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Introduction

On Monday 2nd of September 2002, Minotaur Media Tracking began a thorough and comprehensive investigation into the Today programme’s treatment of European Union issues.  Once complete, the project will form the most detailed independent survey of BBC news output ever undertaken.    

To ensure that published reports are as current and relevant as possible, monitoring has been separated into distinct, consecutive phases.  Results from the first two nine-week phases (Monday 2 September 2002 – Saturday 4 January 2003) are documented in previous Minotaur reports, which focused on the Today programme’s coverage of the Irish referendum on the Treaty of Nice, the Brussels European Council Summit and the Copenhagen Heads of Government Summit.

The third nine-week phase of monitoring began on Monday 6 January 2003 and lasted until Saturday 8 March 2003.  During this phase, particular attention was paid to comparing the Today programme’s coverage of European Union issues to the coverage of the same issues by the British national press.  Through this, Minotaur sort to establish whether the BBC Charter obligation to providing wide-ranging coverage was being met by the Today programme.

The Today Agenda

Every news report broadcast by the Today programme since September 2002 has been individually timed and placed into one of six separate news categories, in order to ascertain the overall proportions of the programme given over to different types of news.  During the third nine-week phase, 4.2% of reports and interviews were devoted to European Union issues - an identical proportion as had been recorded during the previous nine-week phase.  The table below shows the programme’s feature content for the first three phases of the current project, and includes totals collected during a similar exercise over a nine-week period in summer 2000.

	Subject Area
	Summer 2000
	
	First Phase
	Second Phase
	Third Phase

	Home Affairs
	49.3 %
	
	44.3 %
	50.7 %
	48.2%

	World News
	17.4 %
	
	33.2 %
	25.6 %
	29.3%

	Europe
	9 %
	
	5 %
	4.2 %
	4.2%

	Science and Environment
	11.2 %
	
	5.8 %
	5.6 %
	6.3%

	Arts, Culture and Sport
	8.2 %
	
	9.5 %
	9.8 %
	9.3%

	Transport
	4.9 %
	
	2.2 %
	4.1 %
	2.7%


The inclusion of the totals for the third phase means that, cumulatively, the proportion of EU coverage has slipped from 4.6% to 4.5% for the twenty-seven weeks of continuous monitoring since September 2002. 
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When considering these totals, it is important to appreciate that the proportions of European stories shown in each of these charts represents an absolute maximum.  In compiling the figures, ‘Europe’ took precedence over the other five news categories.  For example, a feature on European Parliament air travel legislation would be categorised solely as a Europe story, rather than a transport story, or a combination of the two.  

The only exception occurred when there was a clear delineation within a package between two or more categories: for example, a minister being asked a series of questions on the EU, followed by questions on a ‘Home Affairs’ issue.  Here, the discrete sections of a particular report were individually timed and added to the appropriate category.  

This methodology ensures that the totals for European Union coverage are not influenced by the judgement of the monitoring team: categorising all reports relevant to the EU as solely ‘Europe’ avoids any need to decide what proportion of their total duration should be attributed to particular categories.  However, had the broad subject distribution totals able to reflect the ‘mixed’ items more accurately, then empirical evidence demonstrates that the actual proportion of EU stories broadcast by the Today programme would have been markedly lower than the totals presented here.  

Since the current research began in September 2002, the low levels of European Union news on the Today programme have been an ongoing cause for concern.  When levels of coverage for a given subject are low, there are clear implications for listener understanding.  In an area as complex and multifaceted as ‘Europe’ this problem is magnified.  

Previous analysis has focused on the programme’s internal agenda: analysing how specific events in the European calendar have faired against other prominent stories on the Today programme.  But with ‘Europe’ remaining a low priority, an external yardstick was introduced to indicate the number of EU-related stories being covered elsewhere in the news media.   For a period of one calendar month – selected at random, and decided upon in advance - European stories appearing in the national daily newspapers were tracked and analysed.  

Coverage of ‘Europe’ in the British Press, January 2001

The vote on the new EU constitution is approaching. It is a time of passionate and crucial debate about Britain's role in Europe.  In this context, it would be expected that Today - the BBC's flagship news and current affairs programme - would carry substantive and wide-ranging reporting of the affairs of the European Union.   

In January 2003, 5.1% of Today’s feature reports were given over to EU-related news and discussion. Compared to previous months this figure was relatively high: in November 2002 for example, only 1.3% of the programme had been devoted to ‘Europe’.  Even so, a comparison with the broadsheet newspapers showed that there were dozens of topics - particularly relating to EU directives affecting UK life – not mentioned at all by Today.  Many others stories were covered so briefly that they did not provide listeners with an adequate overview.

Of course, Today does not have as much overall space as the broadsheet newspapers, but the discrepancy is not great enough to justify the differences. On average, the Today programme covers some 30 items a day while the broadsheets report around 60. In practice, the news agenda is quite narrow with most of the 60 stories in the broadsheets covering similar ground, emanating as they do from a range of press releases and diary developments.

During the month as a whole, Today's journalism broke genuinely new ground on six occasions:

· Poland facing  pressures to apologise to the German people it expelled after the war, as a prerequisite for EU accession

· Interview with Eddie George  (January 3) 

· Mention of an EU directive on car recycling (January 14)

· Worries that Greece was culling cats and dogs in connection with EU presidency (January 14)

· Worries about security at Strasbourg EU building (January 15)

· Pilots to take action over EU directive on flying hours (January 20)

All the other EU-related stories covered by the programme were in the general domain of the news agenda and were reported in one form or another by the national newspapers. This indicates a low level of enterprise in the reporting of EU affairs. 

Items that were not covered by Today that appeared in the newspapers are shown in the attached table.  In total, there were 100 reports, divided into seven main categories. 

This shows that there were important areas of development not covered by Today.  This is dealt with later on.  This cannot be accounted for as an issue relating to space within the programme.  It is a matter of priorities. The simple fact is that EU affairs were not covered as deeply as might be expected by a news programme with an ascribed goal of setting the national agenda. 

Within the programme coverage itself, there were further issues of concern.  

Business News

Today’s Business News delivers a minimum of three items per day in its main 12 minute slot, with two updates later in the programme.  In January it scarcely covered European items at all. There were many business-related stories around in the national press that were not touched by Today.  The only ones that were: 

· A brief mention of the euro, one year one (Jan 1)

· An interview on Germany missing its monetary targets in relation to the euro. (Jan 8)

· A report and interviews on a survey showing that most UK businesses wanted to ‘wait and see’ before joining the euro. (Jan 9)

· Inward investment to the UK from Germany not affected by the UK’s non-membership of the euro. (Jan 15)

· Mention of Germany’s budget deficit in relation to the growth and stability pact. (Jan 15)

· Discussion of a new EU directive requiring more consultation on job losses. (Jan 27)

This amounted to just six mentions and only three substantive interviews during a period when more than 100 Business News item slots (an average of five distinct stories per weekday) were available.  The types of stories on the national agenda that might reasonably have been included in Business News included: 

· Mozambique sugar farming hit by the EU (Jan 1)

· UK economy has grown by 23% since the start of the eurozone, compared to 16% across EU countries (Jan 2)

· Gordon Brown opposes to moves to make the UK subject to the stability pact;   (Jan 14)

· Claims that the single market was dogged by bureaucracy, but had contributed to the growth in the European economy by more than £500bn (Jan 14)

· Romano Prodi warning that the EU was not meeting its competitiveness targets. (Jan 15)

· European commission planned to investigate the cost of movie deals in relation to pay television (Jan 16)

· EU finance ministers reach a deal over withholding tax (January 22).

There were at least a dozen more of similar importance that could have been covered but were not. 

This suggests strongly that the programme's editorial remit in relation to business affairs does not extend to consistent or regular coverage of key EU-related directives and developments. There is no logical or satisfactory reason for this. Those tuning in to the 6.15am programme sequence are mostly know that this is a specialist business section and therefore do so to obtain business-related news. Yet this audience is not being told by Today about the key developments shaping the European Union and its financial affairs. Particularly worrying was the decision not to cover the deal on withholding tax, reached after 13 years of deliberation and impacting directly on the UK because of the agreement to extend the tax it to the Cayman Islands, triggering strong protests from the island's government. Of similar concern was the lack of analysis – beyond one interview – of France and Germany's difficulties in meeting the requirements of the growth and stability pact. 

The coverage amounted to derisory analysis and reporting of business news in a month when there was an abundance of EU-related stories related to monetary affairs. 

Today’s ‘Front Page’.

Europe was not often covered in the “front page” of the programme, defined as the two slots after the bulletins at 7pm and 8pm during peak listening hours when the main stories of the day are normally covered. The seven occasions (out of the 80 or so slots available)  when it was were: January 1, in interviews about the euro referendum;  January 2, in an interview with Patricia Hewitt that looked at the government's position on the euro, but was not solely about the EU; January 3, with two interviews, one with Sir Edward George (8.10am) and the second in which Europe was tangentially mentioned by Liberal democrat spokesman Vincent Cable (7.20) ; January 20, when Jack Straw  was questioned on the moves towards war with Iraq; January 22, in interviews about the 40th anniversary of the Elysee Treaty; and January 28, when Jack Straw was interviewed on moves to stop Robert Mugabe visiting France. 

Some of these mentions were only obliquely linked to European Union affairs. Those with the EU as the central issue amounted to three. The inference that can be drawn is that, during the month as a whole, European-Union affairs were not treated as of major importance in the context of the news agenda as a whole.  Analysis of the wider content of the programme (below) shows that there was no clear reason why EU affairs were relegated so low in the list of priorities. 

Bulletins

Appearances in the bulletin of EU-related matters seemed on the surface to be more extensive.

They were 16 in total: January 1, mention of the euro as part of the prime minister's New Year message; January 1, the euro reaches it’s highest value against the dollar for 3 years; January 2, mention of poll which had found the majority of members of Amicus in favour of the euro; January 6, EU representatives to join Israel peace talks; January 8, Germany failing to meet stability pact guidelines; January 14 mention of an EU directive leading to an increase in car dumping; January 15, France and Germany propose double presidency of the EU; January 15, warning from the chairman of the food standards agency that the expansion of the European Union could bring new risks to British consumers; January 16, Hans Blix to hold talks with EU; January 20, protests over EU proposals for pilots' hours; January 22, Plans published to cut the £30bn subsidy paid to Europe’s farmers; January 22, Anniversary of the Elysee Treaty; January 23, France invitation to President Mugabe to visit Paris; and January 27, EU ministers to discuss the Mugabe visit; January 27, the CBI also described parts of a new European directive on worker consultation as ‘ridiculous’; January 28, aid package agreed for UK cod fishermen. 

Further analysis, however, establishes that in none of the bulletins did a European story provide the lead, and apart from on January 1 and 2, and the visit of President Mugabe, the items were short stand-alone pieces that were not followed up in the programme as whole.  For example, the cod fishermen's aid package was reported in the 7am bulletin as two sentences only. At 8am it had an accompanying 30 seconds voice report which mentioned only glancingly that the package had caused a political row because the fishermen felt that a broader rescue of the industry in relation to EU cod quotas should have been affected. This important line was not explored further in other parts of the programme, and as such, coverage was narrow and unreflective of the overall issues involved. The report of the EU car re-cycling directive on January 14 amounted to only three sentences, while the bulletin item on January 20 about pilots’ hours was more concerned about the issue of air safety rather than any analysis of the reasoning behind the EU measures. 

In total therefore, the coverage during the bulletins of EU-related affairs, apart from the reports of January 1 and 2, and that of the proposed visit by President Mugabe, were not followed up in the rest of the programme and only skimmed the surface of the issues involved. The brevity and nature of the reports underlined the impression that EU-affairs were not considered important enough to merit a major part in the Today bulletin service. 

Today Omissions

There was little investigative reporting, or stories covered by Today and not by newspapers.  The only clear example of the programme going full-out to report an EU-related story was on January 1 when several items were carried on the first anniversary of euro notes and coins, including an important assessment of the economic performance of the euro. 

That aside, the other occasions when the BBC carried stories that newspapers did not were rare and did not amount in any sense to in depth reporting.  Items in this category were an investigation of lax security at the Strasbourg Parliament; the EU directives on car re-cycling and pilots hours; and fears of a mass-killing of stray cats and dogs in parts of Athens in an effort to spruce up the city as part of its presidency of the EU. 

The other major area of omission was of proposed new EU or EC directives, reports and legislation. They figured in two bulletins, and in two interviews, one about a directive that had led to closure of a playground in Somerset and another that required farmers to provide pigs with toys. 

The programme did not cover 24 similar stories featuring the national press covering issues that ranged from a condemnation of the alleged Dickensian conditions in UK prisons, through the very significant decision over withholding tax that led Cayman Islands to consider court action against the UK government, to a probe into the pay-television pricing of movies, and directives against counterfeit goods and red colorant in smoked salmon. 

Overall analysis of the main stories on the EU indicates that with the exception of January 1 the day of the anniversary of notes and coins and of Tony Blair's New Year message about euro entry, the middle of the month when there were a number of reports on the anniversary of the Elysee Treaty and towards the end, when the debate was raging about President Mugabe's intended visit to Paris, coverage of European affairs was patchy, incomplete and so eclectic as to be almost meaningless. It certainly did not meet the corporation target of being wide-ranging. 

Analysis of the items covered by the newspapers but ignored by Today reveals some important trends.

The first was that in some areas, pro-euro opinion was reported more readily than euroscepticism.  During the month, there were a clutch of reports and opinion polls covered in the newspapers that were ignored by the programme.  Analysis shows that most of these had found opinion to be against joining the euro in a number of communities: from the general public to chief executives, to the consultancy PwC.  

By contrast, Today did report prominently in its bulletins an Amicus poll about trade union members being in favour of entry.  It was the only such story during the month to be included in the bulletins. Worries that the reporting of this story supported the pro-euro were compounded by omission in the report of an angle mentioned in the newspapers: that the poll had split the union's executive because some did not agree with the pro-euro findings. 

Another report showing more ambivalence about entry, this time among the members of the British Chambers of Commerce, was reported in the Business News.  No similar poll against entry (such as that among chief executives of main UK companies) was afforded similar treatment.  Further,  the main spokesman  chosen to be interviewed about the report  was strongly europhile and maintained that in time, the membership  were likely to change their minds. 

Area number two was that developments involving the European Convention dealing with the reform of the constitution were largely ignored, except in the area of the Franco-German proposal for a dual presidency around January 16, when four reports dealt with issues surrounding the proposal and its implications for the power held over the EU held by the two countries.

But the month as a whole was an important stage in the development of the new treaty, and the newspapers had a total of 21 reports on different aspects of the proposals.  Many of these issues were not covered by Today, including Peter Hain's proposals on the Presidency and a call for the new leader to have sweeping powers over foreign policy. 

This low level of coverage seems to indicate that developments relating to the Convention were not considered important. This amounted to bias by omission. Listeners were not alerted to important proposals and manoeuvring which – as subsequent events have underlined – are believed by many sections of the British public to be of fundamental importance in relation to British sovereignty. 

