. In 1975 it was thought that:

“the essentially economic character of the Communities .... makes the possibility
of their encroaching upon fundamental human values, such as life, personal
liberty, freedom of opinion, conscience etc, very unlikely.”"

The right to property provides a clear example of a right that has straddled the
boundaries: this is one of the classical liberal rights, yet its recognition in the twentieth
century is less than universal. It was not included in the European Convention, but
added, subject to many qualifications, in the First Protocol. It is, of course, not provided

for as a right to be protected in the EC Treaty (except in the context of intellectual

*' Toth, supra note 82.
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property in Art. 222). Yet in view of its economic implications, the enjoyment of private
property has been much discussed at the Court of Justice.”” Social and economic rights
were internationally recognised in 1966 in the International Covenant of Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights.” Evidently the dividing line between categories of rights is
blurred. It has been suggested® that if it is considered that social rights demand state
action (as opposed to limiting state action as classical human rights do) there are certain
indications of early recognition of such rights in the Treaty of Rome, for example in

Articles 117 and118.

However, these provisions may equally be seen to be fundamentally economically
inspired and thus do not actually reflect early consideration of fundamental rights of any
kind. Similarly, the right to equal pay in Article 119 was included on economic grounds

- the desire to create a level playing field, thus eliminating (labour) market discrepancies.

Having stated that there is no provision for the protection of human rights in the Treaty of
Rome, it is necessary to consider briefly the “Foundations of the European Community”:
free movement of goods, services, capital and persons. The freedom of movement of
persons is described in Council Regulation 1612/68 as being a “fundamental right of
workers and their families.” These “foundations’ are not generally described as human
rights however: not least because they do not apply universally, but are conditional upon

the status of the individual concerned, for exﬁmple that he/she is a Community national.

Thus, although the Treaty of Rome contained certain provisions which could potentially
have the effect of conferring rights upon individuals, and others which certainly do
confer rights upon individuals within the Community, these could not be said to amount
to human rights. There was certainly no express reference to human, or fundamental,

rights within the treaty.

%2 See, for example, Hauer, supra note 87; Case 5/88, Wachaufv. Germany [1989] ECR 2609 [1991] 1
CMLR 328.

*Earlier recognition had come at regional level in 1961: The European Social Charter.

% Mendelson, supra note 82, at 127.
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Single European Act

The Single European Act (SEA)” finally introduced, in its preamble, the first explicit

reference to human rights in the Community Treaties.

“Determined to work together to promote democracy on the basis of the
fundamental rights recognised in the constitutions and laws of the Member States,
in the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms

and the European Social Charter, notably freedom, equality and social justice. ... ”

It continued with reference to the Community’s commitment to the international human
rights standards endorsed by its members. This commitment was reaffirmed by the
Community Foreign Ministers when they met later that same year”® This was
unprecedented, and important in its own right, but the Treaty of European Union

(TEU/Maastricht Treaty) subsequently retreated from the terms of this declaration.

The Treaty of European Union

By the time of the negotiation and conclusion of the TEU many things had changed. The

preamble contains a general statement relating to human rights, that the signatories:

“Confirm their attachment to the principles of liberty, democracy, and respect for

human rights and fundamental freedoms and of the rule of law.”

This statement in fact follows from the preamble to the SEA. There are, however, certain
fundamental differences. The TEU departs from the reference to the European Social
Charter. Indeed its most significant provision on human rights, Article F.2, states that:

% 0J 1987 L169/1.

% Statement of 21 July 1986, meeting in the framework of European Political Co-operation.
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“The Union shall respect fundamental rights, as guaranteed by the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
signed in Rome on 4 November 1950 and as they result from the constitutional
traditions common to the Member States, as general principles of Community

”

Law.

Thus, in fact, the TEU, while introducing a general provision on human rights, moves
back from the wider recognition of the importance of social rights which had been seen in
the Preamble to the SEA. It reverts to something more closely allied to the economic
influence requiring the development of certain fundamental rights, while paying little
attention to the newer, more modern understanding of fundamental rights: that which

recognises also social nghts.

Article J1 then includes as an objective of the Union: “to develop and consolidate
democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.”
and continues that: “The Union shall pursue these objectives: by establishing systematic
cooperation between Member States in the conduct of policy, in accordance with Art
J.2...and J.3...” that is, by means of joint actions and common positions. Both of these
require action by the Council on the initiative of the European Council. This does not
envisage independent action by the Community. Thus we must look to the provisions of

the EC Treaty to establish the extent of any relevant Community competence in this field.

Although the TEU appears, prima facie, to constitute a step forward for human rights
protection within the Union, certain questions remain, including the limitation as to what
may be included in the fundamental rights to be protected. It is important to note that the
general provision on human rights has been kept outside the EC Treaty, enshrined as it is
in the TEU. Furthermore, Article L, TEU, excludes Article F from the competence of the
ECJ. The Court has, however, consistently (since the 1970s) developed the protection of
“fundamental” (including human) rights as a key element of its case law, on occasions
where the issue, and the possibility, have arisen. Therefore, although, prima facie, the
exclusion of Article F from the jurisdiction of the Court may limit the extent of judicial

activism possible in this field in the future, this may not result in a reduction in the legal
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protection of human rights in the Community. It may well, however, demonstrate a lack
of political will to bring this issue to the same level as the achievement (and

enforcement) of the economic objectives of the Treaty.

The distinction that existed in the Treaty of Rome, between the development of
fundamental Community rights for Community nationals, and fundamental Auman rights
for all of mankind, is reinforced by the inclusion of rights relating to Union citizenship
within Title II of the TEU*. This again reflects the economic foundations of the
Community, and the fact that rights’ protection tends to arise as a by product of the
process of economic integration and the achievement of a Single European Market, rather
than as a direct result of concern for human rights. This is also perhaps reflected in the
fact that there is no “Bill of Rights” or such list of rights protected under the Community
or Union. This must be qualified, however, with recognition of the fact that the drive
towards rights of “Union Citizenship” reflects in addition to economic concerns a desire
to give citizens of the Union something more in the way of political rights. Thus there is
still some confusion over the objectives and direction of the Community, with many
concerns pulling in different directions. Those who gain least are ultimately the group
with least to offer however, third country nationals. The question the Community has to

address is how fundamental are the rights and protection it will uphold and for whom?

The provisions relating to Development Cooperation® expressly state that the promotion
of respect for human rights and development cooperation are indivisible. Article 130u
paragraph 2 provides that: “Community policy in this area shall contribute to the general
objective of developing and consolidating democracy and the rule of law, and to that of
respecting human rights and fundamental freedoms”.” What is clear is that this power
has been conferred within strict limits and that there is no further power for the

Community relating to human rights or their promotion within the Treaty. Thus in the

°7 Which is subject to the jurisdiction of the ECJ.
% Title XVII, EC.

% Articles 130w 130x and 130y give the Community the competence to adopt measures necessary to the
attainment of the objectives, where necessary in co-operation with other third countries.
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context of development cooperation the Community may make respect for human rights
a condition of the trade agreement but outwith this specific context there appears to be no
attributed power. This is consistent with the reservation of foreign policy to the (inter-

governmental) Union.

Treaty of Amsterdam

The Treaty of Amsterdam (ToA) is interesting in several ways. In the Preamble it

reverts to some degree to the terms and concemns of the SEA:

“Confirming their attachment to fundamental social rights as defined in the
European Social Charter signed at Turin on 18 October 1961 and in the 1989
Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers.”

The amended Article F of the TEU has as its first Paragraph that:

“The Union is founded on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms and the rule of law, principles which are

common to the Member States.”

The new Article F.1 adds weight to this provision, providing for the determination of a

“serious and persistent breach by a Member State of principles mentioned in F(1)....” by

1100

the Council'™ and for the suspension of rights deriving from the application of the

' In addition to these provisions relating to current Member States, Article O

Treaty.'
imposes respect for the Principles enshrined in Article F(1) as a pre-condition for any
state wishing to accede to the Union. Furthermore, Article L(d) gives the ECJ
jurisdiction with respect to actions of the Community institutions in relation to Article

F(2), thereby enhancing its role in relation to human rights.

190 Article F.1 (1).

01 1 (2).
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The strengthening of the provisions relating to fundamental rights (both in substance and
procedure) in the ToA, as compared with the earlier Treaties, perhaps reflects the
growing public concern relating to the rights of citizens, as well as those of aliens and

immigrants to the Union.'®

With regard to specific provisions, certain Articles relating to Community rights have
been strengthened by provision for Community action, particularly in the sphere of the

principle of non-discrimination. For example, Article 6A provides that:

“ ... Council ...... may take appropriate action to combat discrimination based on

sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation”

The Community may also under Articles 2 and 3 take positive action to promote the
equality of men and women, for the achievement of all its objectives. Thus, if and when
the ToA is ratified and comes into force, it may be possible to say that there is a more
genuine concern for fundamental and Community rights per se emerging within the
Union, as opposed to more calculated economic considerations. However the question as
to what will happen if and when these provisions are acted upon, and newly recognised
and developed rights come into conflict has not yet been addressed. The placing of
“fundamental rights” at the core of the Union and of the Community may mean that
economic objectives will become secondary where they would infringe “fundamental
rights”. At present however, and until such time as the ToA is ratified and brought into
force the law which must be adhered to and the priorities which should be followed are

those of the TEU.

192 This is further reflected in the communitarisation of the Schengen Acquis and elements of the Third
Pillar of the Union. These issues of course also reflect concerns over the ever closer prospect of
enlargement of the Union.
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Chapter 4: The European Convention on Human Rights and the European

Community

It has been established above that notwithstanding that there is no reference to the
protection of human rights per se in the TEU, the Union “shall respect fundamental rights
as guaranteed by the European Convention on Human Rights”.'” It is now time,
therefore, to examine more closely the relationship between the ECHR and both the

Member States, and institutions, of the Community.

The initial confusion that often arises, is in the misconception that the ECHR is somehow
related to the Community. Although all the Member States of the Community are
signatories of the ECHR, and adherence to the ECHR standards is a pre-condition for
accession to the Union, the institutional frameworks behind each of these are quite
distinct. The ECHR was created by the Council of Europe which itself was formed at the
end of the 1940s under similar sentiments to those inspiring the Community. However,
where the Community sought to prevent the recurrence of war within Europe by the
development of economic strength through integration and interdependence, the Council
of Europe, on a larger scale, sought to improve the social, cultural and political life of

Europe which had been devastated during the war.

Initially, in 1949, the Council of Europe had ten signatories: but it has grown rapidly
since then.'™ Its primary aim today is to protect human rights and pluralist democracy,
yet the importance of this aim from very early on in its development is demonstrated by

the fact that the ECHR was concluded in 1950.

Various issues arise with regard to the relationship between the ECHR and the Union/
Community. The first is, of course, that neither the Union nor the Community is a

signatory to the ECHR. Given that the Union has no legal personality and thus no power

19 Article F.2 TEU.

1% 40 Members by 1998; in addition Belarus has lodged its application for membership.
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to accede to international organisations or to sign international agreements this is not

105

surprising. However, the Community does possess the necessary personality ~ so, the

question arises, why has it not acceded?

It must not be ignored that there are two sides (at least) to every international obligation.
Under the terms of the ECHR only states are competent to accede to it. This technical
difficulty alone leaves the Community in a somewhat paradoxical situation, regardless of
whether it desires or is indeed competent to accede to the ECHR from an internal

perspective.

The Position of the Member States of the Community vis-a-vis the European

Convention on Human Rights

Each of the Member States of the Community is bound by the obligations it has
undertaken in the ECHR. In international law it is the primary responsibility of the
individual state to ensure the observance of its international obligations within its own
jurisdiction, leaving it to the discretion of the individual state to select the means and

mechanisms by which it does so.

The result of this is that certain states, for example France and Germany, operate a
“monist” system of law, by which international law obligations are automatically, from
the moment of ratification, part of the domestic legal system and are thereby directly
effective within that legal system. Other states, however, for example the United
Kingdom, operate a “dualist” system of law. In these states obligations of international
law do not give rise to directly effective rights until such time as they have been
explicitly incorporated into the domestic legal system by an Act of the national
parliament. This does not permit avoidance of international law obligations: it means
that individuals cannot assert rights arising from international law before the domestic
courts until incorporation. A violation of the provisions of an international treaty would

be open to an inter-state challenge even if there were no means of individual

1% Article 210 EC (Chapter 1 above).
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enforcement. In the case of the ECHR, however, individuals, including those from
“dualist” states, may petition the European Court of Human Rights directly to enforce
their rights.'® Thus the domestic law of each Member State must be consistent with
obligations under the ECHR. This is where a paradox arises in relation to the position of

the Community.

The Relationship between the European Community and the European Convention on

Human Rights

The ECHR was already established when the Community was formed in 1957. The
original members of the Community were already members of the Council of Europe and
signatories to the Convention. Yet it was not possible to include within the Treaty of
Rome reference to either the issue of the protection of human rights generally, or, more
specifically, to the ECHR itself. This position has now changed; the TEU provides that
the Union “shall respect fundamental rights as guaranteed by the European Convention
on Human Rights”,'” however the practical effect of this is limited by Article L, whereby
the Court of Justice has no jurisdiction over this matter. Furthermore, regardless of
whether the Union may consider that it shall respect these rights, it is not bound by the

ECHR, nor is it subject to its enforcement mechanisms.

This raises an interesting distinction between the actions of the Union and the
Community. It is unlikely that the Member States, acting inter-governmentally within the
context of the Union would collectively breach their obligations under the ECHR. The
situation may arise, however, whereby the Community, not being bound, legislates in the
pursuit of its legitimate objectives in such a way as breaches the ECHR. While clearly

this is unlikely to be a direct breach, a Community measure in one sphere may have the

1% This is provided for under Article 25 of the Convention. Although this is a discretionary provision, all
the Member States have in fact adopted measures allowing individual petition. Until September 1998,
petition was made to the European Commission of Human Rights which screened cases, only about 100
arriving before the Court of Human Rights itself. For details of the new system see Schermers, “Guest
Editorial” (1998) 35 CMLRev 2.

17 Article F.2. TEU.
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effect of breaching a right conferred by the ECHR. Prima facie, the situation may arise
where a Community measure is in conflict with a provision of the ECHR. The Member
States of the Community, bound under the doctrine of supremacy of Community law,
would be faced with the situation in which they must breach either Community law, by
not implementing the measure, or their obligations under the ECHR by implementing the

measure.

Various solutions have been offered to resolve this problem, the root of which lies in the
two parallel legal systems operating within Europe, each in the pursuit of different aims.
On the one hand there is the ECHR with its objective of improving and guaranteeing
human rights protection, on the other hand is the Community, whose primary objective
remains the achievement of economic growth through integration and inter-dependence.
At the time of the Community’s conception and for many years thereafter, it was not
envisaged that there would be any overlap of jurisdiction between the two.'® Since the
1970s it has become increasingly clear however, that the two systems do overlap and
that, potentially, measures under one system may impede the realisation of the objectives

of the second.

The Role of the Court of Justice in Determining the Position of Fundamental Rights

in the Community

The importance of fundamental rights within the Community initially arose in the
jurisprudence of the Court, as a corollary of the need to provide effective protection
within the Member States of rights conferred upon individuals by the Community. This
itself was a live issue in the Court from the outset of the Communities. The ECJ was
vital in the development of the protection of human rights in the Community through its
jurisprudence relating to the protection of “rights” generally. This has given rise to
confusion and imprecision in the terminology relating to the protection of rights in the

Community.

1% ¢ g. Toth and Mendelson, supra note 82.
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' the case by case basis on which the protection of rights was developed

As stated above,
in the Community gave rise to a haphazard categorisation of “fundamental rights” which
were also described in other terms in other cases. An analysis of the terminology of the
ECJ in its case law developing the protection of “fundamental rights” supports the

definitional distinction laid out above.'"

This analysis demonstrated a clear line of
development. However, the uncertain ground on which the Court was treading, coupled
with the fact that the development of any field by the Court must be to some extent
haphazard, as it depends on the nature of the cases coming before it, disguised the
consistency of this development. Furthermore, the broad terminology used, and the fact
that the only term consistently used was “fundamental rights” obscured in some measure

the breadth of the development.

(1) The Development of the Protection of Fundamental Rights

The protection of “fundamental rights” was first raised before the ECJ in 1958 in Stork v.
High Authority,'"" which concerned the right of an undertaking to challenge decisions
taken by the High Authority. In this case it was the Applicant who used the term
“fundamental rights”, referring to rights under the constitutions of virtually all the
Member States. Stork argued that the High Authority should have considered German
Constitutional Law when taking its decision. The case related to a decision by the six
joint selling agencies of the Ruhr, to limit direct sales to wholesalers whose turnover was
greater than that of Stork. Stork sought annulment of this decision, arguing that it
contravened Articles 2 and 12 of the (West) German Grundgesetz which guarantee to
each individual the rights to freely develop his own personality and to choose his own
trade or occupation respectively. The Court rejected this argument, stating that it was
competent only to apply Community law in annulling a decision. Thus it avoided any

consideration of “fundamental rights”, confining itself to interpretation of the Treaty and

19 Introduction to Part II.
1 mtroduction to Part 11,

"!'Case 1/58 Stork v. High Authority [1959] ECR 7.
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the issue of its competence only to apply Community Law. Nor did Advocate-General
Lagrange pick up the invitation to bring rights, “fundamental” or other, into
consideration. The approach of the Court was confirmed in 1960 in Geitling.'? These
joined cases also involved a challenge by a Ruhr coal wholesaler to a decision of the
High Authority, with the additional ground of challenge on the basis of Article 14 of the

Grundgesetz (which guarantees private property).

It should be noted in relation to these cases that they preceded the establishment of the
relationship between Community and national law. The fact that the Community
constituted a new legal order, giving rights to individuals and Member States, and the
principle that this new legal order was supreme over those of the Member States had not
yet been laid down. Thus the nature of the relationship between the different legal orders
operating within the Community had not yet been defined. That the Court was feeling its
way in these early cases is clearly demonstrated in Humblet v. Belgium."> Here the
Court stated the need for effective enforcement of “rights” conferred by Community law,
but emphasised also that the means of enforcement was left to the individual Member
States, and that the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) Treaty was developed
following a strict doctrine of separation of powers. The Court could not annul an
administrative measure of a Member State (even where it was in contravention with

Community law), nor could it enforce a provision of national law.

In these early cases the Court was defining the limits of its power. Significantly, at this
time, it was operating in a context in which human rights had recently been expressly
omitted from the Treaty of Rome. Judicial activism in this field at that time would
therefore have been rash, if not indeed fatal to the authority of the Court of Justice. Thus,
although it was later to develop the protection of fundamental rights within the
Community in a manner which prima facie conflicts with its early approach, to suggest
that the Court performed a U-turn in this field ignores the context of its early

jurisprudence. Rather, the Court stated the limits of its jurisdiction and competence and

"2 Joined Cases 36-38, 40/59 Geitling v. High Authority [1960] ECR 423.

''* Case 6/60 Humblet v. Belgium [1960] ECR 559,
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then proceeded to build upon these limits, as and when cases came before it and the

opportunity arose.

The establishment of the nature of the relationship between Community and national law
was to be crucial to the development of, inter alia, fundamental rights within the

114

Community. Of seminal importance in this were the Van Gend en Loos * and Costa v.

ENEL' cases.
In Van Gend en Loos the Court stated that:

“The Community constitutes a new legal order of international law for the
benefit of which the states have limited their sovereign rights, albeit within

limited fields™''®

The Court subsequently took this a stage further, in Costa v. ENEL'" when it introduced

the doctrine of the supremacy of Community law :

“The integration into the laws of each Member State of provisions which derive
from the Community, and more generally the terms and the spirit of the treaty,
make it impossible for the states, as a corollary, to accord precedence to a
unilateral and subsequent measure over a legal system adopted by them on a basis
of reciprocity. Such a measure cannot therefore be inconsistent with that legal
system. The executive force of Community Law cannot vary from one State to
another in deference to subsequent domestic laws, without jeopardising the
attainment of the objectives of the Treaty set out in Article 5(2) and giving rise to

the discrimination prohibited by Article 7.

" Case 26/62 Van Gend en Loos v. Nederlandse Administratie der Belastingen [1963) ECR 1; [1963]
CMLR 105.

"5 Case 6/64 Flaminio Costa v. ENEL [1964] ECR 585, [1964] CMLR 425.
"' Supra note 114, para. 4.

"7 Supra note 117.
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The precedence of Community Law is confirmed by Article 189, whereby a
Regulation “shall be binding” and “directly applicable in all Member States”.
This provision, which is subject to no reservation, would be quite meaningless if a
State could unilaterally nullify its effects by means of a legislative measure which

could prevail over Community Law.

It follows from all these observations that the law stemming from the treaty, an
independent source of law, could not, because of its special and original nature,
be overridden by domestic legal provisions, however framed, without being
deprived of its character as Community law and without the legal basis of the

Community itself being called into question

The transfer by the states from their domestic legal system to the Community
legal system of the rights and obligations arising under the Treaty carries with it a
permanent limitation of their sovereign rights, against which a subsequent

unilateral act incompatible with the concept of the Community cannot prevail.”'"®

This excerpt from the judgment, although relatively lengthy, provides a comprehensive
explanation of the Court’s view of the nature of the Community legal system, and the
consequences of the transfer of sovereignty from the Member States to the Community

institutions, the institutions of this new, independent, legal order.

Van Gend en Loos,"® in addition to establishing that the Community created a new and
independent international legal order, clearing the way for the establishment of the
supremacy of Community law, served the additional purpose of placing the individual at

the heart of the Community.

"'® Ibid “On the submisson that the Court was obliged to apply the national law”.

"% Supra note 114.
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“Independently of the Member States, Community law therefore not only imposes
obligations upon individuals but is also intended to confer upon them rights

which become part of the legal heritage”

Traditionally, international law had regulated only inter-state relations, but this was a
further element distinguishing Communit.y law from what had formerly been understood
as international law.'”® The establishment of the doctrine of direct effect and of the
supremacy of Community Law, in Van Gend en Loos and Costa v. ENEL, established
also the nature of the relationship between Community and national law.

' was once again offered the

Following this development, the Court, in Sgarlata,"
opportunity to consider the rights of individuals. It is notable that this case concerned not
the ECSC, as the previous cases had, but the EEC, with its rather wider ambit and
competencies. In this case the applicant had requested the annulment of certain
regulations. The Court held, however, that Article 173(2) does not allow individuals to

challenge regulations:

“The applicants object that, if recourse to Article 173 were to be refused by
reason of a restrictive interpretation of its wording, individuals would thus be
deprived of all protection by the courts both under Community law and under
national law, which would be contrary to the fundamental provisions governing

all the Member States.

However these considerations, which will not be considered here, cannot be

allowed to override the clearly restrictive wording of Article 173, which it is the

11122

Court’s task to apply.

120 See Part I above.
12l Case 40/64 Sgarlata and Others v. Commission [1965] ECR 215, [1966] CMLR 314,

122 Ibid at p.227 ECR, p.324 CMLR
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This case once again concerns an attempt by an individual to overturn a Community act,
not on this occasion on the basis of the Constitutional provisions of one Member State,
but on the basis of the fundamental principles shared by all the Member States. The
Community however, invoked the supremacy of Community law over even shared

national law. The provision of the Treaty was clear, and the Court had no choice but to

apply it.

The challenges against Community acts contravening fundamental rights and principles,
however, reflected genuine concern in the Constitutional courts of the Member States and
the doctrine of the supremacy of Community law was not sufficient to quash this.
Rather, it raised the question of the authority of national legislatures to derogate from
constitutional principles through the transferral of authority to a supra-national body.
Clearly the authority to derogate from constitutional rights, even in this way, did not
exist. It was eminently possible therefore that a national court would refuse to apply

Community law on the grounds that it was constitutionally unlawful.

