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The real dilemma in pursuing further the project of European integration today is that, notwithstanding its enormous success, it is evident that we need to reinvigorate a sense of shared purpose, values and destiny.  Christians have a role to play in this.  However, and notwithstanding recent referenda results in France, the Netherlands and Ireland, there is no real evidence from polling of a general decline in the popularity of the EU.  Rather the contrary: there is a general desire from the outside to join and nobody wants to leave.  Eurobarometer polls testify to the fact that Britain, however, is placed at the lowest levels of support for the process of integration.  It is a real outlier.  But this has been the case virtually from the outset and perhaps this is, in part, the consequence of the fact that the debate here seems to be inwardly based upon a cost benefit analysis rather an understanding of a truly noble and Christian purpose of the project combined with real achievements.
Britain never liked the idea of European integration (Ernest Bevan, at the time of the Messina Conference, referred to the purpose of that vital meeting as being an ‘archaeological excavation’).  In the 40s and 50s this ambivalence was entirely understandable.  After all, this was a construction that posed challenges to the United Kingdom’s historic connections with the Commonwealth.  But the fundamental reasons for its opposition were rooted in an understandable (but in my view misplaced) reluctance to compromise the principle of the absolute supremacy of the national parliament.  
On the 19th September 1946, at the University of Zurich, Winston Churchill famously spoke of the old continent as being, ‘…united in the sharing of its common inheritance.’  He portrayed the base of Greco-Roman culture and Christian faith and ethics as being, ‘…at the origin of most of the culture, arts, philosophy and science both of ancient and modern times’.  However it was our conflicts, rather than our shared culture or values, that really motivated him.  Whilst he wanted to see, ‘a United States of Europe’, he wanted a Europe from which Britain would stand apart.  His wish has largely been granted.  Today Britain stands semi-detached from the process of European integration.  Not merely that, European integration would be much further advanced had it not been resisted and obstructed here at every stage by the United Kingdom. 
The Founding Fathers of the European construction were, virtually to a man, Christian Democrats and they had a different perspective.  Some of them, particularly Robert Schuman, were intensely religious and this influenced them not least in the forgiveness displayed by the project of European integration but by a willingness to share sovereignty with vanquished foes.  It is also clear that they shared a belief that Europe, in some way, notwithstanding the appalling excesses of its history, shared essential values.  They recognised that if European Nation States that did not have an overarching institutional structure, that included the sharing of sovereignty, it would be likely to re-live, in the future, the worst moments of our tempestuous history.  In essence they rejected a vision, shared by so many for the preceding two centuries, of a balance of power between Nation States or, alternatively the complete separation of States leaving them free to act as they wished.  In 1826 the British Foreign Secretary, George Canning, for example, remarked following the collapse of the Congress of Vienna system, ‘…things are getting back to a wholesome state, every nation for itself, and God for us all’.  The results were unfortunately evident.  As President Mitterand said, in his farewell speech to the European Parliament, ‘Le Nationalism, c’est la guerre’.  The rejection of nationalism was, amongst the Founding Fathers, a profoundly Christian response based essentially on the core principles of the dignity of man and the equality of man. 
Going back to the beginning: the fact that the Founding Fathers of European integration were virtually all active Christians was no coincidence.  Schuman, De Gasperi, Monnet and Adenauer all had a common foundation and belief in the values they proclaimed.   During the early years their respective parties were Christian Democrat and these provided the governments that were predominant in Europe.  Indeed, the Christian Democrats’ remained in power in most of the original six Member States during the formative period of the project.  Adenauer was Chancellor of West Germany until 1963 and de Gasperi’s Christian Democrats won 48.5% in the Italian elections in 1948 which was a percentage that only fell under 40% for the first time in 1963.  Schuman and Bidault controlled the Foreign Ministry in France from 1945 to 1953 and the MRP Party, which were really Christian Democrats, were seen as the party of Charles de Gaulle.  The two great Presidents of the European Commission, Walter Hallstein and, much later, Jacques Delors (who was sometimes described as a Christian Socialist) were both, in reality, Christian Democrats.  (Delors, to this day, constantly cites Mounier, the Christian political philosopher, as a vital influence on him).  So the construction that exists today has been influenced far more by the Christian Democrat movement than by either the socialists or liberals which constitute the two other main groups in the European Parliament  

The party (which is now called the ‘Peoples Party’) has remained, to this day, the most unambiguous supporter of the project and is the most federalist in its thinking.  This has caused friction with the Conservative Party here and indeed it should never have been seen as being ideologically compatible member of the Christian Democrat Group.  It could well have transpired that a desire for co-operation after World War II might have followed the traditional path of mere intergovernmental co-operation that many in Britain prefer but it did not.  Other routes more compatible with the retention of national sovereignty, therefore, were clearly not followed.  So, in essence, the federal route was chosen over the confederal Leo Tindermans, the former Belgian Prime Minister and co-founder of the EPP has said, ‘For Christian Democrats Europe was a federalist project from the beginning.’   This federalism was definitely linked to Christian thinking throughout. 