The third area of concern was the low level of reporting of directives, investigations and proposed laws emanating from the EU or the European Commission.  As previously mentioned, during the month, newspapers carried 24 separate reports in these areas.  The Today programme had five. This clear reluctance to report European affairs was another clear case of bias by omission. The position is not defensible on the ground that the stories were not important enough. Space was found in the programme for relatively “light” stories such as directives on pig pens and children’s playground equipment.  In this context it is hard to see why the controversial compromise decision over withholding tax (and the subsequent threat of court action by Cayman Islands) – given how much coverage the tax had previously generated – was ignored.  It is not a realistic proposition for the programme to argue that the stories were not carried because they were not important enough. 

The final area which the programme did not cover adequately was developments in the eurozone economy (as distinct from Britain's membership of the euro). The newspapers carried a patchwork of 20 items, ranging from the chancellor's efforts to ensure that the UK was not made subject to the growth and stability pact, through to warnings that the European economy was becoming less competitive and continued rebellion by France and Germany against financial restraints. By contrast, Today dealt less thoroughly with such issues, the exceptions being on January 1 when there was a detailed assessment of the performance of the eurozone; an interview with Sir Edward George (mainly about the UK joining the euro, but touching on the performance of the eurozone);   reports that Germany had been ordered to reduce its public spending; and an interview with a former governor of the Bank of England about the problems of a one-size interest rate. Overall, although this coverage was better than in other areas the focus on eurozone economic issues was patchy to the point where listeners were again not given enough information.  

PART 2 DETAILED COMPARISON OF TODAY/NEWSPAPER  COVERAGE  

January 1 

Items on Today were:

Bulletin item about the prime minister’s New Year message

Interview with BBC correspondent about the D-Day for the euro

Report of first anniversary of introduction of notes and coins

Assessment of the performance of the euro by economics correspondent 

Interview with Michael Ancram and Keith Vaz about the PM’s message 

Report on Germans calling for Poland to apologise for war 

Slovakia’s progress towards joining the EU 

Additional Newspaper material 

Opinion poll finds 54% in strong favour of retaining  pound 

Tony Blair facing deep hostility from treasury over referendum 

Tony Blair orders reports on Irish referendum “success” 

EU limits on sugar imports destroying Mozambique farming

France to spend £29m in maintaining Strasbourg EU building 

The New Year opened with a range of EU-related stories. A bulletin item mentioned that Tony Blair had highlighted the importance of joining the euro. Shaun Lay said his assessment was “enthusiastic”. The bulletin also mentioned that the value of the euro had risen to its highest levels against the pound for three years. Shaun Ley, in a separate brief interview sequence about the euro, said that the D-Day for a decision was June 7, and speculated that because of the gloomy assessment of the economy events “could be strengthening the hands of the euro sceptics - but perhaps he thinks there are sunnier climes ahead”.  There was also a report from BBC correspondent Patrick Bartlett pegged on the first anniversary of euro notes and coins, saying that the Portuguese were queuing to change currency. He said that there was “public anger against perceived price rises and added that official denials had “placated no-one”. A Business News update mentioned the value of the euro against the dollar, and said that that it had “picked up quite sharply in value since 1999. In an interview with the German ambassador, he was asked whether the euro had been a success or failure.  His response was that it was an absolute success.  An assessment of the euro from Evan Davies - accompanied by a two-way interview with Michael Ancram and Keith Vaz about whether a referendum would go ahead - was introduced by Sarah Montague. She mentioned that the prime minister had said that 2003 was the year in which “we face what may be the single most important decision which faces this political generation, the decision whether to get rid of the pound and join the euro”. 

Evan Davies, in the most substantive report on the performance of the euro and issues surrounding it during the month of January, said: 

It was the best of years, it was the worst of years for the euro in 2002.  It was the best of years as the new notes and coins came in, and contrary to many expectations, they worked – you could get them, spend them, understand them, within days of the changeover, people felt the euro had been around for decades.  Those travelling across the continent found the single currency really much less hassle than the dozen that had gone before.  It was a good year for the euro in another respect as well, after a humiliating decline in its value against the dollar it started to rise again: up 15% against the US currency, up against the pound as well.  At last, something for the Eurozone to be proud of.  The decade of American economic triumphalism came to an end, just in time for the new currency.  Unfortunately, while American triumphalism evaporated with Enron, Worldcom and Andersen the accountants, 2002 was surely no time for Europe to be smug.  The only things worse than the American economy have been the Japanese and European economies.  The Eurozone has struggled, the French and German stock markets have sagged, European businesses have suffered.  Visit Germany, for example, for an economy that barely knows how to grow.  We Brits, we’ve kept the ‘va-va-voom’ in our economy with low interest rates, booming house prices and big spending consumers.  No such luck in Germany, the country’s predicament is just what sceptics have warned us about.  So, for the year ahead – will it look like an attractive club, for the Brits to join the euro? Well, maybe, if the Swedes decide to join.  They have a referendum on September 14th.  Maybe we’ll decide to join if there’s a rapid turn around in the European economies.  Maybe we’ll join if the European Central Bank gets a charismatic new president – the current guy leaves in July.  But it will not be an easy choice for the UK and it won’t be clear and unambiguous as the government says it must be.  But Britain’s economy has problems of its own right now.  We’ve been through dot.com boom, dot.com crash a house-price bubble.  Until we arrive at some kind of equilibrium with no bubble, boom or crash in sight, any big economic decisions are far from straightforward.  Six months to go before the government has to decide, and a lot needs to go right over here if we are to make a decision to join them over there.

Sarah Montague opened her questioning of Keith Vaz by observing that the public was firmly against the euro, the economics didn't look good and that the prime minister could have ruled it out already. Keith Vaz responded that the euro had grown stronger and public opinion would only change when a referendum campaign started.  He wanted a clear timetable for entry.  Sarah Montague asked if it would happen this year. Keith Vaz responded in the affirmative and said that he would go for September 14.  Ms Montague asked Michael Ancram if he thought the decision over the euro had been taken.  He said that he believed that the government was looking at opinion polls and had decided that “it could not get away with it”. He added that the eurozone would not work for the UK.  Sarah Montague responded:   

Of course, the decision by the government not to say anything yet on it also hurts the Tories, doesn’t it – because as long as they don’t take a decision it’s a row within Conservative ranks, and one that doesn’t allow, for example, the election of Ken Clarke as leader. 

Mr Ancram did not answer directly, but pointed out that the party had been balloted three years previously and had affirmed clearly to oppose euro entry. He said that the idea of Britain throwing away the advantage of setting its own interest rates was a “very strange one” when Gordon Brown was maintaining the need to stick to current monetary policy. 

Sarah Montague put it to Keith Vaz that the opinion polls were an “insurmountable obstacle”. He denied that they were and pushed forward to say that Kenneth Clarke could become leader of the party, “in which case policy would have to change”. Michael Ancram firmly rebutted the point, and re-asserted that opinion poll after opinion poll showed that the British wanted to keep the pound. Sarah Montague then asked Keith Vaz if a referendum was held, and the answer was 'no', how long that verdict would be for. He did not answer the question, but said only that if the decision on the referendum was delayed, it could mean that it would not possible to hold it all during the parliament. 

   .     

An item introduced by Mark Coles explained that Poland, in the run up to its membership of the EU, was being asked to apologise for having expelled German citizens after the war. Reporter Andrew Hosken, in a piece that focused mainly on what had happened, said that memories of the incident were being revived by the Polish application. 

The newspaper review stated: 

This morning is no time for detail, but the question of the euro – to join or not – cannot be avoided.  Mr Blair mentioned it, sort of, but his words have already proved capable of differing interpretations.  The Telegraph sees him stepping up preparations for a possible referendum, The Sun is equally sure that he has kicked the euro into touch, claiming the PM has turned his back on the single currency.  The Guardian proclaims this year ‘a date with destiny’ on the euro and on Europe.  All such talk has brought about the sceptic in the Times – ‘we’ll see’, it mutters, saying that years that are billed in advance as defining, make-or-break, or historic often turn out to be nothing of the kind.  When it comes to big decisions, says the Independent, most – if not all – are fudged, and a good thing too, it says because fudging is the natural state of man.  

Commentary:

European-related items on January 1 dealt principally with the first anniversary of the introduction of notes and coins and linked this strand to the prime minister's New Year message pointing out that this would be the decision year on the euro.  Coverage was reasonably wide-ranging: it visited Germany and Portugal to examine the continuing transition to the new currency; interviewed the German ambassador about the difficulties facing the euro; spoke to the Conservative and Labour parties about the prospect for a euro referendum; and also contained a lengthy assessment of the problems facing the new currency and eurozone from economics correspondent Evan Davies. The items took a significant amount of programme time, were prominent – in that Tony Blair's new year message was included in the bulletins - and provided interesting insights into the arguments for and against the euro referendum. The material was broadly similar to the ground covered by the newspapers on the day in that both newspapers and Today's main EU-related story was the prime minister's message.  There were some differences and contrasts in the approach. Today did not mention claims – as the Daily Telegraph did – that Tony Blair was facing deep hostility from the Treasury over the referendum proposal and had sent officials to Dublin to find out how the campaign for a 'yes' vote in the second Nice treaty referendum had been won. Also not covered by Today was a poll in the Daily Telegraph from the Tiscali organisation, which had found that 54% would vote to keep pound, against 40% in favour of adopting the euro. 

The Today coverage did mention worries among the EU countries that the euro had pushed prices up, but did not specifically mention a poll noted in the Daily Telegraph which had found that 84% of those questioned in the eurozone felt that prices had increased following the introduction of notes and coins. Also striking was that in Evan Davies' lengthy assessment of the problems of the euro, there was mention of the precise problems facing economies such as Germany and no analysis of what many euro-sceptics argue is the key problem with the Eurocurrency: a one-size-fits-all interest rate. This perspective, by contrast, was the focus of coverage in the reports carried in the Daily Telegraph. Evan Davies did not shy from explaining that the euro had had a tough year. But he did miss – or chose to exclude from his report – a key factor in its weakness. 

The Today reports on Europe of January 1 also did not allude in any way to a major report in the Independent that claimed that EU farming subsidies and import quota limits were destroying sugar production in Mozambique. This was a strong story that could have merited follow-up or elaboration by the programme. There was also no mention of a Financial Times item which said that the French were spending £29m on updating the Strasbourg parliament and had rejected calls that the constant moving between Brussels and Strasbourg should be ended, thereby saving expense. This was an interesting insight into the continuing pressures on EU budgets that could have been followed up. 

The Financial Times also had a report of an interview given by  Denis McShane, the Europe minister, in which he had claimed that Germany wanted a new 'Kaiser' to run the European union. Although this topic was dealt with later by Today – in its handling of the Elysee Treaty anniversary in the middle of the month - this was an early warning that that the debate over the future European constitution was gathering momentum. It was almost two weeks later before the topic was mentioned in any depth, and then only on a limited basis (January 14). 

In summary, January 1 was unusual in the range and depth of Today’s coverage of EU affairs. But even on a strong day, there were additional areas of coverage that could have been tackled.    

January 2 

EU –related items

Amicus votes in favour of joining euro (bulletins) 

Interview with Patricia Hewitt about prospects for joining the euro

Interview with economics expert about the chancellor’s euro tests

Additional newspaper material 

EU plan to adopt UK accountancy standards thrown out

Europe minister accuses Germany over plans for presidency

Denmark announces second referendum on euro 

New EU constitution to be drafted under Greece Presidency 

UK economy had grown 23% since the introduction of the euro against 16% in EU  

The bulletins carried  a report that Amicus, said to be the UK's second largest trade union,  had called on the UK government to join the euro sooner rather than later. It was accompanied by a voice report from Howell James, who explained that the union had consulted 2000 of its members and had called for a “vigorous debate” on the issue. He claimed that they were unlikely to be disappointed.  In another EU –related item, John Humphrys, interviewing trade and industry secretary Patricia Hewitt on a separate topic, came round to asking her whether, if a referendum was held, a second one would follow if the vote was no. She responded by asking Mr Humphrys to stop asking hypothetical questions. Ms Hewitt asserted that it was important to proceed with the government’s five economic tests. John Humphrys contended that there were claims that the government’s silence meant the argument for the euro was being lost, and he noted that Keith Vaz had complained that this state of affairs was not fair on those who wanted to join.  Mr Humphrys asserted: “Whenever you talk....he whinges about it a bit and says it’s not fair – the anti-euro lobby with all its propaganda is winning the argument. Well one is tempted to say 'why don't you, the pro-Euro lobby get you act together then'”. Patricia Hewitt said she didn’t think the argument was being lost. John Humphrys asked if she had looked at the figures. She replied that the UK had done very well in keeping the UK in number on place in terms of foreign direct investment in Europe. She said that the euro was a pretty important factor in keeping it there. John Humphrys asked when she would take on the anti-euro lobby full blast. She replied that the first stage would be the five economic tests and thereafter the campaign would begin.  

John Humphrys said in response: “And if the economic tests have failed, then business suffers because we don't join the euro”. Ms Hewitt responded that there would not be a recommendation to join if the tests had not been met. She added that the prime minister had said that the political case for going in was overwhelming – to keep Britain's place of influence – but said it had to be seen to be good for the whole of the economy. Mr Humphrys began to make the point that if the case for joining was overwhelming, the government should follow that logic, but Patricia Hewitt interrupted, saying that both the political and economic cases had to be examined. John Humphrys suggested that if the government was waiting to conduct the economic tests, the euro-sceptic lobby would have all its on way until then. She said that the government would continue to make a case for Europe, and said the case for pulling out was nonsense. 

Sarah Montague interviewed Professor Robert Mundell, winner of a Nobel economics prize, about whether the chancellor's economic tests were valid in establishing whether there was case to join. He argued that – for example – that the best way to achieve convergence was actually to join the euro, and that the chancellor had set the tests to give him a “particular importance” in making the decision. He said that as far as the economic tests went, he believed that they had been met “to a very large degree”, adding that a global slowdown was happening, a factor that could lead to some uncertainty.  

Commentary

The mention of the Amicus ballot came well down the bulletin order and was not mentioned before 7am.   It was noteworthy that the survey was broadcast as a bulletin item – other surveys published during the month that delivered a more eurosceptic response did not warrant such a level of treatment.  It was also noteworthy that there was no mention of an angle in the Times's coverage of the same story. It alleged that the result of the ballot showing 52% in favour of the euro had split the Amicus leadership, because the joint general secretary had claimed that there had been no mention in the survey of the loss of sovereignty that would result from joining the single currency. 

An interview of Patricia Hewitt focused on whether a 'no' vote in a referendum was called, it would be held as binding. The exchange lasted around four minutes during the main interview after the 8am bulletin and pushed her hard to reveal further information about plans for the referendum. The interview did not reveal much that was new except that the government – despite Tony Blair warning that a decision over the euro was pressing - was sticking rigidly to the five economic tests.  

The interview with Professor Robert Mundell opened a fresh perspective on the five economic tests in that it suggested that they were a device designed by Mr Brown to boost his own importance. 