The Court began to address this concern in Stauder.'” This case involved the assertion
by the applicant that an obligation under the (German) implementing legislation of a
Community Decision breached his fundamental rights. The Court avoided dealing
directly with the question of the relationship between fundamental rights and Community
law, side stepping it to rule that the correct interpretation of the Community Decision was

the most liberal one and that:

“interpreted in this way the provision at issue contains nothing capable of

prejudicing the fundamental human rights enshrined in the general principles of

Community law and protected by the Court.”"**

123 Case 29/69 Stauder v. City of Ulm [1969] ECR 419, [1970] CMLR 112.

124 Supra note 121, para. 7.

57



Human Rights in the European Community

Thus, the breach had arisen at national level and was not a matter for the Court. This
dictum was however significant, in that it was the first occasion on which the Court

acknowledged human rights among the fundamental principles of Community law.

In Stauder it had been relatively easy for the Court to interpret the Community provision
appropriately, avoiding violating fundamental constitutional principles. The place of
respect for human rights at the heart of the Community legal order was confirmed,

2% case. This case arose following a

however, in the Internationale Handelsgesellschaft
series of rulings by the Administrative Court of Frankfurt that certain agricultural
regulations were in violation of the fundamental principle of proportionality. In 1970 it
referred the International Handelsgesellschaft case to the ECJ. The ECJ ruled once again
that the fundamental (constitutional) rights or constitutional principles of a Member State
could not bring into question the validity of a Community act as this would question the

legal basis of the Community itself. It did however state that:

“... respect for fundamental rights forms an integral part of the general principles
of law protected by the Court of Justice. The protection of such rights, whilst
inspired by the constitutional traditions common to the member States, must be
ensured within the framework of the structure and objectives of the

Community...""*

The Court was thus explicit that although fundamental rights were to be protected within
the Community, they were secondary to achieving the objectives of economic

integration,

This alone was not sufficient to reassure the guardians of the constitutions of the Member

States, particularly Italy and Germany, from which two states most of the litigation in

127

this field had arisen. In Internationale Handelsgesellschaft'*’ the German Federal

122 Supra note 55.
126 Emphasis added.

27 Internationale Handelsgesellschaft [1974] 2 CMLR 540.
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Constitutional Court held, that as long as the Community did not have a democratically
elected parliament, with legislative power and a codified Catalogue of Human Rights,
directly applicable secondary legislation of the Community would not be capable of
overriding national constitutional human rights provisions. Similarly, in Frontini,'*® the
Italian Constitutional Court reserved the right to declare the Treaty incompatible with the
Constitution in the event of Community legislation which breached the “fundamental

principles of our constitutional order or the inalienable rights of man”.

By the time of Steinike'” in 1980 the German Federal Constitutional Court was less
certain about whether the principles of its 1974 decision (Internationale
Handelsgesellschafi'*®) were still valid in relation to “derived Community norms”. No
doubt because inter alia the European Parliament was by that time directly elected,
although not having the legislative powers the German Constitutional Court had sought,
nor, of course, did (or does) the Community possess a codified Bill of Rights. However,
the Joint Declaration of the Parliament, the Council and the Commission in 1977"' after
referring to the jurisprudence of the Court refers to the rights guaranteed by the
Constitutions of the Member States and to the European Convention on Human Rights.
A further contribution to the relaxation of the German Constitutional Court’s stance must

doubtless have been the continued development of the ECJ’s own approach.

The Court’s approach was initiated in the Transoceanmarine Paint Association'* case.
Advocate-General Warner here built on the shared principles of Member States as
fundamental rights to be protected by Community Law, acknowledging that audi alteram

partem was a principle of neither Italian nor the Netherlands’ law, yet concluding that it

' Frontini v. Ministero delle Finanze Giurisprudenza Constituzionale [1974] CMLR 372.

' Steinike und Weinlig [1980] 2 CMLR 531.

1% Supra note 127.

1'0J 1977 C 103/1. This Declaration was an indirect endorsement of Court’s approach to HR protection.

12 Case 17/74 Sadolin & Holmblad A/S, members of the Transocean Marine Paint Association v.
Commission [1974] ECR 1063 [1974] 2 CMLR 459.
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was a principle which the ECJ should protect."” The Court did not refer to this in its
judgment. It did, however, refer to the ‘“general rule that a person whose interests are
perceptibly affected by a decision taken by a public authority must be given the

39134

opportunity to make his point of view known”"** without referring to this “general rule”’s

source.

135

In Van Duyn'* the ECJ referred to a further source of rights to be protected, ruling that:
“it is a principle of international law, which the EEC Treaty cannot be assumed to
disregard in the relations between the Member States, that a State is precluded

from refusing its own nationals the right of entry or residence.”'*®

The next key development was in Defrenne (no.2)."”’ The Court ruled that Article 119
EEC, (the principle of equal pay between men and women) was “part of the foundations
of the Community”. Once again, however, the Court did not, at this stage, go as far as its
Advocate-General: Trabucchi had suggested, that the principle constituted a
“fundamental human right”. (The Court recognised the involvement of a “fundamental
human right” in this regard in Defrenne (no.3)."”*) The Court did however establish the
existence of horizontal direct effect in Defrenne (no.2), by recognising that the principle
of equal pay could be invoked between individuals as well as against the national
authorities. This was of profound importance in the development of the protection of

individuals’ rights in the Community.

3 pid, pp. 1088-9, ECR; pp.469-470 CMLR.

¢ Ibid p.1080, para. 15.

1% Case 41/74 Van Duyn v. Home Office [1974) ECR 1337, [1975] 1 CMLR 1.
*Supra note 135, para 22 (emphasis added).

37 Case 43/75 Defrenne v. SABENA [1976] ECR 455, [1976] 2 CMLR 98.

18 Case 149/77 Defrenne v. SABENA (no.3) [1978] ECR 1380, [1978] 3 CMLR 312.
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Thus throughout the 1970s the Court actively developed the protection it could offer to
fundamental rights and to individuals, drawing on a widening range of sources: from the
outset, at which point it considered only the Treaty, to considering even principles of

international law.

The above account, focusing as it does on the development of the protection of
fundamental rights within the Community, has bypassed a very important source
increasingly drawn on by the Court, the ECHR itself. The Court, crucial in the
development of the protection of rights in the Community, was also vital in the

establishment of the relationship between the Community and the ECHR.

(i) The Development of the relationship between the European Community and the

European Convention of Human Rights

While expanding the range of sources that could be considered in its judgments, the ECJ
did not neglect the existence of the ECHR. As it established the shared principles of the
Member States as a valid source of fundamental principles to be protected by the
Community, it became possible for the ECJ to include the ECHR (to which all the

Member States were party) as guidance in establishing these principles.

It was Advocate-General Mayras, in Boehringer,"”® who first relied upon the ECHR,
alongside reference to principles of national law of the Member States. Although the
EClJ, typically, did not itself refer to the ECHR in its judgment, this was only to be a
question of time. Within eighteen months the Court had moved one step closer to doing
so, referring in Nold (2)'*° to the applicant’s reliance on the ECHR, as well as the German

Grundgesetz:

“As the Court has already stated, fundamental rights form an integral part of the
general principles of law, the observance of which it ensures. In safeguarding

these rights, the Court is bound to draw inspiration from the constitutional

1% Case 7/72 Boehringer Mannheim GmbH v. Commission [1972] ECR 1281, [1973] CMLR 864.

14 Case 4/73 Firma J. Nold v. Commission [1974] ECR 491, [1974] 2 CMLR 338.
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traditions common to the Member States, and it cannot uphold measures which
are incompatible with fundamental rights recognised and protected by the
Constitutions of those States. Similarly, international treaties for the protection of
human rights on which the Member States have collaborated, or of which they are
signatories, can supply guidelines which should be followed within the

framework of Community Law.”"*'

Although this judgment did not explicitly refer to the European Convention on Human
Rights, this was clearly the Court’s intention: the applicant’s reference to the ECHR had,
in turn, been referred to by the Court. In addition by the wording “on which the Member
States have collaborated or of which they are signatories” is unmistakably a reference to
the ECHR, which until a week before the Nold (2) judgment had not been ratified by

France.

It is interesting, however, that the ECJ, having stated that it was “bound to draw
inspiration from the constitutional traditions common to the member States”, went on to
state only that “international treaties.... can supply guidelines which should be followed”,
thereby suggesting that the shared constitutional traditions of the Member States are more
important than the Conventional provisions, which are not necessarily binding. Certainly
if these had come into conflict at this point, the shared constitutional traditions would
have had supremacy. Consequently, it can also be argued that had a provision of the
Treaty come into conflict with a provision of the (European or other) Convention, the

provision of the Treaty would have been upheld.

In Rutili'” the ECJ finally explicitly referred to specific provisions of the ECHR. It must
be noted in this respect however, that it referred first to Article 48 EEC, stating that it
was a:“specific manifestation of the more general principle, enshrined in Articles 8, 9, 10

and 11 of the Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms”.

' Ibid, para.13.

142 Case 36/75 Rutili v. Minister of the Interior [1975] ECR 1219, [1976] 1 CMLR 140.
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This suggests that at this point the ECJ, while emphasising the importance of the ECHR,
was not yet ready to rely solely upon a provision of it and would still require a corollary
provision within the Treaty to apply. Conversely, the Court may have been interpreted
here as indicating that the ECHR had been incorporated into Community law and that its

provisions were therefore directly effective.

Advocate-General Trabucchi, not surprisingly, in Watson and Belmann'® quashed any

such suggestions.

“In fact, in that judgment [Rutili], the Court substantially reaffirmed the principle
which had already emerged from its previous decisions that the fundamental
human rights recognised under the Constitutions of the Member States are also an

integral part of the Community legal order.

The extra-Community instruments under which those states have undertaken
international obligations in order to ensure better protection of those rights can,
without any question of their being incorporated as such into the Community
order, be used to establish principles which are common to the States

themselves.”

The Court followed this approach in its judgment. It upheld the principle of supremacy
of Community over national law while using sources such as the ECHR to identify
shared principles, yet without being accused of having incorporated such Conventions
into Community law and thus without running the risk of becoming bound by them. This

was in marked contrast to the submission of the Commission which had stated that:

“Following its ratification by the member States, the Convention is now legally
binding upon the Community, both in relation to measures adopted by the
Community institutions and each time that a provision of Community law is

invoked.”

143 Supra note 86.
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' the EC]J resisted the Commission’s invitation to declare itself bound by

Again in Royer
the ECHR. It was not until Hauer'* that the Court finally proved itself willing to deal
explicitly with the nature of the effect of the ECHR upon Community law. This was the
first case in which the ECJ dealt with a provision of the ECHR in detail and, indeed, it
even construed it."** Even in this case, however, the Court still felt obliged to refer also
to national law in its analysis of Article 1 of the First Protocol to the ECHR. The ECJ
arrived at its ruling on slightly different grounds from those of its Advocate-General
(Capotorti). Both, however, arrived at substantially the same conclusion. Typically, the
ECJ acknowledged that the provision of the ECHR did give rise to a right which should
be protected in Community law, but held that that right had not been violated in the
instant case.

"7 shortly afterwards, Advocate-General Capotorti accepted without further

In Pecastaing
discussion that “... regard must be had for the basic principles of a fair hearing which are
to be inferred from Article 6 of the European Convention”, and continued by discussing
the case law of the Commission and Court of Human Rights. Once again, however, he
did not see that the relevant directive violated the right under Article 6 and as established
by the case law of the Court and Commission of Human Rights. The ECJ followed his
advice on this. In its judgment it simply referred to the Convention, without any

discussion of earlier case law to justify this move.

Thus it can be seen that although the ECJ was now willing to apply the ECHR, it had not
yet been faced with the need to annul a Community act for violation of one of its
provisions. The National Panasonic'®® case, decided in the same year as Pecastaing, saw

a further shift in emphasis by the ECJ in its treatment of international conventions on

144 Case 48/75 The State v. Royer [1976] ECR 497, [1976] 2 CMLR 552.

145 Supra note 87.

148 Ibid, para 17.

"7 Case 98/79 Pecastaing v. Belgian State [1980] ECR 691, [1980] 3 CMLR 42.

'8 Case 136/79 National Panasonic (UK) Ltd v. Commission [1980] ECR 2057, [19980] 3 CMLR 169.
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49 and Hauer'*™® such conventions had been referred to as

human rights. Whereas in Nol
“providing guidelines” as to the existence of rights to be protected by the Community, in

National Panasonic the Court stated that:

“As the Court stated in .... Nold ...., fundamental rights form an integral part of the
general principles of law, the observance of which the Court ensures, in
accordance with constitutional traditions common to the Member States and with
international treaties on which the member States have collaborated or of which

they are signatories.”""

By the beginning of the 1980s it was clear that the Court had moved a long way from its
initial inability to apply or enforce fundamental principles or rights not enshrined in the
Treaty. It had first drawn on the “common constitutional traditions of the Member
States”"*? and had even limited this further, with a reference to “fundamental rights

recognised and protected by the Constitutions of those states”.'” But in National

Panasonic'*

the Court moved back again to a slightly less stringent formula. At this
point the ECHR was a source of Community law, notwithstanding that the Community
could not accede to it without modification of both the EEC Treaty and the ECHR itself,

nor was the Community bound by the enforcement mechanisms of the Convention.

Perhaps having foreseen the problems that were to arise, largely as a result of the fact that
it was not subordinate to the enforcement mechanisms of the Convention, the Court, in
its jurisprudence had not referred to the case law of the European Court of Human Rights
(unlike its Advocates-General). It had also, expressly, made the binding nature of the

Convention reliant upon the fact that the Convention expressed principles common to the

149 Supra note 140.

1% Supra note 87.

3! Supra note 148, para. 18.

"2 Internationale Handelsgesellschaft, supra note S5.
133 Nold (2) supra note 140.

154 Supra note 148.
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Member States, refusing to declare the Community institutions bound by the Convention
in the context of Community law, as it had been repeatedly invited to do by the

Commission.

Thus the Court kept control of its own autonomy, refusing to concede any possibility of
becoming subordinate to the European Court of Human Rights and tying the fundamental
rights which it will apply, and protect, very firmly to the Community legal order. The
benefits of this were to become apparent through the 1980s.

1% the Court was explicit that:

In the Cinétheque case
“although it is true that it is the duty of this Court to ensure observance of
fundamental rights in the field of Community Law, it has no power to examine
the compatibility with the European Convention of national legislation which
concerns, as in this case, an area which falls within the jurisdiction of the national

legislator.”"*®

Although Lord Slynn stated:

“In my opinion it is right, as the Commission contends, that the exceptions in
Article 36 and the scope of mandatory requirements taking a measure outside

Article 30 should be construed in the light of the Convention™"*’

What this reflects is the recurrent question of what falls within the scope of Community
law. While the ECJ saw the matter as being one of purely national competence, Slynn
viewed it as a matter that did indeed fall within the scope of Community law. The

approach of the ECJ reflects its caution as to the extent of its jurisdiction.

13 Joined Cases 60 & 61/84 Cinéthéque SA and Others v. Fédération nationale des Cinémas francais
[1985] ECR 2605, [1986] 1 CMLR 365.

\% Supra note 155, para 26.

'S7 Ibid p. 2616/ p.379.
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This same caution was demonstrated once again by its judgment in Demirel."”® In which
there was, however, a subtle, but crucial, change of emphasis. In Cinéthéque the ECJ had
stated that it was not competent to rule on a matter falling within the jurisdiction of the

national legislator, this was turned round in Demirel:

“[The Court] has no power to examine the compatibility with the European
Convention on Human Rights of national legislation lying outside the scope of

Community Law”"”*

Whereas Cinéthéque could be interpreted as meaning that a matter which fell within both
national and community law fields would be outwith the scope of review of the Court in
relation to fundamental rights, Demirel suggests that it would be subject to such review.
Thus it is apparent that as regards a matter within the scope of Community law, the Court
is competent to rule on an act of the national legislator as regards its compatibility with
the Convention. The question is where the line is drawn within the grey area that may, in

different respects, fall within Community and national competence.

In relation to the certainty arising from them, that the ECJ may rule on a matter falling
within the scope of Community law, these decisions do not appear to be surprising. Two
factors are of importance here: first, the ECJ’s determination to limit strictly the impact
of the ECHR in European law per se, and notably upon itself, and secondly, the sensitive
nature of the protection of fundamental rights. The ECJ is always politically, as well as
legally, very aware of the limits upon its jurisdiction. Additionally the effect of the
ECHR, as of any other Treaty of international law, is determined, as has been seen above,
by the individual legal system in each individual state. Therefore the ECJ cannot begin
to interfere in this field, unless there is a link to an aspect of Community law which can

be used to assert competence to rule in relation to the ECHR. It has been suggested'®

'8 Case 12/86 Demirel v. Stadt Schwibisch Gmiind [1987] ECR 3719, [1989] 1 CMLR 421.
' Ibid, para 28 (emphasis added).

' Dallon “4n Overview of European Community Protection of Human Rights, with some Special
References to the UK (1990) CMLRev 27: 761-790 at p 782.
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that the ECJ’s approach in this respect has “added to the lacunae of rights protection in
English law.” However, the question of the adequacies or otherwise of the enforcement
of the ECHR in the UK is one which is quite separate from, and should not be confused
with, that relating to the extent of the ECJ’s competence to ensure human rights. The
effect of the ECHR in UK law is intrinsically linked to the dualist system of law in the
UK. Individuals in the UK have the right of individual petition to the European Court of
Human Rights, which, under the existent mechanisms for the enforcement of the
Convention and as compared with the ECJ, is the correct forum for the enforcement of
human rights provisions. The question of incorporation of the ECHR into UK law
remains a matter of national law.'®" This is not an area into which the ECJ can step, to fill
perceived lacunae, particularly as it should be recalled that if the ECJ were to take such a
stance to fill the “lacunae” observed in one state (the UK), by virtue of that same action it
would encroach upon the jurisdiction of national judiciaries of the other member states.
Additionally, to encourage the enforcement of the ECHR by the ECJ ignores the fact that
there is no system for preliminary reference between the two jurisdictions, and that the
ECJ is not in fact bound by the ECHR. This would only add to the interpretative

problems discussed below.

The change of emphasis in Demirel was instrumental in the decision reached by the ECJ
in Wachauf,'® where it declared itself competent to review the validity of the acts of the
national legislature in accordance with the ECHR when implementing Community law
which itself protects a fundamental right.'® Clearly, in this context at least, the Court is
declaring itself bound not merely to respect the principles and rights arising from the
ECHR but indeed, that it will ensure the respect of these rights by the Member States.
The ECJ went further still in the ERT'® case, stating:

'8! The ECHR has now been incorporated into UK law (The Human Rights Act (1998) which will come
into effect in 2000).

12 Case 5/88 Wachaufv. Germany [1989] ECR 2609, [1991] 1 CMLR 328.
'3 Ibid, paras. 17-19.

'* Supra note 84.
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“the Court cannot assess, from the point of view of the European Convention on
Human rights national legislation which is not situated within the body of
Community law. By contrast, as soon as any such legislation enters the field of
application of Community law, the Court, as the sole arbiter in this matter, must
provide the national court with all the elements of interpretation which are
necessary to enable it to assess the compatibility of that legislation with the
fundamental rights - as laid down in particular in the European Convention on

Human Rights - the observance of which this Court ensures.”**’

Thus measures that are incompatible with respect for human rights recognised and
guaranteed in the Community legal order could not be permitted in the Community. The
ECJ made it clear that in the event that national authorities restrict one of the
fundamental freedoms of the Community, it will only be justified if it complies with the

provisions of the ECHR.

In Grogan,'®® Advocate-General Van Gerven confirmed what has been observed above,

referring to Cinétheque:

“In that case, it was stated that the Court’s power of review did not extend to, “an
area which falls within the jurisdiction of the national legislator”, a statement
which, generally speaking, is true. Yet once a national rule is involved which has
effects in an area covered by Community law (in this case Article 59 EC) and
which, in order to be permissible, must be able to be justified under Community
law with the help of concepts or principles of Community law, then the appraisal
of that national rule no longer falls within the exclusive jurisdiction of the

national legislator.”'%’

'3 Ibid, para 42,

'$Case 159/90 Society for the Protection of the Unborn Children (Ireland) Ltd (SPUC) v. Stephen Grogan
and others [1991] ECR 1-4685, [1991] CMLR 849.

17 Ibid, para. 31.

69



Human Rights in the European Community

In its judgment the ECJ distinguished ERT, stating that in this case (Grogan) the relevant

national legislation was outside the scope of Community law.'®*

It has been suggested that the Cinéthéque case is inconsistent both with the later
jurisprudence in Wachauf and ERT and with what had come before.'® It can be argued,
however, that the ECJ was effecting a gradual development of its human rights
jurisdiction. It should be recalled that the ECJ is only competent to rule on the basis of
the cases that come before it. If a case relates to national legislation (as in Cinéthéque)
the ECJ must rule on that basis and cannot speculate as to what may happen if the
relevant facts were a matter of both Community and national law. Such decisions could
give rise to sweeping generalisations. Furthermore, the ECJ had to reassure Member
States, where dealing with national legislation, that it will not start to interfere in areas in
which it has not been given competence, otherwise Member States would feel that their
domestic sovereignty was being infringed. On the other hand however, the Community
is a dynamic organisation, and the ECJ must be able to reflect this. The ECJ does not
operate exclusively in one field, for example fundamental rights, but must see the
implications of its judgments for other fields. The dangers of being perceived to create
even a potential risk of violating fundamental constitutional rights were demonstrated in
the 1970s. When developing new fields the ECJ always acts with an eye to Member
State reaction and, fundamentally, to the political climate operating within Europe. This
is clearly demonstrated by the introduction of “fundamental rights” as principles of
Community law, as a direct response to the German and Italian Constitutional Courts’
threat to the supremacy of Community law in the absence of these principles as part of

Community law. That the effect of being perceived to have overstepped its jurisdiction

'®® The implications for the Irish Constitution had the matter been held to be within the scope of
Comumnunity law are interesting: would it have been held to conflict with fundamental rights as ensured by
the Community? Has the ultimate effect of introducing fundamental rights to the Community to protect
national constitutional rights, been to undermine the national constitutions where they protect values not
forming part of Community law but which may have effects upon the operation of the economic freedoms
protected by Community law?

1% Coppell and O’Neil “The European Court of Justice: Taking Rights Seriously? ” (1992) 29 CMLRev
669-692 c.f. Weiler and Lockhart, *““Taking Rights Seriously” Seriously: The European Court and its
Fundamental Rights Jurisprudence - Part I (1995) 32 CMLRev 3251-95 and “Part II” (1995) 32
CMLRev 579-627.
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could be to severely limit its development is a fact that the ECJ is not able to disregard.

Thus developments may only be gradual.

Although the ECJ has now gone far further than the Cinéthéque judgment implied, the
fundamental rule has remained the same: the recurrent question relates to matters outside
the exclusive jurisdiction of the Community, but not within the exclusive jurisdiction of
the national courts. The development of this field has been far-reaching. However the
ECJ could still, on this basis, maintain that it is acting in the pursuit of the enforcement of
Community law and that where the enforcement of Community law impinges also on
matters relating to the ECHR, this must be respected as part of the Community legal
order. On that ground it is also possible to argue that these cases are a logical
development of the ECJ’s earlier jurisprudence on human rights. As the Community has

evolved so the considerations of the ECJ have also had to evolve.

What then falls within the scope of “Community law”? In Konstantinidis'™ Advocate-
General Jacobs suggested that the scope of “Community law” could be very wide indeed,
stating that any human rights violation suffered by a civis europeus would be per se a
violation of Community law. This definition was not referred to in the judgment of the
case, and it remained unclear how far the ECJ would be prepared to go in its
interpretation of the scope of Community law. This question was revisited recently in
Kremzow.'" In 1982 Friedrich Kremzow confessed to murder but later retracted the
confession. In 1984, however, he was found guilty of murder (and unlawful possession
of a firearm), sentenced to twenty years imprisonment and committed to an institution for
mentally ill criminals. Following a subsequent hearing, at which he was not present (he
had not requested to attend and the court had not ordered his attendance of its own
motion), the conviction was upheld but the sentence was amended to life imprisonment in
an ordinary prison. The European Commission and Court of Human Rights'” both held
that, in accordance with Article 6(3)(c) ECHR, Kremzow should have had the

' Case C-1168/91 Konstantinidis v. Stadt Altensteigstandesamt [1993] ECR 1-1191, [1993] 3 CMLR 401.
"' Case C-299/95 Kremzow v. Austria, [1997] 1 ECR 1-2629, [1997] 3 CMLR 1289.