The federalism inherent in its institutions is clear.  The Executive, which is now the European Union Commission, was given exclusive powers of initiative and in certain areas of decision that had been the preserve of the Member States it was given regulatory powers such as competition policy.  Majority voting, too, was gradually introduced permitting the passage of laws opposed by a minority of Member States.  The European Court of Justice was the centrepiece of a system which assured the supremacy of European law over national law.  For example, this judicial system established, even before the current treaties that European laws contravening the European Convention on Human Rights could not stand.  It thus made clear the institutional standing of the principle (supported by Christian thinking) that these are rights antecedent to positive law and that parliament is not ultimately supreme.  
The reason for the Christian Democrat advocacy of economic and political integration was not merely a functional response to a perceived need to work together to avoid further wars or even to create greater prosperity.  It was never merely an act of pragmatism.  It was the product of an intellectual Christian process that had begun even before World War II.  However, the real drive came during, and in the wake of, war and many involved had been in resistance movements.  The analysis by the Founding Fathers after World War II as to why it had happened led to the conclusion that a primary cause lay in the very concept of nationalism allied to its corollary absolute national sovereignty.  In other words - the Nation State.  This was and, in my view, is a crucial and Christian conclusion. It directly confronts the essential constitutional principle often proclaimed here of the absolute sovereignty of national parliaments.  The essence of nationalism is essentially a rejection of the core principles of Christianity, and while a profound sense of national identity may be part of most of us it often results in a belief that we are better than others.  One commentator has gone so far as to say that, ‘the confirmation of absolute national sovereignty is essentially heretical.  It directly contradicts the ultimate dignity of the person and opposes Divine intervention.’ (Nelson Gonzalez). 
As Jacques Maritain, a prominent neo-Thomist, who greatly influenced Robert Schuman, in the early days, put it, ‘…but Man is by no means for the State.  The State is for Man.’  Maritain in his influential book, ‘Man of State’ traced the development of national sovereignty from the medieval emperor to the early modern king through the French Revolution to nation, ‘…which subsumed the body politics and acquired both personality and sovereignty through its superimposition onto the state’.  This led to war.  Maritain maintained that we should get rid of the word ‘sovereign’ in this context because, ‘…only God is sovereign.’  He, together with Emmanuel Mounier (the favourite of Jacques Delors already referred to), and Teilhard de Chardin were inspired by the Catholic interpretation of Thomism and its social thinking.  The result of this thinking was, ‘...a Christian humanism that sought to place the person and his/her spiritual development at the heart of all social, economic and political life.’  
So personalism was a fundamental principle creating today’s Europe.  Mounier, who was imprisoned in the War by the Vichy government as a member of the Resistance, wrote that the goal of personalism is, ‘…to distinguish between the human person and the individual of both the individualists and collectivists …to combat the individualists attempt to isolate the individual and centre him on himself and the collectivists attempt to use the individual and to treat him as an interchangeable object.’  This was the rejection of liberalism and collectivism and also the rejection of nationalism.  It led to a conclusion that the person could not be a law unto himself but nor could he be subjected to direction from the State in pursuit of an alleged common good that denied the primary principles of the dignity and equality of Man.
