Unlike Council,
EEC Commission
is approachable,
but ‘its powers

of decision

are limited’
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delegated to the Commission by the Com-
munity treaties. It has in theory no right
of initiative and no responsibility for ad-
ministration, but it wields decisive influ-
ence by virtue of its power of approval or
disapproval of Commission proposals.

The Commission, the central execu-
tive, embodies the conscience and interest
of the Community as a whole and has the
exclusive power to initiate proposals. Thus
it can be said that the Commission pro-
poses and implements while the Council
disposes. This creates rather obvious
problems for dialogue and negotiation. Al-
though, for example, foreign ambassadors
are accredited to both bodies, the Council
is elusive — virtually unapproachable by
foreign governments. Its composition
varies with its agenda; the rule of una-
nimity applies even when its rotational
chairman speaks on its behalf; and in
theory it acts only on proposals of the
Commission. In contrast, the Commission
is approachable and disposed to be helpful
but its competence and powers of decision
are limited.

The difficulties created by this insti-
tutional arrangement are generally recog-
nized and will probably be remedied in
time but for the moment foreign govern-
ments cannot deal with the Community as
they would another government. There
are some problems on which it is difficult
even to find anyone with whom to talk,
and experience has shown that the best
way to proceed is to cast one’s consultative
net as wide as possible, cultivating one’s
contacts with the Commission, with the
governments of member countries and with

their missions in Brussels (which provide -

backing and continuity for the delibera-
tions of the Council). Contacts with the
Community in Brussels and with govern-
ments in national capitals are thus compa-
tible, complementary and necessary.

. Largest trading entity

As suggested earlier, a relationship with
the Community has other singular fea-
tures. It is already the world’s largest
trading entity, with a gross national prod-
uct approaching that of the United States;
intra-Community trade in 1972 reached
nearly $80-billion and exports to third
countries about $73-billion. Trade of this
magnitude inevitably occasions problems
that impose a fearful burden on its insti-
tutions (which are most austerely man-
ned). These institutions have also to im-
plement the ambitious program decided
at the Paris summit meeting in October
1972 for achieving a European union by
1980, including an economic and mone-
tary union and common policies across
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