' Judgment of 21 September 1993, Kremzow v. Austria series A, No. 268-B.
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opportunity to defend himself in person on appeal. For this violation of his rights he was
awarded expenses and fees. Following this, Kremzow brought (unsuccessful)
proceedings for damages and payment of compensation for unlawful detention pursuant
to Article 5(5) ECHR. The appeals he brought were equally unsuccessful. In an extra-
ordinary appeal Kremzow argued that the violation of the ECHR had not been rectified
by the proceedings and that the appeals should be resumed to achieve that result. He
asked the national court to request a preliminary ruling from the ECJ, on whether the
national court was bound by the judgment of the European Court of Human Rights. He
submitted that the case related to the fundamental right of freedom of the person, and the
civil sanction for its infringement, that is the basis for the exercise of all other freedoms.
The national court requested the ECJ to give a preliminary ruling inter alia on whether
the provisions of the ECHR are part of Community law, which would render them
subject to interpretation by the ECJ. In its ruling the ECJ initially referred to Opinion
2/94'”, to reaffirm that fundamental rights are an integral part of the general principles of
Community law. It then confirmed that: “measures are not acceptable within the
Community which are incompatible with the observance of human rights thus recognised
and guaranteed” referring in particular at this point to the ERT case.'® The ECJ

continued, with reference to Grogan:'”

“... where national legislation falls within the field of application of Community
law the Court, in a reference for a preliminary ruling, must give the national court
all the guidance as to interpretation necessary to enable it to assess the
compatibility of that legislation with the fundamental rights - as laid down in
particular in the Convention - whose observance the Court ensures. However the
Court has no such jurisdiction with regard to national legislation lying outside the

scope of Community law.”

' Opinion 2/94 Re the Accession of the Community to the European Human Rights Convention [1996]
ECR 1-1759, [1996] 2 CMLR 265.

1" Supra note 84.

15 Supra note 166.
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Finally, the ECJ rejected Kremzow’s argument that his rights in relation to freedom of

movement had been violated, observing that:

“a purely hypothetical prospect of exercising that right does not justify the
application of Community Provisions... ... Moreover, Mr Kremzow was
sentenced for murder and for illegal possession of a fire arm under provisions of
national law which were not designed to secure compliance with rules of

Community Law”'"

Therefore, the ECJ ruled that it was not competent to interpret the ECHR in this case as

the matter was not genuinely within the field of application of Community law.

In Kremzow the ECJ has clearly made an attempt to draw a line as to how far the
interpretation of “scope of Community law” may go. This may allay some of the fears
expressed as to the “offensive” use of fundamental rnights, and the trespass by the ECJ
into national states’ jurisdiction.'” The approach of the Court in this case is consistent
with its condemnation of the abuse of Community law provisions in the context of free

movement of goods.'”®

However, although in this case the ECJ appears to be determined not to extend its
competence without limit, its expansion of its jurisdiction, which has caused so much
controversy, does exacerbate a problem inherent in the existence of two parallel legal
systems operating within Europe. As seen above, the Community is not subject to the
jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights. The ECJ has thus far refused to
refer to the case law of the ECHR in its judgments, notwithstanding the fact that its
Advocates-General have been willing to do so. Thus the possibility arises that the ECJ

1% Supra note 171, para.s 16-17.
7 See Coppell and O’Neill, supra note 169.
'"8 See the “Sunday Trading” jurisprudence Case 169/91 Stoke on Trent City Council and Norwich City

Council v. B. &Q. Plc. [1992] ECR I- 6635, [1993] 1 CMLR 426 and reaction of the Court in Joined Cases
C267/91 and 268/91 Keck and Mithouard [1993] ECR 1-6097, [1995] CMLR 101.
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may interpret a provision in such a way as conflicts with the interpretation given by the
Strasbourg Court. In the event that this occurs, the national court is bound to apply the
interpretation given by the ECJ, as preliminary rulings are binding upon the referring

court.

Such divergent interpretations have occurred. Perhaps the best known example involves
the Hoechst'” case. This case, like many of the others giving rise to divergent opinions
in the two courts, related to the rights of a legal person and Article 8 of the ECHR (the
right to privacy). Although there had been earlier case law relating to Article 8 of the
ECHR and legal persons, the ECJ had avoided a direct ruling on the extent to which the

0

right to privacy can be relied upon by a legal as opposed to a natural person.'®® In

Hoechst the ECJ was explicit that:

“...although the existence of the fundamental right [to inviolability of the home]
must be recognised in the Community legal order as a principle common to the
laws of the Member States in regard to the private dwellings of natural persons,
the same is not true in regard to undertakings, because there are not
inconsiderable divergencies between the legal systems of the Member States in
regard to the nature and degree of protection afforded to business premises

against intervention by the public authorities.

No other reference is to be drawn from Article 8(1) of the European Convention
on Human Rights which provides that “everyone has the right to respect for his
private and family life, his home and his correspondence”. The protective scope
of that article is concerned with the development of man’s personal freedom and
may not therefore be extended to business premises. Furthermore it should be
noted that there is no case law in the European Court of Human rights on that

subject.”'®!

' Joined Cases 46/87 and 227/88 Hoechst AG v. Commission [1989] ECR 2859,

'8 See for example National Panasonic supra note 146, Case 5/85 BV and 4AKZO Chemie UK Ltd v.
Commission [1986] ECR 2585, [1987] 3 CMLR 716.

81 Supra note 179, para.s 17-18.
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It continued, recognising the need to protect any person (natural or legal) from arbitrary
or disproportionate intervention as a general principle of Community law. The
interpretation by the ECJ in Hoechst was initially compared with the Strasbourg Court’s
decision in Chappell'™ and criticised on that basis. It has subsequently been observed,
however, that this is not a good comparison, because although Chappell did relate to the
applicability of Article 8, the Strasbourg Court, in addition to examining the effect of the
search upon the company, considered the applicant’s private life and home.'” In Niemitz,
however, the Strasbourg Court (after referring to the ECJ’s judgment in Hoechst) was

explicit that:

“...More generally, to interpret the words “private life” and “home” as including
certain professional or business activities or premises would be consonant with
the essential object and purpose of Article 8, namely to protect the individual
against arbitrary interference by the public authorities ..”'*

The Strasbourg Court reaffirmed this position early in 1993.'" Thus there can be little
doubt that the ECJ’s judgment in Hoechst was in conflict with the correct interpretation
to be given to Article 8 of the ECHR. Advocate-General Darmon, in Orkem, stated

“This Court may therefore adopt, with respect to provisions of the Convention, an
interpretation which does not coincide exactly with that given by the Strasbourg
authorities, in particular the European Court of Human Rights. It s not bound, in
so far as it does not have systematically to take account , as regards fundamental
rights under Community law, of the interpretation of the Convention given by the

Strasbourg authorities.” *°

'82 European Court of Human Rights, Chappell Judgment of 30 March 1989, Series A No. 152.

'® Lawson, “Confusion and Conflict: Diverging Interpretations of the ECHR in Strasbourg and
Luxembourg” Lawson and de Blois, 1994.

'* European Court of Human Rights, Niemietz Judgment of 16 December 1992, Series A No. 251.

'®> European Court of Human Rights, Funke, Cremieux and Miailhe, Judgments of 25 February 1993,
Series A, Nos. 256A, 256B and 256C.

1% Case 374/87 Orkem v. Commission [1989] ECR 3343, at 3351.
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The crucial, practical question raised, is whether the protection offered in the
Community, and ensured by the ECJ, meets in every case, the standard required by the
ECHR. This is doubtful. Notably, there is no remedy for a complaint against a breach of
the ECHR by Community institutions. In CM & Co. v. Federal Republic of Germany,"’
The Commision of Human Rights, found the applicant’s complaint to be inadmissable on
the grounds that the possible violation had been committed by the Community, which is
not a party to the Convention. Germany’s responsibility was limited to its fulfilment of
its international obligation to execute the Community’s decision. The Commission on
Human Rights is clearly keen to avoid becoming involved in areas of Community
competence, as it could have adopted a stricter approach to the breach of a right of the
ECHR by a party to it. Demonstrating their commitment to resolve the problem,

members of the two courts recently met to discuss dual jurisdiction.

Proposed Solutions to the Problem of Dual Jurisdiction over Human Rights

Although this problem merits, and has received, fuller discussion than can be given in
this context it is essential, having raised the problem of divergent interpretations of the
ECHR by the ECJ and the Strasbourg Court, to make some reference to potential
solutions to it. Two main proposals have been put forward. Each of these has been
debated to greater and lesser degrees. The first, and perhaps most obvious option is
accession, the second is that the Community devises its own Bill of Rights. There is a
third, more novel option, suggested by Toth,' that the Community should incorporate

the contents of the ECHR into Community law and withdraw from the Convention.

Accession by the Community to the European Convention on Human Rights

Accession has been debated for almost as long as the ECJ has been considering

fundamental rights. In 1976'* the Commission stated that it considered the Community

""" C.M. & Co. v. Federal Republic of Germany, Application no. 13258/87
'®8Toth, “The European Community and Human Rights: The Way Forward” (1997) 34 CMLRev 491.

'® Report of 4 February 1976 from Commission to Parliament, Supplement 5/76 - Bull. EC.
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to be bound by the ECHR, and that there was no necessity for the Community to formally
accede to it. However in 1979 the Commission revised this opinion, publishing a
memorandum on the accession of the Community to the ECHR." In this it stated that
the problems in not having a clear Bill of Rights were such that the Commission now

considered accession to be desirable. The introduction to the memorandum states:

“The Commission believes that the best way of replying to the need to reinforce
the protection of fundamental rights at Community level, at the present stage

consists in the Community formally adhering to the European Convention ..”

It continues that, although in the long term the Community should ‘“endeavour to
complete the Treaties by a catalogue of fundamental rights specially adapted to the
exercise of its powers” the best protection for individual citizens, until such time as the
Member States can agree on the definition of “fundamental rights”, is accession. At

paragraph 7 it states that:

“the decisive factor in this view is that the ECHR and the protection of
fundamental rights ensured by the Court of Justice of the European Communities
essentially have the same aim, namely the protection of a heritage of fundamental
and human rights considered inalienable by those European States organised on a
democratic basis. The protection of this Western European heritage should
ultimately be uniform and accordingly assigned, as regards the Community also,

to those bodies set up specifically for this purpose.”

It is perhaps difficult to reconcile this with the opinion expressed repeatedly throughout
the memorandum, that accession should not be an obstacle to a Community catalogue of
fundamental rights.”' In the event of accession, an additional Community catalogue

would run the risk of being at the least superfluous, and could lead to confusion as to the

1% Commission Memorandum “Accession of the Communities to the European Convention on Human
Rights” Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement 2/79, Adopted by the Commission on 4 April
1979.

19! Supra note 190, para. 8.
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appropriate legal basis on which to ground acts or actions relating to rights. Even if the
Community catalogue related to “secondary” rights, not covered by the ECHR but
relevant to the Community, there is potential for conflict unless such a catalogue is

strictly defined.

A key factor in the change of opinion of the Commission between 1976 and 1979 was the
realisation of the untenable position of Member States in the event that the Community
introduced a provision which contravened the ECHR. Because the Community itself is
not subject to the jurisdiction of the Strasbourg Court, the Member State would be held
directly responsible for the breach of the ECHR if it implemented the Community law
provision. In turn, the Community would have no opportunity to respond to the
complaint against its provision in proceedings in Strasbourg. It was also believed inter
alia that accession would strengthen the institutions of the Community when acting in the

field of fundamental rights protection.

Among the arguments against accession considered by the Commission in 1979, was the
fact that the rights contained in the ECHR are not really relevant to the Community, and
would merely delay the Community in addressing the real issue: the problem of
adequately guaranteeing fundamental rights relevant to the Community.  The
Commission rejected both of these claims, observing the relevance of various provisions
of the ECHR. It was rather less than convincing in its consideration of the fact that the
ECHR is only open to accession by sovereign states and that the Community could not
exercise its procedural rights. It suggested that it may not be appropriate for the
Community to “seek full and equal membership in all respects”, stating that “accession
must serve to extend the range of legal remedies available in the event of violations of

fundamental rights by the Community”.

Whatever its merits, the Commission’s memorandum failed to bring the Community any
closer to accession. The European Parliament, in 1989, adopted a Declaration of
Fundamental Rights and Freedoms (12 April 1989). This was followed by a renewed
attempt by the Commission to bring the Community to accede to the ECHR.
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In 1994 the Parliament produced its own Resolution on the accession of the Community
to the Convention."” It based the need for this upon the fact that there “will be gaps in
the system for protecting fundamental rights until such time as the Community is subject
to the monitoring procedures provided for under the ECHR in the same way as its
Member States”.'”” It observed that the increasing competence of the Community leads
to an increased risk of interference in fundamental rights and freedoms. While the
Parliament recognised the political, institutional and legal problems inherent in accession
it saw no reason why the ECJ should not be subject to the jurisdiction of the Strasbourg
Court, and envisaged accession being possible upon the legal basis of Articles 235 EC
and F(2) and K(2)(1) of the TEU.

Shortly after this, the Council of the European Union requested an Opinion'* from the
ECJ, on the possibility of accession to the ECHR by the EU. The Opinion was delivered
on March 28 1996."

In brief, the EC]J stated that:

“As Community law now stands, the Community has no competence to accede to
the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms because no provision of the Treaty confers on the Community
institutions in a general way, the power to enact rules concerning human rights or
to conclude international agreements in this field and such accession cannot be

brought about by recourse to Article 235 of the Treaty.”'*®

%2 Resolution on Community Accession to the European Convention on Human Rights OJ 1994, C44/32
18.

'3 Ibid, para.1 C44/33.
' Pursuant to Article 228(6) EC.
'3 Opinion 2/94, supra note 173.

19 Supra note 173, para. 6.
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The Court then stated that accession would have such a profound effect upon the system
of protection of human rights in Europe and equally profound institutional implications,
that such a change would require the amendment of the Treaty. It was categorical that
Article 235 could not be used as the legal basis for accession, contrary to the opinion of
the Parliament. Its reasoning in this was that Article 235 can only be used to achieve the
existing objectives of the Treaty; it cannot be used to widen the powers or competence of

the Treaty or, effectively, to amend the Treaty.

Thus from the Community perspective accession to the ECHR is not an option, unless the
required amendment is made to the Treaty. However, as Noreen Burrows has observed
“Treaty amendment is a long and complex business and .... there is no consensus on how
to ensure protection of human rights in the Community.”"”’ It can be argued that if there
is no such consensus then this itself provides ample evidence to support the ECJ in its
opinion that the necessary powers have not been conferred upon the Community in this
field. Burrows however questions the lack of application of the doctrine of parallelism in
this context: “If Article 164 allows the Court to recognise general principles of human
rights in the internal legal order why does it not provide a basis for action in the external
sphere?” She continues, speculating that perhaps in this the ECJ is motivated by its
desire to guard its jurisdiction, reluctant to submit to the jurisdiction of the Strasbourg

Court which would very likely be part and parcel with accession.'”®

It is possible that the ECJ is protective of its jurisdiction. However, it is submitted that
there is a reason why the doctrine of parallelism does not apply. As has been seen, the
doctrine of parallelism is applied where the Community has an internal power, and where
application of this power externally is essential to the achievement of one of the
objectives of the Community. The Court has established that it is competent to uphold
human rights within the Community. It has done this, however, as a reflection of the

values of the Member States, which should be protected. Its powers in this sphere are

" Noreen Burrows “Question of Community Accession to the European Convention Determined” (1997)
ELRev 58, at61.

'8 The debate as to the potential relationship between the two courts, although interesting, is not strictly
relevant, in the light of the Opinion, and is not one which can be properly discussed here.
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199

limited to within that specific context'™ which does not equate to an objective of the

Community.

At this point the question referred to briefly above, as to whether the Council of Europe
would be inclined, or able to make the necessary amendment to the ECHR to enable the
Union to accede (even in the event that the necessary amendments are made to the EC
Treaty) should be recalled. It becomes ever more unlikely as the membership of the
Council expands: persuading the forty, very different, member states to agree to the

necessary changes could prove difficult, if not impossible.

Development of a European Union Catalogue of Rights

The second significant proposal to resolve the problem of dual jurisdiction is that the
Union (or Community) develops its own Catalogue of Human Rights. The limitations of
this are clear however. Initially, it might be difficult to find a consensus on the nature of
rights to be included; subsequently, any overlap with the ECHR would raise serious
jurisdictional problems. Where a conflict arose between rights under the different
systems, demanding a balance to be struck, which jurisdiction would be appropriate? A
further factor to bear in mind is the dynamism of the Community: had a list of rights been
in existence throughout the 1970s and 80s, it could have severely limited the
developmental approach of the ECJ which proved so important in this field. In the 1970s
it was believed that the Community was not and would not be concerned with human
rights. That being no longer the case, there may still be rights declared to be outside the
scope of the Community. Yet in ten years time, however, perceptions may be very
different. Cataloguing the rights to be protected by the Community would have to be
done in a manner which does not limit future rights to considered. These factors taken

together call into question the purpose and merit in developing a Catalogue of Rights.

1% This will be discussed in more detail below.
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Withdrawal from the Council of Europe and Development of a Union Catalogue of
Rights

Toth has proposed a novel solution.’® In the light of Opinion 2/94 he suggests the
Community has three options: the continuation of the status quo, the development of a
Community Catalogue of Human Rights, or Accession to the Convention. He rejects the
first, stating that the protection of human rights now deserves more “concrete, tangible
material” than the protection by general principles of law. The second he rejects on the
grounds that it would undermine the authority of the Convention, it would establish a
dual system of human rights protection in Europe, the drafting of it would be very
difficult, and, finally that it would require Treaty amendment. Accession he rejects for
various grounds: inter alia the internal and external consequences of accession, and its
ultimate incompatibility with the Treaty. Having dispensed with his three “options” Toth
proposes “the solution”. This takes as its starting point the achievement of enlargement

of the Union, (to 26 states). On enlargement the Union:

“l. [should incorporate] all of the substantive provisions of the European
Convention into the Treaty of European Union as a separate Title....

2. [should extend] the jurisdiction of the Court of Justice under the EC Treaty to
this new Title and related protocols

3. [Member States should withdraw] from the European Convention in

accordance with Article 65 thereof™®®

There is a fundamental practical problem with this. From a purely Union perspective
Toth has not explained how agreement should be reached to achieve the necessary
amendment of the Treaty. Given the existing lack of consensus on the approach the
Community should take to protection of human rights in a Union of 15 states, it would be
no small matter to achieve such consensus in an enlarged Union of 26 states. The

assumption that this will simply happen thus appears overly optimistic.

2 AG Toth, “The European Union and Human Rights: The way forward” 34 CMLRev (1997) 491-529.

2! Supra note 199 at p.512.
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A further problem relates to the protection of human rights in Europe, but not necessarily
within the Union. The Council of Europe has forty members at present. The Court of
Human Rights has little in the way of sanctions that can be brought to bear upon
members who breach their obligations under the Convention. The press and public
opinion are vital tools of pressure. The question that Toth fails to address, is how to
protect human rights in the states which do not accede to the Union. In the case of, for
example, Iceland, the shrinking of the Council of Europe may not pose great risks to
future adherence to European, and International, human rights standards. In less stable
democracies, however, any pressure that can be wielded is of importance. Currently,
adherence to the Convention on Human Rights is a condition of accession to the Union:
this condition would no longer be possible to demand in the event that the members of
the Community withdrew from the Council of Europe. It might very well still be
possible to demand adherence to universal standards, however, the little control and
inspection previously exercised by the European Commission of Human Rights, (now the
Court of Human Rights alone) an independent investigator, would be lost. It may be
asked of what relevance this is to the Union if the protection of rights internally is more
firmly established. To answer that demands recollection of why the ECHR was created,
and the objective of the Council of Europe: to maintain stability in Europe. Toth’s
proposal may seek to establish a clearer basis for fundamental rights protection within the
Union, but the consequent loss of control or pressure in the rest of Europe could lead to a
reduction in the protection of human rights in Europe, and a loss of stability in Europe.
That this is not mere speculation can be seen in the attitude of certain states who have
adhered to the ECHR, but very likely only as a step to joining the Union, for example
Turkey. Without the incentive of Union accession they might be unlikely to respect the
standards of the ECHR to even the extent they do currently. More fundamentally, the
Community is clearly now undertaking a more active role in the protection of human
rights internationally. The evidence for this is clear in its inclusion of the human rights
and democracy clause in its agreements with third states. Withdrawal from the Council
of Europe, with its consequent upheaval in the protection of human rights in Europe, and
weakening of the protection of human rights in the parts of Europe where they are at their

most vulnerable, could hardly be seen to be consistent with this new international role. If
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the Community is to appear sincere in its commitment to this field then it must not do

anything that will weaken the existing framework for the protection of human rights.

In all likelihood Toth’s “solution” will remain only a proposal. It does, however, raise
questions about the long term future and stability of Europe, and serves as a reminder that
the wider implications of any proposals to address the existent problems in human rights

protection in Europe should be examined.

Having considered the three proposals, it is clear that, unless some system of preliminary
ruling can be established, whereby the ECJ could request an interpretation of a specific
provision from the Strasbourg Court, without being formally bound, the problem of
conflicting interpretations between the two jurisdictions will continue. Even this,
however, would require amendment of the Treaty, so any solution to the problem of dual
jurisdiction clearly requires that the Member States find a consensus on how they want

the Union to approach fundamental rights in the future.

In this debate it is surprising that the question of “prior obligation” has not been raised.

22 to the relationship of the Community with the

If the reasoning applied in Centro-Com
UN Charter were to be applied also to the Community’s relationship with the ECHR, the
Convention would clearly take precedence. If the Community is bound by virtue of the
prior obligation, it is arguable that the Community institutions, including the Court would
also be bound. This, however, would still be insufficient to give the Community

competence to take an active role in this sphere.

As it stands the Court is doing as it has done in other fields, where it has adopted as
Community law obligations entered into by the Member States at international level.””
In such cases, however, the Court is competent to rule on the agreement with a non-
member state only in relation to its internal effect. It has no jurisdiction over the partner

state.

22 Case C-124/95 R. v. HM Treasury and the Bank of England ex parte Centro-Com Srl [1997] ECR 1-81,
[1997] 1 CMLR 555.

1 See Chapter 2.
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Chapter 5: The Protection of Human Rights Offered Within and By the

Community: an Analysis

As has been seen above, the Court of Justice systematically developed the protection of
fundamental rights as a matter of Community competence and concern. The other
institutions were, however, by no means silent on the matter. Broadly, they supported the

activity of the ECJ, as is particularly clear from the Joint declaration of 1977.%%

The European Parliament (Parliament) in particular has always been a strong advocate of
fundamental rights protection at Community level. In its Round Table Proceedings as
early as 1978 the suggestion was made that Community concern in this field should be
extended to its dealings with third states. Although the suggestion was rejected at this
early stage, Parliament has, since 1983, produced 2-yearly reports on the world-wide
human rights situation and EU human rights policy. Albeit these have had limited
influence on the substance of foreign policy, they are important in the heightened profile
they have given to this issue. Similarly, although parliamentary resolutions’” are not
recognised to influence the Union’s foreign policy actions, they can exploit Parliament’s
Community powers.”” The Parliamentary Working Group on human rights was replaced
in 1984 with a sub-committee. The sub-committees on “External Economic Relations”
and “Development and Cooperation” play an additional role in this field. A further
weapon of the Parliament has been its ability to take unilateral action, such as inter-

parliamentary meetings with third states, and political dialogue.

Thus although prima facie the Parliament’s power is limited, it has a history of support
for this issue both as an internal and an external concern. There may not be results

directly attributable to its activity, but the underlying effects of its interest should not be

%4 Joint Declaration, Supra note 129.

# For example Resolution on the Human Rights Situation in the European Union, 17 February 1998
Europe Documents No. 2074/75 26 February 1998.