So, in deconstructing the causes of the Second World War Christian Democrats had became convinced that the real problem was in nationalism and that nationalism had its roots in a concept of absolute national sovereignty.  But they often came to this conclusion on a philosophical basis relating to personalism.  The Swedish Christian Democrat Party has formulated the following view, ‘The Christian Democrats have a personalistic view of Man inspired by the Christian cultural tradition.  This view is founded on the inviolable nature of the human person.  Autonomy, the right to self determination and co-decision is fundamental to a good society.  However autonomy cannot be the only measure of human dignity: it cannot replace the intrinsic value of Man.  The inviolability of human life, the equal worth of all humans, and the view that every human is a unique being with a unique value are principles that constitute the very core of democracy’.  This philosophical base (rather than mere pragmatism) is underlined by the fact that Leo Tindeman, who played an important role, wrote in his graduate dissertation on personalism and later Mendez de Vigo (Chairman of the European Parliament Delegation to the Convention and of the European Parliament Delegation to the Convention for the Charter of Fundamentals of the European Union) stated on the 19th March 2003, ‘The Christian Democrats foundation for federalism is the dignity of the human person.’
Jacques Maritain made the case importantly as follows, ‘In the eyes of a sound political philosophy there’s no sovereignty.  Neither the President, the King nor the Emperor was really sovereign though they bore the sword and the attributes of sovereignty.  Nor is the State sovereign nor are even the people sovereign.  God alone is sovereign.  It is my contention that a political philosophy must get rid of the word as well as the concept of sovereignty’.  
The attack on nationalism is, however, balanced by a Christian advocacy of subsidiarity.  What does this concept of subsidiarity, much proclaimed by Eurosceptics, really mean?  It means that, ‘all aspects of social and political life should be located as close as possible to the citizen and that policy competencies should only move to higher or more distant institutions when it was clear that by doing so there would be an increase in the effectiveness of that policy area’.  But this principle of subsidiarity, founded on the encyclical Quadragesimo Anno of 1931, was about more than government.  It was concerned with allocating various tasks to different levels from the family to mediating institutions such as trade unions.  The consequence of this thinking is that at the end  the nation state should be constrained both by subsidiarity principles and by the development of supranational institutions   This may be seen as a good thing because inter alia it  limits the freedom of the nation state to use its existence as a mechanism for attacks on the dignity of the human person and creates checks and balances.  
If the fundamental purpose of European integration conformed to Christian thinking so too did its specific policies.  ‘Social Europe’ is a term that owes a great deal to Christian thinking and it is constantly used in regard to EU policies.  While the European project is often presented here as no more than ‘a Common Market’ it was never merely a mechanism to provide free movement of goods, capital services and people as some allege.  Indeed, this was made abundantly clear not merely in the basic treaties of the EU but from its implemented policies from the outset.  The market economy was recognised as being vital to the creation of economic efficiency and innovation but it was always considered to be only part of the European construction.  It was supplemented by policies for solidarity that extend across national borders through the use of the EU budget to assist the disadvantaged.  This concept of solidarity is, of course, entirely in accord with essential Christian thinking.  While Pope John Paul II forcefully proclaimed the role of the market economy when he wrote that, ‘the free market is the most efficient instrument for utilising resources and effectively responding to needs’ (Centisimus Annus 1991, 34).  He also said that there, ‘are many human needs which find no place in the market’.  As Christian thinking is based on resistance to collectivism on the one hand and the respect of liberty and the dignity of the human being on the other.  It opposes the extreme position of neo liberal individualism and has always supported long before more modern manifestations of ’a third way’.  The ‘social market economy’ was developed particularly by Ludwig Erhart (who was a Protestant economics minister 49-63 and Chancellor 63-66 of West Germany) and this has been a key concept ever since not merely for Christian Democrats but for the EU as a whole.  Jacques Santer has put it as follows: ‘the social market economy is probably Christian Democracy’s greatest contribution to Europe, and our commitment to the EU is our way of consolidating this’.  The Christian Democrat support for European policies and instruments expressing solidarity such as the Social Fund, the Regional Fund, the Common Agricultural Policy, the international development aid and environmentalist policies all of which are transnational has been consistent and principled.  Thus the Single European Act of 1986 (proposed by Jacques Delors and accepted by Margaret Thatcher) provided that the EU task was to promote ‘economic and social cohesion’.  So when the Treaty of Lisbon states for the first time that the social market economy is the model to which we should aspire all it is only expressing an objective embraced by Christian Democrats (and of course Social Democrats) from the beginning.