Overall, coverage of EU-related affairs by Today on the second day of the year, though prominent in the programme and opening up a couple of fresh perspectives on the euro debate, was limited to less than eight minutes.

The Daily Telegraph carried a report, focused on the Greek presidency of the EU pointing out that by its end, the Convention on the future treaties would have drawn up “the architecture of Europe”. There was no mention of this in any part of the Today programme on January 2 and very little subsequently. 

The Independent noted that – a year after the arrival of the euro, and many reports that the UK retail chains would take the currency – it was still a rarity on the British high street. This was not covered by Today as an issue, even though it had reported widely the previous January on shops that would accept the currency. The Financial Times also noted that additional pressure on Tony Blair over the euro had been caused by the news that the Danes were holding a second referendum and through the results of polls showing opposition to it in the UK was hardening. Neither topic was treated by Today.  

In summary, Today elevated to bulletin level a story based on a report from a europhile. 

January 3 

Eddie George interviewed about five economic tests

Assessment by economics correspondent of interview

Business news interviews tangentially mentioning the euro

Minor mention of moves towards the EU in 1961 

Additional newspaper material 

Further reporting of Europe minister’s attack on Germany over presidency

Schroeder under pressure to modify reform proposals 

Lib Dem leader estimates chance of a euro referendum at 50/50

Turkey moves towards negotiating over Cyprus as step to EU entry   

Claims that Germany economy depressed by factors other than the euro 

John Humphrys asked Eddie George whether it was likely that the five economic tests would be met (pointing it out to be unlikely). Mr George responded that Gordon Brown should answer that question. Mr Humphrys persevered. He responded that it was an extremely complicated question, on which both sides had polarised to the point where those against only talked about the disadvantages of joining and vice versa. John Humphrys said that the question had to be approached in terms of clear and unambiguous benefit, adding “Much harder to see that given all these uncertainties, isn't it?”. Mr George replied that theses were “terms of art really” and that he didn't know what in this world was “clear and ambiguous, adding that the  judgment would be based on analysis presented to the prime minister. John Humphrys said that it would be difficult for any economist to be able to say “right” - 'or indeed form any chancellor to persuade economists that he'd do it for the right economic reasons as opposed to political reasons. Sir Edward agreed. Mr Humphrys put it to him that it was therefore a political decision.  He maintained that it would be based on an assessment of the economic arguments.  John Humphrys put it to him that his successor, Mervyn King, was more “hawkish” over the euro. Sir Edward said he would be “absolutely stalwart” in pursuing public policy if the decision was to join, and in the meantime would draw attention to the pros and cons. 

Evan Davies was then asked for his opinion. He said: 

Well, I think it’s a very easy hit to ask him whether there is a clear and unambiguous case to join the euro, (John Humphrys laughs) because everybody knows it is not going to be clear and unambiguous – I mean this is just the nearest thing to a fact that one can give on radio, the decision to join the euro is not clear and unambiguous, it may be clear but it’s certainly not going to be clear and unambiguous.  And Sir Edward’s in a difficult position, because he can’t say, ‘look – this was the wrong phrase for the government to choose when they set out these tests, and they said ‘it’s got to be clear and unambiguous’, Sir Edward can’t say they picked the wrong words, it’s an impossibly high hurdle for them to meet, so I thought he was very elegant in using the phrase ‘terms of art’ but we all know it’s not clear and unambiguous.  And I think you were right to ask him whether the economic uncertainties that we’re facing over the next year make a decision on the euro at this particular juncture quite difficult, because at the moment, we don’t know whether the economy’s going to rebalance gently, carry on soaring ahead with consumer spending soaring ahead and require higher interest rates, or go ‘crash, bang, wallop and require lower interest rates.  And with those huge uncertainties – and many economists think there’s more than the usual uncertainty, making decisions about fixing your currency to another one at this particular juncture is quite hazardous.

An interview with Jonathan Loynes, chief economist with Capital Economics and Vincent Cable of the Liberal Democrats covered what was likely to happen to the UK economy.  It was not focused wholly on the UK’s relationship with the EU, though it touched upon it.  Vincent Cable raised that Amicus had called on the UK to join the euro because they wanted to “lift some of the uncertainty for manufacturing”. He later said that he was looking for “much greater clarity over Britain’s position in Europe and what that means for the exchange rate”. John Humphrys contended that if the UK was in the euro, it would not be possible to vary interest rates. Vincent Cable said that if the UK entered the euro at the correct rate, there would be stability.  

John Humphrys interviewed Alastair Horne about public records just released that suggested that Harold Macmillan could have tried to influence the Queen into going into Europe. Mr Horn said that the papers related to 1961 when Macmillan himself wasn't fully committed. 

Commentary

The interview with Eddie George, carried as a “front page” item at 8.10am, gave an important insight into his thinking and was a strong piece of radio journalism, amplified by the subsequent report by Evan Davies. 

The interview featuring Vincent Cable was not centrally focused on the euro and provided only one question of real importance, relating to interest rates. The item about the public records was a brief insight into the history of the euro project. 

Overall, despite the Sir Edward George interview, mentions of EU-related matters in the programme were very limited. 

By contrast, the Daily Telegraph continued coverage of the Denis McShane allegation that Germany was seeking to create another 'Kaiser' and took it forward by saying that Gerhard Schroeder was trying to curry favour for his reform proposals among the French. The Financial Times also carried the story and said that Mr Schroeder was coming under pressure from his own supporters to modify his proposals on EU reform. 

This was an important story completely ignored by Today on a day of no heavy news pressures. 

Other stories carried newspapers but not touched upon by Today included:  Charles Kennedy predicting that the chances of holding a referendum on the euro this year were 50-50 (FT); Turkey heeding calls to open talks over Cyprus in preparation for joining the EU (Independent); a report based on the chief economist from Britain in Europe arguing that German economic growth had floundered not because of the euro but the costs of absorbing East Germany was carried in the Daily Telegraph.  

These were three important items of direct relevance to the Today audience that were not mentioned or carried by the programme.

January 6 

Minor mentions of EU matters 

Jean Claude Trichet due to go on trial

EU representatives to attend Israel peace talks

Mention of Roy Jenkins’ EU role 

Additional material in newspapers

UK attempts to persuade EU to adopt its employment schemes

Schroeder at odds with his foreign secretary over EU reform 

Process of drafting EU constitution “seriously underway” 

Peter Hain condemns Charles Kennedy as a “euro-fanatic”

EC wanted to boost its competition remit and end subsidies to nationalised companies    

Today’s business news mentioned that Jean Claude Trichet, the man who hoped to become the head of the ECB, was due to go on trial. The main news bulletin mentioned a meeting about peace talks in Israel which would include EU representatives.  An item about the death of Roy Jenkins said he had championed Europe, putting him at odds with his party, and that he had been president of the European Commission. The newspaper review mentioned an item in the Sun which disagreed with Mr Jenkins’ stand over Europe. 

Commentary 

Europe disappeared almost completely from the Today agenda. The mentions were minimal only, amounting to no more than a minute. 

Stories in the national press that were not covered by the programme included an attempt by the UK government to persuade the EU as a whole to adopt its policies that had led to greater employment (FT). The report noted that the move was likely to lead to a row with France, which wanted to protect workers rights more. 

The Independent reported that Gerhard Schroeder would back the UK's call for an EU president, at odds with foreign minister Joschka Fischer. The Daily Telegraph and the Financial Times both noted remarks in an interview on the Frost programme of Welsh secretary Peter Hain, in which he had described Michael Heseltine and Charles Kennedy as “euro-fanatics” for wanting to join the currency this year. This was an important running story.  

The Financial Times note that the European Commission wanted to move to limit on the amount of state aid that could be used to prop up ailing companies. 

There were thus three substantial stories on the agenda – one originating within the BBC itself – that were ignored. The cumulative effect of the low level of coverage was increasingly that Europe was being ignored, particularly in areas where there was the prospect of rows in relation to future policy.     

January  7 

The world press review, from Paris, mentioned the trial of Jean-Claude Trichet, saying that Le Parisian had reported that he could be prevented from becoming the next had of the ECB. There was also mention of a headline in Le Figaro, which contended that the UK cabinet was “torn asunder” by the Euro”.

January 8 

Bulletin item on Germany breaking the euro stability pact  

Business news interview over the German spending plans

Geoff Hoon says that the UK had championed Turkey’s EU application     

Additional Newspaper material 

France opposed to CAP reform proposals

PwC reports that convergence with eurozone had slowed 

51% of British American Business Association against euro

Claims that single market had boosted EU economy by £569bn

Portugal sends gun boat to tackle Spanish trawler

Survey finds consumer confidence in EU at lowest level in 10 years 

A bulletin item said that the European Commission would bring disciplinary proceedings against Germany for breaking the growth and stability pact, and to order it to reduce public borrowing.  A business news item also mentioned the Brussels meeting, and interviewed Thomas Meyer, a chief economist at Deutsche Bank.  He said that Germany had already drawn up plans to cut public spending and increase taxes, to reduce the deficit on GDP to below 3%.  Greg Wood put it to him that if the measures were introduced, the chances were that the German economy would show very little growth.  Mr Meyer said that the trick was to implement measures that “not only depress demand but also revive supply”. A business news update mentioned again the Brussels meeting over Germany, saying that the country faced fines if it did not meet the growth and stability pact. Geoff Hoon, interviewed about Turkey's involvement in the military campaign against Iraq, said that he was holding bilateral talks with the country. He mentioned that the UK had been a champion of Turkey's admittance to the EU. Edward Stourton observed that “against a backdrop of reasonably good relations (i.e. Britain's stance on the EU), on this issue “they are likely to be fairly tough”. Mr Hoon said they were unlikely to yield on troops passing through their country. John Wadham of Liberty, discussing the arrest and internment of two foreign nationals accused of terrorism, said that he was concerned that the UK government had applied to be exempt from the European Convention on Human Rights.  

Commentary (January 7 & 8)   

Over the two days, there were six mentions of Europe, most of them very minor.

The bulletin item on January 8, (which in the 8am version only was augmented by a voice piece from correspondent Patrick Bartlett) was seventh in the running order, and other than this, the extraordinary step of Germany being disciplined over its fiscal polices was mentioned only in the business news.  Other measures of Europe were minimal and only arose out of other matters. 

By contrast, the newspapers carried several items, all of them treated as substantive items. The Financial Times and Daily Telegraph both dealt in depth with the warning by the European commission to Germany, with the Telegraph adding that France would also face a tough “early warning letter” demanding fiscal retrenchment.   

The Financial Times reported that France had re-asserted its strong opposition to reform of the CAP and had attacked in advance proposals on the matter from the commission, due on January 22. The report mentioned that the UK had warned that tough negotiations lay ahead, and also said that France was attempting to join with Germany in opposition to the proposals. 

There was also mention (FT) of a PwC report saying that convergence between the UK and the eurozone had slowed, and of a survey among the British American Business Organisation which suggested that most members based in the UK would like the country to join the euro.

The Independent reported that Frits Bolkestein, the commissioner for the single market, had published a report claiming than in the ten years since its formation, the market had created 2.5m jobs and boosted the EU economy by £569m. The report also said that there was a warning that the single market could fragment, with the commissioner demanding more powers to enforce it.  It noted that Britain had been reported for a number of infringement cases, including ones over tobacco and alcohol. A report in the Times covering the same ground also reported that  the European commission was facing the need to take 1,500 legal actions to shore up the single market, with 26 opened up in the past week alone. It noted that the heart of the problem was that the EU had laid down far too many regulations governing issues such as the size of fruit. 

The Independent also reported that Portugal had sent a warship to protect its southern waters from Spanish fishermen using illegal nets and suction devices. 

A report in the Daily Telegraph noted that a survey among 25,000 members of the eurozone had found that business confidence was at its lowest level for a decade.

Thus the programme did not report on seven items on the national agenda over the two days.  Perhaps the most surprising omission was that of the 10th anniversary of the single market and the growth of the number of cases against the UK for infringements of the single market act.  The CAP matter – of central concern to the UK agriculture industry was not mentioned on the programme until January 22, even though the manoeuvrings over it were in full swing.  A feature of all the omitted reports was that they illustrated the tensions within the European Union as countries wrestled with their own problems relating to EU policies. It was also noteworthy that another survey suggesting that there were difficulties over business’s relationship with the eurozone was not picked up by the programme, even though it was in the public domain. 

Just over a week in, this amounted to clear evidence that EU matters, especially those critical of the EU, were not being featured as prominently as in the newspapers.   

January 9 

Business news mentions survey finding 62% of firms against euro entry 

Additional material in newspapers

Labour MPs call for euro referendum to be called off

EU to investigate French help to its Frances Telecom company

Warning to Germany from EC to cut spending in line with stability pact   

An item in the Business News focused on a survey of 1,000 firms in the British Chambers of Commerce which had found that 62% were opposed to the euro or thought that the government should wait and see before joining, even if it decided that the five economic tests had been met. Greg Wood asked David Frost, director general of BCC, why his members were sceptical about the euro. He responded that they did not like what they saw in the eurozone and did not want to risk the deep trouble or uncertainties it brought. Greg Wood suggested that it was not a resounding no, as most of the 62% wanted to sit on the fence and wait. David Frost said that they weren't saying 'no', but 'wait and see' and wanted to see the government expounding what the benefits of euro entry would be. Greg Wood put it to Christopher Bielenberg, who had sponsored the poll, hat he was in a minority. He said that 35% had said they wanted to join the euro, and 49% wanted to wait and see. He claimed that there was too little information around at the moment for people to make a decision. Greg Wood put it to him that eurozone countries were under-performing and “no-one wants to join a losing club”. Mr Bielenberg said that in some respects, for example in terms of inward investment, this was not true. Greg Wood asked Mr Frost whether the government should abandon the idea of holding a referendum during this parliament. He said that what they had found was that, if there was vote now, the answer would be no.  In response to the same question, Mr Bielenberg said he wanted an early referendum because British industry was suffering “quite heavily”, particularly among EU partners “who represent 50% of our gross trade”.

Commentary 

Only the Business News picked up on the survey that 62% of a key UK business group was opposed to entry to the euro, or wanted to wait and see, so it was relegated to a relative backwater of the programme. This was in sharp contrast to the handling of the Amicus survey on January 2 showing that members wanted to join the euro. The anti-euro findings of the BCC survey were further tempered by the main commentator on the report being in favour of joining the euro a soon as possible. 

The report was covered fully and in more depth by the Daily Telegraph, the Times and the Financial Times.  The former claimed  that he fact that such a prominent business group was so cautious about entry had triggered “widespread doubts” in Whitehall that the referendum would be a possibility this year, and he quoted Labour eurosceptics Frank Field and Kelvin Hopkins as saying that the referendum should be called off.

The Daily Telegraph also reported that the European commissioner for competition was investigating whether the French government's £6bn help to Frances telecom was illegal.  