2% For example the threat to withdraw approval for the Customs Union Agreement with Turkey if the

Turkish human rights situation did not improve. See Fouwels, Martine “The European Union’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy and Human Rights” (1997) NQHR 15/3, 291.
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underestimated. Of practical importance was Parliament’s initiative to put together, as a
distinct chapter, the budget headings relating specifically to the promotion of human
rights.”  In December 1997 Parliament issued a report on “setting up a single co-
ordinating structure within the Commission responsible for human rights and
democratisation”*® focussing strongly on the need for consistency in the approach and

action of the Community.

The Council also was vocal in its promotion of human rights throughout this period. In
addition to its part in the joint declaration, its (unilateral) Declaration on Democracy of
1978 states that; “respect for and maintenance of representative democracy and human
rights in each member state are essential elements of membership of the European
Communities”. The Council since then has consistently upheld its commitment to the

® even going beyond declarations of

protection of human rights and democracy,”
commitment with undertakings to pursue the protection of human rights through the
international action of the Community.?’® In 1987 the Council established a Working
Group on human rights, which, however, considers matters only after they have been
discussed in regional fora, the OSCE or UN working groups, and will not override the

decisions of such groups.

The European Commission (Commission) adopted an early position in favour of the
protection of human rights within the Community, submitting consistently before the
ECJ that the Community is bound by the ECHR. There has been a Commission unit on
Human Rights and democratisation within DG 1A since 1988, prior to which there was a

Secretariat General.

%7 Chapter B7/70 “European Initiative for Democracy and the Protection of Human Rights”.

%% Lenz Report, PE 220.735/fin.

2% See for example Statement on Human Rights: Foreign Ministers meeting in the Framework of European
political framework and Council, 21 July 1986, Reproduced in “The European Community and human
rights” Christine Duparc, Commission of the European Communities, October 1992, Council Declaration

(on Human Rights) of 29 June 1991 (on human rights democracy and development).

219 Council Declaration of 29/06/91 ibid.
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In relation to developing countries the Commission stated in 1991 that

“the time has come ... to feature human rights and democracy more prominently
in cooperation policy guidelines and at the same time to ensure that political
reactions to situations where questions of human rights or democracy are at stake
take due account of the aims and specific concerns of development cooperation....

. the Community will give priority to fundamental human rights, since these are

universal and completely independent of any particular type of society”"!

This is consistent with earlier attempts to include a “human rights clause” in Lomé. It is
significant, however, that the Commission was silent as regards the Community’s
external policy on human rights in the wider context until 1995, when it issued two

communications on the subject.?"

More recently, the Commission presented a proposal for a Council Regulation on the
Development and Consolidation of Democracy and the Rule of Law and Respect for
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.?”>  This proposal, which elucidates the

approach of the Commission, is discussed below.

Without comparing the approaches of the different institutions, which do have
distinctions, there are certain observations that can be made. First, all the institutions
advocate that the Community has a role to play, and that the protection of human rights
internationally should be, and is, one of its concerns. Second, this is often couched in
terms of a “duty” of the Community. Thirdly, there is a recognised need for the

Community to adopt a consistent stance on this issue in its dealings with third states.

2! Commission Communication to Council and Parliament on Human Rights, Democracy and
Development Co-aperation Policy: 19/3/91 (Information Memo 91/20).

12 “On the Inclusion of respect for democratic principles and human rights in agreements between the
Community and third countries”, and “The European Union and the External dimension of human rights
policy”.

3 COM (97) 357 final.
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Inherent within this is a requirement that the institutions co-ordinate their approaches to
individual third states, such as China, as well as that there should be some consistency in
the treatment different states receive for similar violations of human rights standards.
This raises the question of what the Community intends by its commitment to protect

human rights internationally.

Whether they are Parliamentary Reports, proposals for legislation or communications the
publications of the institutions all refer to the Community’s external human rights policy
and commitment in terms of international, universal standards.”'* It is interesting then to
consider what falls within the scope of these standards. Despite the Community’s
commitment to the promotion of economic, social and cultural rights expressed in
international conventions (the Commission has recognised the importance of this,

*5 only an examination

although it accepts the difficulties for Courts in monitoring these),
of its practice will reveal whether the Community’s external commitment is indeed as

wide as its internal “competence.”

The internal competence remains well within the Community’s conferred powers and in
Kremzow the Court indicated that it has no intention of extending this further. This
means that rights protected still relate primarily to economic issues. Therefore the
Community is apparently accepting limits upon its internal competence. Externally, the
Community is acting essentially as a concerned international actor. However, as has
been seen, there is little to support its assumption of competence in this field, other than
in relation to development cooperation. A further problem arises here: the Community is
acting to promote universal human rights standards as expressed in international treaties,
yet how should these be enforced? It would be possible to use the enforcement
mechanism provided against an individual state which is party to the relevant convention.
The Member States of the Community could collectively choose to do so. Yet surely

such action would normally come within the remit of the CFSP, and therefore the Union,

" See examples in Appendix D.

215 Memo 91/20 at p.2.
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particularly if decided upon inter-governmentally. It is only the existence of the
Community agreement that gives the Community competence, but this is only as
legitimate as the inclusion of this clause in the first place. Finally, how would it be
possible to enforce such standards against the Community, which is not a party to these

conventions?

The question, which must now be addressed, is how the human rights and democracy
clause, in the general trade context, fits into the Community’s competence? Is its
inclusion a legitimate exercise of parallel powers? This is of course dependent on the
extent of the Community’s internal power, and has been referred to briefly above. The
internal competence of the Community in this field is restricted: first to matters falling
within its competence under the treaty, as has been seen most recently in Konstantinidis;
secondly, to the enforcement of member states’ human rights obligations, by which all
the states are bound alongside their Community obligations. This can be distinguished
from the Community-third state relationship, by virtue of the acceptance by Community
member states of the jurisdiction of the ECJ, and the unique nature of the legal system
created by the Community. Thus the Community’s internal power does not extend to the
creation and enforcement of new human rights obligations; rather it respects certain
standards, originating in the Member States, in the exercise of its powers. This is
consistent with the fact that Community competence is only that which is attributed to it
by the Member States, all of whom were already signatories of ECHR when competence
was transferred. It can be argued that they could only transfer competence insofar as it

would not conflict with existing obligations in another field.

In relation to the Community-third-state relationship the third state may also be a party to
the same international human rights conventions, however, the Community itself is not a
party to these treaties, therefore it has no responsibility to enforce these standards in other
states, nor has it any jurisdiction to do so. Nor do these treaties constitute the creation of
a new legal system. Therefore, the existent basis for Community competence in relation

to human rights internally is absent in the external context.

89



Human Rights in the European Community

A further requirement of parallel powers is that the action be necessary for the
achievement of an objective of the Community. The TEU placed human rights within
the Union, and the ECJ in Opinion 2/94 was explicit that they are not within the
Community’s competence. Although Art. 130 EC refers to the Community’s “general
objective of developing and consolidating democracy and the rule of law, and to that of
respecting human rights and fundamental freedoms” there are two factors which suggest
that the Community does not have a general power in this area. The first is that Art. 130u

99216

specifies “Community policy in this area shall contribute to ...”*'® so suggesting that this
requirement of Community policy is not universal. The second is, it is submitted, that
the Community’s power to uphold human rights comes from the shared traditions of the
Member States, and a need to prevent the Member States from avoiding their
“constitutional” obligations through transfer of powers. Thus it is not as such a general
objective of the Community itself. Parallel powers can only arise in relation to specific
objectives to be pursued by the Community per se. This distinction could prevent the
internal power of the Community (to uphold human rights) from giving rise to a parallel

external power.

Will the introduction of the Amsterdam Treaty (ToA) change this conclusion? It is
possible that the substantiation of the commitment to human rights in the Community
would be such as to give rise to a parallel power. If this were the case there could be no
argument about the legitimacy of the human rights clause in international agreements
concluded after the ToA enters into force. This would still leave something of a void,

however, in relation to the treaties already concluded.

216 Emphasis added.
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Conclusions To Part 11

Despite the absence of an express power to act in relation to human rights protection the
Community has consistently developed its competence in this field. This development
was achieved initially by the Court through its determination to give effect to Community
law and the rights derived from it. Notwithstanding the early belief that there was no
overlap with human rights considerations in the EEC, nor indeed of any other rights than
those set out in the Treaty, the Court gradually established means by which the
obligations of the Treaty could be enforced, and rights arising from these to be protected.
From consideration of the (economic) rights included in the Treaty, the Court moved on
to include rights deriving from shared principles of the Member States. Later, the ECHR
was accepted as guidance in the identification of shared principles. The terminology
used by the Court remained static: rights to be protected are still described as
“fundamental” although this now includes the human rights initially not perceived to
come within this categorisation. Furthermore, “human rights” also now include the
economic and social rights not initially perceived as being within that categorisatioﬁ.
This wide definition (or lack of it) has become part of the Community legal order.
Although this demonstrates that human rights should always be determined according to
context, it has not led to clarity in the understanding of fundamental or, specifically,

human rights in the Community.

The dual jurisdiction of the ECJ and ECHR was unforeseeable when the Community was
founded and the problems arising from it have yet to be resolved. The Court has shown
itself to be willing to ensure that the Member States enforce their international
obligations, in this as in other areas, but that it will not permit misuse of these
fundamental rights standards for ulterior motives. While this reassurance was necessary,
there is also perhaps a need that a genuine rights issue should not necessarily be
interpreted from an economic perspective. Yet this is inevitable as long as the
Community’s primary objectives remain economic and such issues are not the subject of

an objective arbiter.
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This is not a problem which will be easy to overcome. It is unlikely that it would be
politically acceptable to the Member States (and institutions) of the Union to hand over
jurisdiction to the European Court of Human Rights in these fields. Such handover
would indicate that human rights take precedence, even within the framework of a
fundamentally economic organisation. It may be paradoxical that the EU has been
unable to do so given that all the Member States of the EU are bound individually. Even
if the Community itself is bound by the ECHR by virtue of its conferred powers this does
not eliminate the problem of divergent interpretations, or of the inability to enforce the

ECHR as against the Community.

It is submitted that in the resolution of this problem the Community must consider the
wider perspective, and the international role which it purports to fulfil in the protection of
human rights. The fulfilment of this role will require credibility in the field: such
credibility can only be attained through consistent action, which must begin within
Europe. This requirement does not only relate to ruling out proposals such as Toth’s.
Consistency of approach must also be achieved, including in the approach of the different
Community institutions, as well as the establishment of transparency in the Community’s

external relations.

However the general competence established by the ECJ belies the distinction between
internal and external protection. Internally, the Community now guarantees the rights,
including economic and social, laid down in the ECHR, and arising from the shared
constitutional provisions of the Member States. It is unlikely that the doctrine of
parallelism could be applied in these circumstances. Externally, the Community appears
to be concerned only with gross violations of human rights, affecting the physical
integrity of the individual and violations of democratic procedure. There is no shame in
this distinction per se; in pragmatic terms it may even be inevitable. The Community
lays itself open to criticism, however, in the fact that this distinction is reflected in neither
the terminology used, nor uniformly in the approach adopted by the Community to its

negotiations.
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To be effective in its external action the Community must demonstrate two things: that it
is clear which rights it intends to protect .and that it is consistent in its approach to third

states. The achievement of the first will assist in the -achiévement of the sécond.
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Part III: The Human Rights and Democracy Clause: The Practical Experience

Chapter 6: The Legal Basis - A Challenge of Form not Substance

Case C-268/94 Portugal v. Council and Commission of the European Union

It has been established that the European Community (EC or Community), possessing
full legal personality, has a role in international relations. It has also been established
that states (and legal persons such as the Community) have the power to take action
against other states on grounds of violation of universal human rights. Therefore, under
international law, the Community is in a position to act for the protection of human rights
in other states. The international law position is irrelevant without internal community
competence. It has been established, however, that the Community is competent to act
internally to uphold human rights, and that in relation to development cooperation this

competence extends externally.

The correct legal basis for this, in the context of development cooperation agreements,
was tested in Portugal v. Council’'” where the Portuguese Government contested the use
of Articles 113, 130y and 228 EC as bases for a development cooperation agreement.
Portugal challenged the legal basis used on several counts, but particularly regarding the

human rights clause. The first Article of the contested agreement provides:

“Respect for human rights and democratic principles is the basis of cooperation

between the Contracting Parties and for the provisions of this Agreement, and it

constitutes an essential element of the Agreement.””'®

*Case 268/94, Portugal v. Council and Commission [1996] ECR 6177, [1997] 3 CMLR 331.

218 Article 1(1), Co-operation Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of India on
Partnership and Development. OJ 1994 L 223/23.
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Article 1(2) continues that “the principle objective of the agreement is to enhance and
develop, through dialogue and partnership, the various aspects of cooperation between

the Contracting Parties” Article 130u EC provides in the second paragraph that:

“Community policy in this area [development cooperation] shall contribute to the
general objective of developing and supporting democracy and the rule of law,

and to that of respecting human rights and fundamental freedoms”.

Article 130y gives the Community (and Member States) the competence to conclude

agreements with third states in this sphere.

Significantly, Portugal at no time challenged the insertion of this clause itself: issue was
taken only with the legal basis upon which this was done. The Portuguese view was that
Article 130y is a fitting legal basis on which to conclude a cooperation agreement, in
which respect for human rights is prescribed merely as a general objective. However the
agreement with India goes further: respect for human rights constitutes an essential
element of the agreement. The consequences of that particular characterisation are not
stated, therefore the implication must be that the Community may resort to certain means

of action which normally can be based solely on Article 235.

Portugal argued that because the agreement permits action normally only possible after
unanimous consent has been given, it should be concluded on the basis of Article 235."°
“Thé Council, in its submissions, disputed Portugal’s argument, arguing that the definition
of respect for human rights as an essential element of the agreement is based directly on
Article 130u, as it allows the Community to terminate or suspend the cooperation
agreement in the event of a gross violation of the rights the Community is seeking to
protect. Additionally, it argued that the Portuguese Government’s distinction between
Article 130u and 130y and 130w is artificial and that the result of this distinction is
paradoxical because it implies that any action of which the objective is to protect human

rights, consistent with Article 130u, must be carried out on the basis of Article 235. Both

2 In contrast the Danish Government proposed that Art. 235 would be appropriate only if the main
purpose of the Agreement was to safeguard human rights, which is not the case here.
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the Commission and Denmark agreed with the Council, that Article 1 is entirely
legitimate. The Advocate-General, recalling the case law of the Court concerning the
protection of human rights, as well as Art F(2), stated that, for consistency, the same

approach should be applied to development cooperation:

“Policy in this sector is to ‘contribute’ to the general objective ... of respecting
human rights and fundamental freedoms. In other words, cooperation requires the
observance of democratic principles and the guarantee of the rights that apply in

the State co-operating with the Community.”*°

Having reviewed the relationship between the protection of human rights and
development cooperation, the Advocate-General moved on to discuss whether the human

rights clause

“as formulated in Article 1 of the Agreement, may form part of an agreement
concluded in accordance with Article 130y.... The inclusion of a clause of that
nature .... is specifically intended to adjust cooperation policy in line with respect
for human rights, in accordance with Treaty guidelines...and it is designed to
allow the Community to exercise the right to terminate the Agreement, in

accordance with Article 60 of the Vienna Convention ...”"*!

He then continued that if proper account is to be taken of the importance the Community
attaches to human rights in the field of development cooperation, the democracy clause
“must indeed be deemed necessary if development cooperation policy is to be lawfully

pursued.”?®* The Court in its Judgment is equally clear;

220 Para. 26 of the Opinion.
22! Para. 28 of the Opinion.

22 Para. 29 of the Opinion.
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“to adapt cooperation policy to respect for human rights necessarily entails
establishing a certain connection between those matters whereby one of them is

made subordinate to the other.””**

Peers disagrees with the Court in this assessment, arguing that:

“there are strong policy arguments for making development policy subordinate to
human rights, and the Member States and the Community may well wish to
accept such arguments; but it does not follow that the 7reaty makes development

policy subject to human rights.”***

He does acknowledge that the practical effect of this is limited, given its conformity with

existing practice but finds that, as a result of the Court’s ‘judicial creativity’:

“Effectively the Portugal judgment inserts an essential elements clause into the
EC Treaty. Thus, while development policy agreements will no longer be subject
to the unanimous view of Member States that a particular state has an acceptable
human rights policy, the agreements will remain subject to the requirement that

the Community’s policy protect human rights.”?**

Thus now, whereas it is legitimate for the Community to conclude a development
agreement without unanimity, it is possible that if the proposed partner state has a
questionable record on human rights, it will be impossible to conclude such an

agreement.

The question left unanswered is whether the implications of this judgment can have a
positive or negative effect upon the protection of human rights in third states. Where a

development agreement is concluded, the Community acquires a stick with which to beat

2 Para 26 of the Judgment.
24 Portugal v. Commission, Case Note [1998] 35 CMLRev 539-555, at p.550.

5 Supra note 224 at p.554.
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its partner state should the need arise: there are tangible benefits the partner state would
lose if the agreement were suspended in accordance with the essential elements clause.
On the other hand, if no agreément has been concluded, the third state will have nothing
to lose if it violates human rights, unless it values the importance of potential benefits
such as might accrue under a development agreement. Which, if either of these, is the

greater incentive, remains to be seen.

It is crucial to note however, that these powers are limited to the context of development
cooperation and at no point in this judgment does the Court suggest there is a wider
power here for the Community. It is possible that the Court’s reluctance to develop this
as a wider power, reflects different factors. Principally, the Court is an institution of the
Community and has no jurisdiction over the Common Foreign Policy.”* The Member
States’ decision to maintain the development of Foreign Policy as an inter-governmental
matter, outside the Community, appears to be deliberate. Politically therefore, it seems
likely that the Court does not at this point consider it appropriate to go further.
Significantly, it was not necessary that the Court address the question of a wider
Community power to resolve the particular case. The basis of Community competence to
include this clause in the context of trade agreements is not addressed. The Community
may claim it to be in the interests of consistency, but if this is the sole basis of inclusion,

it is certainly acting ultra vires and infringing upon the competence of the Union.

The ECJ has been vital in establishing the competency of the Community in this sphere:
first, the extent of Community powers to conclude international agreements generally;
secondly, the proper legal basis upon which to conclude an international agreement
within this sphere; and thirdly, the importance of human rights within the Community.
These alone could give rise to questions relating to the jurisdiction of the Court to rule on

this matter.

26 Article L, TEU.
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Chapter 7: Opposition from the Partner State - The External Challenge

Following the defeat of the internal challenge to the legal basis for the inclusion of the
human rights and democracy clause in international development cooperation
agreements, the Community has successfully negotiated agreements with many
countries.”” In these, not all of which relate to development cooperation, respect for
human rights and democracy constitutes an essential element. The success of this policy
has not been unmitigated however, and during the period 1996-97 two series of
negotiations were particularly striking. Both Australia and Mexico initially opposed the
insertion of a human rights and democracy clause, objecting in particular to the non-
execution clause. Both states felt that such provisions had no place in a framework

cooperation agreement.

Australia

The negotiations with Australia commenced in January 1996 with the Commission
proposal for a new framework agreement with Australia. It was envisaged that alongside
the trade and cooperation agreement, the framework agreement could also handle the

8

political aspects of EU-Australia relations, in a separate joint declaration.””® However,

* not a

eighteen months later, Australia and the EU concluded a Joint Declaration,?
binding framework cooperation agreement. The speeches of the signatories relating to

the Declaration give some insight into the issues which played a part in the negotiations:

“The EU and Australia are close partners culturally, economically and politically.
The EU is Australia’s biggest trading partner and for its part Australia is seen

increasingly as a vital bridgehead into the Asian market for European Companies.

%7 For example Vietnam, OJ 1996 L136/28; Mercosur, OJ 1996 1.69/1; Korea, OJ 1996 C188; Nepal OJ
1996 L137/96.

28 1P/96/100, of 31/01/96.

22 Joint declaration on relations between the EU and Australia OJ [1997] C97/213. See IP/97/572 “EU
and Australia sign declaration on closer ties”.
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Australia plays a unique role in the Asia-Pacific region, which makes it all the
more important to maintain and further develop its relations with Australia in the

coming years.”?°

References to human rights and democracy are not lacking in the Joint Declaration. The
Preamble refers to the parties “shared commitments to the respect and promotion of
human rights, fundamental freedoms, democracy and the rule of law which underpin our
internal and international policies”, the Common Goals include the “determination to
build upon our partnership in order to: support democracy, the rule of law and respect for

b

human rights and fundamental freedoms...” and to further these goals we will:

“enhance our dialogue, both bilaterally and in the relevant international fora, in
particular on the following areas: the protection and promotion of human rights and
fundamental freedoms. In this respect we will consult bilaterally and within the
framework of the relevant bodies of the UN, especially the UNCHR, on Human
rights issues in general and, in particular on how to advance our shared objectives

of promoting human rights internationally.”

Such is the commitment of the parties to human rights and democracy. Therefore why
were these commitments given in a declaration which is, fundamentally, non-binding,
rather than in the framework of a legally binding agreement including an essential

elements clause, which would accord with normal Community practice?

This question may only be answered by examining statements made by the negotiating
parties and other interested groups over the eighteen months. The Australian
Government was consistently opposed to the inclusion of the human rights and

democracy clause, and justified its attitude early in 1997:

“The existence of operative human rights and non-fulfilment provisions as

proposed by the Community remains in Australia’s view inappropriate in an

29 Sir Leon Brittan, quoted in [P/97/572.
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agreement on trade and cooperation .... no other industrialised country, including
the US, Japan, Canada or New Zealand could accept the inclusion of operative
human rights provisions of the type proposed by the Community in a framework

cooperation agreement.”*'

The Ambassador continued, that despite understanding that the Commission is bound to
include a standard formulation in its agreements with third countries, the Australians had
“recently been given to understand that it was not envisaged at that time that the
Agreement would apply to countries such as Australia with which the EU and Member
States share values and approaches.” The Australians therefore suggested two
alternatives to the framework cooperation agreement: the first being the conclusion of a
less formal accord and a separate joint political statement, and the second being the return
to Australia’s original proposal, namely the conclusion of a joint declaration on political,
trade and cooperation issues (based on the US and Canadian Trans-Atlantic dialogue

model).

The situation was further complicated by the indication of the European Parliament
Committee on Human Rights, in the face of the continued failure to reach agreement on
the human rights clause, that it would recommend that Parliament refuse to ratify the

agreement if the clause were not included.*”

Pressure on the Community to insist upon the inclusion of the clause also came from
external sources during the negotiations, the General Secretary to the International
Confederation of Free Trade Unions speculated, “on the Australian Government’s
motivation in seeking to downgrade human rights in this way.””* In addition, Aboriginal
representatives voiced their concern, stating that “Australia should welcome with open

arms such a clause rather than reject it.” They challenged the Government’s argument

3! Australian Ambassador in Brussels to the Member States, See Europe No 6901, of 27-28 January 1997,
p.10.

22 Europe No. 6903, of 30/01/97, pp.8-9.

23 Press release, see Europe no .6898 Of 23/01/97, p.4bis.
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that this matter should not be part of a trade agreement with reference to Australia’s
support for economic and trade sanctions against South Africa. At the heart of the matter
was the Aboriginal groups concern for the rights of Australian indigenous people,
particularly the growing controversy over the Government’s plan to change the law

relating to the right to claim native title.**

In June 1997, notwithstanding the realisation of fears relating to the Government’s plans
to amend native title law with the publication of the “ten point plan” in April 1997, the
Council approved the draft Joint Declaration, to be concluded instead of a framework
cooperation agreement.”’ Despite criticism from some MEPs of what they viewed as an
“4 la carte” human rights policy, the joint declaration was accepted. Although Australia
did not acquire all the trade concessions it was seeking, it is unlikely that the human
rights clause negotiations had an impact upon that. Significantly, Hans Van Mierlo was
explicit that “the decision to drop the human rights clause, would not serve as a precedent

for ASEAN countries”.”*

Mexico

The outcome did not serve as a precedent for relations with Mexico, who also initially
resisted the inclusion of the human rights and democracy clause in the framework
cooperation agreement negotiated during 1996-97. Mexico had refused to allow the
inclusion of the human rights and democracy clause in the previous framework
agreement®’ concluded in 1991, before the inclusion of the human rights clause had

become mandatory.