If the genesis of European integration is so clearly connected with Christian thinking and if its policies are generally directed to achieve ends not merely compatible with Christian principles but, in the main, an expression of them how should we view the future?  I believe that it has never been more important that this noble experiment should not merely succeed but advance.  And to those who oppose that advance either in my own country or here I say step aside and let those who believe in structured interdependence pass on.  This is of course already, and in my opinion regrettably, happening.  Opting out from the Euro, from Schengen, from European Social Policy and from the new chapter on Justice and Home Affairs has already created a divided European Union.  So also has the failure to create a common foreign and defence policy so graphically illustrated by our divisions over the Iraq War.  

But the challenges of the coming decades will present issues that Christians cannot evade.  Whether in addressing the irrefutable consequences of global warming or international terrorism or global poverty we should surely recognise that our only chance of truly influencing global policies driven by our European shared values is by Europe speaking with one voice.  The former great powers of Europe no longer bestride the global stage.  If they are to truly influence the world by standing for the dignity of the human person and the equality of man we can only do so together.  To do this we need to subscribe to institutions through which we share sovereignty even though this is often hard for us to do in societies which still caricature our neighbours and ascribe stereotypes to them that are often a denial of our common humanity.  We find this not merely in tabloid newspapers but in our hearts and most of us know it.  The founding fathers of Europe sought a different Europe and a new European.  Christians should support that vision.  
Indeed the Christian Churches generally do.  The most authoritative contemporary document articulating the Roman Catholic position is the Apostolic Exhortation, Ecclesia in Europa of the late Pope John Paul II.  This followed on from the Synod of Bishops’ Second Special Assembly for Europe in 1999.  Whilst primarily directed to members of the Roman Catholic Church its contents have a wider relevance.  The Pope saw in the European project an, ‘affirmation of the transcendent dignity of the human person, the value of reason, freedom, democracy, the constitutional state and the distinction between political life and religion.’  He made reference to the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity.  He also recognised the potential that Europe has for the rest of the world (not least as an example) and made the point that ‘Europe must be equivalent to saying “openness”’.  
Whilst secularism resulted in the Convention created to draft the Constitution (defeated by the French and Dutch referenda) not accepting an explicit reference to Europe’s Judaeo Christian heritage the reality of what the EU actually is, and stands for, makes the point more eloquently than any words could.  The EU’s position on global issues such as the support of multilateralism and the use of what Joseph Nye (the former Dean of Kennedy School in Harvard) has described as ‘soft power’ are Christian responses to the challenges of our time.  The Archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan Williams, in his Liverpool Lecture last January referred to the fact that, ‘Europe continues to contribute to the rest of the world a certain kind of moral awareness grounded in the critical spirit of Christianity’.  He said that our Christian heritage had silently, and in hidden ways, created a European tradition of political liberalism through its commitment to abiding human dignity and the possibility of justifiable dissent from a political philosophy.  The European Union has been and is central to this but not in creating a liberalism that creates moral anarchism or relativism.  
We are surely called upon to take up the challenge of ensuring not merely the continued development of the EU but in recalling Europe, ‘to its roots in God’.  As Cardinal Murphy O’Connor has said, ‘It is this which has given Europe grand projects…..its souls, its hearts, its true vocation.’  Christians must reclaim their connection with European integration by pointing out that Christian values that we share have been the essential basis for bringing us together in this unique and noble endeavour.  I need not emphasise to this audience that the essence of Christianity in its early days was to refuse to distinguish between Greeks and gentiles, slave nor freeman or nationalities.  Christianity had its victory then based upon the universality of the equality of man and the dignity of man.  For me the European Union stands for the same values.  
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