The Times, continuing reporting of Germany's financial problems, said that Pedro Solbes, the commissioner for economic affairs had given Grammy five months to reduce its public spending in line with the growth and stability pact, and had spelled out the need for reform of the labour market, social security and administration. This was also reported prominently in the Financial Times and the Independent, but not at all on Today. 

The most outstanding issues of the day was why a story which showed a strong swing of opinion away from the euro by British business was not reported more centrally and fully, particularly when the previous week, a similar survey among trade unionists expressing different views had been elevated to bulletin status. It is also noteworthy that a story that showed that the EU was preparing to intervene directly into German domestic economic affairs was not covered. 

January 10 

no coverage

Additional Newspaper material

EU policy on agency workers could result in their pay being increased 

Eastern Europe countries joining EU were setting referendum dates

Commentary 

Today for the second time in the month, had no coverage of Europe at all. It was also a relatively light day in the newspapers. But the Financial Times mentioned a proposed new EU directive that could lead to UK temporary workers receiving an extra £1,000 a year. It noted that the CBI was opposed to the directive and had warned that it could lead to businesses not employing temps, and thus the flexibility of the labour market being damaged. It said that the TUC had welcomed the proposal.  Another story in the Financial Times said that eastern European states were beginning to set dates for referendums to join the EU. It mentioned that support for membership was running at 80% in Hungary but less than 50% in the Czech republic.  

January 11

No coverage

January 13 

No coverage

Coverage in newspapers

Warning that EU was in danger of becoming a two-tier economy 

Greek government warns of EU refugee influx 

Czech general election dominated by euroscepticism

Commentary 

For the second consecutive day, there was no mention of EU-related matters on the Today programme. 
The Daily Telegraph continued coverage of the proposed reforms of the CAP. It noted that the National Beef Association – along with the government's officer for sustainable farming - had warned that the proposed de-coupling of subsidies could kill off beef production in the UK.

The Times noted the continuing rise of euro-scepticism in the Czech Republic.  The Independent said that the Greek public order minister had warned that there could be a big influx of illegal immigrants into the EU in the event of war with Iraq and had suggested that all states should equally share the cost. 

The Financial Times led with a report prepared for the EU economic summit in March that had warned that a ”two-tier Europe” was being created because reforms to economic policies  agreed in 2000 had slowed down. It called for further rapid changes towards uniformity in the labour, capital and product markets.

The elements of the news agenda ignored by Today were focused on further problems thrown up by the EU and its operations that could impact centrally on the UK.  

January 14 

Today coverage

Bulletin report on EU directive leading to car dumping 

Mention that the new editor of the Sun could be less eurosceptic

BBC correspondent discusses likely outcomes of Chirac-Schroeder meeting

Joint interviews with German MP and UK MP about Chirac-Schroeder meeting

Report of mysterious pet deaths being linked to an EU-related clean up of Athens

Additional newspaper coverage 

Gordon Brown opposes moves to subject UK to growth and stability pact  

EU Parliament accuses UK of human rights infringements, Dickensian prisons

EU Parliament says cross-border take-over code is not practical

Claims that single market - ten years from creation – was dogged by bureaucracy   

The bulletins said that a huge increase in the dumping of cars was being predicted because of a new European law requiring them to be recycled. The newspaper review said that appointment of Rebekah Wade to the editorship of the Sun could herald a change in newspaper's policy to the euro. 

An interview with BBC correspondent Katya Alder, in Berlin, considered a meeting between Chancellor Schroeder and Present Jacques Chirac to discuss closer co-operation. She said that the two men would consider giving greater momentum to their special relationship ahead of a Franco-German summit planned for the following week to mark the 40th anniversary of the Elysee Treaty. She added: 

Mr Schroeder and the French president Jacques Chirac are expected to unveil a revolutionary proposal then to work far closer on their foreign and defence policies, to agree identical legislation on such areas as educational qualifications, civil and family law; and French and German ministers will be encouraged to take part in each other’s cabinet meetings.  The two countries are also thought to be working on joint initiatives as regards the future of Europe, proposing closer ties on European justice, and the setting up of a new European centre for international economics, working on co-ordinating economic, finance and trade policies, so very close relations indeed.

Sarah Montague stated that if it affected Europe, it affected the UK. She added: 

Yes, it does affect Britain, it also rather slams the door in Britain’s face – recently Franco-German relations, traditionally seen as the driving force behind European Union policy had been turning rather sour, and London saw this as a chance to have a greater say in European affairs.  Jacques Chirac and Gerhard Schroeder don’t get on with each other very well, they get on much better with Tony Blair, but the reality is when it comes to power politics, it’s policy and pragmatism that count rather than personality.  And the French and Germans see each other than better Europeans than the British, they’re members of the eurozone, and less closely allied to the United States in foreign policy.  Also, in the coming months, the European Union is gearing up for some important decisions on institutional reform – that means who holds the power Brussels or individual states, and on agriculture reform.  France and Germany have obviously decided they’re more likely to push their points of view forward together

Later in the programme, Sarah Montague interviewed the Conservative MP David Heathcoat Amory, a delegate on the EU Convention, and Elmar Brock MEP, chair of the European parliament foreign affairs committee. She first asked Mr Heathcoat Amory whether the UK would miss out because Germany and France planned bilateral meetings to discuss EU policy. He stated: 

The French and German government are again getting into the lead on the Convention on the Future of Europe, on which I sit, which is planning the future of the European Union.  And they’ve come up with a new, very radical idea: to exchange ministers, and to plan and harmonise the legislation together.  No one could object if that was simply a matter for those two countries, but in the context of the Future of Europe, it fits in to what is already recommended in the Convention, which is that all legislation to do with important criminal justice, serious crime and also foreign policy and security matters should also be harmonised and standardised and decided in Brussels – that is recommended as the future of the European Union.  So the fact that the French and the Germans are beginning – or agreeing – to do this domestically, is very significant indeed, and it shows that yet again, the British government and Tony Blair are really caught in the slipstream of this and will find themselves, and Britain will find itself, doing what is planned and recommended elsewhere.

She asked Mr Brock if this was true. He replied: 

That is not true, because first of all on a European level, we want to harmonise or decide on questions only where we can together do it better than alone, because in this global environment everyone alone is too small, and especially – I think it was one of Margaret Thatcher’s ideas – to have the internal market, well we need such legislation, but secondly this German-French proposal is really the follow up of the Elysee Treaty forty years ago, where was made (sic)the agreement that civil servants in ministries (words unclear sounds like: ‘sit on the other side’)  We have to remember, I have to remind you for example that in 1991 as the wall fell, the GDR ambassador went to the West German foreign office and the Germans were therefore sitting with (words unclear) and French diplomats.  And this is a development that these two countries have decided, that to stick together to prepare the future together, because these two countries have learned the lesson of history and what it means not to work together.  

DHA:
Because this plan for the future is for all the European Union, and the French and the Germans are pioneers in this respect.  If it was simply a domestic matter, where two countries wished to get together to harmonise their legislation and work together more closely, I couldn’t possibly object, but that’s not the plan.  The Convention on which I and Elmar Brock both sit have recommended that these procedures apply to everyone, and if that is the case, and if we sign up to the whole thing – and I believe that that should only be done in a referendum – but if we agree to the whole package, then we could find ourselves, in fact will find ourselves, being obliged to, say, standardise our criminal justice laws and change our rules of evidence.

ELMAR BROCK:
(speaking over) That’s just not true.

SM:
Just very briefly, Elmar Brock, a final word.  Should we not be worried?

EB:
You should not be worried because criminal law will not be part of European legislation, but we have to do something together against international terrorism and international crime.

An item later in the programme examined claims that cat and dogs living in the national gardens in Athens had been poisoned because the government was embarrassed by their presence at a time when there were many visitors connected wit the country's presidency of the EU. 

Commentary 

The bulletin mention of the new EU directive on cars was not covered elsewhere, but no further context or explanation was given on the programme. As such, listeners were not filled in fully on what was involved. The story relating to cats being killed in Greece was strange: a snapshot of allegations not linked to anything else. The treatment meant that it was hard to judge whether the events were actually important.

For the first time in almost a week, there were interviews on European-related matters on the programme.  The first item, the interview with BBC correspondent Katya Adler in Berlin, was at 6.10am, a time when the least number of listeners are tuned in. It gave a reasonable overview of the agreement between Chirac and Schroeder. She claimed prominently that the agreement was a “slamming of the door” to Britain and indicated that France and Germany would pave the way towards “institutional reform” of the EU.  But she did not mention explicitly that eurosceptics saw this reform as the way towards a federal Europe   The second sequence, in the lead up to 8am, was more prominent and provided contrasting eurosceptic and europhile views about the significance of the Franco-German agreement. Mr Heathcoat Amory put across his argument that the agreement was part of the wider changes in the constitution which would eventually compromise UK sovereignty, while Elmar Brock denied this was the case. Jointly, the interviews and the correspondent piece shed some limited light on the import of the Franco-German agreement, but the two pieces amounted to less than seven minutes of programme time and was scant coverage of a key issue towards the development of the new European constitution and in the way the UK position was evolving. 

All the newspapers carried significant coverage of the Chirac-Schroeder agreement, with the Daily Mail claiming that it was “ a humiliating snub” of the UK that meant that France and Germany would lead the way towards a European superstate, while the Daily Telegraph said it was  “startling intensification of Franco-German co-operation that was causing alarm in London.

Stories not covered by Today in the newspapers included, in the Times, that the Treasury had issued a paper to emphasise Gordon Brown's opposition to moves by the EU to control the budgets of individual governments, and in the Daily Telegraph that the European Parliament citizens' rights committee had criticised Britain for a wide range of human rights abuses, including running Dickensian prisons, the erosion of civil liberties after September 11 and press censorship. The latter report noted that the European parliament had called for the creation of a special EU agency to monitor compliance to human rights “in a more intrusive way”. 

A report in the Financial Times said that the Greek government was pressing the EU to able to spend part of its £2.8bn research budget on military projects, as the US had been shown to benefit by similar spending through general increases in productivity. The article also noted that Romano Prodi was due to publish a report arguing that many countries had not done enough towards making the EU economy as a whole more efficient. 

The Financial Times also recounted that the European Parliament had issued a report saying that plans by the Commission to introduce a cross-border take-over code were not practical, and that ten years after the creation of the single market, it was still not easy for foreign nationals to set up businesses in EU countries, because – for example – an Austrian banker still needed eight licences to start work in Italy.  

Overall, the Today programme covered the France Germany accord topic to a level only just on a par with the newspapers, though there was only one component broadcast during peak listening hours. It covered the euro-sceptic reaction to the development through an interview with David Heathcoat-Amory and correspondent comment. Unusually, there were two European items on the programme not covered in the newspapers, though the level of coverage and explanation of the topics involved was very limited. But in addition, the programme did not cover at all the important report on human rights: – which illustrated that the EU was pushing to have further powers over UK affairs – nor that the Treasury was pushing to avoid additional further Brussels control over UK budgetary planning. The Financial Times report on the 10th anniversary of the single market – with the observation that regulation was limiting its effectiveness – underlined that there had been nothing on the Today programme about the anniversary, nor about the paper that had accompanied it. The further report about the push to make European economies more competitive was also not reported by the programme. 

January 15 

Today coverage

France and Germany propose double presidency of the EU (bulletins)  

Germany was discriminating against UK  fund managers (business news) 

The head of food safety warns that new EU entrants could break hygiene rules  

Le Figaro mentions EU reforms (press review) 

Additional newspaper material 

Germany continuing to invest in UK despite being outside euro

Inward investment in the UK had risen for first six months of the year

Germany maintained it would meet growth and stability pact targets 

Romano Prodi warns that EU was not meeting competitiveness and efficiency targets 

Demos in Cyprus for re-unification to aid EU entry

EU introduces Eurodac system to keep track of asylum shopping      

A bulletin item said that France and Germany were to propose a double presidency of the EU , comprising a European commission president and a president of the council of ministers. James Coomarasamy claimed that the former post was closer to the German federal vision of Europe, while the latter was more in line with what France and the UK had been suggesting. He said that the compromise “could please the French” because they were keen to give the relationship with Germany fresh impetus, while London would see it as a “recipe for confusion, at a time when the European Union needs all the clarity it can get”.  

An item in the Business News section contained allegations that the German government was discriminating against British fund managers over plans to impose new taxes on their investments. It said that the case could go before the European court of justice.  A brief mention was also made at 6.50 (the business news update) that a survey from the British-German chamber of commerce had found that investment by German companies in the UK was not influenced to any large extent by the euro. Alan Wood said that three-quarters of the companies surveyed had said that UK membership of the single currency would have no impact on their decisions about future investment. A soundbite from Alan Wood, the chief executive of Siemens in the UK, said: “Companies are not investing here to use it as a platform for international trade, they are investing here because the UK market is large and important.” 

A feature item focused on a speech made by Sir John Krebs, the head of the Food Standards Agency, in which he had warned that some of the countries due to join the EU did not confirm to EU food production standards.  Sir John said that the expansion of the number of countries to 25 would increase the complexity of the food supply chain and could lead to things going wrong.  He added that there were meet production plants which did not meet standards James Naughtie asked what mechanisms were in place to prevent problems “pending the upgrade of these places”. Sir John said it would take several years for things to improve and in the meantime, the European commission would make checks. 

James Coomarasamy filed the world press report from Paris. He mentioned that Le Figaro was covering the proposals to reform the EU, and said that the newspaper had noted that the support of France and Germany for the measures was likely to prove decisive. 

Commentary

The only coverage of the Franco-German agreement over the EU presidency on Today was though a bulletin report. It was a short item that did not put the development in the context of the emergence of a widely perceived wider co-operation between the two countries in moves towards EU institutional reform, a factor reported in newspaper coverage.  There was no attempt to explore in any depth what it meant for the reform of the treaties as a whole. By contrast, a report of the agreement in the Guardian said that France and Germany had “bridged their long-standing differences on reform of the EU institutions”. The report in the Financial Times also noted the important development that the two countries had agreed that roles of EU foreign policy chief and the European commissioner for foreign affairs should be merged, an important angle not mentioned on Today. The only echo of the importance of the Franco-German support for institutional reform on Today came in the foreign press review, through the reporting of the Le Figaro statement that the two countries' support was likely to be decisive. This surely, was an angle that could have been treated at more length and from a UK perspective. 

The Today report on the speech made by Sir John Krebs on food issues related to EU expansion was not covered by the newspapers and was therefore an example of Today setting the EU agenda. In the Business News, the relatively short discussion of moves to take Germany to the European court of justice over plans to impose taxes on earnings in the country by UK fund managers was an interesting insight into the workings of the EU system, but it was buried in a very fleeting mention early in the programme. Equally, the report in the Business Update about inward investment from Germany into the UK not being affected by the UK being outside the eurozone was all but buried. By contrast, the story was a page lead in the Financial Times and it – unlike Today – explained both the huge size of the survey (2,000 firms), the extent of German investment in the UK (£416bn over 20 years) and the exact rise in investment (8%) since the eurozone had begun. 