24 Europe No. 6905, 01/02/97, p.8. See Mick Dodson, “Linking Aboriginal Standards with contemporary
concerns of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples”, Sarah Pritchard 1998, for further details of
concerns of these peoples

23 Europe No. 6986, 02-03/06/97, p.12.

3¢ Financial Times 27/06/97.

270J L340/91.
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In November 1996 Mexico proposed a two-stage approach to negotiations for a new
agreement. The first stage would involve the negotiation of a Memorandum of
Understanding setting the goals and fields of negotiations for a future trade agreement.
Notably, this would not require a new agreement over trade and economic cooperation;
instead, it would use the “future developments” clause of the 1991 Agreement. In
practical terms this would have delayed negotiation of the human rights clause until the
second stage, which would involve trade and political negotiations in the framework of
the joint committee, set up under stage one. A global political, trade and cooperation

agreement would be signed at the end of this second stage.***

In March 1997 the European Commission informally responded to the Mexican proposal,
proposing in turn a negotiating line for the cooperation and trade liberalisation
agreement. ** This confirmed that the goal of the negotiations was to reach accord on a
global agreement encompassing liberalisation of trade in goods and services as well as
economic and political cooperation. To this end it proposed an interim agreement setting
up a joint committee to negotiate matters falling within Community, as opposed to
Member State, competence. This interim agreement would therefore require ratification
only by the Mexican and European Parliaments, not by that of each Member State.
Second, the EC, the Member States and Mexico would all sign a joint declaration
undertaking to conduct trade negotiations on goods and services in the global context.
Thirdly, liberalisation of trade in goods would only occur once the Council had decided
the results of negotiations for these sectors. Although this proposal permitted a
breakthrough in that less than three weeks later the Council agreed to the resumption of

0 it left several questions unanswered in relation to the human

negotiations on this basis,
rights clause, including, notably, whether it would be included in both or only the final,
global agreement. The Mexican Ambassador to the EU, Manuel Armandariz, recognised
however, that whatever the intention in relation to this question, the Community was

bound to include the clause in all such agreements stating:

2% Europe No. 6859, 23/11/96, pp.8-9.
2% Europe No. 6944, 28/03/97, p.7.

0 Europe No. 6955, 16/04/97 p.5.
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“I believe we could make good and fast progress, as after six months of semi-
official discussions we already know our respective positions well and we know

where the difficulties lie.”**!

This was almost undoubtedly a reference to the terms of the inclusion of the human rights
and democracy clause. However, notwithstanding that at one stage Mexico desired that it
be included only in the global and not in the interim agreement, the difficulties

encountered ultimately related not to the inclusion of the clause per se, but to its content.

An agreement was reached in June 1997 which proposed to include the suspension
mechanism in the Interim as well as the global agreement. This, however, was
unacceptable to several Member States because the text of the standard clause was
modified, allowing the annexation to the agreement of a declaration referring to the
constitutional traditions of Mexican foreign policy. The concern voiced by Member
States was that this did not refer to internal human rights protection. In the face of this
protest the Mexican Government hastened to clarify its position through a statement by

their Foreign Minister Jose Angel Gurria:

“It is totally false that Mexico had wanted to avoid reference to “internal policies”
in the democratic and human rights clause negotiated last week with the European

Commission.”

He explained that Mexico had wanted the eight constitutional principles of its
international policy to appear in the clause, but the Commission had refused that on legal
grounds. Consequently any reference to internal and external policies had been erased.
Notably three Member States as well as the Commission itself were satisfied that the
contested clause was consistent with the spirit of the standard clause, comprising as it did

both reference to the Universal Declaration on Human Rights and a suspension

#! Europe No. 6977, 20-21/05/97, pp.9-10.
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mechanism in case of serious breach.”” Following Mexico’s confirmation that the
human rights clause applies also to internal policy, and acceptance of the terms of
standard clause, both the Interim and Global agreements were finally initialled, with a
declaration annexed to Article 1 of the agreements by Mexico referring to the

constitutional principles of its international policy.

Despite the agreement reached, further protest ensued from various human rights
organisations, including Reporters sans Frontiéres, Amnesty International, the Fédération
Internationale des Droits de I’Homme (FIDH) and Action des Chrétiens pour 1’abolition
de la torture. These organisations desired tangible evidence of progress in the protection
of human rights in Mexico, and that the EU should not be satisfied with Mexican
rhetoric. Zedillo responded by accepting the existence of human rights violations in
Mexico, but emphasised the importance of the progress which had been made and that
such matters cannot be settled overnight.** Both the interim and framework agreements
were finally signed in December 1997,”* each including respect for democratic principles

and fundamental human rights as an essential element.

Comparisons Between the Australian and Mexican Negotiations

It is interesting to make some comparisons between the series of negotiations described
above. In order to do so however it is necessary to be aware of the internal background
to the negotiations, particularly in Australia where the problem focuses upon that of

Native Title.*

2 Europe No. 7000, 21/06/97, p.7b.

*3 Europe No. 7075, 09/10/97, p.2.

244 IP/97/1086, 1997-12-08. For texts of the agreements see OJ 1997 C356 and C350.

45 This is discussed in considerable detail, both because of its interest, and because it demonstrates the
complexities in attempting to draw lines between different categories of rights and our understanding of

states which uphold human rights standards. It also demonstrates the process by which international law
develops, encompassing different rights within its understanding of standards to be protected.
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This problem arose from the theory accepted by Australian Courts until 1992, that
because it was “relevantly unoccupied”, the Crown acquired a complete legal and
equitable title to all lands in the colony when New South Wales was established.*** This
assumption obviously denied the possibility of the existence of Native Title of the
aboriginal people. However this theory was overturned in Mabo v. Queensland (No.
2)*”, in which the High Court held that the Crown’s title was subject to native title which

existed at the time of colonisation.

Justice Brennan stated:

“If it were permissible in past centuries to keep the common law in step with
international law, it is imperative in today’s world that the common law should
neither be, nor be seen to be, frozen in an age of racial discrimination. The fiction
by which the rights and interests in land of indigenous inhabitants were treated as
non-existent was justified by a policy which has no place in the contemporary law

of this country...”

The High Court ruled that native title, as in full ownership, did not survive on any land
held by freehold title but existed only on unalienated (Crown) land. This ruling led to
both federal and State legislative action, resulting not unpredictably in incompatibilities
between the two. This in tum led to further (High) Court action. In Western Australia v.
Commonwealth*® the Court held that the Western Australian act, which had weakened
the protection of Native Title and was in contravention of the Racial Discrimination Act,
was invalid. However, following these two cases certain questions relating to Native
Title remained unanswered. Of particular importance was the question of whether the
existence of a pastoral lease would extinguish Native Title. This was the question before

the High Court in Wik Peoples v. Queensland.**® 1t was widely assumed that although

%8 For a full discussion of this problem see Mason: “The Rights of Indigenous Peoples in Lands once part
of the Dominions of the Crown” ICLQ 46 (1997) 812.

*7 Mabo v. Queensland (No. 2) (1992) 175 CLR 1.
*® Western Australia v. Commonwealth (1995) 183 CLR 373.

*° Wik Peoples v. Queensland (1996) 141 ALR 129.

106



Human Rights and Democracy Clause: International Implementation

such a lease does not necessarily give the right to exclusive possession, it does contain
the right to make improvements to property, and that the existence of such a lease would
extinguish Native Title. The Court in Wik, however, confounded expectations by holding
that Native Title could co-exist with a pastoral lease although it did emphasise that in the
event of any conflict between the two, the pastoralist’s (leaseholder’s) right would

prevail.

Following the ruling in Western Australia, but before Wik had been decided, the (newly
elected) Government undertook to reform certain elements of the Native Title Act, in
particular reducing the right of indigenous peoples to negotiate on renewals or granting of
certain kinds of lease, or development proposals. The proposals developed were to
become known as the “Ten Point Plan”. Although Aboriginal representatives as well as
State Governments were to be consulted as the legislation was drawn up, there were
certain legal considerations that could not be ignored. Fundamentally, Native Title is
considered as a property right the extinction of which could constitute expropriation.
This, being something which can only affect Aborigines, would constitute discrimination.

Such discrimination would contravene Section 10(1) of the Racial Discrimination Act.”*

Passions run high about native title. There are considerable interests at stake. While
Pastoralists want native title to be extinguished, the Aborigines argue that the best way to
treat native title is to negotiate regional agreements that recognise and guarantee the
rights of both groups. The Miners however adopted a pragmatice stance, seeking access
to the land to explore for (and extract) minerals without endangering improvements in
relations with Aborigines which have been achieved. The Government described the Ten
Point Plan: as a “Compromise when dealing with the competing interests of pastoralists,
Aborigines and miners”.*' The Ten Point Plan/Wik Amendments do not explicitly
extinguish all native title but that is the effect in many cases. It makes it harder for

Aborigines to claim their rights and in addition lays down a list of land titles which

20 Section 10(1) confers on holders of traditional native title who are of a native ethnic group immunity
from legislative interference with their enjoyment of their human right to own and inherit property.

3! James Woodford, Sydney Morning Herald, 21/11/97.
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automatically extinguish native title. The Wik Amendments remove any obstacles to
governments who wish to provide, regulate and manage services, and permit the State
Governments to extinguish native title on all the different types of leases that were
granted with the intention of giving their owners exclusive possession of the land. This

includes leases which were never taken up or have been abandoned or forfeited.

The Federal Government was warned by its Chief General Counsel Henry Burmester in
July 1997 that the Ten Point Plan may be racist, contravening the RDA on at least three

2 and potentially also breaching Australia’s international obligations, notably

grounds
the Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Racial Discrimination.”® It was also
alleged to be unconstitutional because it was detrimental, rather than beneficial to
Aborigines as required under the Constitution’s races power. The Australian Law
Reform Commission, in August, also advised that the plan was racist: describing it as
“extraordinary, singular and discriminatory”. This advice was consolidated in October
1997 with the legal advice to Senate being almost unanimous (9/11) that the Wik Bill
breaches RDA and international human rights obligations. Internationally, the perception
was little different: the shock of a South African all-party delegation to Canberra is

summed up by the words of Wilem Odendall (National Party):

“Mr Howard must seriously consider speaking to the indigenous people as an
equal partner.....the Aborigines have the high ground all the way, and the
Government can only lose, because Aboriginal rights are being taken away from
them. He continued that whatever the Government’s motives may be for the Wik
Bill “it’s already being perceived over the world as racist, because Aboriginal

people’s rights have been taken away” >

252 The three grounds being: the permanent extinction of native title on those leases granted with the
intention of providing exclusive possession; the validation of leases granted after the enactment of the
Native Title Act on the incorrect assumption that the granting of a pastoral lease extinguished native title;
an increase in the rights of the pastoralist at the expense of native title holders.

3 Sydney Morning Herald, 21/11/97.

24 Sydney Morning Herald 21/12/97, reported by Margo Kingston.
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As Mason observes;

“Native land claims require a fair and principled resolution if justice is to be done
and racial harmony and co-operative co-existence between races are to be
ensured. That is why it is essential that the task of resolving these claims justly

must be undertaken in a spirit of goodwill and understanding.”**

Whatever the international perception, and regardless of the internal or international
legality, the Australian Senate, having opposed the Amended Native Title Bill three
times, finally passed the legislation, under Howard’s threat to dissolve both houses of
parliament.”® A hypothetical question, the answer to which can only be speculation, is
whether the results of the negotiation with Australia would have been the same now, little
more than a year on? The EC would have been dealing with a state which has legislation
whose passage through Senate was dogged by allegations of racism, a perception shared
by international opinion. Compounding the ethical questions that this would raise has
been the economic collapse in Asia which can only have reduced Australia’s strategic
importance, which was certainly relevant to the negotiations. Legal challenges to the Act
are sure to ensue, and indeed have already been threatened by Aboriginal representatives.
It is significant, however, that the membership of the High Court has changed radically
since Mabo (No.2)*” and Wik’ therefore no assumptions can be made about the

outcome of such a challenge.

Of course, it may be argued that such violations are not those that the Community has in
mind in including the human rights clause in every agreement. The Australian Prime
Minister certainly stated that for their part “the disagreement about the clause was not

related to the Wik decision”.”® It is likely that the Community intends only to be

255 Mason, supra note 246 p.812.
3¢ Financial Times, 09/07/98.
7 Supra note 247.

%8 Supra note 249.

2% Mason, supra note 246 at 827.
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involved in cases where bodily integrity is at stake, but this is not clear from the terms of
the standard clause in which reference is made to the UDHR. This distinction would also
be difficult for the Community to sustain in view of statements it has made in relation to
the protection of human rights. For example, in Com (97) 357 final,* the Community
states clearly in chapter one Article 2; “The Community shall in particular support

operations aimed at:....n) protecting indigenous people, their rights and cultures.”**'

Internationally, concern is also growing for the rights of indigenous peoples. The UN
Commission on Human Rights in 1997 authorised the continuation of the Working
Group on a draft declaration on rights of indigenous peoples,’® and Erica-Irene Daes was
named as a sub-commission special rapporteur on indigenous land rights and has been
authorised to prepare a working paper on the subject’® In view of this, if the
Community does not wish to consider such rights in the negotiation of its trade
agreements, it would perhaps be wise to narrow the terms of reference to something more

focussed on its intentions.**

The human rights clause may, however, be of little practical importance: in July 1998 the
ECJ ruled that a fundamental change arising between partner states may give rise to a
right to suspend cooperation.’®® The Court based this ruling upon, upon the applicability
in the Community of International law, Article 62 of the Vienna Convention, and upon
the text of the preamble to the Agreement. In the joint declaration with Australia it is
clear that human rights, as set out in international conventions, are to be upheld by both

sides, and that this, while not constituting a suspension clause in itself, is fundamental to

%% Proposed Regulation on the development and consolidation of democracy and the rule of law and
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.

26! Chapter One deals with “Objectives and general principles of action to promote human rights and
democratic principles.”

%2 CHR Res. 1997/31.
*2 CHR Dec. 1997/114.
% See also: COM (98) 146 final.

5 Case C-162/96, Racke GmbH & Co. and Hauptzollamt Mainz, Judgment of 16 June 1998.
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the agreement reached. It is possible that the Australian legislation, if it is indeed found
to flout Australia’s international commitments, may be sufficient to demonstrate a
“fundamental change”. If this were found to be the case, and the Community can thus
use international law to achieve its aims, it would be of little practical importance that the
Community did not succeed in including an essential elements and suspension clause in

the agreement.

It may be argued, however, that in any case, it would be the Community’s decision
whether or not to suspend the (hypothetical) agreement. In a system where human rights
protection relies largely on international observation, it is unlikely that a decision not to
act would go unnoticed, particularly as there is no mechanism for third party enforcement
in the case of a violation of the clause. Thus the least damage that would have been done
is that the EC’s credibility in this field would have been undermined. This being purely
hypothetical it would be unwise to overstate the importance of these questions in this
context. They do however demonstrate the difficulties which may well lie ahead for the
EC with regard to the enforcement of this clause, difficulties which may well be outside

its intended scope.

Events following the conclusion of the Agreements with Mexico have raised different
concerns. Just days after the agreements were signed 43 civilians were massacred in
Acteal (Chiapas). This prompted an immediate statement of anger and of concern by the

Luxembourg presidency.

“...The Presidency of the EU .... calls upon the Mexican authorities to take the
necessary measures to ensure the security of the civilian population in the state of
Chiapas. In this context it should be remembered that the European Union and
the US of Mexico have just signed a cooperation agreement under which both
parties agree to respect the principles of democracy and basic human rights as

well as principles of the rule of law.”?%

%6 Europe, No. 7129, 29-30/12/97, p.2. PESC/97/121, 13666/97 (Presse 409) of 1998/01/27.

111



Human Rights and Democracy Clause: International Implementation

The Presidency also demanded that the Mexican Government discover who was
responsible and bring the perpetrators to justice. It did, however, note the (Mexican)

President’s undertakings to this effect.

In statements since then Mexican representatives have repeatedly reiterated their
commitment to human rights and democracy’” and, significantly, progress has been

® This progress includes,

made to resolve the long running conflict in Chiapas.*
paradoxically in the context of these two cases, a Bill to protect Indigenous Rights and
Culture.?® This is not to say that Mexico is developing a spotless record on human
rights. Forty NGOs (including again FIDH and Amnesty International) together
addressed MEPs requesting that they insist on “an operational and not purely formal
content to the democratic clause of the agreement”. It is significant that the Mexican
Government has consistently refused to countenance any kind of international mediation
in the resolution of the Chiapas conflict. There is, as the Mexican Governmental
representatives themselves have observed, a long road ahead. It is apparently a road on

which Mexico will not be accompanied, along any step of the way, by international

observers, mediators or human rights groups.

A potentially interesting development arising from the experience of these negotiations
was the call by Belgium, and several other Member States, for a “general review of the
human rights clause being included in EU cooperation agreements with third countries
for the past several years, pointing out the difficulties encountered in this connection with
Australia.” It was suggested by Community sources that this review might take place

during the Luxembourg Presidency. >

%7 See for example C/98/32, PRES/98/32, of 17/02/98, on the occasion of the Ministerial Meeting between
the EU and Mexico, statement by Rosario Green, Mexican Secretary for Foreign Affairs, see also
“Diplomatic Bag” ‘‘The Transatlantic Partnership of the Future” Update Mexico 4 (2) and statement by
Jorge Madrazo, Mexican Attorney General, to the UN Human Rights Committee, 19/03/98, concerning
progress Mexico has made towards better protection of human rights and reference to road which lies
ahead. (Update Mexico, Diplomatic Bag 4(3) p.3).

%8 Europe No. 7193 02/04/98, p.10.
% See Update Mexico 4 (3) for details.

2% Europe No. 6999, 20/06/97, p.7b An extensive search of European Documentation for results of this
proposed review has revealed only COM (97) 357 final and COM (97) 537.
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Chapter 8 : Implementation of the Clause: The Community’s Approach to the

Protection of Human Rights and Democratic Principles

It is outwith the scope of this work to assess the impact of the human rights and
democracy clause in every agreement concluded or being negotiated by the EC and a
third state. The outcome of negotiations involving the EC and two quite different states
have been considered above. Perhaps the results were not entirely predictable. Possibly
this is not of concern to the EC, as even the negotiations with Australia allowed a
political statement to be made in support of these principles. However, political
statement or not, these clauses have been used in recent years in the face of gross

violations of human rights, to economic if not necessarily political effect.

The EC demonstrated its willingness to activate the non-execution clause with the
suspension of development aid to Niger in 1996 as a response to the military coup which
ousted the democratically elected President Ousmanem, replacing him with Colonel
Mainassara. A more recent development relates to the presidential elections which took
place in Togo in June 1998. Concerns regarding these elections reached such a level that
the European Commission invited the Council to start proceedings which could lead to
the suspension of the Lomé Convention (Lomé), in relation to Togo.?”" The
Commission’s action was based on Article 366a of the revised Lomé IV which lays down
certain procedures to be followed and time limits to be adhered to, in response to a
violation of the principles of Article 5 Lomé (namely respect of human rights, the
principles of democracy and the rule of law). This is a classic invocation of the non-
execution clause. Should the required consultations fail to reach a solution within one
month, “appropriate measures” may be taken, including, as a last resort, the total or
partial suspension of the agreement.””> The activation of this provision against Togo is
notable in that it is the first time the Commission has proposed to the Council that Art.

366a should be utilised. The Council is confirming that this provision is no empty

! Europe No. 7260, 10/07/98 p.8.

2 Consultations took place on 30/07/98, see Europe 01/08/98.
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rhetoric, but that the Community is standing by its commitment to human rights and

democracy.

In relation to Article 366a, it is interesting to note that the European Parliament
(Parliament) in June (1998) requested to be consulted before Article 366a results in a
suspension (or resumption) of cooperation.”” Leon Brittan, although acknowledging that
Parliament should be more involved, pointed out the impossibility of formalising this
under the current procedural conditions of this provision. He did, however, give an
undertaking that Parliament would be kept informed of relevant developments and that
the Commission would consider its suggestions.”’® This followed the proposal by
Parliament to the Council for a procedure to adopt “appropriate measures” in relation to

5 Parliament advised

non-respect of the human rights clause in the MEDA regulation.”
that such a decision should be taken by qualified majority. Unanimity was favoured by
some Member States because they viewed such action as being essentially a political
matter, and of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). As decisions relating to
CFSP are taken by unanimity, certain member states thought action should be taken only
under equivalent procedural conditions. This is analogous to the argument of the
Portuguese Government in Portugal v. Council.”’® Had the Council decided that action
should be only under unanimity it would have been somewhat paradoxical in terms of the
consistency of approach to the external protection of human rights and democracy, unless
the Community wished to suggest that its basis for action in this field is less than secure.
This would question the utility and even the legitimacy of the inclusion of the clause.
Having followed Parliament’s advice on this question the Council, consistent with the

procedure under Lomé, did not allow for Parliament to have even a consultative role in

any action to be taken.

3 Following a parliamentary report on the draft Council Decision on the procedure for implementation of
this Provision,

T Europe No. 7244, 18/06/98 p.2.
#73 Parliamentary Report PE 225.326 fin, of 09/02/98, A4-0055/98.

276 Supra note 216.
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The developments in Togo come at a time when the Community is seeking to clarify both
its action in relation to human rights and democracy violations in its partner states, and
its approach to the protection of human rights and democracy in prospective partner
states. This search for clarification has almost certainly been triggered in part by the
problems encountered in negotiations with Australia and Mexico, and thereby responds

to the Belgian call for a review of this policy.?”

In July 1997 the Commission produced a proposal for a Council Regulation,”™ the stated

aim of which was:

“to guarantee the consistency of Community measures to promote human rights
and democratic principles .... ensuring that action is better attuned to the needs of

partners and better coordinated with Member States’ initiatives.”””

This Council Regulation, which would deal with procedures to implement aid and
operations to promote human rights and democratic principles, has not yet come to
fruition. It does however reflect a desire on the part of the Commission to consolidate its
efforts in the external protection of human rights and democratic principles, and to bring
an element of consistency and transparency to its action, which has until now been

lacking.

This proposal was followed by a Commission Communication, directed specifically
towards the ACP States.® This seeks, in the first place, to clarify the Community
interpretation of the provisions of Lomé IV relating to human rights and democracy.
Secondly, it intends to raise consideration by these countries of the essential elements of
the Lomé Convention in the development of their internal policies, and thirdly it aims to

promote discussion both in the Council and in the ACP States on the future of ACP-EC

777 See text accompanying footnote 268.
78 COM (97) 357 final.
5 Supra note 277, at6.

%0 COM (98) 146 final.

115



Human Rights and Democracy Clause: International Impiementation

relations. It is directed specifically towards the ACP countries because “the Lome
Convention was the first to refer to human rights. This places it in the vanguard of
efforts to take account of these fundamental principles in cooperation with non-member

countries.”?®

In particular the Commission is seeking to establish a consistent approach to its relations
with developing countries. While doing this it places the emphasis on the need to
consider the partner states’ “social, economic, political and cultural circumstances” thus
ensuring the Community some discretion in its action. This is supported by the emphasis
placed upon use of the words “democratic principles” in Article 5 Lomé, rather than
democracy. Thus, the Community expressly does not require that all its partner states are

already fully fledged democracies:

“The concept of democratic principles also serves to accentuate the dynamic
process leading to democracy. Democratisation is a gradual and ongoing process

which must take account of a country’s socio-economic and cultural context.”?*

This Communication fulfils the intention of establishing a much needed framework of
principles underpinning its action, while maintaining the discretion it realistically
requires in order to be able to operate any kind of external policy in relation to human
rights. However, the expression of the rights to be protected once again raises question
marks over the consistency of the Community’s approach, particularly in relation to
cooperation with developed nations, such as Australia. The General Affairs Council has
recently approved a Common Position complementing this Communication, which
expresses the EU’s “Will to work in partnership with civil society and African
governments to promote respect for human rights, democratic principles, the Rule of Law
and good governance in Africa.” Again this common position emphasises the need to

3

take specific conditions of different countries into consideration.”® Subsequently, the

! Supra note 278, Summary.
2 Supra note 279, p.5.

28 Europe No. 7229, 27/05/98 p.4.
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Council has agreed a draft negotiating mandate for a replacement for Lomé 1V, which
will expire in February 2000. Although Cuba has been granted observer status for these
negotiations, its accession to Lomé will be conditional upon “substantial progress” on

human rights, good governance and political freedom.?*

The Community is clearly seeking evidence from its partners that, if they are not already
fully fledged democracies with clean human rights records, they are at least espousing
principles which will bring them towards that condition. With this in mind the
Community’s approach is to bring any state, however unsavoury its human rights record
may be, into dialogue. To exclude a country from international discussion and
cooperation will not serve these aims well. In this the Council is clearly conforming to
the Commission’s approach. This policy has been clearly demonstrated in relation to
China. In February 1998 the Council adopted a decision neither to sponsor nor co-
sponsor a resolution on human rights in China at the UN Commission on Human Rights.
Furthermore, in the event that another delegation introduced such a Resolution, the EU
Member States would oppose it. The EU in this context clearly prefers the approach of
establishing dialogue and cooperation on human rights and democratic issues rather than
imposing international exclusion. China has demonstrated willingness to address its
policies by undertaking to sign the UN Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, although

a further commitment concerning ratification has not yet been made.

Human rights organisations are united in their criticism of this approach: Amnesty
International’s China Specialist expressed disappointment with the decision not to table
or support a Resolution on human rights in China at the UN Human Rights Commission,
believing that “Trade trumped human rights.”*®* Human Rights Watch has also expressly
criticised this decision. The commitment to establishing and maintaining dialogue with
China has led to criticisms of the EU and the suggestion that it is economic

considerations rather than the desire to effectively address human rights abuses which

B4 Financial Times, 30/06/98.

85 Financial Times 02/04/98.
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have motivated this move.”®® The result of the negotiations with Australia can only have

encouraged such a belief.

Unlike the result of the Australian negotiations, however, it remains out of the question
that the EC would conclude a formal agreement with China without the inclusion of the
Human Rights clause. This notwithstanding, in March the Commission produced a

20287 and

Communication:  “Building a Comprehensive Partnership with China
considerable emphasis has been put upon cooperation aimed at bringing China into the
WTO and the rest of the international community. This prospective integration is
coupled with China’s development towards “an open society based on the rule of law and

”

respect of human rights.” As Leon Britten emphasised in 1997 “Liberalisation of the
economy deserves our support, but human rights also”.®® He was speaking to the
Parliament shortly after the EU failed to reach consensus on a Resolution on China at the
UN Commission on Human Rights. He acknowledged that this failure was a weakness:

the majority of states had been in favour of such a resolution at this stage.

The extent to which economic considerations may be a factor among international
players is impossible to guess. However, until the EC succeeds in establishing a
consistent framework for its actions it will be all too easy to condemn. It is telling that
the conclusion to the Commission Communication on partnership with China, opens with
reference to “China’s growing political and economic self-confidence .. as an incentive

for the EU to engage the country more fully”.

The General Affairs Council adopted its conclusions to this Communication on 29 June
1998 The five main aims of the new partnership agreed upon were virtually
unchanged from those of the Commission Communication, although more emphasis is

put upon the need for concrete improvements in China’s human rights situation,

% Financial Times 02/04/98.
7 COM (98) 181 final.
288 Europe No. 6955 p.8.

% Europe Documents No. 2096, 02/07/98.
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_partijcuiarly with regard to Tibet. The EU Troika visited Tibet in Spring and returned
disappointed at the levels of Chinese control over all their movements. This may have

prompted the desire for concrete results.
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Chapter 9: Conclusions

The Community has demonstrated that in the context of development cooperation at least
it is willing to implement the human rights and democracy clause. There is little evidence
as to its impact on states which may commit human rights violations, but its greatest

message is that it will be invoked.

Outside the context of development cooperation the Community’s competence to include
the clause is less secure. Its enforcement would bring the economic interests of the
Community into direct conflict with this admittedly political policy. The inclusion of the
human rights and democracy clause certainly constitutes a common policy which in
general terms does not come within the external competence of the Community.
Although it is not within the commercial objectives of the Community, there has been too
much economic emphasis in its implementation for it to be said to be strictly non-
commercial. It has been admitted to be political in its aims. In view of these factors it
certainly overlaps with EU competence. Unlike the use of sanctions, which would be its
closest comparison, there has been no adoption of a common position or joint action on
which the Community could base its action since the early decision of the European

%) whose impact upon the Community was, at

Council (other than in relation to Africa
that time unclear. Certainly, if the Community was bound by that decision, it violated its

spirit in concluding the joint declaration with Australia.

It is submitted however that human rights protection has always developed by attacking
perceived ideas of jurisdiction and competence. If this had not happened international
law would still be locked into ideas of state sovereignty and sovereign jurisdiction, to the
detriment of individuals. It is part and parcel of the development of international law to
have such conflicting interests at stake. The Union/Community should however be able
to resolve this problem and quite possibly Amsterdam is a step on the way. The
Community has been becoming more politicised since SEA, and it would do no harm to

acknowledge this externally.

¥ Common Position of 25 May 1998, OJ [1998] L158/1.
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In the last year the Community has attempted to become more transparent and consistent
in relation to this policy. Yet the root of the problem remains, both internally and
externally, in the definition of human rights intended by the clause. It appears that the
international human rights violations with which the Community is concerned relate to
those rights not included in the Treaty of Rome, and not then considered as relevant to
the operation of the Community. The development in understanding of human rights
internally, and their extension to economic and social rights, has not been reflected by the
Community externally. It is only natural that the Community be willing to protect
different rights internally as opposed to externally. Not all human rights abuses can or
should be treated in the same manner. Fundamentally they are not on the same scale, but
this creates problems where the terminology used does not reflect these differences.
There is a problem in using a wide legal mechanism in a universal manner to address
human rights problems. The Community’s search for transparency and consistency
would be better served by initial clarity of definition. There are also political issues to be
addressed: the resolution of human rights problems is not something that can be achieved
instantly, or even with the same speed in every nation, this itself means that a uniform
approach should not be taken. The key failing of the clause, is that it is too wide and too
vague. It should be possible for the Community to achieve discretion and flexibility of
approach, without leaving itself open to the criticisms arising from the current lack of

clarity.

The Community should also address the question of enforcement. It is not sufficient to
point to the mechanisms in place if there is no means by which the Community may be
compelled to act. This lack assumes that the only relevant cases are those where the
Community chooses to act. The Community may not choose to act in a case such as
Australia, were the clause in place, yet a failure to act would be open to criticism. The
fact that interested parties cannot bring an action is an unacceptable vacuum,
notwithstanding the difficulties which would arise in defining such parties. To widen
locus standi would heighten the need to define properly which rights are to be protected

through the operation of this policy.
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The Community may be quietly relieved that its cooperation with Australia cannot at this
point be called into question in the way it might have been had Australia accepted the
human rights clause, with its suspension mechanism. Australia has been vigorous in
upholding human rights internationally, having been one of the nations who called for
sanctions against South Africa. How it may feel, to be seen to be less ardent in dealing
with its own internal human rights problems, may only be speculated upon. Howard
stated that Australia’s refusal to countenance the inclusion of this clause was not related
to the Native Title problem. It is impossible to speculate, however, upon the effect on
Australian Native Title Legislation had the clause been included, and the Community

looked as if it might enforce it.

It is impossible to say what effect the pressure of the inclusion of this clause may have
had on Mexico’s policy in recent months. It was observed by Jorge Madrazo (Mexican

Attorney General) in a statement to the UN Human Rights Committee that

“it is paradoxical that some states still protest over Human Rights violations
which take place in other countries while their own governments are clearly
impervious to the progress of international law on human rights ..... the great
challenge facing the body of international law on human rights is to stop the over-
politicisation of the subject and stated the importance of making the transition
from the empirical and political defence of human rights to their professional and
technical protection.””!

It appears that the outcome of the negotiations between the EC and Australia on the one
hand and the EC and Mexico on the other, exemplify the truth of this statement. But
whether either state, or the Community, will recognise it in their actions is another

question.

The difficulties facing the Community in this policy are demonstrated by the question of
the difference between the “Joint Declaration” between Australia and EU on the one hand

and EU-China cooperation? The joint declaration approach was only accepted with

#! Update Mexico, 4(3), p.3 “Respect for Human Rights in Mexico”.
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Australia because human rights were not perceived to be an issue. Following the
decision in Portugal v. Council it would be impossible to conclude a development
cooperation agreement with China, were this to be the appropriate framework. If the
Community develops its economic cooperation with China under circumstances in which
it would be impossible to proceed under the development cooperation framework, it is
laying itself open to allegations of hypocrisy. This returns to the Community’s need to
make this policy universal, and not limit it to development cooperation. However, it
demonstrates equally the need for the Community to make its approach to different
contexts transparent, or at least to clarify that different contexts will demand and receive
different treatment, without abandoning the universality of its objectives. This need will
become all the more acute, in relation to trade cooperation with nations with whom the
basis of cooperation has not come up for renewal since the inclusion of these clauses
became “mandatory”. For such nations, with a questionable human rights or democracy
record, it is crucial that the EC demonstrates that the inclusion of these clauses, is more
than merely a political statement and that this commitment will be acted upon in certain,
extreme, cases, and that there is a basic consistency in its approach. This may be difficult
while the EC maintains its special relationship with Turkey. However, it is in cases such
as these that the politics of reciprocity and strategic importance come particularly into
their own. As long as the door of cooperation remains open in this case, there is the
potential for progress on these fronts. If the door shuts there is a real danger of conflict in
Europe. There will always be groups who point to “inconsistency” and therefore
condemn the policy. If the policy can be seen to have some effect however, it must be

worthy of more than outright condemnation.

The Community can certainly achieve more for human rights through economic than
political pressure. It is possible however that the inclusion of the specific clause may be
irrelevant. If a violation of human rights, in an agreement such as that with Australia
which refers to both parties’ commitment to human rights in its preamble, can be
interpreted as constituting a “fundamental change”, international law may suffice to
suspend cooperation. The clause nevertheless still serves the purpose of heightening

international awareness. The importance of these clauses, as currently formulated,
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outside the development cooperation context, thus: lies in the culture they represent more

than in direct practical application, however beneficial the outcome of this may be.
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Appendix A: Standard texts of the human rights and democracy clause and suspension
clause

Standard text of essential elements clause:

“[R]espect for the democratic principles and human rights established by [the Helsinki
Act and the Charter of Paris for a new Europe] [as well as the principles of Market
economy][as defined by the Bonn CSCE Conference] inspires the domestic and external
policies of the Community and of [third country] and constitutes an essential element of

this agreement.”

Complementary clause

(1) Explicit Suspension (“Baltic”’) Clause
“[T]he parties reserve the right to suspend this agreement in whole or in part with

immediate effect if a serious breach of its essential elements occurs”

(i1) General Non-execution (“Bulgarian”) clause

“[T]f either party considers that the other party has failed to fulfil an obligation under this
agreement, it may take appropriate measures. Before doing so, except in cases of special
urgency, it shall supply the Association Council with all relevant information required for
a thorough examination of the situation with a view to seeking a solution acceptable to
the Parties.

In the selection of measures, priority must be given to those which least disturb the
functioning of this Agreement. These measures shall be notified immediately to the
Association Council and shall be the subject of consultations within the Association

Council if the other Party so requests.”

(Texts taken from COM 95(216) final)

126



Ty YT € [0861]

‘LeLe 9OA [6L61] 21mfd puvpuiayy puvT A
A2nDY 6/ /v 3se)) ‘89 19pI0 [e39] Aunwruio))
Jo mwed oq 01 [DF Aq posuB0%a1 OS[Y
v1 pue g1 S0y

ZyoseSpunin) ueuusr) ‘82 ‘sawIg  LPQUIBIA
Jo sajdiourid ouonnaysuod Ul pasmuZosay
“dHO4 Jo 0301014

1ST ‘1 9oV ‘SIYSry uewiny jO UONRIB[I™(J
[ESIOATU() /] "MV Ul PIsTuZ0001 ‘Jpuouaauo))

JUBOIUSIS J0U

:Apaadoud fo juawdofua oy 131y UOIIoUNSIP 219yMm /A[2AI109][0D 959Y) JO AUy S1Y3u [eyuawrepun,j
SIS UBWINE] UO UOTJUIAUO)) Ueddomny g "My
‘SIYSTY uewmy JO UONRIR[IS(] [BSIOATU() € "MV
:'8-0 u1 pasugooa1 se ‘af1 01 131y ME[ [RUOIIBWIIUI UT PasIu803a1 sy syy3u vewmnyy
yiom All[euoneu jo
jonba uof Apd jonbzg 01 W3TY DH 611 WV | SSo[pIe3al ‘Sjuapisal [[e 0] AJeal], oY) AQ UIAID) SIYSu Ayrunuwuo))
SUZN}19/S[eUOT}RU
$43)40M fO Judwanow fo wiopaady D 8 UV Aumuwwo)) 0} Ajean Aq USALD SJY3u s[euoijeu AJiunuuio))
)ySny Jo Jpdmexy uonIudq ULId I, 9ANI[[0D

sapdwnxa ynm ‘syySu_fo uomuifop Suimoys ajqoy Laoppuvydxsy :g xipuaddy




Aq wm s31 w pajuawuajddns Ajeal],
3y u1 suoisiaold snouea £q paauerend
‘me] Ajiumuuio)) spredai se ‘st syySu

*232593punis) jo
€ PUE | SI[2IUY :UOHBUIULIOSI(]

61v 904 [6961]

's3ySu [eyuswrepuny [erusurepuny Aq pasjuerens uoa3jold 148U uewny [ejusurepun j BENNETN | SIBW]IA ) ‘A I9pnels 69/67 95eD
(zrd)
. "98euay [e33] 1o Jo 1red SwW03q YoIyMm
sIySu woys uodn I9Ju0d 01 papualul Os[e Uagunse[aq 1ap
st Inq sjenplalpur uo suonegrjqo sasodun "S}YSU [enpratpul SuLLIRjuod 3UENSIUNLPY 9SPUB[IdPaN
*J93]J9 19911p 0} OU ples NHY Kjuo jou 10§31} me] Ajununuo) - | ‘5193339 1021p SuPEIID SUOISIAOL] louroy SounUeH "A 500°7] U3 puaD) UeA
‘3INSEal SANRLSIUILIPE [EUOLJEU B
[nuue 03 samod saey 3, ussop UNOY) JBY) Ing
"PoUIIIUOD [ENPIAIPUL
313 JO JUSWINOP 3 0] ISUUBW ALILDSII B
u1 pajardiazur aq jouues s3ysu jo uondoatord
ay Joj seajuerend Suiysijqeisa uorsiaoid
® ("1 Buroiojud jo sueaul 3y} Yiim sajesado 6SS
- Jysu 11 1sa1qul 9soym ut uosIad ay sapraoad it 's1y3u1 Jo uonoajoxd ¥4 [096 1197618 weidog
® 537310, [00030.d 9Y) JO UOISIAOL] | 3BY) AIB[[OI0D SH SB SBY) JYSL JANURISQNSS ay3 Suraayuerens suoisiA0ld s3ueiSe] asany | A PBIqQUINY § Uear 09/9 IseD
puny
B Uons JO U0 Jou st ased juasaud
2yl ey} 1GNOP PUOASQq UIEHD
SLJ1 ** SILQUNOD XIS 9Y3 O3 UOLILOD Auoymy YsiH ‘A PON
Me] Jo 9mu e st ‘uonjeridoidxa 6S/0% 958D pue Aoqiny
se yons ‘JySu Jeys Jo JuswaduLyur U31H "A JeyoS[[9598SJNeRIoA
Aue jsureSe J|qejleae 3q ouejele) “USqoIYTy PESISTEN
1SN YOTYM SIPatlial 3y Suipnjoui ‘me] JO S3[M [euoneu ‘Auadoud sreaud saajuerenn pue PUe SUIPRD) ‘uapiseld
Kyuadoud 03 1y3u 3y3 Jo uond9lolg | [eursul 3O 199dsa1 amsud 03 2oudjeduIod oN Z19s98purun UBULI3D) §] WY s3ueige] XneAja | 6/8€ PUe /£°9¢ SaseD) paulof
"SIAL 243 JO SUOLINITISUOD Y] [[B
1Sow[e Iapun pajoajoid are Yoiym
SIYSLI [EUDUIBPUN] UTEMD 199dsas
01 pajieJ VH sajels jueoljddy L1404 [6561] Troymy
“PaIOpISUOD 10N ‘Me] [BUOIIMITISUOD [BuUoLIRU JO sadiouLid Z1 pue Z S9[OIIy :ZJasagpunin a3ueiSe] asary U3TH "A JA0IS §S/1 358D
I DY J31 uno) anssjy a0 edoapy | desadnp *J31 puE 3se)

‘ID PaALLID SUOIUL[ZP

Moy Sunpssuowap ‘ouspnidsun! sy pruawvpunf sonsnp fo 1uno) uvadoing fo umopyvaiq Suimoys apqvy Sumyioly :) xipusddy




‘143U me|
[euonBWIAIUL Y3 ‘UIALS Se SayeL

"pIEFaISIp 0) pOWNSSE
3q jouured A1311, DF Y yorym siygu
JO 32IN0S SE ME[ [RUOLBLIAIUI 0] $13)al1 gN

“(Korjod 21pgnd jo spunoid
uo0) meT Anununuo) jo sidouud

LEET YOF

‘suoisiaoid | -JustusAow Jo wopasy Jo spdduud apLusAo [eluaWrEpUn] Wol uolesolsp [¥L61] 3DFO sWoH A UADQg
D4 Jo uoneiaidioyur Ajuo siepisuo)) | ues Aorjod o1jqnd :sajo1Ie JUBAS[I JO SULID ] JUIUIDAOW JO WIOPIL] selke eI TeA JUUOA X YL/ b 358D
“0UBAIISQO
3 2INSUI 0} LUNOD STy} JO AINp
ay st % ‘AjSuipiodoe “Yoiym Jo pue
‘sploydn AJeal], oy Jo $9 "My U1 0} £901
paLId)a1 me| ap Yo1ym SIYFL asoy 404 [yL61) SOUNWILIG)
30 yred suui0y preay 99 03 143U YL, "UMOUY M3IA JO sIeuljipgy | UedsoInyg o) JO UOISSTULILO.)
Jiop wiod axyew 03 WY3NY) , SSUSJIP B ap "A UODEI>0SS Y Juled sULEN
np xneruad sadouud saj,, 03 UDy ‘suua) [einpadold ur A[3[0s Yim sjeacg Jp SHOIp,, ‘WALR WALV Ipny Durep | SUsMIIA T UBSD0SURL], ¢/ /L] ase)
- I3 [eIUswWepuny € St ST ey
uomisodoid ay 20y yodddns ou,,
(L6T1°d) , me( [rUOHEWISIUI WI 102153
Buipunq Aue JnoyIm paureiual
OLISIIY SBY ofru WPt Ul SIqG Uou Ay
reys Jooxd sanaq ou,, uoniqiyoid SIYSU jejuswepuny saJnisuod
30 9dund sayenb uonuaauo) I9YIayMm O] SE JUBpUIJop 1821
WHOT J0 9 MY SIIPISUO) "UNOD pue juesiddy usamiaq juswngry ¥03 [ZL61] Semunumuoy
[euoneu jo si juswadpnl snoaid UeadoIny ay) JO UOISSIMILL0,)
a19ym AJuo Jnq Aueulsan) ut s)ysu 68 9[o1ry Jo uonesijdde Kjuo siapisuod ‘(sanpeuad jo uoyejnwns A HQUIDH UBayuley
[euswrepuly e st 9[ny (gered 1) 'SULI} 95913 UT UOTIRIDPISUOD SPIOAY Jo uomiqryoud) wiapy ut s1q UON SeIABIAl | 14yoONQRI] IPBULP0g ¢L/L 358D
“Arununuio)) ayl Jo saanoa(qo [eRIULRN] pun apiagan
PUE 2JTYINLIS 3] JO SULISY Ul INJo[[37SIelI0A7 pun Iynyury
unoy) 3yl Aq painsua sy3u yons ayjoure] “A JeYOS|[95905[[oPUEH
10] 10adsai :s)ySu [eusuwrepun,] | ap d[AYING Y | 31018SId 3[euoewaiy] (/11 958D

Stﬂoo

ayy Aq pajoajoud pue me| Aunwruo))

Jo sajdound [e1uag aup Ul peuLysud
spy314 upwny ppuswopuny 3y) Sutsipnloid
Jo 2jqedes Suriou surejuod ansst je
uotsiaold sy ‘Aem siy) ut pajazdiaug, 081y
(1ered) sayeig JoquuaA|

ut 9910§ Ut mej Jo sajdiounrd [erauald sy
WoL PIALIP ‘me] ANUNUILIOY) UILIMUN




“pa103dsal aq JSTILL SHUZL UBWIny 18y
apdiound ay yim sprodde yorym Isuureut

e w1 pajaidisin aq 3snw L3 (uone|si3a)
A¥epuo0oas 10 211e3l1] ) ISIX3 sainseatu
Ayrununo)) ajqeajdde A130311p a1aym
A[puoag :S39e AJUnunuo)) j[e uo uoyew|
® s1 S1ySu [eluswepuny J0J 309dsal

ay,, SIJUWI DY IJeYos|[959Ts[apueH

qu)  ANununuoy) sy} Jo

S9A1103[qO pUB 20NOTNS AU JO HIOMIWEL
31 UTYILM PaJNSUI 3q IS sy yons

Jo uonsajord 3y, Mme[ [euoneu Jo sueld
2y uo se aures ay) jou s1 auejd Ayunwnuor)
® uo s)y3u [eyuaepuny Jo uonoajoid

31 JO SUBDIJIUTIS Y} ISAIMOH,, "S-P8E1

*d 1 _20usnf Jo uno)) 3y Aq paroajord

3q )snuw pue me] Anunwuo)) jo red suuoj
11 Apuanbasuod ‘Swopaalj Jejusurepun
PUE S)YSry UEWN} U0 UCHUIAUO))
ueadomng ay) JO 1Xa1U09 3y} UTIIM pue
S3IBIS JOQIUDIA] 3y UM pastuSodsas syySu
uBwINY [EIUSWEPUNJ JO ISI| Y3 Ul PIUreIuod
aidiounid e st 31" 13pIo [e39] ANUNUILLO))

S1Y3u [eusurepun]

asoy Jo {red SuLIO] Xas uo

Paseq UOHBUIWILIOSIP JO UOHBURUYD
AU JBY3 JQNOP OU 3q WD I, LT
(9z ered) . 2msu2 0) Anp &

Sy 31 YOTyMm JO OUBAIISQO Y] ‘mE[
Anumunuio) Jo sapdiound [erausd

Arerunoad are yoigm
sasuanbasuod Arerunsad sajoaus
SUOLIPUOD YONS 2I3YM Je[NOILIBO

ul ‘s13jIom 350y spredal

ay jo auo st s3ySu wewny [euosiad se Juawikojdwis Jo suoupuod 59¢1
ay jo sydiound [B10us3 € SI UOLRUNULIDSID [eyusurepuny 1oy 3oadsal jey) K10)RUILLILIOSIP JO UOTIONPOLUL MDA [8L61) (£0u) VNAGVS
Ou 3q pNoYs 31343 eyl 3jnt YL, pajels A|pajeadal sey Uno) Yy, oyl syuuad 61 [ "WV 1241RYM 1ojode)) / "A SUUSTR(Q LL/6Y] 958D
* AISYMISa S1 )1 SB
Iopio [eSa] Aunwo)) S Ul [ejuaurepung
se papre3al aq 1snuu Yoiym w3u € spodod
(Aed 03 22lgns sy uo Aprenonred) xas (pzered)
U0 Paseq UOLBUIWLIDSIP [[E JO UOHIQIYOLd,, | 103101d JsAL LNOD) 3Y3 YOTyMm Sy3u SSY 4O0d
"0O7T130 001 "OU UONUIAUOT) [ENPIAIPUI 0} 3SLI SIALT 310JaJ3Y} "SHMOJ [eUOUEN Ul s[enplalpul [9z61] (zou) VNAAVS
Jo  uonejsuen ueadomd,, 3P st 611 MV pue ajqeorjdde Apdanp st 611 "Wy | Aq 3|qeadioqus y3ry :Aed [enbg yoonqel] a "A SUWBLRQA §L/EY 958D