The Financial Times article also mentioned that inward investment in the UK had held to levels of the previous year, and quoted William Pedder, chief executive of Investment UK as saying that worries about the “failure” of the UK not to commit to the eurozone did not appear to be reflected in the figures. 

Also not covered by Today was a report from Romano Prodi that the EU was slipping further behind the US because of red tape, low levels of investment and the failure to deliver free-market reforms agreed in 2000., This was covered at length in the Financial Times, the Daily Telegraph and the Times. The latter said that Mr Prodi had noted that EU productivity had dropped from 86% to 83% of that of the US. The Financial Times also reported that the UK had been singled out for having low productivity, high unemployment and a poor transport system. 

A report in the Financial Time, continuing the coverage of the 10th anniversary of the single market, noted that the growth in 2.5m jobs in a labour market of 370m was “modest”. 

The Independent noted that demonstrators had taken to the streets of Cyprus pressing for the island to be re-united so it could joint the EU.  

The Guardian noted that the EU had introduced a £43m centralised fingerprinting system designed to thwart asylum “shopping” 

Today again dealt with the main European topic of the day on only a limited basis.  Unusually, it had an EU-related report about food safety not carried elsewhere. This stood out because there were few similar examples.  The programme mentioned the item about German inward investment holding up despite the UK being outside the Euro, but only fleetingly, and ignoring the important statistics about the size of the rise and its importance to the UK.  Indeed, the soundbite used appeared deliberately designed to cloud its importance. The programme did not mention at all the parallel report which showed that inward investment in the UK was holding up in spite of being outside the eurozone, or the long and important report from Romano Prodi warning that EU bureaucracy and red tape was causing a fall in the competitiveness of the EU countries. 

The development of the Eurodac system – another important indicator of the size of EU operations - was mentioned the following day, but only in passing by a contributor talking about other matters relating to asylum.  

January 16 

Hans Blix to hold talks with EU (bulletins and correspondent interview)  

Special report highlights security breaches at Strasbourg

Eurodac new criminal filing system mentioned

Additional material in newspapers

France and Germany: 

· “out flank” UK in reaching agreement on EU reforms

· propose dropping of foreign policy veto 

· press for common powers covering defence, taxation, foreign policy and crime

Claims that new treaty would prevent harmonisation of certain laws

EU competition commission to investigate pricing of TV movie deals 

A bulletin item said that Hans Blix was due in Brussels for talks with the EU about Iraq. 

Correspondent Chris Morris was interviewed about what Dr Blix was likely to say and do. He said he wanted to brief EU ministers. He added that there was very strong support within Europe for the idea that his team should be given time to do the inspections job.  Sarah Montague put it to him that this would depend who he spoke to an asked “to what extent is Britain out on a limb on this?” He accepted that there were some differences, but that there was also common ground, for example with all in agreement that if weapons were found, that would be a threat. He added: “I think the real parting of the ways would come if hard evidence remains elusive.  Now, if Tony Blair were to go to war alongside the US in those circumstances, I think it wouldn’t be just the Labour party that would split down the middle, but the European Union as well”.  Sarah Montague asked how long it was thought the process should take. Mr Morris said that at the European level “as long as the UN needs”.   

Gary Titley, Labour MEP, interviewed about the detention of an asylum seeker for the murder of a policeman, noted that Eurodac, a European database of fingerprinting covering asylum seekers, had come into effect.  Tim Franks reported that it was possible to walk into the grounds of the European parliament in Strasbourg without a pass and without checks. He said it was possible to gain access to the buildings via an unguarded door marked 'strictly MPs only '. He interviewed Sarah Ludford, a Labour MEP, who had raised the issues about security and claimed it was 'an act of madness' that access was so easy. She claimed that the problem was because the budget for the building had been overspent, and it now required legal authorisation to modify it under French laws (the country which owned it). Mr Franks also interviewed Richard Balfe, Conservative MEP, the man said to be in charge of overseeing security.  He claimed that building was surrounded by armed French police.  Mr Franks closed by saying that MEPs were already disenchanted with Strasbourg, leading to some not wanting to re-stand for election. He added: “Now another flaw has appeared. This...is a threat to life”. 

In money news, Greg Wood reported that the German economy had grown by 0.2% last year, the lowest rat of growth since 1993.   

Commentary 

The items about Iraq only tangentially dealt with EU affairs, in that they raised the possibility of a split in the Union over backing of the war. The only item focused squarely on the EU was the report on the lack of security at the European parliament, although it was more about the danger of terrorism than anything else. 

The newspapers continued coverage of the agreement reached between France and Germany over the European presidency. The Times noted that Jack Straw had pointedly not endorsed the Franco-German concept of an elected head of the commission. The Daily Mail claimed that the agreement meant that Tony Blair had been “outflanked” in the negotiations over the reforms that would be included in the Convention.  The same report noted that the Liberal democrats had dismissed the proposed reforms as “unworkable”. The Times added that the proposals included the removal of the veto on foreign affairs, while the Daily Telegraph claimed that France and Germany had sought to “stamp its authority” on reform.  The Guardian said that the proposals also included alignment of corporate tax and VAT, the foundation of an EU institute of economics for collective trade, a full EU defence union – including pooled procurement – a common asylum policy and border guards. Notwithstanding, the Independent said that the proposals were seen as a draft for advocates of a federal Europe. The Financial Times added – in a page one story – that an early draft of the revised constitution contained provisions banning the EU from harmonising in several key areas. 

The agreement was therefore clearly being seen as a very important step forward, with opinion divided on whether it was the gateway to a federal Europe.  That Today should have no coverage of these developments at all seemed out of step completely with the news values of others. Of course, the programme had mentioned the Franco-German proposals and agreement the previous day, but only on a limited basis, and the treatment certainly did not touch upon the points reported by the Guardian about the proposed powers of the reformed Union. This was major omission that is hard to explain other than in terms of the programme avoiding a very important issue.

Other stories mentioned in the newspapers relating to Europe included that Spain had asked the EU to meet the £650m cost of dealing with an oil spillage off her coast; and that the European commission was considering investigating the deals between pay-television providers and the Hollywood studios for the supply of films (both reported in the Guardian). 

January 17/18

Correspondent interview previewing Franco-German talks/accord

Interview with EU spokesman about dual presidency proposal 

Interview with Convention vice-chairman about proposed reforms

Former Bank of England chief interviewed about opposition to euro

Additional Newspaper material 

France to spend £30m upgrading Strasbourg EU building

EU forces Italy to extend fee entry to museums to all EU pensioners

EU rules that Spain and Italy had broken rules over UK chocolate labelling

French company considers suing EU over blocked bid for rival

UN report says EU expansion could help Roma people

European Commission attacks France-German reforms proposals 

EU finance ministers plan  concessions over withholding tax  

James Naughtie said that next week, France and Germany would hold a joint cabinet meeting and joint parliamentary session in Paris. He asked where this left “the rest of us”. Tim Franks employed a metaphor based on a fictitious pinball game, called ‘Journey to the Future of Europe’.  He said France and Germany were prodding the flipper on the left and that on the left was under the control of the commission and the smaller countries. He added that the UK was “waggling a little flipper half way up the machine”. He added: 

The French and the Germans have lots of shiny targets they want to hit.  But they believe the big points are in institutional reform: they want two top bosses running the European show, both with enhanced power.  At the moment, the president of the Council of Ministers - in other words the person representing the member states - changes every six months.  Critics say it’s bizarre now and will be utterly hopeless in two years’ time, when the club expands to 25.  So president number one – under the French and German plans – would sit in post for years at a time, their brief in particular: foreign and defence policy.  President number two would run the European Commission.  The new bit is that he or she would be elected by members of the European Parliament, and so have more democratic clout in the traditional commission areas such as trade, the single market, the environment.  The Commission likes that bit, but it hates the idea of the stronger president of the Council – it says the little countries will lose out and the two presidents will be like two silver balls pinging around the pinball table, only getting in each other’s way, scoring no useful points.  And Britain?  Well, we’re aiming our ball at the target marked ‘stronger president of the council’ – we’re trying not to fall into the holes marked ‘beefier president of the Commission’, or ‘further integration on tax and employment law.’  Soon though, the competing players will have to make way for the pinball wizard: the former French president Valery Giscard D'Estaing, who’s writing a Constitution for the Future of Europe.  The European Commission and the smaller countries fear that he’s made his scoring choice, and that he’ll favour more intergovernmental co-operation – a charter they say for big-boy bullying.  But pinball is an unpredictable game.  Giscard needs to take control over the integrationists and the nation state champions, over the big and the small, the old members and those yet to join.  His self-declared ‘super jackpot’ is a settlement that will last fifty years, but if he falters, the ball marked ‘Europe’s stable future’ may simply dribble down the gutter and be lost forever.  

JN:
A fine extended metaphor from Tim Franks in Brussels.  I asked Jonathan Faull, who speaks for the European Commission what they made of the French-German plan for a double presidency.

He responded that it was not clear yet who would do what. He added: 

We have doubts about the Franco-German proposal because we’re not sure it enhances accountability, efficiency and simplicity, so let’s have – as we’ve always said – let’s have a big debate about making the system clearer and simpler.  But having to presidents with their retinues, with their bureaucracies, on opposite sides of a street in Brussels seems a rather strange notion to us.

]

James Naughtie then interviewed the Vice President of European Convention, Juliano Amato, former Italian prime minister. He asked:

Do you believe, as some people seem to think, that the outcome of the deliberations under former president Giscard D’Estaing are going to mean a strengthening of national competence, as against an expansion in the role of the European Commission itself?

JULIANO AMATO:
No, I mean frankly we don’t know as yet what at the end the product of the Convention will be.  Of course, the problem of the balance between these intergovernmental branch of Europe and the community branch of it, this is quite a crucial problem for us.  Consider that nowadays, and also for the future, we need both.  So we cannot get rid of the intergovernmental branch, for the foreseeable future, we have to find a balance, as I said.  Of course, the issue of the two presidents is perhaps the hardest one, and a solution has to be found out.

JAMES NAUGHTIE:
Do you think that the French-German plan for two presidents: someone representing the Council of Ministers – effectively the sovereign governments – and someone representing the Commission could work?

JA:
Well, you know, there are pros and cons, so this is something we have still to dig into.  Let me say that as you said before, the existing arrangement has now become bizarre – the rotating presidency for the European Council – it was not bizarre at the beginning, don’t forget that Europe initially was made up by six members, the small Europe of the first years, and at the time rotation every six months meant that each of the members had the presidency every year.  

JN:
But with 25 . . .

JA:
Now, of course, already with 15 it is bizarre, you are right, and with 25 it won’t work anymore.  So we need more continuity there, don’t forget that the main demand that we have for Europe is to have a voice in international affairs, to play a role in global matters, now you cannot do it if the guy who represents you changes every six months.  

JN:
But also, isn’t it true that clarity and simplicity are necessary, if people across Europe are going to feel close to the institutions?

JA:
That’s a point.  Now, let me say these two things only: that we have a constitutional system where we have two figures heading the state, and this is France – the president of the Republic mostly caring about foreign affairs and the prime minister caring about domestic policies.  Now, with cohabitation – where there is a right president and a left prime minister it doesn’t work, in other situations it might work better.  Now it could be a model, but of course there are several disadvantages, one of them is that the competencies are not clear . . .

JN:
Well, absolutely, we must leave it there, but as you say clarity is what everyone in the end will want, Juliano Amato, thank you very much indeed for joining us.

Sir Martin Jacomb, a former governor of the bank of England as introduced as being against the UK joining the Euro. Mark Coles asked him why.  He said the eurozone was not working well because of the common interest rate meant that the rate was too high in some areas and too low in others.  Mark Coles asked if he was saying the whole project was flawed. He said that was the implication. He said that another problem was that the richer areas were supporting the poorer areas.  Sir Martin said he was in favour of a referendum on the euro and wanted it now, so that the decision was made. Mark Coles put it to him that the problems were only teething and that the system could eventually work “like the dollar does in America”.  He said he didn’t think so because a central currency needed linkage to a central government. Mark Coles asked him why there shouldn't be central government.  Sir Martin said that that was a political question.  

The world press review from Berlin summarised Germany newspaper reports which said that, although in the Bundestag German MPs had praised the new Franco-German harmony, outside the debate they had expressed doubts about the sincerity and workability of the arrangements.  It added that the Conservative newspaper Die Welt had attacked the Franco-German plan for two European presidents. There was also mention of reports which argued that squabbling among EU members meant it unlikely that they would be able to resolve the crisis over Iraq.

Commentary 

The Tim franks assessment of the Franco-German proposals for reform and the likely reaction from Valery Giscard D'Estaing laid out the territory in relation to the proposed powers of the president and the commission.  But it did not include any wider analysis of the full scale of the proposed powers, nor the British government's likely reaction to them, other than with regard to its support for a stronger EU president of the council.  There was no mention, for example, of whether France and Grammy were planning for the EU to take wider powers over foreign policy. The interview with Jonathan Faull established that there was some opposition to the reforms from within the Commission. That with Juliano Amato sought to clarify whether the new powers would strengthen the EU against the powers ('competencies') of member governments.  Mr Amato's reply was – except for those with detailed knowledge of EU and European Commission operations – almost impossible to decipher.  Most of his answers would have not been out of place at Delphi in the use of 'it might or it might not'. He did say, however, with a degree of clarity that Europe needed a stronger voice and that the old system of rotating presidency did not work. 

This was the only analysis on the programme of the proposed reforms. The Tim Franks piece staked out a limited amount of the territory, but no more. Other than, all that emerged was that the Commission was not happy with the Franco-German proposals and that the vice-president of the Convention wanted Europe to have a stronger, clearer voice and an end to the rotational presidency. This level of coverage of reforms that could potentially change the face of the EU and its powers was derisory and inadequate for the audience. It seemed to chime with Peter Hain's later description of the Convention as a “tidying up” operation that was not worthy of full analysis and reporting.  

The world press review raised an important point about opposition to the Franco-German proposals within the German parliament, but this was a glancing mention only.  It underlined the lack of proper analysis of the whole topic of the proposed reforms and their background.

The interview with Sir Martin Jacomb was not covered in the newspapers on this day, though the points he raised about the one-size-fits-all interest rates had been frequently mentioned.   

January 18 

Andrew Marr, analysing prospects for Iain Duncan Smith, said that the Kenneth Clarke leadership camp believed that he was the only one who could switch the public mood and MP's “would, as before, probably go for him.  But the party and the country, which can't stick his views on Europe, surely wouldn't”.

Commentary 

The brief Andrew Marr comment underlined the lack of analysis on the programme of how Europe was currently being handled by each of the political parties. He flagged that to change the face Europe was still an issue affecting the Tory leadership – but there had been no equivalent analysis of its handling within Labour. 

Over January 17/18, by contrast, the newspapers covered a raft of items relating to EU developments. The Financial Times said that EU finance ministers were on the verge of offering to Austria, Luxembourg and Belgium concessions designed to end a year-long deadlock over plans to create an EU-wide regime to tax non-residents' savings (withholding tax). The Times said that a French electrical company was suing the EU for blocking its bid for a rival company, a decision that had been attacked by the European Court of Justice. 