"Ajjeuoiniodoid

Jo uonsanb :suaije Jo uoisiatodns ay)

g "1y8u [euosiad [ejuswrepunj € jo yoealq Ui
3q 0} punoj 2iam IS 3P Jo onde ays JI [eda|!
UOWIOJ B 3q P[NOM [ENPIAIPUL UE JO SIYSUL

Ul 90UIMINU] THOPAAL 0) IYSU [eNpIAIPU]
(1jumy wouy) s[enpIAIpul 0} SP1033e AJeal 3y}
Yolym WOP32 & 0] UOIB[I UL JONPUOD SARIS
e Jo Ajpesa] ayp Suturuusiap ur souepodun J

aq osfe Aew wew Jo s3ySu a1 Jo uonodjoid ay
Suuiaao$ sajdound fejusurepuny o3 10adsay
“~19p10 [89] Aununuo)) ay jo red [ei1ajul

Ue OS[E 2Je S3JE)S JOGILL JO SUOIMJIISU0d

3 Jopun paziuSooal sIYJU Uewny [ejusurepunj
a1p ey - paSiawd Apealfe pey yoiym ajdiound
3 pauuLJeal Afjeniuelsqns 1no) juawadpnf
18y} U] "AJ9150S SIRIOOWIP JO SISAIINUL I Ul
ATess3o3u 9SOl UeY] JAIO J9PUNIIY} PIMIIS
siySu ay3 uo paoeld aq [feys Aagyes orjqnd

10 AJLINO3S [BUONBU JO SISIIIUI U UT UOIIILLSII
ou,, "YHDJ 2y W pauLysus ajdouud

[elauad 2I0W B JO UOLBISSJIUBW OiJ109ds

© 216 SUOJBIILUI] 259U JBY) SIIBIS ~'SIALOAUI(]
[1ouno)) Aq sudtfe Jo [onuod Jo 193dsal

ur SN Jo s1amod uo uouEInuUIg 1IN 03 S19J3Y

"SIYSU [EnpIALpU]

‘Aoeaud 03 JySu

sIy30y [EnplaIpuj

19ju05 sajdidund [eludurepuny
Apail, 99-8¢ Me

1yoongel |

UUEl[og OIpuessa||y pue
UOSIEAR SUUATT §//811 358D

.:mu—.—m_.ui 0} %—CO
€N S13J01 ‘uonuaAuo)) ueadomy o0} 30USIYIY

Sysu,,

(A1e913) 20USpISIU
JUIWIA0W JO WOP3a1]

seiley

I5AGY [90N UeS[ §//8% 35BD

‘SIa)IoMm JO Siy3u feuosiad ay1

(LT vled) " Alunuo)

3y Jo suonnusul 3y) Aq [0QUOD
01 193[qns Suiaq oYM Aeg
IoqUIDIN Yoea Aq A|jelaje[Iun
pauIuLIdep 3q Jouued 3doas

SH Jei os ‘Ap3owgs pajadisjul

3q ‘SIaI0M JOJ JUIUIAOW JO
wopaayy pue jusugean jo Ajjenbo
Jo sajduid jejuatuepuny ay)
woy SuneSolop 10) uoneoynsnl
® SB pasn st 1 ‘re[noied ui ‘asoym
PUE 1X31u0d AJUunuiwo)) ay ui
“snw £a1jod o1jqnd jo 3dasuo),,

‘Jusugean jo
Aitjenba ‘JuawsAows Jo wopaal

seIKeIA

6171
¥Od [§L61] IOUSIU[ 348 103
BISTUIA A OO §/9€ 358D




:uorsiaoxd Aq paje|oia JON JO JUBAIISGO INSUD 0] UNOD) 3 JO AInp UV ‘uorssaidxy Jo Wopaai uopIon I #8/19 PUE ()0 3SBD) pauUIof
‘ME| AJIUNWILLOY)
3o adoos atp apisino Suijfe; uonejsida|
[BUOIIBU JO SWUOP33L] [EIUSWEpUN,] pUE (dHOd
sIYSny uewiny - uonuaauoy) uesdoing ayi yum | uy ‘a1] Ajwrej o1 3y3nyg)
Arpqredwos sy sunuexs o) lamod ou sey 3t ‘me| AjIurey Jo uonedIUNSY
Ajunusuio) Jo paoy a1 ul s)ySu [ejusUrEpUny "(Juawzaify Aaxn ) ol punms 3SIqEMYDS
JO 20UBAIISQO 2IMSUD 0} UNOY) 3y Jo AIng JUSWIIAOJA] JO WIOPIAL] uouLe | rmyodoyos 1PeIS A [AITWA(] WA
" ME| 93U} I9pUn Sannp no 3utALe) (1)8 UV dN
'79/L1 "8 1opun saunp 'T9/L [ 89y “(sBunjedapun) Sruosedeq
$3t Jno SuALres uoissiunwo)) Aq paguLyul JoN pIeay 3q 01 1y3ry 1aure j [EUOEN 6./9€1 358D
"S[euoljeU 0] J[qejleAt
YHOF 9 oIy JJIe SB SIIPIWIIL JLUES 0] IYSryY
Jo uoneoidde :Suuesy 1req ‘Suureay ey e 03 3y8ry
Aean “YHDH 9 33V Jo WA STEIS WEIdjag "A SUTEISesad
g Aq powdyuod 1y3u = WA uoyediddy :Sutreay J1ej & 03 3ySu [e)uswrepun *20uapIsal Jo WYY ojode) 33507 6L/86 358D
S1YsU fejusurepuny,,
s)ySu uewmy
Sunwaouod sajdiouud sy yim
Auoyuco ur are suoisiaoid
AJIUNULOY) JOU 10 JaYIdYMm
Suiurepaose Jo uonsanb
 S1 )1 USYm SUNOD [BUOIIBU JO
uonuaAIaul 3y} Aq pasraduepus
2q JOU ISNH SJEIS JIQUUBLL
3 JO SI9PIO [BS3[ 9y} 130
Koewiud sy pue me] AJLUNWLIOY)
Jo uonesydde uLojiun
ay : woydipsum( st Jo adoas
a1 unym ‘wonoajoad yons
agquerens 0] LUNOD) AUUNUIIOD
91 JO JSEB] JAISN]IXI ) S1
3 ""SINUNURLOY) Y JsureSe se
S1YSU AJIUNWILLOD [BlUALRPUN
Jo uouoxjold ay) 21ndas *KIAIIOB JIWLIOU0DI
01 J3pIO Ul 1IN0 SIY) 0} Uey) ‘me] AJlunuruo)) ul paziugodas WSry ue ansind 01 Aj2a1) Y3y
IoUpel SUNOY [BUOIIRY 1S9Y31Y
a1 03 [eadde o3 9jqissruad “mej AJunuRuoy) ul
S1 31 3By BOPI1 3y} 193fol | S[nI [BUONIISUOD & S SYURI OS[E ‘SI)e)S JOQUIS "Apadouid Z[e]d pueluidagy A
03 Aressaoau st )] ;£ ered 1y | Jo suonmnsuod Aq psdjuerensd JySu feiuswrepun g Jo juawAolua 03 1y3nyg 1mojode) I3 oN0jasa] 6L/¥¥ 358D




- poajuErens pue

paziuSooal sny} s1ySU UBWINY JO IDUBAIISGO UIIM
a|quedwoow ase yoiym sainseaw 1dsooe Jouued
Arunurwo)) sy, 6 "ered Jneysep 03 sI9Jay
-10adsa1 Jep w1 souedUSIS erads e sey YHOHT
3y] -souojeuSIS 216 IO PIIBIOGR]|0D IARY SIIEIS
J2QUISJA] 341 YOIy UO SI13eSJ) [BUONBWIdIUL Aq
patjddns saurjaping- "saje31s 19QUISW 0} UOLLILLIOD
SUONIPEN [BUOHINIIISUOD “"SIINSUD I YoIym

JO ouBAISqO 2y ‘me] Jo sajdiouud [erousd

sy jo ped [e1daiw ue uLoj sIYSU [eUSURPUN ]
- s)YSny ueumy uo uonuaAuo)) ueadoinyg ay Jo
01 29IV Ul paIpoquud se ‘uolssaidxa Jo wiopaay
Jo 1431 ays ut pasteadde oq SN UOISIAZLA] O
Sunejal sa[my “UnoD) Y Aq painsus st YoIym Jo
20UBAIISQO A1) ‘S7y 14 pojuauuppunf o remonred
ut pue me] Jo sajdrouud [erauad ays jo 1y31g

a3 ut pajaadioyut 2q Isnut ‘mej Aununruo)) Aq
1oj papiaoid ‘uonrearyusnf yons ‘sanialas apiaoad
0} LIOP331J 3] JO 3S1213X3 Y} 19NNSqQO 01 AJ1]
ale Yomym sa[ni ‘yireay 21jqnd pue A3umoas orjqnd
‘Korjod o1qnd 01 Sunejas suosear Aq ‘Ajusnf

0] 12pI10 Ul D) 99 PUE 9§ SIOIY JO suoisiaoid

JHOH J0 01 He

SE[ATIO] SOLO0S
PUE SISSLIOJolTd euiery
DROWK] " JV SSEI0o[IL

- Jusu,, PaUIqLUOD AU} UO SITD1 IBIS JAGUIAN E 2IayMm uoissaidxa Jo wopaalg Zua] ufadey gruoydotpey UL g
“Inoqel jo sing
Jo 1uswikofua 01 uonle[al W syyS14 JojuswDpun,y
-ajeuoidodoidsip
“jou paptaoid “axrew e jo uonesiuesio
UOLLILLOD B JO 1X33u09 a1 ul Apre[nonred
‘s3yS1l 250y JO 3s101ax3 ay3 uodn paoeid aq Aew
SUONOLISaI A[3Uanbasuo) ‘uonidUNJ [BID0S 1Ay}
‘ySu | o1 uone|al Ul paIAPISUOD 3 ISNW ING ‘IIN[OSQE JOU “INOGE] §,2U0 JO SIITUY AUewIan Jo orqnday [elopad
Tewuaswepuny :Auadoid o1 1ySny 3Ie LUNOY) 3Y) AQ pasiuS00dl s1ySi [oruswppun.y 9y Jo Juswikolus o3 Y3y sqooef | Seamz I | A JOBUORA\ HAGNH §8/S 58D
"10]B[S139]
[BUOLIEU 3] JO JILUAI U} UIYIIM BIIR UE SLLIIOUOD
yoIyMm uong|sI33| [euoneu Jo YHOT s yum Steduel Seluyuly
--uone|sida) feuoueN | Anpquedwos ayp uturexa 03 Jamod ou sey i ‘me| S3p a[eucned UOBIHP] ‘A
's191730 Jo s)y3u jo uondajold Anununuo?) Jo playy 3y i s)Y3U [euswEepUNy “JHD3 01 uu|g SIYIO PUE Y'S anhpuly)




swoy
ay jo uotdajoid ays o3 WSy
L1 uonejndsy jo ¢1 LY
I2pun Jno paLLes suoneSuysaAul

Aq paBuriyur Jayaym :sastuaxd UOTSSTIUIWI0,)y
awoy 11ay3 Jo Ajiqe[otaut 03 Jy3u seIsa|3] "A SUO30H 88/LTT
ap Jo uondayoxd 0 3ySL [eUSWEpUN J [e3uaurepuny :sSulyeLapU() oyosiy | zan3upoy pUE £3/9 3se)) paulof
YHOd
8 Uy jo uonelardiajul peoiq yiim iy
aALLRe 03 a[qissod aq pinoyg ~193dsax A19Aa
Ul [BIUSLIBPUN] SI SUIBU S1Y 03 JYSU S, U0SIod
SIS [eow,,
:AySayut feuosiad jo asuas pue Kyudajut
[eow ‘AjuBIp sy Osfe Ing [Enpiarpul
ue Jo Sulaq-jjam [eaisAyd sy Ajuo jou
10adsa1 3snw 2381S Y Yorym 01 SuIpioooe
ajdiound e Jo 95u23sIxa Y3 AJuo J0u 193dsal
1snwl 9)e1S A Yomm o3 Surprodoe ajdouud
B JO 90USISIXI Y} JIJUT 0] 3]qISSOq
'SUOLINILISUOD SIA SNOLIBA"'SIYSrY [edn1]0d
PUe [1AID) UO JUBUIAOY) [BUOHBWISIU] 1Nd
YHOg ut
30U :AJUSP! puB JureU O} WSU S, [ENPIAIPU] paiuasaidal
{35911 Jo Aue 03 Arenuoo Jusuneas S| 3q 03 Yo1ym Ui jei o}
o8enJue| suo woy uononpoidas
W4 [e123] NT "We ‘sTeis
pue-g ‘c we YHOT (I UV Zesadpurun) JIAID JO S19]S1321 Ul SAUWIBUINS
3qe[OIAUL ST [ENPIAIPUI 33 Jo AtuSi(g pue saureu jo uoljeluasaidal
(uoITRUTWILIDSIP JO SULI3) 3y} UO UOLIUIALOD)
ul Yim J[eap 2q ued) siy3u [ejusurepuny Jo A&pau ] 4apun Ajuo SiySi JudwWysi[qeIsy Jo wopaal
ansst 3Y) YILm [e3p 0 AIBSSa29U AJ10LIS 10N fo suwizy u1 ;1 ynum joap 3, usaoq JUSLUSAOW 331 sqooRf ukadey SIpIUDUEISUO Y SO




"' mME[ AIETUO}STO JO AJedN) [BUOHEUIIUL JO S)O8

IoYJ0 PUE " 'SUOTIUIATO)) [EAIUIN) GHG JO JUNOSIE SUn(E]l OS[e ‘me| URLIB)IURLINY [PUONEWIa)Ul
10} 103dsa1 sseduroous 0] pa1opIsuod aq PINoOYs  'sJgIL UBUNY JO UOTIBIE[I3(] [BSISATU() o) £q
paysIpqessa sopdround Jeroual sy ur pajoor st sojdouud sneoowsp pue s;YSU uewmy sjowold
0} UOLOE AJUNUIKIO.) SBAIAU A ‘SIqSu uewmy Jo uonosjoid o) 10] ur9)sAS [RUCTEULIS)UT

otp wdzopun jeyy so[diound ‘s)ydu wewmy o AN[IGISTAIPUI PUE AJI[RSISATUN OTR UT JAT[3q

SWIOP32I} [ejuawIepuny
pue s1q3u vewmy 103 353dsal pue mej Jo [ A
pue ADRIOOWIP JO UOLIEPI[OSUOD pue Juswido[aaap

Kq papin3 s1 sadround spersowap pue s)g3u uewmy sjouroid 0] UOHIE ANUNUIIOY) :S[qUIBIL] a wo (DF) uonejnsal j1ouno)) e 10f [esodoid 1eug 2s€ (L6) INOD
“'suoneIe[d3p ‘suolsiaoid UONBZIBIO0UIAP puUE SJYSL Uewny L6/S6E0TY
(1H/DF PUe €661 BUUSIA SIYSNY UEWMH UO 30UIJUOD N() 19Weq) SO YHOH 10 a]qisuodsal wolssTUnUOS Ueadomy ays UMM og/seL 0TT
Jo sapdround o1seq - sjySry eUWNg JO UONEIR[I(] [BSIFAIUL) 3 01 piedal Suiaey,, sjquieald | armonns Jurempio-o0d s[Fuls e dn Jumyes wo podey gd yoday 49
SIYSryY UBWN] UO UOL)BIE[I3(] [BSISAIU[) 2Y} Ul pauLiysu2 so[drounid oY) apLIaA0
ued aInyeu snot3i[a1 1o [eIM[Nd ‘[eUONEY € JO uorsiaold ou Jery sardmr gorgm ‘A[esIaam)
«reouaIayal Jo syuiod
urews s, uotup) ueadoIng 2y} JO 2UO SI JBY) UOTIOR 10] FIOMIWRL B P2Je3Id (661 SUN[ BUUSIA)
s1ySny¥ ueWINY UO 30ULISJUOY) PIIOA 29U} JO sumueISord uonoe S} pue UOURIE[OIP [BUY
Y} Wi Arununuo;) jeuonewaiur 3y Aq pesnodss sanronid sy -s1ySu1 uewny Jo uonosjord
o1} 10J SIUSLINNSUT [BUOIT2I PUE [BUOHBUIAIUL UIBWI 91 JO Sjusurannbar oy} uo poseq osye
ST "sIYSU [eXy[Nd PUE [BIS0S OMUOU029 pue sjydiul feontjod pue [1A15 uo sjoed [euoneEUIaIUI
om) oy Aq payusws[ddns syuSry uetmy Jo UOHeIR[O3(] [ESISATU() 1) PUE ISHEY))
N1 913 YIm 95UBpIOOOE UT USYE) ST S)YS1I uewmy Joj 199dsax sjowoid pue Juajap o] uonoe g -uonejuswra[dun uo uorssTo)) Ay uroy 1rodayy 1Buy 229 (96) WOD
= [adoang
MU D J0f SLIDJ [0 4214DY7) 213 puD 1O (Ul tyuIsjay ayi]/[siyBry unwngy uo uoyv4vag S3LIUNOY)
Ds42a11p} 2y1] Aq paystjqeIse s1y3u uewmny Jejusurepuny pue sapdiounid sneroourap o PIY] puUe ANUNUIGO)) 37} U3IMIIG SIUSMWIIZY
103 103dsay],, :Juswaa1Se Jo Apoq UIpIm ‘saAnoanp SuljenoSou JJeIp MaU [[B UL SOpN[oUl 3q 0 w1 sy3ry weumyj pue sajdIoullg oneIsowag
**SJUIMINGSUI [eUOIZS1 PUR [BSISATUN 10 109ds$a1 JO UOISHOUT ) U0 WOLEIMUNUILIO)) 'ug 917 (S6) WOD
(K391005 J0 2d43 Kue Jo yuapuadepui A[9)9[dLIOD PUE [ESISATUN) SIS [EJUSWIEPUNY juanIdoaAa(g pue AJBIDOUIA(] ‘S)YATY UBLUNY 07/16 OWR_

SIDOUQIIJUOD
PIIOA STIOLTRA JB AIumuruo)) [euonewiajul oy Aq pajdope ssnuoud puessidiound [es1aarun)
IopBY)) SUOHEN PaiTu)

saqdiounrd oneIdowap
pue s)ySu uewiny Jo aoueAlasqo owoid 03
PapuSIuL saInseatu Jo uonejuawadun ap uo podoyf

reuy 161 (S6) WOD

0] 90URI9)oY

SPLL

lmaumasodg

SuonvaY puddIxy s fo 3xa1u0?) ayp ur fpunuinio) ayy 4q o1 paLiafal spysy Suimoys alquy :q xipuaddy




Bibliography

Bibliography

European Community Official Documentation

Relating to Human Rights

Joint Declaration by the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission, OJ
[1977] C103/1.

“Proceedings of the Round Table on “Special rights and a charter of the rights of the
citizens of the European Community” and related documents” (Florence 26-28
October 1978) September 1979, European Parliament.

“Human Rights, Democracy and Development” Information Memo 91/20, 19/03/91.

Commission Communication to Council on Human Rights, Democracy and
Development 25/03/91, SEC(91) 61/6.

Council Declaration of 29/06/91 on Human Rights, Democracy and Development.

Parliamentary Resolution on Human Rights, Democracy and Development, OJ [1991]
C326/259.

Resolution of the Council and of the Member States meeting in Council on Human
Rights, Democracy and Development of 28/11/91 (Bulletin 11-1991, p.122).

“Statement on Human Rights” Foreign Ministers meeting in the Framework of European
political framework and Council, 21 July 1986. Reproduced in: “The European
Community and human rights”, Christine Duparc, Commission of the European
Communities, October 1992,

Parliamentary Resolution on Respect for Human Rights in the European Community, OJ
[1993] C115/180.

Commission Decision 26/01/93, MIN 93 1137.

Resolution on Community Accession to the European Convention on Human Rights, OJ
[1994] C44/32.

Report from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on the
Implementation in 1993 of the Resolution of the Council and of the Member
States meeting in the Council on Human Rights, Democracy and Development
adopted on 28/11/91, 23 February 1994, COM (94) 42 final.

137



Bibliography

Communication from the Commission “On the Inclusion of Respect for democratic
principles and human rights in agreements between the Community and third
countries.” COM (95) 216 final.

Report on the Implementation of measures intended to promote observance of Human
Rights and Democratic Principles (for 1994) 12 July 1995, COM (95) 191 final.

“The European Union and the external dimension of Human Rights policy: from Rome
to Maastricht and beyond” Communication from the Commission to the Council
and to the European Parliament, 22 November 1995, COM (95) 567 final.

Communication from the Commission On the inclusion of respect for democratic
principles amd human rights in agreements between the Community and third
countries, 23 May 1995, COM (96) 216 final.

Report of the Proceedings of the European Parliament, 1996-97 Session, OJ [1996]
C362.

Report from the Commission on the implementation of measures intended to promote
observance of human rights and democratic principles (for 1995), 17 January
1997, COM (96) 672 final.

Proposal for a Council Regulation on the Development and Consolidation of Democracy
and the rule of Law and Respect for Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
24 July 1997, COM (97) 357 final.

Report on setting up a single co-ordinating structure within the European Commission
responsible for human rights and democratization, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
Security and Defence Policy, Rapporteur Marlene Lenz. 4 December 1997,
European Parliament, A4 - 0393/97.

Common Position defined by Council on the basis of Article J.2 of the Treaty on
European Union, concerning human rights, democratic principles, the rule of law
and good governance in Africa, OJ [1998] L158/1.

Agreements with Third States and Related Materials

Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Estonia on trade,
commercial and economic cooperation, OJ [1992] L403/1.

Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Latvia on trade,
commercial and economic cooperation, OJ [1992] L403/10.

Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Lithuania on trade,
commercial and economic cooperation, OJ [1992] 1.403/19.

Communication from the Commission “Towards a new Asia strategy”, COM (94) 314
final.

138



Bibliography

Cooperation Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of India on
Partnership and Development, OJ [1994] L223/23.

Proposal for a Council Decision on a framework procedure for implementing Article
366a of the Fourth Lomé Convention, 21 February 1996, COM (96) 69 final.

Proposal for a Council and Commission Decision on the Conclusion of the Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement between the European Communities and their
Member States of the one part, and the Republic of Armenia, of the other part. 27
March 1997, COM (96) 136 final.

Proposal for a Council and Commission Decision on the Conclusion of the Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement between the European Communities and their
Member States of the one part, and the Republic of Azerbaijan, of the other part.
27 March 1997, COM (96) 137 final.

Signature of the Joint Declaration on relations between the European Union and
Australia, Luxembourg, 26 June 1997, OJ [1997] C97/213.

Joint Declaraton on relations between the European Union and Australia, OJ [1997]
C213.

Proposal for a Council Declaration concerning the conclusion of the Economic
Partnership, Political Coordination and Cooperation Agreement between the
European Ocmmunity of the one part and the United Mexican States of the other
part, OJ [1997] C350/03.

Proposal for a Council Decision concerning the conclusion of an Interim Agreement on
trade and trade-related matters between the European Community of the one part,
and the United Mexican States, of the other part. OJ [1997] C356/10.

Interim Agreement on trade and trade-related matters between the European Community
of the one part, and the United Mexican States, of the other part. OJ [1997]
C356/10.

Guidelines for the negotiation of a new cooperation agreement with the ACP countries,
COM (97) 537.

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament:
“Democratisation, the rule of law, respect for human rights and good governance:
the challenges of the partnership between the European Union and the ACP
States”, COM (98) 146 final.

Communication from the Commission “Building a Comprehensive Partnership with
China”, 25 March 1998, COM (98) 181 final.

Re-examined proposal for a Council Regulation on Decentralised Cooperation, 8 July
1998, COM (98) 408 final.

139



Bibliography

Proposal for a Council decision on a Common Position of the Community within the EU-
Mexico Joint Council, on the rules of procedure of the Joint Council and of the
Joint Committee, COM (98) 456 final.

Annotated Summary of Agreements Linking the Communities with Non-Member
Countries, as at 15 November 1996, updated to 31 May 1997 1A/278/97-EN.

Opinions of ECOSOC

ECOSOC Opinion on Creating a New Dynamic in EU - ASEAN relations CES 105/97.
ECOSOC Opinion on Relations between the EU and China (own initiative) CES 327/97.

ECOSOC Opinion on Relations between the EU and ACP Countries on the eve of the
21st century - challenges and options for a new partnership CES 775/97.

ECOSOC Opinion on The European Union and the external dimension of human rights
policy CES 474/97.

Other European Community

Bulletin of the EC: Various: NB 4:1979, 12:1993, 5:1995. Supplement 2/79, Supplement
3/95: “The European Union and Human Rights in the World " (Containing COM
(95) 216 final and COM (95) 567 final).

DGl1A: Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP): Instruments, Laws and
Procedures, http://europa.eu.int/en/ ...instruments-laws-proc.html.

Memo/96/117 Reinforcing the open trading system - The EU’s Priorities for World Trade
in view of the First WTO Ministerial Meeting - Singapore, December 9-13 Rapid
Text File http://europa.eu.int/rapid ... EM0O/96/117 0 RAPID &1g=EN.

United Nations

Charter of the United Nations.

The UN Declaration on the Rights of Persons belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious
and Linguistic Minorities, 1992 resolution 47/135.

Draft Declaration on the Right and Responsibility of Individuals, Groups and Organs of
Society to Promote and Protect Universally Respected Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms. AS adopted by the Commission on Human Rights,
Resolution 1998/7, to be submitted to ECOSOC, subsequently to be submitted to
UN General Assembly. NQHR 2/1998 247.

140


http://europa.eu.int/en/
http://europa.eu.int/rapid

Bibliography

Articles (Periodicals and Edited Collections)

Aprodev Bulletin: “Human Rights Clauses” April 1996 available at
http://www.oneworld.org/aprodev/aphr.htm.

Bebr, Gerhard: “Agreements concluded by the European Community and their Possible
Direct Effect: From International Fruit Company to Kupferberg” (1983) 20
CMLRev 35-73.

Besselink, Leonard F.M.: “Entrapped by the Maximum Standard: on Fundamental
Rights, Pluralism and Subsidiarity in the European Union” (1998) 35 CMLRev
629-680.

Bourgeois, Jacques: “The EC in the WTO and Advisory Opinion 1/94: An Echternacht
Procession’ (1995) 32 CMLRev 763-787.

Bogdandy, Armin von and Nettesheim, Martin: “Ex Pluribus Unum: Fusion of the
European Communities into the European Union” (1996) 2 ELJ 267-289.

Brewin, Christopher: “External Policy Developments” (1993) 31 JCMS (Annual
Review) 71.

Burrows, N.: “Question of Community Accession to the FEuropean Convention
Determined” (1997) 22 E LRev 58.

Cheyne, Hlona: “International Agreements and the Community Legal System” (1994) 19
ELRev 581-598.

Cogen, Marc: “Monetary Policy and Commercial Policy” Maresceau, 1993.
Cohen-Jonathan, Gérard: “Les Rapports entre la Convention européene des Droits de
l'Homme et les autres traités conclus par les Etats Parties”” Lawson and de Blois,

1994.

Colvin, Madeleine and Noorlander, Peter: “Human Rights and Accountability after the
Treaty of Amsterdam” [1998] EHRLR 191-203.

Coppel and O’ Neill: “The European Court of Justice: Taking Rights Seriously?”
(1992) 29 CMLRev 669-692.

Cremona, Marise: “Human Rights and Democracy Clauses in the E.C.’s Trade
Agreements” [1995] Law and Justice 105-119, (earlier version of article in
Emilliou and O’Keefe 1996).

Cremona, Marise: “Human Rights and Democracy Clauses in the EC’s Trade
Agreements” Emiliou and O’Keefe, 1996.

141


http://oneworld.org/aprodev/

Bibliography

Dallen, R.M. (JR): “An overview of European Community Protection of Human Rights,
with some Special References to the UK” (1990) 27 CMLRev 761-790.

Dashwood, A. : “The legal framework of the Common Foreign and Security Policy”
Emiliou and O’Keefe, 1997.

Dauses, M.: “The Protection of Fundamental Rights in the Community Legal Order”
[1985] 10 ELRev 389.

de Blois M.: “The Fundamental Freedom of the European Court of Human Rights"”
Lawson and de Blois, 1994,

Dehousse, Franklin et Ghemar, Katelyne: “Le traité de Maastricht et les relations
extérieures de la Communauté européenne” (1994) 5 EJIL 151-172.

Dennis, Michael J.: “The Fifty-Third session of the UN Commission on Human Rights”
[1998] 92 AJIL 112-124.

Denza, Eileen: “The Community as a Member of International Organizations’ Emiliou
and O’Keefe, 1996.

Dodson, Mick: ‘“Linking Human Rights Standards with contemporary concerns of
Aborigines” Pritchard, 1998.

Donkor, Kwabena: “The Political Economy of the Lome Conventions” Konstantinidis,
1996.

Edeson and Wooldridge, F.: “European Community Law and Fundamental Human
Rights: Some Recent Decisions of the European Court and National Courts”
1976/1 LIEI 1.

Edwards, Geoffrey: “Common Foreign and Security Policy” [1994] YEL 14.

Elles, Diana: “The Role of EU Institutions in External Trade Policy” Emiliou and
O’Keefe, 1996.

Emiliou, N.: “The Allocation of Competence between the EC and its Member States in
the Sphere of External Relations” Emiliou and O’Keefe, 1996.

Emiliou, N.: “The death of Exclusive Competence?” [1996] 21 ELRev 294.

Foster, Nigel: “The European Court of Justice and the European Convention for the
protection of Human Rights” (1987) 8 HRLJ 245-272.

Fouwels, Martine: “The European Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy and
Human Rights” (1997)15/3 NQHR 291-324.

142



Bibliography

Higgins, R.: “Minority Rights, Discrepancies and Divergencies between the
International Covenant and the Council of Europe System” Lawson and de Blois,
1994.

Jacobs, Francis: “Human Rights in the European Union” Emiliou and O’Keefe, 1997.

Janis, MW: “Fashioning a Mechanism for Judicial Co-operation on European Human
Rights Law among Europe’s Regional Courts” Lawson and de Blois, 1994.

King, Toby: “The European Community and Human Rights in Eastern Europe” 1996/2
LIEI 93.

Klaauw, Johannes van der: “European Union” Human Rights News, (1998) NQHR
85 and 227.

Kokott Juliane, and Hoffmeister Frank: “Portuguese Republic v. Council” (case
note) [1998] 92 AJIL 292.

Krogsgaard L. B.: “Fundamental Rights in the European Community after Maastricht”
1992/3 LIEI 99.

Kuyper, Pieter Jan: “Trade Sanctions, security and Human Rights” Maresceau, 1993.

Lawson, R.: “Confusion and Conflict: Diverging Interpretations of the ECHR in
Strasbourg and Luxembourg” Lawson and de Blois 1994.

Lee, Philip and Kennedy, Brian: “The Potential Direct Effect of GATT 1994 in
European Community Law” "(1996) 30 JWT 67-89.

McBride, Jeremy and Neville-Brown, L.: “The United Kingdom, The European
Community and the European Convention on Human Rights” (1981) YEL 167.

McGoldrick, D.: “The principle of non-intervention: Human Rights” Lowe and
Warbrick, 1994.

McGoldrick, D.:  “Sustainable Development and Human Rights: An Integrated
Conception” (1996) ICLQ 45, 796-818.

McMabhon, J.A.: “The Renegotiation of Lomé: Inventing the future?” (1989) 14 ELRev
140.

McMahon, J.A.: “Lome IV - A Blueprint for the Future or a Relic of the Past?”
Konstantinidis 1996.

Mancini, Federico: ““The European Court of Justice and the External Competences of
the Community” Davies, Leon Caen, Sciarra and Simitis 1996.

143


file:////996

Bibliography

Mason, Anthony: “‘The Rights of Indigenous Peoples in Lands Once Part of the Old
Dominions of the Crown” (1997) ICLQ 46 812.

Mendelson, M. H.: “The European Court of Justice and Human Rights” (1981) YEL
125.

Meuwissen, D.H.M.: “Human Rights and the End of History” Lawson and de Blois
1994.

Nehal, Bhuta: “Mabo, Wik and the Art of Paradigm Management” (1998) 22
Melbourne University Law Review 23-41.

Neuwahl, Nanette A.: “Shared Powers or Combined Incompetence? More on Mixity"
(1996) 33 CMLRev 667-687.

Pedersen, Jorgen Dige: “The EC and the Developing Countries: Still partners?”
Norgaard, Pedersen and Petersen, 1993.

Peers, Steve: “Towards equality: Actual and potential rights of third country nationals
in the European Union” (1996) 33 CML Rev 7-50.

Peers, Steve: Case C-268/94, Portugal v. Council, (development policy) [1996] ECR -
6177 Case Note, (1998) 35 CMLRev: 539-555.

Petersen, N.: “The European Union and Foreign and Security Policy” Nprgaard,
Pedersen and Petersen, 1993.

Petersmann, Ernst-Ulrich: “Constitutional Principles Governing the FEEC'’s
Commercial Policy” Maresceau, 1993,

Pollet, Kris: “Human Rights Clauses in Agreements between the European Union and
Central and Fastern FEuropean Countries” (1997) 7 Revue des affaires
europeenes 290-301.

Raux, Jean: “Politique de coopération au developpement et politique commerciale
commune” Maresceau, 1993,

Regelsberger and Wessels: “The CFSP Institutions and Procedures: A Third Way for
the Second Pillar” (1996) 1 European Foreign Affairs Review 29-54.

Ruffert, Matthias: “Rights and Remedies in European Community Law: A Comparative
View” (1997) 34 CMLRev 307-336.

Schermers, H.G.: “The European Communities bound by Fundamental Human Rights”
(1990) 27 CMLRev 249-258.

Schermers, H.G.: “The new European Court of Human Rights” Guest Editorial, (1998)
35 CML Rev 3-8.

144



Bibliography

Schreuer: "“The Waning of the Sovereign State: Towards a New Paradigm for
International Law?” (1993) 4 EJIL 447-471.

Simmonds, K.R.: “The Evolution of the External Relations law of the European
Community” (1979) 28 ICLQ 647-668.

Smits, Réné J.H.: “The Second Lomé Convention an assessment with special reference
to human rights” 1980/2 LIEI 47.

Snyder: “Legal aspects of Trade between the European Union and China: Preliminary
Reflections” Emiliou and O’Keefe, 1996.

Telo M, et Magnette P.. “Les Remises en cause de ['Furope politique depuis la chute
du mur de Berlin: vers une démocratie supranationale et post-fédérale” Teld et
Magnette, 1996.

Timmermans, CWA: “The uneasy Relationship Between the Communities and the
Second Union Pillar: Back to the “Plan Fouchet?” 1996/1 LIEI 61.

Toth, A.G.: “The Individual and European Law"” 24 ICLQ (1975) 659.

Toth, A.G.: “The European Union and Human Rights: The way Forward” (1997) 34
CMLRev 491-529.

Tridimas, Takis and Eeckhout, Piet: “The external competence of the Communityand
the case law of the Court of Justice: principle versus pragmatism” (1995) 14
YEL 143-177.

Twomey: “The European Union: Three Pillars without a Human Rights Foundation”
O’Keefe and Twomey, 1994.

Ulimubenshi, Pierre Clelestin: “La problematique de la clause des droits de 1’homme
dans un accord de cooperation economique:l’example de la Convention de
Lomé” African Journal of International Comparative Law 3 (1994) 253-70.

Van Boven, Theo: “General Course on Human Rights” Collected Courses of the
Academy of European Law, 1993 Vol. IV -2.

Van der Klaauw, Johannes: “European Union” Human Rights News, (1998) 1 NQHR
85.

Van Dijk, Pieter: “General Course on Human Rights, The Law of Human Rights in
Europe, Instuments and Procedures for a Uniform Interpretation” Collected
Courses of the Academy of European Law, 1997 Vol. VI - 2, 1-120.

Vedder, Christoph and Folz, Hans-Peter: Case comment on Case C-124/95, The
Queen v. H.M. Treasury and the Bank of England ex parte Centro-COm Sr],
[1997] ECR I-81 and Case C-177/95, Ebony Maritime SA, Loten Navigation Co.
Ltd v. Prefetto della Provincia di Brindisi and Others, [/997] ECR I-1111 (1998)
35 CMLRev 209-226.

145



Bibliography

Waer, Paul: “Social Clauses in International Trade: The Debate in the European
Union” (1996) JWT 28-42.

Weiler and Lockhart: “ “Taking rights Seriously” Seriously: The European Court and
its Fundamental Rights Jurisprudence - Part I’ (1995) 32 CMLRev 51-95
And Part 11 (1995) 32 CMLRev 579-627.

Zwart, Tom: “Standing to sue in human rights litigation: Abstract and Hypothetical
Cases”’ Lawson and de Blois, 1994.

Books and Edited Collections

Baehr, Peter R.. “The Role of Human Rights in Foreign Policy” 2nd Ed,
Macmillan,1996.

Brownlie, I: “Principles of Public International Law " Oxford, Clarendon 5th Ed., 1998.

Brownlie, I.. “Basic Documents in International Law” Oxford, Clarendon, 4th Ed.,
1995.

Buchan: “Europe, The Strange Superpower” Dartmouth, 1993.

Cassese, Clapham and Weiler: “European Union: The Human Rights Challenge”
Columes I-I1I, European University Institute, Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, Baden-
Baden, 1991,

Charlesworth and Cullen: “European Community Law”, Pitman, 1994.

Craig, Paul and De Burca, Grainne : “EU Law. Text, Cases and Materials” 2nd
Edition, Oxford University Press,1998.

Davies, P.; Leon Caen, A. ; Sciarra, S. and Simitis, S. (eds): “European Community
Labour Law: Principles and Perspectives” Oxford, Clarendon, 1996.

Dickson, Brice (ed.) “Human Rights and the European Convention” London, Sweet
and Maxwell, 1997,

Duff, A.: “The Treaty of Amsterdam: Text and Commentary” Federal Trust, Sweet and
Maxwell, 1997.

Eeckhout, Piet: “The European Internal Market and International Trade: A Legal
Analysis” Oxford, Clarendon, 1996.

Emiliou, N. and O’Keefe, D. (eds): “The European Union and World Trade Law after
the GATT Uruguay Round’™ John Wiley and Sons, 1996.

146



Bibliography

Emiliou, N. and O’Keefe, D.: “Legal Aspects of Integration in the European Union”
Kluwer Law International, London, 1997.

Harris, D.J.. “Cases and Materials on Public International Law” 5th Edition, Sweet
and Maxwell, 1998.

Hill, Christopher (ed): ““The Actors in Europe’s Foreign Policy” Routledge, 1996.
Hunnings, Neville March: ‘““The European Courts” Cartermill, 1996.

Konstantinidis, Stratos V. (ed): “The Legal Regulation of the EC’s External Relations
after the Completion of the Internal Market” EC/International Law Forum I,
Dartmouth, 1996.

Lauterpacht, H (ed.): “Oppenheim’s International Law” 9" ed., London, Longmans,
1955.

Lawson, Rick and de Blois, Matthijs (ed.): “The Dynamics of the Protection of Human
Rights in Europe Essays in Honour of Henry G. Schermers” Martinus Nijhoff,
Kluwer, 1994,

" Lowe and Warbrick, (ed.) “The UN and Principles of International Law: Essays in
Memory of Michael Akehurst” Routledge, 1994.

McGoldrick, Domininc: “The International Relations Law of the European Union™
Longman, European Law Series, 1997.

Maresceau, Marc (ed): “The European Community's Commercial Policy after 1992:
The legal Dimension” Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, Kluwer, 1993.

Macleod, I.; Hendry, I.LD. and Hyett, Stephen: “The External Relations of the
European Communities” Oxford European Community Law Series, Clarendon

Press, 1996.

Neville Brown, L. and Kennedy Tom: “The Court of Justice of the European
Communities” 4th Edition, Sweet and Maxwell, 1994,

Nergaard O.; Pedersen T.; and Petersen N.: “The European Community in World
Politics” London, Pinter, 1993, »

O’Keefe and Twomey (ed): “Legal Issues of the Maastricht Treaty” Wiley, Chancery,
1994,

Pritchard, Sarah: “Indigenous Peoples, the United Nations and Human Rights” Zed
Books Ltd, The Federation Press, 1998.

Swann, Dennis: “The Economics of the Common Market: Integration in the European
Union” Penguin, 1995.

147



Bibliography

Rasmussen, H.: “The European Court of Justice” Gad. Jura, Copenhagen, 1998.

Telo et Magnette (ed.): “Repenser L’Europe” Editions de I'Universite de Bruxelles,
1996.

Weatherill Stephen: “Law and Integration in the European Union” Clarendon Law
Series, Oxford, 1995.

European Community Press Releases

Information Memo 92/30 “The Community’s Development Cooperation Policy up to the
year 2000”.

1P/96/100 1996-01-31 Commission proposes new framework agreement with Australia.

IP/96/684 Mutual recognition Pacts with Australia and New Zealand will bring new trade
benefits to Community exporters, 23 July 1996.

Memo/97/10 EU-Australia Relations, 29 January 1997.

Memo/97/107 EU-Mexico relations, 5 December 1997.

C97/107 Pres/97/107, 17/04/97.

E/97/121 Presse 409 PESC/97/121 Brussels, 24 December 1997 Declaration by the
Presidency on behalf of the European Union on the massacre of civilians in
Mexico.

97/378 PRES/97/378 08/12/97 Signing of Agreements between Mexico and the
European Union.

IP/97/572 EU and Australia sign declaration on closer ties, 26 June 1997.

IP/97/665 18/07/97 EU-Mexico Agreement.

IP/97/786 Australian-E.C. Ministerial Consultations Joint Communiqué 11 September
1997.

IP/97/1086 EU-Mexican relations: Economic Partnership, Political Coordination and Co-
operation Agreement signed, Brussels 8 December 1997.

1P/98/134 EU-Australia standards agreement to boost two way trade, Brussels 6 February
1998.

IP/98/207 Guidelines for trade liberalisations between the European Union and Mexico,
Brussels 4 March 1998.

IP/98/232 La Commission européenne propose pour le partenariat UE/ACP une
clarification des concepts démocratiques et un plan d’action.

C98/32, 5921/98 (Presse 32) Ministerial Meeting between the EU and Mexico.

0/98/12 CES 98/12, 23 January 98, Relations with Latin America.

Newspapers

Sydney Morning Herald

15/11/97, Alan Ramsey

21/11/97, James Woodford and “The Wik Debate”

22/11/97, Alan Ramsey and Reports

25/11/97James Woodford and Margo Kingston, and “The Wik Debate”

148



26/11/97Margo Kingston and Michael Millett, David Marr, Wendy Craik

29/11/97, Spectrum
21/12/97, reported by Margo Kingston

Financial Times

07/04/97
08/04/97
09/04/97
29/04/97
7-8/06/97
13/06/97
27/06/97
12/03/98
02/04/98
30/06/98
09/07/98
14/07/98
15/07/98

Agence Europe

Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.

6833, 16/10/96, p.3
6837, 21-22/10/96, p.11
6859, 23/11/96, pp.8-9
6862, 28/11/96, p.12
6898, 23/01/97, p.4bis
6900, 25/01/97 p.9
6901, 27-28/01/97, p.10
6903, 30/01/97, pp.8,9
6905, 01/02/97, p.8
6910, 08/02/97, p.12
6911, 10-11/02/97, pp.14,15
6918, 20/02/97, pp.9-10
6920, 24/02/98, p9
6921, 24-25/02/98, p.5
6940, 22/03/97, pp.8,10-11
6941, 24-25/03/97, p.12
6944, 28/03/97, pp.3,7
6948, 05/04/97, p.6
6949, 7-8/04/97, p.8
6953, 12/04/97, p.2
6955, 16/04/97, pp. 5,8
6956, 17/04/97, p.4
6957, 18/04/97, p.2
6962, 25/04/97, p.4
6976, 17/05/97, pp.3-4
6977, 20-21/05/97, p.9

Bibliography

149



Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.

6982, 28/05/97, p.13
6986, 2-3/06/97, p.12
6987, 04/06/97, pp.6 & 8
6991, 9-10/06/97, p.11
6994, 13/06/97, p.11
6995, 14/06/97, pp.4,8
6999, 20/06/97, pp.8,9
7000, 21/06/97, p.Tb
7002, 25/06/97, pp.7,9
7004, 27/06/97, pp.6,10
7006, 30/6-1/07/97, p.12
7008, 03/07/97, p.8
7011, 7-8/07/97, p.9
7022, 24/07/97, p.9
7053, 8-9/9/97, p.7
7062, 21/09/97, p.9
7066, 26/09/97, p.3
7067, 27/09/97, p.5
7071, 03/10/97, p.7
7075, 09/10/97, p.2
7074, 08/10/97, p.7
7077, 11/10/97, p.3
7087, 25/10/97, p.4
7093, 05/11/97, p.7
7112, 03/12/97, p.12
7116, 8-9/12/97, p.9
7127, 22-23/12/97, p.4
7129, 29-30/12/97, p.2
7140,17/01/98, p.4
7141, 19-20/01/98, p.4
7143, 22/01/98, p.3
7147, 28/01/98, p.4
7152, 04/02/98, pp.4-5
7159, 13/02/98, p.4
7161, 16-17/02/98 p.6
7162, 18/02/98, pp.2-4,7
7163, 19/03/98, pp.10-11
7166, 23-24/02/98, p.2-3
7168, 26/02/98, p.3
7172, 04/03/98, pp.3,7
7173, 05/03/98, p.6
7178, 12/03/98, p.3

7180, 14/03/98, pp.4,5,8,12

7181, 16-17/03/98, p.5
7182, 18/03/98, p.4
7188, 26/03/98, p.6
7193, 02/04/98, p.10
7194, 03/04/98, p.15

Bibliography



Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.
Europe No.

7209, 27-28/04/98, pp.5,9,11-13
7214, 4-5/05/98, p.10
7225, 20/05/98, pp.9,10,11
7228,25/05/98, p.8

7229, 27/05/98, p.4

7242, 15-16/06/98, p.8
7244, 18/06/98, pp.2,11
7245, 19/06/98, p13

7250, 26/06/98, p.8

7251, 27-28/06/98, p.10
7253, 01/07/98, p.9

7254, 02/07/98, pp.2,9
7255, 03/07/98, p.3

7259, 09/07/98, p.12
7260, 10/07/98, pp.6,8
7261, 11/07/98, p.5

7262, 13-14/07/98, pp.6-7
7263, 15/07/98, p.8

7276, 01/08/98, p.7

7289, 29/08/98, p.8

Bibliography

Europe Documents No. 2049, 27/08/97 Communication from the Commission to the
Council and the European Parliament on the Further Development of Relations
with Turkey.

Europe Documents No. 2074/75, 26/02/98 Parliamentary Resolution on respect for
human rights in the European Union (1996) Adopted 17 February 1998.

Europe Documents No. 2083, 22/04/98 European Commission Guidelines and
Proposals for Future Relations Between the European Union and Turkey (I).

Europe Documents No. 2084, 24/04/98 European Commission Guidelines and
Proposals for Future Relations Between the European Union and Turkey (II).

Europe Documents No. 2096, 02/07/98 Council Conclusions on the Commission
Communication on Building a Comprehensive Partnership with China.

Other

UK Foreign Office Policy Document of July 1996.

Lecture by Ambassador Miguel Angel Gonzalez Felix (Mexico) to the Institute of Latin
American Studies (London) 1997. (Copy of text on file).

Introductory remarks by Sir Leon Britten Vice President of the European Commission at
the Australia-EU Dialogue Dinner EU-Australia Business Forum Brussels, 10
September 1997 Speech/97/174 http://europa.eu.int/rapid/cgi/rap...

Update Mexico (Monthly Publication of the Mexican Embassy to the United Kingdom):
February 1998, March 1998, April 1998, May 1998.

151


http://europa.eu.int/rapid/cgi/rap