All titles covered prominently a European Court ruling that Spain and Italy had breached EU rules by insisting that British chocolate should be labelled 'chocolate substitute', the latest stage of dispute going back to 1973. 

The Financial Times said that a report published by the UN had observed that the EU's expansion eastwards gave the Union a unique chance to help the 6m Roma people. It noted that EU aid to Romanies had increased from €3m a year in 1995 to €30m. The Independent reported that Italy was to open its national museums free-of-charge to all pensioners of EU countries, following a ruling by the European court that it had acted illegally by charging foreign pensioners. 

This coverage illustrated strongly the range of powers being operated by the EU.  While none of the stories was a front page item, all were of interest to the Today audience. Again, the programme did not cover important developments in EU affairs.  

January 20

Items on Today

Bulletin report on protest over EU plans for pilots’ hours  

Gerhard Schroeder presses for a “common legal space”  across the EU

Jack Straw questioned about attitudes of EU countries to Iraq war  

Newspaper review mentions ECHR and euro referendum 

Additional Newspaper Material 

Survey of top chief executives finds most opposed to euro entry

Tony Blair had ruled out a euro referendum in 2003

Irish inflation rises above 5%, the highest in the EU 

Proposal preventing cable companies dominating broadband

EU to take action against the UK over the insurance market 

Franco German proposals for EU reform had met with mixed reaction 

A bulletin report said that a campaign was being launched across Europe to block plans by the European parliament to increase the flying hours of pilots. The report said that 18 pilots associations across Europe were opposed to the plans. 

A report about Gerhard Schroeder's action against the Mail on Sunday for publishing details of an alleged affair, featured an interview with its  editor Peter Wright, who contended that there were people in Europe who wanted to create a 'common legal space' under which it would seem that the laws of one European country would also apply in other countries.  He said that the advice from his lawyers was that the story published was legal in the UK, and he contended that Gerhard Schroeder was tying to apply German law in the UK.  Martha Kearney asked Uta Zapf, a German MP, if she wanted the common law extended across Europe.  She claimed it would be quite useful, and added that there should be a common code of conduct for journalism. Peter Wright disagreed with the concept.  

James Naughtie asked Jack Straw – in the context of UN meeting to discuss Iraq – whether he would find the French and Germans taking a very different line from the UK.  Mr Straw claimed Spain was in the same position as the UK, while France and Germany each had different positions.  He claimed that German supported resolution 1441 and said that France was “active in negotiating” the terms of 1441, saying that they wanted evidence of a further material breach of arms controls before they would support it. 

The newspaper review mentioned a call from Melanie Phillips in the Daily Mail for the UK to withdraw from the European Convention of Human Rights. A second report mentioned an article in the Independent saying that Mr Blair had ruled out a referendum on the euro before 2004.  An article in the Times from peter Mandelson, arguing that the economy was increasingly in line with the eurozone was also mentioned. 

Commentary 

Most of these items were not centrally focused on EU affairs. The EU was coincidental to the main thrust of the coverage, the exception being the short bulletin item on pilots’ hours. The feature about Gerhard Schroeder illustrated that there were efforts to create a “common legal space” in Europe to allow a libel action to be mounted against an English newspaper.  

The Today programme did not cover at all a page one report in the Independent that claimed that prime minister Tony Blair had ruled out a referendum on the euro during 2003, even if the five economic tests were met.  It also did not cover a Times page on report that peter Mandelson had called on Gordon Brown both to extend until 2004 the referendum on the euro, to allow a longer campaign, and argued that the five economic tests should be revised to look at how the economy would be performing two years after euro entry rather than in 2003.    These were both – to some extent – speculative stories, but the issues they raised were central to the unfolding debate about the euro.   It was extraordinary that the items were not even mentioned in the newspaper review. 

Today also ignored a report in the Financial Times on a poll by Mori, which had found that 164 chairmen and chief executives of the FTSE top 500 companies had found that 50% did not support the principle of euro entry, while 42% did. The article reported that it was the first time since 1997 – when 70% of the survey had been in favour – that “captains of industry” had swung against the euro. This was again, a centrally important development in the debate over the euro. It is hard to see why it was ignored, and combined with the other two major omissions it appeared that the programme was deliberately not covering EU-related news.

The Financial Times also reported that the level of inflation in Ireland had reached 5%, its highest level for 18 months, leading to fears the membership of the euro was damaging competitiveness; and that cable television companies could face new EU regulations preventing them from dominating the broadband internet access market under plans drawn up by the commission. 

The Times noted that the commission was planning to take action against the UK government for its alleged failure to regulate the Lloyd's of London insurance market.  The issue at stake was a new EU directive that required governments verified the state of solvency of insurance undertakings. 

Another report in the Times claimed that Peter Hain, the UK representative on the Convention, would welcome the proposal from France and Germany to end the rotational presidency of the EU council. 

Today did not report any of the latter four items.

January  21 

Today coverage 

Children’s playground closed because of EU rules (interview) v

BBC correspondent asked about PM’s appearance to answer questions about euro 

Items covered by newspapers

GMB warns that euro delay would hit jobs

Chirac says Franco—German alliance would drive the EU

Giscard D’Estaing  calls for elected EU president and cabinet 

Peter Hain puts forward job description of new EU president

UK had warned the EU economic summit that Europe was becoming less competitive.   

An item considered that European Standard  BSEN 176, covering equipment in children's playgrounds, as a council in Somerset was banning children from playing on swings because they did not meet regulations. The chairman of the parish council involved was interviewed. He said he had been “shocked” to receive notification on the matter. He claimed that the rules were “ridiculous”. Martha Kearney put it to him that they were for the “greater good” of children.

BBC correspondent Norman Smith was interviewed about an appearance by the prime minister before MPs to answer questions on EU enlargement.  

Commentary

This was another day of virtually no coverage of EU-related matters. The item regarding the playground was reported in both Today and the Times. Further, Martha Kearney opened the Today interview over the matter with the observation that “it sound pretty boring, but...”. Although this was an attempt at livening up the presentation, it seemed indicative of the general approach towards European Union affairs.  

By contrast, the Guardian reported prominently that Dave Edmonds, the leader of the GMB union, had warned that any delay in calling the referendum on the euro could put the public services in the UK at risk and “put into a coma” any chances of the UK going into the single currency. The report also noted the findings of a survey by Mori which had found 54% of the UK was opposed to joining the euro and 39% in favour, against 48% to 46% among trade unionists. It had also discovered 3.6m “apathetic waverers” who might not vote in a referendum.  

The Guardian said that the French president had described the recently revived Franco-German agreement as “the driving force of the re-founding of the European project” but had denied that either country had any “hegemonic desires” over Europe.  The Financial Times reported that Valery Giscard D'Estaing had said that Europe would eventually have a directly elected president and a cabinet of ministers with federal powers.  It also said that Peter Hain had registered support for the proposal for an elected head of the council of ministers, and had denied the new figure would be locked into battle with the head of the Commission. It added that he had also said he wanted the new president to drive foreign policy and take a leading role in preparing strategy for internal policy.  A further FT report noted that the European finance ministers had decided to take a tough stance against France over its budget deficit and wanted a reduction in spending by 0.5%.  There was also mention of a joint UK-Germany proposal for labour market reforms to boost competitiveness of EU economies, to be tabled at the meeting of the finance ministers. 

The Today programme therefore ignored several key developments in the continuing debate over the constitution and also the findings of a significant poll indicating the contrasting attitude towards the euro of trade unionists and the public at large.    

January 22

Items on Today 

Interview about CAP reform 

Correspondent report on celebrations to mark 40 years of Elysee Treaty 

Interview of Europe minister and German ambassador about treaty

Second interview featuring eurosceptic historian and French MP

Yesterday in Parliament mentions possible reform of EU elections 

Additional Newspaper Material 

OECD attacks EU for allowing loopholes in withholding tax

EU reaches agreement on withholding tax after 13 years of stalemate 

France to ignore stability pact 

France and Germany forced by the Convention to defend plans for two EU presidents

Labour member of Convention calls for new powers to block commission proposals 

France and Germany announce plans for dual citizenship   

Edward Stourton interviewed Franz Fischler, the EU agriculture commissioner, about suggested reforms to the Common Agricultural Policy. He asked first whether the goal was to cut the link between subsidy and production – i.e. that farmers would not automatically receive more from producing more. Mr Fischler said it was the case, and that the current system sent the wrong signals to farmers.  He said in future farmers would be rewarded for producing crops and supplies that people actually wanted. Mr Stourton put it to him that he'd backed away from environmentally friendly policies. He denied this was the case. He also said there were specific provisions to make farming more environmentally friendly. He added that a problem was that a Brussels summit on agriculture had fixed a ceiling on the amount of money available for reforms, and that more was needed.  Mr Stourton put it to him that the French had kicked reform into touch.  He said that there was a real battle in prospect next week.

James Coomarasamy reported on the France-Germany celebrations to mark the 40th anniversary of the Elysee treaty.  He said it was a symbolic occasion, with a lavish banquet, but also political with a joint meeting of the two parliaments. He said they would also be floating the idea of joint citizenship. James Naughtie commented this was quite extraordinary. He said that the event was all about history – that Versailles was now a symbol of their friendship and of 40 years of mainly peace. 

Edward Stourton later interviewed Daniel Hannan MEP - said to be a voice warning that Britain might be squeezed out by the closer relationship.  He argued, in a single soundbite, that this would be the case, that the UK “could not crowbar its way into the love nest”. The next stage of the item was a two-handed interview with Denis McShane, the Europe minister, and Thomas Matussek, the German ambassador in London. Mr Stourton asked the latter if there was no place for Britain. He said there was.  Mr Stourton said that the joint cabinet meetings closer military collaboration and law harmonisation seemed to exclude the UK.  Mr Matussek said he wanted these things for Britain, and added that the German and UK cabinets had met in the past. Denis McShane agreed. Mr Stourton suggested that the meetings had been symbolic. Mr McShane said that there were forthcoming meetings with France and Germany to discuss such issues and would co-operate in a substantive manner rather than symbolic one. Mr Stourton asked if that meant he believed the Versailles meeting was symbolic only Mr McShane replied that symbols were important and Churchill had said as much in 1946. Mr Stourton asked Mr McShane about remarks he had made suggesting that the German suggestion for having a president to run both the EU council and the commission was “going to another Kaiser”. He denied that the remark had been rude, and pointed out that a compromise, involving two presidents, was now on the table. 

A third item on the celebrations involved a rendition by a multi-cultural band – with French, German an Italian elements – of Beethoven's 9th. Edward Stourton, asked Andrew Roberts, introduced as a eurosceptic historian, if he thought Versailles was an appropriate place for the celebrations. He said he thought it was because the second German republic had been proclaimed there in 1871 and it was therefore symbolic of continuing German domination of Europe. Benedict Pavioue, a French journalist, argued that what had happened in the past was irrelevant. Edward Stourton put it to him that Versailles was nonetheless linked to some of the worst moments in French history. He said things were 'jamais vu' – they had never been the same before.  He argued that the events of the day were very important. Mr Stourton asked Mr Roberts if bad history could be buried.  He responded that problems were continuing with the plans for a new EU president which would increase the powers of Europe. 

There was a brief mention in Yesterday in Parliament to plans to combine the next European parliamentary elections with elections to the House of Lords. 

Commentary

The programme canvassed a reasonable range of opinion towards the Franco-German accord angled on the 40th anniversary of the Elysee Treaty.  This was the first time that items fixed centrally on EU affairs had figured prominently in the programme (at 6.38, 7.18 and 8.20) for some days and was ahead of the coverage of the event by newspapers the following day.  But detailed examination of the transcripts reveals that the consideration of what was involved was still relatively narrow and the reports broke little new ground.  James Coomarasamy, for example, described the event as “symbolic” and focused heavily on that “it was all going to be about history”. His analysis of what was being proposed about constitutional and governmental changes was a secondary and imprecise theme of his short report.   The main purposes of the other two items seemed to be to explore the mixed historical messages of Versailles as a venue for a peace treaty, with only limited investigation of the actual Franco-German proposals for much closer co-operation between governments. This came in the exchanges involving Conservative MEP Daniel Hannan and the German ambassador. The band used in the third item seemed to stretch reporting of European affairs to the limit – in the efforts to spice things up, there was a descent here almost to the level of farce. 

The programme did not report – as the Times did – that France and Germany had been forced at a meeting of the Brussels convention drafting the new EU treaty to defend their proposals for the treaty. The report noted that at the two day meeting, 40 speakers had been opposed, seven undecided and seven in favour. It added that those in favour included Britain, Spain and Sweden. 

The only mention on Today of the European commission's proposed changes to CAP – of fundamental importance to farmers – was in a single interview of the commissioner responsible for the change. He gave, from his perspective, the broad sweep of the changes. Listeners were therefore given a general overview over the commission's view of the proposed reforms. But by definition, this was very narrow. There was no effort to gauge reaction among farmers or UK politicians to the moves, nor to assess the likely impact.  By contrast, the Daily Telegraph spelled out that the measures were likely to cost British farmers up to £300m in lost subsidies. The Guardian also report concerns held by the trade secretary Patricia Hewitt that the reforms did not go far enough in that continuing subsidies to EU farmers would prevent developing world countries from trading their way out of poverty. The report also said that France and Ireland had “dealt a serious blow to the Doha trade round by blocking approval for an EU paper proposing the liberalisation of global agricultural trade. 

The programme had a fleeting mention of proposed changes to the European elections, but there were again items in newspapers that it did not cover.  The Times and Independent reported that European Parliament had issued a 32-page comic about its operations that would be distributed to 1.25m children. 

The Independent also reported that Peter Mandelson had claimed that staying outside the euro would damage the drive to improve public services.

The Financial Times and the Daily Telegraph reported that after 13 years of wrangling, an agreement had been reached covering 12 EU countries (excepting Belgium, Austria and Luxembourg) on withholding tax. The report said that the deal – covering savings totalling an estimated €300bn for Germans alone – extended the tax to offshore havens such as the Channel Islands and “effectively ended banking secrecy in relation to non-residents'  savings.  It added that Gordon Brown, who had backed the proposal even though it fell short of his initial demand that the tax should cover all the 15 members and calm fears that it would hit the City's bonds market. The Guardian, also reporting the withholding tax deal, said that OECD had accused the EU of going soft on “high rolling investors” owing to loopholes in the withholding tax.

The lack of coverage on Today of the withholding tax story as a whole   was hard to explain, particularly because it had a potential impact on UK tax havens and the operations of the City of London, and also because the government's “stand” against the proposals had been widely covered as being “successful” in earlier reporting (for example during the Feira Summit in 2000).  The UK government had accepted a significant compromise in relation to extended EU powers and there was not one word of it on the programme. There were other big omissions, including the very limited reporting of the proposed CAP reforms – which continued to feature in the newspapers the following day.  Today also did not cover a further Financial Times story of relevance to the continuing debate about the euro, which was that France had said it would not comply with an order from other government to reduce its spending deficit over the next four years.     The report said that the dispute had led to the first vote among finance ministers about the growth and stability pact since 1999, with France maintaining that – despite the pact – it was going to use public spending o stave off the threat of recession, as the US had done.  

January 23

Items on Today

Bulletin report about France inviting Mugabe to a conference against EU sanctions 

Correspondent report on the invite 

Mention of newspaper reports about Oakington asylum problems (linked to EU) 

Additional Newspaper Material 

Sweeping reform of CAP unveiled

Changes to face stiff opposition from UK farming lobby

British farmers stood to lose £300m a year in subsidies  

EU statisticians decided that England is not an island

EU to take action against “stranglehold” of Microsoft on software 

A bulletin item said that France was considering inviting President Mugabe of Zimbabwe to a summit of African leaders, despite EU sanctions saying he should not. The report also said that EU foreign ministers would discuss the renewal of the sanctions. The item included a soundbite from Welsh secretary Peter Hain saying that Mr Mugabe was not welcome in Europe. Correspondent Mike Williams was later interviewed over the matter.  He noted that the deal on offer from France appeared to be that if the UK allowed the Mugabe visit, they would support the renewal of sanctions. Edward Stourton contended that since the sanctions had been imposed things had gone from bad to worse in Zimbabwe, and asked why the French therefore wanted him.  Mr Williams said there were two viewpoints within the EU, one backed by the UK, that only increasing isolation would force Zimbabwe to reform, and the other, among Francophone countries, that a peace deal in the Congo could not be reached without President Mugabe. Edward Stourton then interviewed Geoffrey Von Orden, Tory spokesman on the European parliament defence committee, who argued that sanctions should be renewed and that Mr Mugabe should not be allowed to visit France. He said he was seeking assurances from the government that the visit would definitely be opposed.  Mr Von Orden discounted the idea that Mr Mugabe was essential to achieving peace in the Congo.   

A mention in the newspaper review of pieces in the Daily Telegraph and Daily Express said that the Oakington asylum reception centre was almost empty because it had been decided to house only people from the 10 countries about to join the EU.  Foreign office minister, Mike Denham in an interview about the matter, said that new restrictions on the ability of people from the EU to seek asylum had recently been introduced.  He said those accommodated at Oakington from other places was now likely to rise. Edward Stourton put it to him that it was “madness” to keep the numbers there so low when many asylum seekers were being put in hotels, despite the protests of locals.  Mr Denham replied that it had been hard to predict the precise impact of the new measures.   

Commentary

The item about President Mugabe was about relations between EU members – whether France would press for the visit to go ahead against opposition from the UK. The programme covered adequately the issues involved. The item about asylum was not central to EU affairs at all. 

The proposed visit by President Mugabe was extensively covered by the newspapers. 

The newspapers continued coverage of the proposals to change CAP.  The Guardian said that the £30bn of agricultural subsidies would be reduced and revamped, with the link for the first time broken between subsidies and production, with cash support devoted more towards high food quality standards and environmental protection.  The report noted that the CAP consumed half the EU's budget of £60bn, with 70% of the CAP total going to 20% of farms. It also said that price protection on some items such as milk could go. The article also contained quotes from Oxfam saying that the changes did nothing to help the developing world. 

A report in the Times said that the CAP changes would face stiff resistance from UK farmers who stood to lose up to £330m in subsidies. None of these angles were covered by the Today programme. This underlined the narrowness of its single interview of Franz Fischler the previous day. 

Most of the titles had extensive reports on the fortieth anniversary of the Elysee Treaty, also reported the previous day by Today.

Additionally there was a report in the Daily Telegraph that EU statisticians had ruled that the UK was not for EU purposes an island; and the Financial Times reported that Mario Monti, the competition commissioner,  wanted to take strong action against Microsoft  for its hold over software markets. 

January 24

Items on Today

Correspondent report on continuing row over Mugabe visit   

Interview with French MP and Liberal Democrat over visit 

Newspaper review mentions reports on the visit 

Additional Newspaper material 

The UK government would not seek to block the Mugabe visit

Whitehall officials told to prepare for snap announcement on the euro 

Donald Rumsfeld says France and Germany are “old Europe”

Peter Hain says that new EU president should have sweeping powers over foreign policy

Business survey finds that many believed that EU harmonisation would benefit them   

James Coomarasamy reported on the continuing row over whether President Mugabe should be allowed to visit France.  He said that the interchange was becoming more complex than just the British wanting to give the French a punch on the nose because they wanted to keep the country onside in relation to Iraq.  He said that in consequence, Downing Street was briefing that Mr Mugabe had visited Europe on previous occasions.  He said that France wanted Mr Mugabe to come to Europe because they believed he had leverage over the increase in democracy in Africa. He added that the expulsion of farmers in Zimbabwe was not really an issue in France, and so Britain's opposition was seen as surprising.  He mentioned that a French-UK summit was due to be held in ten days' time, reconvened after the row relating to the CAP.  He claimed it would be fascinating to see what the body language at the conference would be like. John Humphrys said that Blair and Chirac were not exactly best friends these days. Mr Coomarasamy said they were hoping to improve matters.

Later in the programme Liberal Democrat Menzies Campbell was asked whether he thought that Mr Mugabe should be dis-invited by the French.  Mr Campbell said he should be, because it was offensive to think of him shopping in Paris at a time when millions in his country were starving.  Mr Humphrys asked Jacques Myard, French MP, why he was being welcomed in France.  He said he thought a dialogue should be started with Mr Mugabe even though France did not approve of his actions.  He claimed the EU embargo was making matters worse.  Mr Campbell maintained that the only dialogue with Zimbabwe should be via opposition parties.  He argued that the French were the strongest proponents of common farm and security polices and that unilateral action over Mr Mugabe would not help them.  Mr Myard denied that there were bad relations between France and the UK and that there were common policies over Europe.      

The newspaper review said that the “often eurosceptic” Sun was had damned France and Germany as a shabby duo “as reliable as a five bob watch”. Also mentioned were reports in the Independent and the Guardian about the continuing row.    

Commentary 

Coverage of Europe on the programme was confined to the continuing discussions over President Mugabe's visit.  

The newspapers had extensive coverage of the affair, with the Times claiming that the UK government would not seek to block the visit because of continuing concerns over Iraq.  It also reported – which Today did not – that Clare Short had said Mr Mugabe's visit was “unimaginable” and should be stopped. 

The Daily Telegraph claimed that Whitehall officials had been told to prepare for a “snap announcement” over the euro well before the deadline of the five economic tests in June.  The report noted that a paper from the Foreign Policy Centre submitted to the prime minister had had argued that a referendum on joining the euro could be won by the government. The Financial Times also reported the FPC study, saying it argued that public opinion would be swung in favour of the euro only if there was a strong campaign by the government. 

The Daily Telegraph said that Donald Rumsfeld, frustrated at France and Germany's stance to the Iraq war, had described them as ‘Old Europe’. 

The Independent reported that Peter Hain had said that the future president of the EU should have sweeping powers over foreign policy “to whip Europe's leaders into line, preside at summits and oversee foreign policy”. 

The Financial Times said that delivery company UPS had conducted a survey among EU businesses which had found that many believed that tax harmonisation across Europe would benefit them. 

January 27 

Items on Today 

EU ministers to discuss Mugabe visit (bulletins) 

Correspondent report says that Jack Straw wanted to extend Zimbabwe sanctions

Interview about impact of ECHR on number of asylum seekers in UK 

Business news interview over new EU directive requiring more notice over job losses 

MP asks constituents about a range of issues, including the euro

Additional material in newspapers 

British MEPs to try block new EU directive on retirement funds

Cayman Island threatens court action against UK over withholding tax

Tony Blair says UK would pull out of ECHR if asylum measures did not work 

EU foreign policy chief, says that public opinion in Europe was against Iraq war

No poll on euro because opinion polls suggested high levels of euroscepticism   

A bulletin item said that EU ministers would meet in Brussels to discuss whether to ban Mr Mugabe coming to Paris.  The report said that Britain was afraid that the entire sanctions regime against Zimbabwe could collapse.  In a correspondent report from Chris Morris later in the programme, he said that Jack Straw, the foreign secretary, wanted to extend the sanctions against Mr Mugabe and prevent his European trip. He argued it would be very difficult for the UK not to compromise.  

A report on asylum seekers opened with news that Tony Blair had hinted that he could reject the European Convention of Human Rights (ECHR) in order to cut the numbers coming to Britain.  Sarah Montague asked human rights lawyer Louise Christian what could be done.  She said she did not understand the prime minister's point because what covered the UK's obligation to asylum seekers was the 1951 refugee convention.  She said that the Human Rights act clauses covering the right to life and the right not to be subjected to degrading treatment could not be derogated from.  She thought it appalling that the prime minister appeared not to be defending that we should shelter people from persecution.  Sarah Montague said she understood that the ECHR prevented Britain from returning people to a country where their lives might be in danger.  Ms Christian accepted that there were differences between the ways different countries interpreted obligations.  Ms Montague said she understood that France had derogated from article 3 of the ECHR, relating to returning refugees to a country where there life might be endangered, with the result that people tended to come to Britain.  Ms Christian said she was not aware of that.  Anne Widdecombe, later in the programme, asserted that Britain needed to have its own clear law upholding the UK's requirement to shelter people from persecution, but said that Labour had allowed the UK – unlike other countries – to become a soft touch. Labour MP Derek Wyatt said he was concerned that it seemed that the refugee system seemed to have broken down. The newspaper review mentioned a Daily Mail editorial which was sceptical that Tony Blair would pull out of the ECHR.   

In the business news, Greg Wood explored   “a war of words” between the CBI and the TUC over a new EU directive which required more prior consultation over job losses. The CBI interviewee argued that a “one-size-fits-all” policy was ridiculous. Brendan Barber of the TUC claimed the opposite, and wanted the UK to be brought in line with the “European mainstream”. 

Macer Hall reported that Labour MP John Mann had started polling his constituents on a variety of issues, including heir attitude to the euro, to try to understand what was causing voter apathy. 

Commentary 

The Zimbabwe coverage showed that Britain was still at loggerheads with the EU over the proposed visit and sanctions. The sequences on asylum reported Tony Blair's threat to pull out of the treaties obliging Britain to shelter asylum seekers, and covered the practicality of such a move from a number of perspectives. This was a complex matter and the programme shed some light in the practicalities and difficulties involved.  The only item centrally focused on EU affairs was the dispute between the CBI and the TUC over new terms of employment, which was reasonably covered in the business news interview. 

The newspapers again had a raft of items related to the EU. They reported comprehensively the call from the prime minister over asylum, and also that Jack Straw was trying to persuade EU ministers to re-impose sanctions on Zimbabwe.

In addition, The Times reported that the Cayman Island was prepared to take the UK government to court over its decision to support the withholding tax measures, and had contended that Gordon Brown was riding roughshod over their rights. 

The Times also reported that British MEPs were preparing to block an EU directive that could lead to pension funds having more liability for disability payments an insurance cover, moves that those in the industry calculated would add billions of pounds to the cost of administration. 

The Independent said that Javier Solana, the commissioner for foreign policy had claimed that public opinion in Europe was overwhelmingly against war with Iraq. All the titles said that the UK was pursuing a policy of attempting to persuade EU allies over Iraq. 

January 28

Aid package for UK fishing industry hit by EU cod quotas (bulletins) 

Interview about asylum law and ECHR with Conservatives 

Interview with editor of Daily Telegraph about origins of asylum row

Interview with Zimbabwe opposition leader over Mugabe visit 

Press review mentions of Zimbabwe story and UK’s relations with the EU and US 

Additional material in newspapers 

Salmon farmers to be limited by the EU in use of colorants

EU directive against counterfeit goods announced 

EC to back Croatia’s bid to join the EU

France and Ireland back down in opposition to liberalisation of global farm trade 

A bulletin item said that the UK government was preparing to announce a £50m aid package aimed at fishing communities hit by the EU restrictions related to cod fishing. 

An interview with Oliver Letwin included suggestions that the Conservatives could revise their policy towards asylum seekers in the light of the PM's remarks relating to obligations under the ECHR. He said that the Conservatives had wanted for some time to revise article three of the convention, and did not object - in certain circumstances - to people being deported back to their country of origin.  Edward Stourton put it to him: “Let's be clear about that – you would be happy for people to see people deported back to a country at which they were likely to suffer harm?”.  He replied in the affirmative, if people were judged to be a threat to national security in the UK.  Mr Letwin said that the Conservatives wanted an overhaul of obligations under international asylum provisions, leading to Britain having a logical quota.

A further feature on asylum seekers opened from the perspective of the “right wing press” - fired by the Daily Telegraph - who had suggested in the wake of the murder of a policeman by an asylum seeker, that the ECHR provisions should be changed.  He first asked the Telegraph’s editor Charles Moore whether he saw the prime minister's move to changing the ECHR as victory for the press. He responded that Mr Blair was floating an idea that would not necessarily be seen through.

Morgan Tsvangirai, an opposition speaker in Zimbabwe, was asked his reaction to the fact that EU ministers had not been able to agree on preventing Mr Mugabe travelling to Paris.  He said he was shocked.  Jack Straw was also interviewed on the topic.  He said that a much more important issue was that If Mr Mugabe was allowed to come to a EU-African Union summit in April, Britain would not be represented at heads of government level.  He would not be drawn – despite a direct question from Edward Stourton – on whether he “would have to accept” Mr Mugabe coming to Paris. 

The newspaper review said that the Times mentioned that the EU had failed miserably to agree over Zimbabwe. The world press review said that a newspaper in Iraq claimed that the UK's ties with the US were preventing it from exerting its role within the EU. 

Commentary 

The bulletins covered the payment to the fishing communities hit by EU restrictions on quotas, but this was not expanded upon or explained elsewhere in the programme.

The interview with Oliver Letwin clarified that the Conservatives – in line with Tony Blair - were concerned about the ECHR and wanted to revise article three relating to the deportation of asylum seekers. The programme, in the later interview, explored whether the changes being considered were a reaction to the “right wing press”. Charles Moore was given the opportunity to respond to the claims, but it was striking that, on one of the few occasions when possible change was being contemplated to an EU-originated piece of legislation, those advocating the move were cast as being part of a “conspiracy”.

The further coverage of the Zimbabwe problems established that the opposition in the country was shocked at the failure of the EU to agree to block the visit by Mr Mugabe, and that Jack Straw now saw the main objective as being to prevent Mr Mugabe coming to a later summit, rather than the meeting in question. 

Coverage of items directly connected with the EU was again very limited, and confined to the brief mention of the fishing measures and possible changes to the ECHR.  

Reports in the newspapers – as well as the items above - included that a directive from the European Commission (EC) required Scottish fishermen to reduce colorants used in smoked salmon. The Financial Times also reported that the EC was to unveil tough measures against producers of counterfeit goods as part of a crackdown on a piracy market said to be worth €14bn. Other reports covered the EC announcing its backing for Croatia to join the EU; France and Ireland backing down over their opposition to the EU paper advocating liberalisation of the global farm trade.     

January 29 

Items on Today

Interview and newspaper review focuses on EU directive about toys in pig sties

Interview about a pub seeking EU aid to stay in business

Additional material in newspapers 

25% surge in value of euro against the dollar blunts EU competitiveness

The EU to launch its own “navy” to stem the tide of illegal immigrants 

EC says UK’s public spending plans will break growth and stability pact

Fishermen complain that £60m aid will reduce UK fleet still further. 

Think-tank says that Britain will have to leave EU if it does not leave the euro

Sweden says it will join euro in 2006 if referendum is positive.  

A newspaper review mentioned an article in the Times saying that a new EU directive would require that pigs had toys in their sties.  The programme also had an interview with a farmer about the topic.  It was prefaced with the observation that if farmers ignored the directive, they could be jailed. The farmer said he had had a visit by the “toy inspector”.  He added that they had tried various toys, but pigs broke them and it was hard to know what to do, because pigs could harm themselves on broken toys.  The farmer asked whether his counterparts in Europe were obeying the law, and observed it was “absolutely pathetic”. John Humphrys said there was a serious side of the issues in that pigs could be hurt if they chewed each other.  The farmer agreed. 

There was also an interview with a regular of a pub, which was seeking a grant from the EU to save its independence.             

Commentary

Europe had almost disappeared from the agenda again. The coverage of the directive on pig toys – based on a follow-up of a piece in the Times – gave some amusing insights into the farmer's incredulity at the new measure.  It brought into sharp relief the apparent impracticality of some EU legislation. But it appeared to have been included for its amusement value rather than through any desire to cover European affairs. 

The Daily Telegraph reported that the 25% rise in the value of the euro against the dollar meant that many eurozone countries were losing their competitiveness.  The newspaper also noted that the EU had launched its own navy to patrol the flow of illegal immigrants into southern Spain. 

The Guardian reported that the EC had said that the UK's public spending plans would put it outside the targets in the growth and stability pact.  It noted that fishermen were complaining that the money to be provided to offset the impact of EU fishing quotas was being used to lay off vessels, reducing the size of the UK's fishing fleet still further.  The Independent reported that the director of the Institute for Economic and Social Research had warned that if the UK did not join the euro, it would have to leave the EU altogether.  In the Financial Times, a report said that the Swedes would join the euro in 2006 if a referendum later in the year was positive.  

All of these items had relevance to the UK and listeners to the Today programme.  

January 30 

Items on Today

Three brief mentions of the EU 

Additional Newspaper Material

Tony Blair to persuade EU allies to support Iraq war

Polish church demands that EU accession will not change abortion laws

UK government moves to try introduce two thirds veto for new constitution

Croatia to hand over war criminals for EU entry

EC “getting tough” over French government subsidy over France Telecoms

EC warns that “open skies” policy was role of EU not individual governments

Greek finance minister warns at Ecofin that France should stop challenging euro rules

Tony Blair to meet Giscard D’Estaing to discuss compromise over treaty reform 

The newspaper review mentioned a letter in the Times in which eight EU countries were backing the US stance on Iraq, despite France and Germany not doing so.   A feature in the programme followed up the letter through an interview with Spanish MP Gustavo De Aristegui, who had suggested it. He said Spain wanted to boost the relationship with the US and was worried that Europe and the US might be drifting apart.  

Sarah Montague put it to Charles Grant, of the Centre for European Reform, that the letter showed that there were splits in Europe.  He agreed and said it was a serious setback in attempting to build a more common foreign policy. He claimed that on other matters such as Palestine, the EU was united.  Ms Montague asked Mr De Aristegui whether the letter was a message to France and Germany.  He said it was and that he sure that the two countries would eventually join, though it would now be necessary to work hard.  Ms Montague said that Germany was especially opposed to the war.  Mr De Aristegui said that it had voted to allow the US to use its air space.  Ms Montague asked Mr Grant if the latest move meant that there was “an element of a message for France and Germany who have presumed to speak for Europe in the past?” Mr Grant agreed that there was and that they could not now assume that they always did.  He claimed, however, that the division might not last for long.  Ms Montague asked Mr De Aristegui whether Donald Rumsfeld had a point in referring to “old Europe”, as the signatories of the letter included Hungary and Poland.  Mr De Aristegui said he did not want to enter that debate.  But pressed by Ms Montague, he accepted that Europe was changing and also claimed that Mr Rumsfeld's remarks were aimed mainly at criticising France and Germany. 

Commentary 

The Guardian reported that the Roman Catholic Church in Poland was asking for guarantees that the EU would not be able to change the country's strict anti-abortion laws. 

The newspaper also reported that the British government was attempting to introduce measures that would block the EC's proposals if two thirds of  national parliaments believed it was trying to seize too much power; and that Croatia  had agreed to hand over its war criminals to the UN as part of the push to join the EU. 

The Financial Times said that Tony Blair would indicate that  a meeting with Valery Giscard D'Estaing about the new constitution that the UK would accept majority voting in a number of areas previously opposed by the UK, and would also not oppose the EU's charter for fundamental rights or “even the creation of an embryonic diplomatic service”.  The report quoted David Heathcoat Amory, the Conservative member of the Convention, as saying that he proposed treaty was bigger than Maastricht, Nice and Amsterdam rolled into one and had gone unnoticed because the Conservatives had been afraid of opening old wounds. 

January 31 

An item on business news, involving an interview with Ray Barrell, of the National Institution for Economic and Social Research mentioned that European economies were growing more slowly than predicted.

Additional items in newspapers

Areas of Britain could lose EU aid because of eastward expansion

EC warns that chancellor’s growth predictions are over-optimistic

Eight EU countries attack France and Germany over lack of support for Iraq war

Banks warn that new EU rules on consumer credit would raise charges  

Ireland warns that treaty reform was “losing the plot” 

EC planned new rules against state takeover of companies 

Talks about Albanian EU accession  

Commentary 

Another low level of coverage on Today. 

The Times said that enlargement would lead to many areas of Britain losing “hundreds of millions of pounds” in EU aid because they would be no longer be categorised as deprived. 

The Daily Telegraph continued coverage of the warning from the EC that Britain' spending was outside the growth and stability pact. 

The Financial Times said that proposed new European Union rules on consumer credit would raise charges, and lead to lenders being refused loans. 

Statistical Comparisons

In January 2003 Today carried 55 different stories relating to the European Union, spanning 86 programme items (often the same story is dealt with in different parts of the programme; for example, a bulletin item or newspaper review could be followed up with an interview or feature report).  The newspapers carried a total of 155 distinct stories relating to the EU, 51 of which were also covered by Today.  

The table below divides these European Union stories into six key subject areas, together with a category containing miscellaneous reports.

	Subject Area
	Today
	Newspapers 
	
	Today Percentage

	The Euro
	10
	25
	
	40%

	EU Constitution
	3
	20
	
	15%

	Enlargement
	4
	13
	
	30%

	CAP/Farming/Fisheries
	2
	10
	
	20%

	European Legislation
	5
	29
	
	17%

	EU/Eurozone Economy 
	4
	21
	
	19%

	Other/Miscellaneous
	27
	37
	
	73%

	
	
	

	Totals
	55
	155
	
	35%


This data shows that the programme gave an adequate level coverage to issues surrounding the Euro, with 40% of the available stories in the wider news agenda being covered in January; (although this was mainly confined to the first three days of the year, with a series of reports based around the anniversary of the euro launch and the prime minister’s New Year message).  The programme faired much worse in its treatment of the European Constitution and of EU legislation and directives, with only 17% and 15% of the stories in the wider agenda being included on Today.  

The size of the ‘miscellaneous’ category is important here: it shows that almost half of the EU-related stories covered by Today fell outside the six key categories listed in the table.   Although some of the ‘miscellaneous’ stories dealt with the day-to-day business of the EU, many more featured the EU as a joint or subsidiary theme (for example, the divisions within the EU over Iraq, or the travel ban on Robert Mugabe).  

The Today Agenda 

It is tempting to attribute the Today programme’s sidelining of ‘Europe’ to the pressure exerted on the agenda by the build up towards war with Iraq.  Certainly, in the midst of the conflict, the programme used the war to excuse its lack of European coverage.  On April 4, as American troops fought for control of the airport in Basra, BBC Political Editor Andrew Marr noted in an item on the Conservative Party, “There’s also this European Convention . . . one of those stories we would have been talking about ad nauseum had it not been for Iraq.” to which John Humphrys responded: “Funny how everything goes away at time of war.” But while Iraq was undoubtedly the dominant news story for the programme in January 2003, coverage had not yet reached the intensity observed in the weeks approaching the start of hostilities, and certainly nothing approaching the blanket coverage that appeared once the war had commenced.  

The table shows the main stories broadcast by Today for the month of January.  All news stories forming the basis of ten or more feature reports were logged and timed.

	Main Stories:  January 2003

	Story
	Number of Features
	Total Airtime 
	Average length of feature

	Iraq
	86
	471 min
	5 min 28 sec

	Crime/Policing/Law & Order
	38
	184 min
	4 min 50 sec

	Education/Schools/University Funding
	37
	123 min
	3 min 19 sec

	Terrorism
	34
	155 min
	4 min 33 sec

	Fire Fighters’ Dispute
	20
	79 min
	3 min 57 sec

	Bad Weather/Travel Disruption
	17
	63 min
	3 min 42 sec

	Safeway Takeover Bid
	17
	51 min
	3 min 00 sec

	Child Abuse/Paedophilia Investigations
	15
	74 min
	4 min 56 sec

	Israel/Palestine
	15
	56 min
	3 min 43 sec

	Cricket World Cup/Zimbabwe
	14
	53 min
	3 min 46 sec

	Asylum
	12
	54 min
	4 min 30 sec

	North/South Korea
	12
	44 min
	3 min 40 sec


Discussion and debate surrounding the possibility of a war with Iraq accounted for 15.3% of the Today programme’s feature output during January.  Combined, the twelve issues listed in the table accounted for 44% of the programme’s total feature output. 

The remainder of the programme carried stories of lesser significance:  ranging from single, stand-alone reports to stories which were newsworthy for a comparatively short period.  Thus, while Iraq was the principal story during this period - and its dominance was to increase as war approached and commenced - the coverage it received was not significant enough to account for the exclusion of other important news from the agenda.  

No single European issue qualified for inclusion as a ‘main story’ during January, but over the course of the month there were 57 features relating to the EU, with a total duration of 159 minutes.  The table below provides details of these stories:

	Main Stories:  January 2003

	Story
	Number of Features
	Total Airtime 
	Average length of feature

	UK and the Euro/Economic Tests
	11
	36 min 15 sec
	3 min 17 sec

	European Economics
	7
	8 min 30 sec
	1 min 13 sec

	Travel Ban on Robert Mugabe
	6
	17 min
	2 min 49 sec

	Franco-German Relations
	5
	20 min
	4 min

	European Parliament/Legislation
	5
	16 min
	3 min 12 sec

	EU and Iraq 
	5
	15 min
	3 min

	Enlargement
	5
	12 min
	2 min 24 sec

	Constitution/Presidency
	4
	10 min 30 sec
	2 min 38 sec

	European Convention on Human Rights
	3
	14 min
	4 min 40 sec

	Other/Miscellaneous
	6
	9 min 45 sec
	1 min 38 sec


It is significant that Europe-based reports tended to be short.  The average duration of a Europe-related feature - at 2 minutes 47 - seconds was approximately half that of a report on Iraq and was significantly lower than any of the twelve ‘main stories’ listed in the previous table.   This appeared due, in no small part, to ‘Europe’ being combined with other issues – often interviewees were asked a single question or short series of questions on Europe, in conjunction with questions on other subjects.  Of the 57 feature reports listed above, only 30 were solely concerned with EU matters.

Conclusion

The data presented suggests that the Today audience are being deprived of news relating to important events in the European Union.  During January 2003, many stories appearing in the wider news agenda were ignored altogether, and others were presented without detailed explanation or analysis.  Of course, the Today programme is not obliged cover every story appearing in the broadsheet press, but it is required to present listeners with reasonably wide-ranging coverage.  This survey has demonstrated a number of central concerns relating to the programme’s treatment of EU news.

Levels of coverage: In January, 5.1% of the programme’s feature reports were EU-related.  Although this was higher than the 4.5% average for the monitoring project to date, the amount of time devoted to Europe precluded coverage of many stories appearing in the wider news agenda.  The data shows that although there were pressures on the agenda from the build-up to war in Iraq, these were not significant enough to exclude EU stories from the programme.   

Bulletins:  European-related stories were generally placed low in the bulletin running order and many were not followed up elsewhere in the programme through interviews or reports by Today correspondents.  Of the sixteen bulletin items featured in January, only one report – relating to Tony Blair’s New Year message on the euro – was placed high in the bulletin order, appearing in the third position that morning.  With between ten and twelve bulletin stories in each segment, 11 of the 16 Europe-related bulletin items were placed in sixth position or lower. 

Business coverage:  There were only three substantive interviews and three further reports based on EU-news in the programme’s Business News and Update sections, despite there being a wealth of such stories in the wider news agenda.  Of particular concern was that stories of particular importance – most notably a decision on the withholding tax after thirteen years – were ignored by the programme.  

Europe appearing as a ‘secondary issue’: Many of the stories covered by Today in January were relevant to the EU only in the context of other issues, for example, providing an EU perspective on the war with Iraq or on Robert Mugabe’s visit to Paris.  Furthermore, Europe was often dealt with in tandem with other stories: of the 57 feature reports broadcast, only 30 were solely concerned with Europe.  In the remaining reports, European Union questions were often fielded to guests alongside questions on other, unrelated, news items.  

Average feature length: The average length of an EU-related report, at 2 min 47 seconds, was much shorter than any of the main stories appearing in January.  (This average was skewed somewhat by the appearance of a lengthy report on the euro on January 1st; the mathematical mean length of an EU-report in January was just 2 minutes.)  This has clear implications for the depth of analysis the programme can provide, and meant that many important issues were covered only superficially.  

Wide variations in the amount of EU coverage based on key subject areas.  While 40% of the broadsheet stories surrounding the euro were carried by Today, only 17% of stories relating to the European Convention and 15% of stories on EU legislation were covered by the programme.  This demonstrates that certain types of EU news are looked upon less favourably by the Today editorial team than others, perhaps because they are considered ‘too complex’ or ‘uninteresting’.  

A low level of investigative reporting: Today carried reports and features which deviated from the agenda in the broadsheet press on only six occasions during the survey period.  This demonstrates that the programme did not take a pro-active approach to generating EU stories during January.  

The evidence presented here suggests that the Today audience is being deprived of the news, comment and analysis they need to make judgements on some of the most important issues facing Britain.  With no ring-fenced commitment to European Union news, much rests on judgement of the programme’s editorial team.  Coverage of EU issues during January 2003 was fragmentary, and sometimes brief to the point of superficiality, despite there being a wealth of stories in the wider agenda worthy of analysis and discussion.   
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